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ABSTRACT 

Nigerian universities generally perform below expectations in the quality and quantity of research 

outputs and there is no internal quality assurance framework for enhancing research outputs in most 

universities. This study was aimed at examining Nigerian universities’ internal quality assurance 

practices for improving the research outputs and the constraints to these practices with a view to 

recommending a model for better institutional research quality assurance practices. To pursue these 

aims, six research questions and two theories framed the study. Mixed methods multiple case study 

approach was used. Two high-performing and two low-performing universities were selected using 

diverse case selection method. Ten participants consisting of Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Directors 

of Research and Quality Assurance (QA); and 220 lecturers participated in an in-depth interview and 

questionnaire survey respectively. The interview transcripts, documents and survey data were analysed 

using thematic approach and descriptive statistics. It was found that three out of four case universities 

had research policies while one had a quality assurance policy and most of other relevant policies to 

support research.  

Directorates of Research and of QA were common structures in universities but the latter’s activities 

excluded research. The practices used by most universities to improve research tend to exclude 

essential elements in input, process and output dimensions of research quality. The study revealed that 

high- and low-performing universities differ in internal quality assurance practices for improving 

research. The high performers are inclined to more comprehensive and better practices that target 

research input, process and output; and gathering and using relevant information to improve research. 

They also have more positive impact of their IQA practices than the low performers. It was further 

revealed that external quality assurance mechanisms of the National Universities Commission (NUC) 

positively affect universities’ internal quality assurance practices in most of the universities but impact 

negatively on IQA processes in low-performing universities due to lack of follow-up on IQA matters. 

Internal and external factors such as lack of IQA structure, insufficient technical support, unpopularity 

of QA mechanisms, inadequate commitment of top university management, inadequate funding; and 

government bureaucracy and poor funding were constraints to universities’ IQA practices for research 

improvement. Systematic University Research Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) is 

recommended since it uses systems approach to entrench university’s research transformation elements 

into the IQA of research and also provides a means of assessing and improving research in Nigerian 

universities through leadership commitment.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  

In most countries, a university has three mandates classified into broad categories of teaching, 

research and community service or extension (Albert, 2010:490; Jaishi, 2020:5; Singai, 2021:7). 

Research is a definitive component that serves as an indicator of the academic excellence of a 

university; hence, it is important to academics, the institution and society. It plays a dominant role 

in determining the career progression of academics in universities. It is an avenue through which 

a new generation of scholars is introduced into the culture of acquiring and creating knowledge 

through systematic investigation and critical questioning. Importantly, research outputs published 

in reputable journals and scholarly books constitute the major yardstick for ranking universities 

globally. Research and development efforts of universities form a strong base for the industrial 

and technological advancement of most nations.  

The teaching and community service functions of the university also benefit from research. Some 

scholars have argued that the academics’ engagement in research not only contributes to 

knowledge but also improves their teaching (Grant & Wakeline, 2009:138; Hua, 2009:5; Saketa, 

2014:190; Tight, 2016:293). In Saketa’s study on the higher education system, the participants’ 

responses specifically showed that teaching and learning are inseparable from research and 

publication, as the latter contribute significantly to the improvement of tuition in any institution. 

This relationship between research and teaching has been described as symbiotic and mutually 

beneficial (Brennan, Cusack, Delahunt, Kuznesof & Donnelly, 2019:306; Visser-Wijnveen, Van 

Driel, Van der Rijst, Verloop & Visser, 2010:195) but the strength of the nexus depends on the 

university’s research or teaching intensity (McKinley, Mcintosh, Milligan & Mikolajewska, 

2021:1037). Similarly, it has been established that the academics’ involvement in research 

enhances their capacity in community service (Grant & Wakeline, 2009:139; Keerberg, Kiisla & 

Mäeltsemees, 2013:33).  

Grant and Wakeline (2009:139) observed that academics who are involved in consultancies with 

organisations attributed their success in this venture to their significant footprints in research as 

experts and publication profiles. Therefore, increasing the number and quality of research 
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publications and developing a strong research culture in universities is crucial for society, the 

university and the individual academic (Altunay & Tonbul, 2014:1; Ogunode, Yiolokun & 

Akeredolu, 2019:78). Compared to universities in other developing countries like South Africa, 

Nigerian universities’ research output is below par and there are inadequate internal quality 

management mechanisms to improve it.  

A review of relevant surveys reveals that Nigerian universities are lagging in research and 

knowledge production regionally and globally (Okebukola, 2014:184; Times Higher Education, 

2019). In 2011, following the pressure from the Academic Staff Union of Nigerian Universities 

(ASUU), the Federal Government set up a Committee on Needs Assessment of Public Universities 

in Nigeria (CNAPUN) to assess the needs of public universities in the country. The report of that 

Committee showed that in a period of three years (2008-2011), academics in public universities 

numbering 37,504 published only 7,935 articles. It further revealed that 83% of these articles were 

published in local journals, while only 17% were published in international journals (CNAPUN, 

2012: 335).  

More recently, the Executive Secretary of the National Universities Commission (NUC), the 

agency that assures quality in Nigerian universities bemoaned the fact that the country’s academics 

lose huge research grants because of their inability to write quality research proposals. He observed 

that of the three billion Naira (₦) set aside for research by the Tertiary Education Trust Fund 

(TETFund), only ₦266 million had been accessed, and that other research grants from international 

organisations such as the World Bank had to be returned because there were no research proposals 

good enough to access the funds (NUC, 2014:2). It is, therefore, not surprising that in the 2019 

Times Higher Education World University Ranking, with research as an important criterion, only 

two Nigerian universities (Covenant University in Ota and University of Ibadan) featured in the 

first 601–800 universities in the world, falling behind seven South African universities (The Times 

Higher Education, 2019). The low ranking of Nigerian universities is, therefore, linked to their 

poor research output (NUC, 2019:1).  

The poor research performance of Nigerian universities, which should be centres of knowledge 

creation and dissemination has negative consequences for the universities themselves, individual 

scholars and the country. Research evidence also shows that Nigeria has not fared well in 

knowledge production, innovation and technological advancement (Dutta, Reynoso & Bernard, 
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2014: 15). At the regional level, a 10-year report (1997–2007) of research output in Sub-Saharan 

Africa shows that while South Africa’s research output stood at 51,738, Nigeria’s research output 

was merely 9,540 (Ondari-Okemwa, 2007: n.p.). What is more, in the 2014 global innovation 

index (GII), Nigeria was ranked 15th among 33 Sub-Saharan African countries and 110th out of 

143 countries (Dutta et al., 2014: 15) and continued to decline in 2021 to the 118th position out of 

132 countries (Dutta, Lanvin, Leon & Wunsch-Vincent, 2021:4). In terms of knowledge and 

technological output and innovation, Nigeria was not found among the first five countries in Sub-

Saharan Africa, indicating that the Nigerian universities’ research output is wanting. This has not 

only affected their ability to play their role as centres of knowledge production and innovation but 

has also hampered the nation’s technological advancement and development. To turn the situation 

around, there is a need for some interventions aimed at ensuring that the quantity and quality of 

research output in Nigerian universities improves considerably.  

Although the low research output and poor quality of Nigerian universities have been a cause for 

concern to many stakeholders, particularly the National Universities Commission (NUC), the vice-

chancellors and academics (Bako, 2005:15; NUC, 2014:2; Onuka, 2012:43), their efforts to 

improve research have not been effective. This is demonstrated by some deficiencies within the 

Nigerian university system, notably the inability to access the funds meant for research, failure to 

set up quality assurance units as mandated by NUC, and the inequitable allocation of limited 

resources meant for research, among others (CNAPUN, 2012:399; Yusuf, 2012:323). 

Furthermore, the NUC’s first comprehensive assessment, ranking and catalogue of journals meant 

to guide assessment of quality research outputs for the reward and promotion of academics in 

Nigeria is not used by some universities. Rather, promotions are based on publications of a 

questionable standard. This was confirmed by a five-year tracer study (2007–2012) which revealed 

that academics in Nigeria more than their counterparts in other African countries still publish in 

journals that are reported to have a weak editorial rigour based on the NUC’s 2007 assessment and 

ranking of Nigerian academic journals (Okebukola, 2014:184). There seems to be little or no 

difference even today as each university specifies and uses its criteria to determine the standard of 

journals for appointment and promotion. For example, at Ahmadu Bello University, acceptable 

journals for promotion of academic staff are those published by universities, recognised 
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professional bodies and internationally indexed journals/E-journals (Ahmadu Bello University, 

2017:17).  

Moreover, the publications component of the promotion criteria is allotted 50% of the total 

promotion score, while the minimum scores to be eligible for promotion to the rank of senior 

lecturer, reader and professor are 30%, 35% and 40% respectively, and the overall scores for 

promotion to the aforementioned ranks are 70%, 75% and 80% respectively (Ahmadu Bello 

University, 2017:44-45). The NUC’s catalogue of journals is not mentioned or clear about 

acceptable journals in each category, which opens the system up for accepting any publication 

irrespective of their academic quality. This is worrying because there is no form of action taken 

by NUC to enforce compliance in line with its mandate to “lay down Minimum Academic 

Standards in the Federal Republic of Nigeria and to accredit their degrees and other academic 

awards; ensure that quality is maintained within the academic programmes of the Nigerian 

University System” (Okojie, 2014:6). Equally, it has the power to enforce compliance using such 

strategies as the power of appropriation of funds and closure of programmes of non-complying 

universities which are some of the enforcement modes it has used in the past (Akinrinade, 2014:39-

40). 

The above scenario suggests that external quality assurance (EQA) mechanisms are not robust 

enough to improve the research output of Nigerian universities in both quantitative and qualitative 

terms. To explore this further, the next sections discuss the EQA role of NUC, highlight its 

deficiencies in assuring research quality and the need for strong internal quality assurance (IQA) 

mechanisms and practices. 

1.2 EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE ROLE OF NATIONAL UNIVERSITIES 

COMMISSION  

Olabanji and Abayomi (2013:35) defined quality assurance as the “planned and systematic actions 

necessary to provide appropriate confidence that a product or service will satisfy the requirement 

for quality”. In the same vein, Okebukola (2010a:3) described quality assurance in higher 

education as “an umbrella concept for a host of activities that are designed to improve the quality 

of inputs, process and outputs of higher education system.” For him, these three dimensions are 

critical ingredients of quality assurance. It may further be classified into two types: external and 
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internal. Essentially, the difference between the two lies in the fact that EQA entails scrutiny of an 

institution’s operations by an outsider, whereas IQA is a self-initiated and self-implemented 

process.  

In Nigeria, NUC serves as the major agency for EQA for universities and their programmes. It was 

established in 1964 with the mandate to lay down minimum academic standards for universities, 

accredit degrees and other academic awards of Nigerian universities; ensure that quality is 

maintained within the academic programmes of the Nigerian universities; to undertake periodic 

reviews of the terms and conditions of the service of personnel engaged in universities and to make 

recommendations to the Federal Government in this regard, and receive and allocate funds to the 

Nigerian universities, among other roles (NUC, 2012a:n.p.; Okojie, 2014:6). In 1990, NUC 

conducted its first accreditation of universities’ academic programmes (Okojie: 2014:13), and 

since then, it has continued to conduct periodic accreditation exercises designed to serve as the 

major mechanism for QA of university programmes in the country. Although these accreditation 

exercises have contributed significantly to improvements in course offerings within the 

universities as observed by some scholars (Okebukola, 2010a:19; Olabanji & Abayomi, 2013:37), 

they have also been widely criticised for using poor assessment methods, lacking in transparency 

and objectivity, and being more of a window-dressing exercise (Adepoju & Akinola, 2008:99; 

Ayodele & Awe, 2007:145; CNAPUN, 2012:399; Ekpoh & Edet, 2017:77). It has also been 

claimed that the accreditation exercises have concentrated on the assessment of the teaching 

function without giving much attention to the research performance of universities (Materu, 2007: 

xvi).  

Although QA exercises have focused on the teaching role of universities, NUC has also launched 

some initiatives to enhance the research performance of Nigerian universities. These programmes 

include the Nigerian Universities Doctoral Thesis Award Scheme (NUDTAS) and Nigerian 

Universities Research and Development Fair (Arogundade, Olorunsola & Olufunmilola, 

2008:246). From personal communication with some of the winners, it is doubtful whether their 

primary goal of motivating quality research is being attained. This is because the cash prize of 

N250,000 and a plaque to a winner of the best doctoral thesis and a plaque to the supervisors may 

not be enough motivational incentives for improving research outputs of doctoral students and 

publications by academics in Nigerian universities. For winners of outstanding research in the 
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Research Fair, access to the N1,000,000 cash award is often marred by bureaucratic red tape which 

can be frustrating.  

Another exercise carried out by NUC for improving the quality of university research involves 

cataloguing, assessing and ranking of academic journals in Nigeria. One of the objectives of this 

is to “provide a catalogue showing the international standing of Nigerian journals – which is 

expected to assist Appointment and Promotions Committees of Universities in enhancing the 

objectivity of assessment of Nigerian scholars in research and publications” (NUC, 2007:vi). The 

first phase was carried out in 2005 with 138 journals and an additional 73 journals in 2006 making 

a total of 211. The results of the two phases showed that only 4 (1.9%) and 10 (4.7%) of the 

journals qualified to be categorised as international and of prospective international standard 

respectively (Folutile, 2005:n.p.; NUC, 2007:4). Although this appears to be a promising start, the 

main objective seems not to have been achieved. This is because most universities do not use the 

published catalogue to reward research excellence and motivate academics to publish in high-

quality journals. This can be achieved by using the catalogue as a guide for evaluating the 

academics’ quality of research output for promotion and research funding. 

The practice outlined above is different from some countries such as South Africa, where the 

Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET) compiles a list of accredited journals to be 

used by universities and researchers to determine the quality of research output and as a basis for 

research funding and promotion of academics and rating of researchers. DHET normally sources 

these lists from reputable citation databases of peer-reviewed research such as Scopus, Web of 

Science (WoS), SciELO and the Norwegian list. This intervention along with the incentives paid 

to individual researchers by some universities have boosted the research output by academics in 

South African universities. The fact that most academics (83%) in Nigeria still publish their articles 

in local journals (CNAPUN, 2012:335), most of which do not have strong editorial and peer review 

mechanisms, shows that there has not been much improvement since 2006 when the journal 

cataloguing, assessment and ranking exercise was conducted.  

To prioritise research, the Department of Research and Innovation was established within NUC in 

2007 (NUC, 2012a: n.p.). This raised a hope that QA of research would be robustly pursued and 

enhanced. The mandate of the unit is to: sponsor research in areas relevant to national development 

in Nigerian universities; develop and monitor research policy for the Nigerian University System 
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(NUS); and implement the modalities for conducting periodic research assessment exercises 

(RAEs) in Nigerian universities for funding purposes (NUC, 2012a: n.p.). These objectives give 

one the impression that the NUC’s primary focus is to assure the quality of research in Nigerian 

universities. However, it seems that these laudable EQA promises have not been implemented as 

no follow-up on the assessment of journals has been done since 2007. Additionally, no RAE has 

been conducted since the first one was carried out in 2005. As a result, most universities in Nigeria 

are still operating without research policies, among other areas of neglect in university research 

(NUC, 2012b:9) 

A more recent initiative by NUC which promises to address relevant areas of university research 

output is the institutional accreditation programme. The programme was piloted in 2010 and the 

maiden exercise was conducted in 2011 (Mafiana, 2014:117; NUC, 2012b:1; Okebukola, 

2010a:20) to assess the quality of university research, among other things. The following were the 

scores and their corresponding accreditation status. The universities that earned 70% and above 

received full accreditation valid for 10 years; those that earned between 60% and 69% were granted 

full accreditation valid for eight years; those that scored between 55% and 59% received interim 

accreditation valid for five years; those in the category of 50%–54% received interim accreditation 

valid for three years; 45%–49% earned a two-years’ probation; 40%–44% a one-year probation, 

and any university that earned below 40% was denied accreditation. The long validity period given 

to those that received full or interim accreditation could be detrimental to quality improvement as 

these universities may become complacent. Moreover, to date, no other institutional accreditation 

exercise has been carried out for those whose validity period has lapsed and for newly eligible 

universities.  

The reward for research through the promotion of academics in universities is another avenue 

through which NUC tries to improve the quality of university research. This is achieved through 

appraisal and promotions policies. However, because of being autonomous, each university 

interprets and implements these policies as it deems fit, and as such, its capacity to ensure quality 

is somehow questionable (Omotola, 2008:134). The exercise of ranking journals in terms of impact 

factor has not been wholly successful since it is common to see academics who rise to the highest 

rank in their fields of expertise without any quality research output. In this respect, some 

commentators (Okebukola, 2010a:15; Onyido, 2018b:208-209) have decried the quality of 
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research and publications through which academics in some Nigerian universities were made 

professors.  

In the light of the above, it seems that, despite an increase in external quality assurance 

mechanisms, some quality aspects of some Nigerian universities are deteriorating. In a recent study 

that assessed the performance of Nigerian universities in various dimensions of quality from 1948 

to 2010, Okebukola (2010a:15) found that while quality in the accreditation process was 

considered to have steadily improved from 68% in 2000 to 73% in 2010, QA of university staff, 

and the external examination system were declining. For instance, the quality of university staff 

which was rated at 84% and 75% in 1958 and 1980 respectively, dropped to 63% in 1990 and 43% 

in 2010. He further noted that QA of the external examiner system that was rated 85% in 1948 and 

75% in 1990, dropped to 40% in 2010.  

Okebokula’s comparison of the academic staff promotion practices and quality of professors in the 

1960s and 1970s with the current situation is quite informative. This is because the 1960s and 

1970s, according to him, were periods characterised by thorough IQA practices which were 

“patterned along the lines of well rated universities in Europe and North America” (Okebukola, 

2010a:13). It is noted that a decrease in quality appears to have been recorded when EQA 

mechanisms were introduced and practised. This level of negative correlation is paradoxical and 

justifies the need to strengthen IQA mechanisms once more in Nigerian universities. 

1.3 IMPROVING NIGERIA UNIVERSITIES’ RESEARCH THROUGH IQA 

The Nigerian Universities Autonomy Act of 2003 confers institutional, academic and financial 

autonomy on the universities (Okojie, 2011.8). Accordingly, the Nigerian universities should 

generally regulate themselves as independent legal entities without undue interference from the 

government and its agencies (Ajayi & Awe, 2008:104). In this context, the ultimate responsibility 

for QA rests with the universities. Therefore, every university should develop clear policies and 

strong mechanisms for effective IQA. Globally, scholars have argued that more attention should 

be given to IQA mechanisms than the externally driven ones as the former hold better prospects 

for quality improvement. In the long-term, it is more sustainable than the review from the external 

agencies and mechanisms (Kristensen, 2010:156; Rosa, Cardoso, Dias & Amaral, 2011:383; 257-

258; Weusthof, 1995:247). This position has also been canvassed by scholars in Nigeria (Adepoju 



 

 

9 

 

& Akinola, 2008:101; Akerele, 2008:123; Archibong, 2013:174; Ayodele & Awe, 2007:374; 

Nkang, 2013:210 Omoregie, 2008:339). Agbaoye (2014:288) summarised this viewpoint as 

follows: 

Universities and other degree awarding institutions must be piloted towards self-regulation. 

In this regard the institutions must be encouraged to establish quality control units as distinct 

from mere academic planning units as being currently practised…. more attention should be 

shifted to non-routinised monitoring and inspection which does not permit the type of 

malpractices that are being reported in some cases regarding programme accreditation. 

According to some members of the NUC’s leadership, one of the major challenges to the EQA 

role of the Commission is a lack of strong IQA within universities. Therefore, NUC directed 

universities to establish IQA units (Mafiana, 2014:120; Saliu, 2014:271) to avert the current 

situation described by the immediate past Director of Quality Assurance Unit, Professor Chiedu 

Felix Mafiana (2014:121) thus, “Most Nigerian universities strive to meet external quality 

requirements during monitoring or quality assurance visits of the Commission. This practice, at 

best, ensures quality compliance during the visits but the institutions are deprived of the continuous 

quality improvements which is the hallmark of world class universities.”  

Not only does a lack of strong IQA at the universities negatively affect QA at the national level, 

but the regional and continental levels could also be hampered. There are efforts at the regional 

and continental levels to assure the general quality of higher education in Africa, particularly in 

universities. Some of these are sponsored by organisations such as UNESCO, Association of 

African Universities, African Union Commission and Association for the Development of 

Education in Africa, while others are networks such as the International Network for Quality 

Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE) and the African Quality Assurance 

Network (AfriQAN). There are also initiatives and programmes geared towards strengthening the 

national quality assurance agencies and the institutions such as the Global Initiative for Quality 

Assurance Capacity (GIGAC), the Europe-Africa Quality Connect Pilot Project, African Higher 

Education Harmonisation Strategy, the Turning Africa Pilot Project and African Quality 

Assurance Peer Rating Mechanisms (AQAPRM) (Shabani et al., 2014:161).  
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The authors cited above, however, noted that institutional lethargy is one of the major challenges 

to these efforts. They argued that QA must be instituted at the institutional level starting with the 

commitment to the institutional vision, mission and values espoused by members of the governing 

councils and others at the different leadership ladder (Shabani, Okebukola & Oyewole, 2014:167). 

By implication, without IQA, all QA efforts whether at the national, regional and continental levels 

stand a little chance of success. Generally, there is consensus that IQA leads to the development 

of a culture of quality, and as such, the internally generated policies, standards and practices are 

more likely to elicit dedication of members of the university community than externally imposed 

standards and practices which lead to a compliance culture.  

In the light of the above scenario, it is necessary to examine the IQA practices used by the Nigerian 

universities to improve the quality of their research output. Although the CNAPUN (2012:399) 

report shows weak QA structures in most Nigerian universities, as well as poor research 

performance by academics, some universities have fared better than others in this regard. 

Therefore, there is a need to undertake an in-depth case study to explore the IQA practices used 

by some Nigerian universities to improve their research outputs and to recommend an IQA model 

that could improve research.  

1.4 PROBLEM STATEMENT  

Teaching and research have been described as two essential mandates of Nigerian university, yet 

the Nigerian university system pays more attention to teaching than to research with respect to 

quality assurance. Considering that academics and universities are primarily responsible for 

assuring the quality of their services, then QA of research is also their primary responsibility. 

However, there are systemic weaknesses in internal mechanisms for assuring the quality of 

university research, which impact negatively on the Nigerian universities’ research performance 

(CNAPUN, 2012: 399; Yusuf, 2012:323). The training of a new generation of scholars, the ranking 

and reputation of universities, and the ability of universities to contribute to social and economic 

development, depend largely on research performance of Nigerian universities. It is, therefore, 

imperative that the quality of university research output should be improved. 

Furthermore, NUC has identified a lack of IQA in Nigerian universities as one of the major 

challenges to its QA role and called on the universities to set up IQA units (Agbaoye, 2014:288; 
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Mafiana, 2014:120; Saliu, 2014:271). An inquiry across the universities shows that many of them 

have not done this and there is no available data on the compliance level. Moreover, a few that 

have complied by setting QA units seem to concentrate on the teaching function even though it is 

expected that IQA activities of universities should include both teaching and research mandates 

(Saliu, 2018:44). There is also no framework for guiding IQA in Nigerian universities (Nigerian 

Universities Quality Assurance Network, NUQAN, 2018:6). Meanwhile, most Nigerian 

universities do not achieve significant growth in quality research output (Afolabi, Popoola, 

Adoghe, Atayero & Fayomi, 2019:154-5; Times Higher Education, 2019) nor measure up in 

quality of research in terms of citation (Faborode, 2015:22; Fosci, Loffreda, Chamberlain & 

Naidoo, 2019:13). 

This could be linked to inadequate IQA systems for research in Nigerian universities. A recent 

needs assessment of Nigeria’s research system showed that there is limited and inadequate research 

support and administration and that mechanisms for evaluating quality research are non-existent 

(Fosci et al., 2019:12). This study, therefore, seeks to explore the Nigerian universities’ IQA 

practices and determine how best they could improve their research outputs. It also seeks to 

develop a model for IQA of university research in order to improve their research activities and 

outputs.  

1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

1.5.1 Main Research Question 

In the light of the above narrative statement of the problem, the main research question that this 

study seeks to address is framed as follows: 

How do Nigerian universities carry out IQA to improve the research outputs? 

1.5.2 Sub-Questions 

To answer the main research question adequately, the following research questions are posed: 

1. What IQA policies and structures are available in Nigerian universities to improve the 

research outputs? 

2. How do Nigerian universities engage in IQA practices to improve their research outputs?  
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3. How do EQA mechanisms influence Nigerian universities’ IQA practices with regard to 

improving their research outputs? 

4. What factors constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices that support improvement in 

research outputs?  

5. How do universities of different performance levels compare in IQA practices for 

improving research, EQA influences and constraints? 

6. What model of IQA practices can be recommended to improve research outputs in Nigerian 

universities? 

1.6 THE AIM OF THE STUDY 

The aim of this study was to explore how Nigerian universities undertake IQA to improve the 

research outputs.  

1.6.1 Objectives of the Study 

Specifically, this study sought to: 

1. identify the IQA policies and structures available in Nigerian universities to improve their 

research outputs. 

2. examine how Nigerian universities use IQA practices to improve their research outputs  

3 describe how EQA mechanisms influence Nigerian universities’ IQA practices to improve 

their research outputs. 

4. ascertain the factors that constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices that support 

improvement in research outputs  

5.  compare the IQA practices for improving research outputs, the EQA influences and 

constraints on the basis of universities’ performance levels.  

6. recommend a model for IQA practices that can improve Nigerian universities’ research 

outputs. 

1.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This study is motivated by the need to address the problem of poor research performance in 

universities in Nigeria with a view to proposing an IQA model that could improve university 

research. It is anticipated that the findings of this study could be beneficial to academics as they 
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may serve as a reference material for improving the quality of their postgraduate students’ 

research. They could also be used to shape assessment and diagnostic tools for identifying 

impediments to research activities within faculties and departments in universities. The findings 

may equally benefit university administrators, IQA Directors and research managers by serving as 

a useful framework for self-assessment of research transformation processes and research quality 

assurance activities in universities. From the findings, the NUC, professional bodies, regional 

quality assurance agencies, and the Nigerian Government may derive a guide for developing 

policies to integrate research input, process and output dimensions into the quality assurance 

regime. These would hopefully improve university research performance and increase the 

contribution of Nigerian universities’ research to national and global development. 

 

1.8 DEFINITION OF TERMS 

External Quality Assurance (EQA) – This means a review by an external agency or body such 

as a professional body, which evaluates the operations of a university (institution) or its 

programmes to ascertain the level of compliance with set minimum standards (Mafiana, 2014: 

111).  

IQA – This is a process supported by policies and systems and it is used by an institution to 

maintain and enhance the quality of education experienced by its students and of the research 

undertaken by its staff (Martin, 2018:25). 

IQA practices to improve research – This refers to all the practices of an institution guided by 

clear policies and structures to improve the quality of research inputs, process and outputs. 

Minimum Standards – These are threshold values or benchmarks below which performance 

should not be deemed acceptable. Acceptable performance presents values above the established 

minimums standards (Shabani, Okebukola & Oyewale, 2014:145). 

Practices – These are actions that people take in certain situations or organisations and the 

way they take them (Neto, Borges & Roque, 2018:2). 

Process – This refers to a related series of actions directed to the achievement of a goal that 

transforms a set of inputs into desired outputs by adding value (Zairi, 1997:65).  
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Research Input – This refers to human and material resources that are necessary for performing 

research activities (Ugodulunwa, 2015:4). 

Research Output – This means a contribution to the body of knowledge in the form of scholarly 

articles, books and patents, among others (Minstrom, 2008). 

Research Process – This is a series of systematic actions and steps taken to conduct research.  

1.9 DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY 

This was confined to QA and research managers; and academics in four universities in Nigeria. 

The aim was to describe how these universities use IQA practices to improve their research 

outputs. It also covered influences of EQA mechanisms and constraints to universities’ engaging 

in IQA practices for improving their research.  

1.10 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This study is underpinned by two theories, namely systems theory and control theory, which are 

used to complement each other. While the systems theory presents the university as a system with 

internal subsystems working towards achieving a purpose (Birnbaum, 1989; Bess and Dee, 2012), 

the control theory shows how the university system can, through self-regulating mechanisms, 

achieve its set goals (Carver & Scheier, 1982). The tenets of these theories and their application to 

this study are presented in detail in Chapter 2. 

1.11 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

Creswell and Creswell (2018:352) defined methodology as a set of procedures that guide the use 

of design. This research adopted a mixed methods research methodology. Specifically, the 

researcher adopted a mixed methods case study approach. The integration of a case study in a 

mixed methods study is described by some authors as a complex design (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018:352; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018:101), an advanced framework by some (Fetters, Curry 

& Creswell, 2013:2137), and as hybrid designs by others (Walton, Plano Clark, Foote & Johnson, 

2020:443). Creswell and Creswell (2018:352) described the complex mixed methods design as 

adding mixed methods core designs, namely convergent, explanatory sequential or exploratory 

sequential to another methodological approach such as case study, evaluation, action research, 
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social network or any other methodologies. Where a case study is integrated into the mixed 

methods research, a mixed methods case study design is used for “enhanced description and 

analysis of a case or multiple cases through the use of both quantitative and qualitative data” 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018:116). 

From the dimension of mixed methods methodology, the researcher used a convergent 

(concurrent) mixed methods design. From the perspective of case study methodology, multiple 

case study design was used; hence, the design for this study was convergent mixed methods 

multiple case studies design. This implies that data from the cases were collected within the same 

time period, analysed separately and integrated afterwards (Creswell & Creswell, 2018:352; 

Fetters, Curry & Creswell, 2013:2137; Guetterman, Fetters & Creswell, 2015:557). 

1.11.1 Case Selection  

This study sought to describe IQA practices of Nigerian universities to improve their research 

outputs. For comparison and appraisal, four federal universities which met the purposive criteria 

for the study were used for an in-depth study. This is in line with Gall, Gall and Borg’s (2007:180) 

maximum variation method in which a researcher selects “cases that illustrate the range of 

variation in the phenomena to be studied.” In this study, two phenomena are research quality as 

measured by outputs indexed in Scopus and the quality of institutional internal management as 

measured by each university’s score on institutional accreditation exercise. To be selected, the 

university must have participated in the 2011 institutional accreditation. Of the 19 federal 

universities that participated in the exercise, two universities with the highest and lowest scores 

were selected. In terms of research performance, two universities, one with the highest research 

outputs and another with the lowest research outputs, were selected. This brought it to a total of 

four federal universities used for the study.  

1.11.2 Selection of Participants for Qualitative Method 

The sample for the qualitative research involved 12 purposively selected participants for the 

interview session. The strategic roles of participants in university management, IQA and research 

guided the selection. They were: Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research or Academic), Director of 

IQA Unit and Director of Research & Development (R&D) / Research Management Office (RMO) 

selected from each of the four universities.  
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1.11.3 Sample for Quantitative Method  

The quantitative sample of the study consisted of 455 lecturers drawn using a multi-stage sampling 

procedure. In the first stage, the researcher selected 50% of the faculties from each of the four 

participating universities. Of the 37 faculties/schools within the four universities, 19 faculties were 

randomly selected comprised of 92 departments. At the second stage, five lecturers were selected 

from each of the departments. 

1.11.4 Data Collection Methods 

Data for the study consisted of multiple data forms collected from multiple sources using different 

instruments such as an interview guide, document analysis and a questionnaire. The data collection 

methods for the qualitative and quantitative aspects of this study are discussed below. 

1.11.4.1 Methods of data collection for qualitative research 

The researcher used a semi-structured interview to collect data. This method ensures that the 

interaction is focused on some key topics related to the research questions while giving the 

researcher room to clarify issues and the participants an opportunity to discuss topics in depth. 

Relevant data was collected from documents such as university strategic plans, research policies, 

annual research reports and research quality assurance tools/instruments at the university, faculty 

and departmental levels.  

1.11.4.2 Method of data collection for quantitative research 

A questionnaire was used to collect data from lecturers on the QA practices at selected universities. 

It consisted of 58 items composed of two parts and three sections. Some sections had “yes”, “no” 

or “not sure” response format while others were based on five-point Likert scale.  

1.11.5 Methods of Data Analysis 

1.11.5.1 Qualitative data analysis 

The interview transcripts and documents were subjected to content analysis. One form of content 

analysis is thematic analysis used for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within 
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data (Boyatzis, 2008:161). This process was facilitated by the use of Computer Assisted 

Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) called QDA Miner Version 3.2.1.  

1.11.5.2 Quantitative data analysis 

Data generated from the questionnaire was analysed using descriptive statistics such as mean and 

standard deviation. Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20 was used for 

quantitative data analysis. Within- and cross-case analyses were used where qualitative and 

quantitative data analysed was presented at individual case level and later integrated across the 

four case universities. Details of procedures and methods used in this study are reported in detail 

in Chapter 4.  

1.11.6 Ethical Considerations 

Although not vulnerable to physical or psychological harm, the researcher ensured that 

participants’ confidentiality and anonymity were strictly maintained. The researcher sought and 

obtained the consent of participants to ensure that they were disposed to participate in the study. 

They were informed in advance that they were free to withdraw from the study at any point without 

fear of reprisal or any prejudice from the researcher. To maintain anonymity and confidentiality, 

the names of case universities were replaced with letters A to D. Furthermore, all data collected 

both hard and electronic were secured and protected to avoid external interference. 

1.12 CHAPTER DIVISION 

This study is composed of six chapters organised as follows: 

Chapter 1: Introduction and Background. This chapter gives the context of the research, states the 

research problem, poses the research questions and presents the aims and objectives of the study. 

It highlights the limitations of EQA efforts in Nigerian universities, their unsatisfactory research 

status and motivates the need for strong IQA systems to improve research outputs.  

Chapter 2: IQA of University Research: The Nigerian Perspective. This chapter examines literature 

on IQA of university research with a specific focus on Nigeria. It presents a theoretical framework 

that anchors the study and explains IQA processes of university research. 
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Chapters 3: IQA of University Research: International Perspective. This chapter examines 

literature on IQA of research from an international perspective. It also explores the impact of EQA 

on the IQA mechanisms meant to improve research in universities. 

Chapter 4: Research Methodology and Design. This chapter discusses research paradigms related 

to the chosen methodology, research design, methods of data collection and analysis, and ethical 

considerations. 

Chapter 5: Data Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation. This fifth chapter presents the findings 

emanating from data analysis and discusses them in the context of previous studies. 

Chapter 6: Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations. The sixth and last chapter summarises 

the study, draws conclusions from the findings and proposes recommendations for consideration 

and implementation by the relevant authorities and stakeholders. The limitations of the study are 

presented and areas for further research on the subject are suggested. 

1.13 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter provided the research background and context of the study and highlighted teaching 

and research as two key mandates of a university. It probed the interplay between the two and how 

research enriches teaching. It further presented the poor state of Nigerian university research 

output relative to other countries and the role of IQA in improving research. It highlighted the 

required urgency to strengthen IQA mechanisms of Nigerian universities in the face of inadequate 

EQA mechanisms provided by NUC. The chapter also stated the research problem, research 

questions, aim and objectives of the study. Finally, the procedures followed in undertaking this 

study were explained. The next chapter presents the literature review on IQA practices relating to 

research and the theoretical framework that anchors this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH: THE NIGERIAN 

PERSPECTIVE 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

In the previous chapter, the background and context for this study were provided. The chapter also 

highlighted the need for strong IQA systems to improve the poor state of university research in 

Nigeria. It raised the research questions, aims and objectives, one of which is to recommend a 

model for strong IQA for improving university research. This chapter presents local literature on 

IQA of university research. It first presents the purposes of university research, the status of 

research performance of Nigerian universities and IQA, theories that frame this work and the 

impact of external quality assurance on universities’ internal quality mechanisms. The next section 

presents a theoretical framework made up of two theories: systems theory and control theory 

chosen to underpin this study.  

2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

Rocco and Plakhotnik (2009:125) explained a theoretical framework as “the presentation of a 

specific theory, such as systems theory or self-efficacy, and empirical and conceptual work about 

that theory”. For Kivunja (2018:46-7), a theoretical framework is a structure that summarises 

concepts and theories developed from previously tested and published knowledge and synthesised 

to provide the basis for data analysis and interpretation of the meaning contained in one’s research 

data. A theoretical framework for this study is based on two related theories, namely systems 

theory and control theory. These describe the internal subsystems and workings of a university as 

a purpose-driven system capable of self-regulation through feedback and self-corrective actions. 

For more clarity, these theories are related to this study with some examples. 

2.2.1 Systems Theory  

Systems theory came into prominence through Bertalanffy’s General Systems Theory (GST). He 

defined a system as “a set of elements standing in interrelation among themselves and with the 

environment” (Bertalanffy, 1972:412). By implication, every system operates in a surrounding 

environment and the capacity to interact with its environment is what defines a system as open or 
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closed. Abdoli, Kara and Hauschild (2019:585) described an open system as one that interacts with 

its environment while a closed system has nothing coming in or going out of it. A university, 

therefore, is an example of an open system, and so, it could be understood by examining the 

features and activities of an open system. In this regard, Frees, Acker and Bouckaert (2015:16) 

elaborated that an open system “engages in a continuous cycle of input, internal transformation 

(throughput), output, and feedback: inputs from the environment (materials and/or energy) are 

transformed into some products, which are then exported into the environment....” This 

conceptualisation highlights some of the characteristics of an open system, which are summarised 

below. 

• Systems have components or subsystems.  

• All systems have goals/purposes. 

• Self-regulation.  

• Relationship between the components/subsystems  

• Communication and feedback. 

• All systems have inputs and outputs. 

• All systems transform inputs into outputs (Drack & Pouvreau, 2015:537; Higgs & Smith, 

2006:27; Sillitto, Martin, Griego, McKinney, Arnold & Godfrey, 2018:8; Skyttner, 

1996:20; Zuwirna, 2015:332). 

 

Some of basic concepts of systems theory are discussed in the subsequent section.  

2.2.1.1 Basic concepts of systems theory 

Concepts associated with the systems theory are numerous. Briefly discussed here are 

components/subsystems, environment, boundary, input, output, transformation, feedback and self-

regulation  

2.2.1.1.1 Components/subsystems that are interrelated and interconnected 

Johnson (2019:14) observed that although systems are made up of components, these also operate 

as systems in their own way. In other words, a system can be contain another system or be 

embedded within another system. These components or what some scholars call subsystems 

operate in harmony with other components or subsystems rather than just existing on their own. 
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For instance, while a human being is regarded as an entity, human beings can work as a group, and 

groups can work together within an organisation. Each of these is a component or a sub-system 

that is interrelated and interconnected. 

 

2.2.1.1.2 Environment 

Another characteristic of a system is that it exists within an environment. Kumar (2018:314) 

defined the environment as the physical surroundings that are common to all living beings 

including airspace, water, land, plants, wildlife and flora-fauna among other things. Bess and Dee 

(2012: 97) observed that a system’s environment is everything outside the boundary of the system. 

Some scholars distinguish between external and internal environments of a system or organisation 

(Duong, 2016:116; Alshura & Assuli, 2017:46). However, the external environment is consider 

very vital to the survival of an open system. According to Harney (2019:112), “open systems 

depend, survive and thrive as a result of their interaction and engagement with the environment”.  

 

2.2.1.13 Boundary 

System’s boundary is that which demarcates and separates the system from the environment 

(Birnbaum, 1988:32; Sillitto et al., 2018:8). Bess and Dee (2012:95) submitted that the system’s 

boundary allows it and others outside it to define its identity and protect the system through its 

filtering or selection mechanism. For instance, making the distinction between the system and its 

boundaries could be challenging. In this regard, Sillitto et al. (2018:8) noted that some systems’ 

boundaries may be physical and easily identifiable, while some can only be delineated by the 

observer. 

2.2.1.1.4 Inputs  

Dubois and Holmberg (2010:330) conceptualised input in a living system as interactions the 

systems have with their environment. This presents a two-way movement of the system’s inputs: 

from the environment to the system and from the system to the environment. However, Bess and 

Dee (2012:98) explained a one-dimensional movement of systems inputs when they defined 

systems inputs as “the energy elements from the environment that are absorbed through the 
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boundary” of a system. According to them, two types of inputs that enter a system are maintenance 

inputs and signal inputs.  

2.2.1.1.5 Transformation 

One of the features of a system is that it transforms inputs into outputs. Transformation refers to 

the change of inputs into outputs (Birnbaum, 1988:33; Gudeliene, 2016:37). It can also be 

described as throughput (Frees, Acker & Bouckaert, and 2015:16). Illustrating with a diary industry, raw 

milk from cow (input) is transformed to processed/packaged milk (output) through the activities of other 

inputs such a machines and human resources.  

2.2.1.1.6 Outputs  

Outputs are defined as products of the system that are exported to the environment (Bess & Dee, 

2012:105). For instance, the production system of a diary industry has as one of its outputs 

packaged milk from raw milk (input). This output is exported to the market and to the public 

(external environment). 

2.2.1.1.7 Feedback  

Ramani, Konings, Ginsburg and Vleuten (2019:744) defined feedback as “a regulatory mechanism 

where the effect of an action is fed back to modify and improve future action.” Similarly, 

Ramaprasad (1983:4) explained that feedback is information on the discrepancy between the actual 

level and the reference level of a system’s input, process or output.  

 

2.2.1.1.8  Self-Regulation 

Drack and Pouvreau (2015:537) noted that there are different forms of regulation in systems 

theories. One such form of regulation is self-regulation, which is an adaptive mechanism that 

enables the system to maintain a balanced condition within the limits of its structure and through 

information exchange with the environment (Beer, 1975 cited in Mele, Pels & Polese, 2010:129). 

This characteristic of self-regulation of an open system is what Bertalanffy (1956:14) earlier 

described as having a self-maintaining structure. The self-regulatory capacity of a system is 

discussed in the cybernetic control theory. 
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2.2.1.2 Application of systems theory to university system  

Hernandez-Diaz, Polanco, Escobar-Sierra and Filho (2021:2) presented a university as an open 

and dynamic system, a discrete entity that is capable of planning actions and coordinating its 

internal components, and has fluid and permeable boundaries through which it interacts with a 

wide range of external agencies and groups. This depicts a university as a system that can be 

understood using the concepts of systems theory. 

 

Systems theory is known to have high versatility and wide application across different disciplines. 

Jung and Vakharia (2019:257) noted that the theory “is a flexible and multidisciplinary theory that 

can be applied to many different aspects of organizational studies and social phenomena”. Systems 

theory helps to analyse and explain the behaviour of two fundamental complex institutions in all 

societies – organisations and individuals. Both organisational and individual systems operate well 

when they are successful in balancing the competing forces influencing them. The primary forces 

affecting them are both inside and outside the system. An organisation must address the demands 

and expectations of the recipients of its outputs, while at the same time attending to its need to link 

and coordinate its internal component parts – departments and people (Bess & Dee, 2012:93). 

Consequently, many problems challenging educational systems including the university have been 

examined through the lens of systems theory (Birnbaum, 1988:31; Bess and Dee, 2012; Garira, 

2020:2; Ibijola & Ezeani, 2017:15).  

 

The university is composed of two subsystems with their respective subcultures: the academic and 

administrative subsystems. The academic subsystem includes teaching, learning, research and 

knowledge transfer to the community (outreach), and the administrative subsystem is related to 

management, serving the former to achieve its purposes (Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2021:2). An earlier 

depiction of a university system by Birnbaum (1988:31) exposed its complex nature beyond the 

later description. Birnbaum described an academic organisation like the university as a “complex, 

non-linear and dynamic” system whose components are “not simple and clearly identifiable 

objects but rather two complex subsystems.” The technical subsystem consists of elements of the 

system that turn inputs into outputs. The technical elements in the technical subsystem of a 

university (faculty, department chairs, academic freedom policy statements, and research 

laboratories) transform inputs (students, money, prestige, societal expectations, chemicals and 
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books) into outputs such as graduates, knowledge, skills, service and status. The other subsystem, 

that is, the administrative subsystem, includes regulations, department chairs, the dean, budgets 

and similar elements that help to coordinate and direct the organisation. In keeping with the 

concept of a system, the two subsystems interact.  

 

Figure 2.1: School system 

Source: Birnbaum (1988:32)  

What Birnbaum (1988) referred to as subsystems are described by Lombardi (2013:2) as two 

structures: “academic core” and “administrative shell” which are “related, closely linked, but 

operationally relatively independent…” While the academic core’s main concern is academic 

content and quality of academic activities, the administrative shell is responsible for the acquisition 

and distribution of resources and for the management of the enterprise that supports the faculty 

and facilitates the interaction with external governance of boards and regulatory authorities. 

Birnbaum and Lombardi present a simpler view of a university organisational system in 

Department 

Chairs 

*Budgets 

*Deans 

*Regulations 

  etc. 

*Faculty 

*Academic 

freedom 

Policies 

*Research lab. 

etc. 

Administrative 

Subsystem Technical 

Subsystem 



 

 

25 

 

comparison to what is found in most universities’ organograms or organisational charts. The basic 

concepts of systems theory as they apply to the university system are discussed.  

2.2.1.2.1 Components/subsystems that are interrelated and interconnected 

For Bess and Dee (2012:100), components are the basic units of the system. The components may 

be a single item or a grouping of items within a system that carries out a specific function or task. 

Examples of components at the organisational level of a university include academic departments, 

research and development office, and research centres, among others. These components may be 

described as subsystems that include components relating to other components. Birnbaum 

(1988:36-37) noted that a change in one component affects other components. However, the level 

of impact depends on whether the components are tightly or loosely coupled with one another. 

Bess and Dee (2012:94) described the idea of loosely and tightly coupled components well using 

illustrations from the university system. They observed that where components of a system are 

more loosely coupled, there is greater independence of actions among components and fewer 

consequences of actions between components. Failure in accreditation in one academic 

department, for instance, may not affect another department. On the other hand, where components 

are tightly coupled, a change in one component affects others. When changes in admission 

standards occur in a university, for example, most units/departments would likely be affected. In 

the same vein, changes in the recruitment of faculty members in a university would have a huge 

impact on most, if not all departments of the university. 

2.2.1.2.2 Environment 

The elements of external environment of HEIs according to Bess and Dee (2012:97.) are markets, 

buyers, clients, competitors, suppliers, regulatory agencies and parents of current and potential 

students; and other systems, forces, conditions of varying types and strengths. These elements from 

which the inputs come into the institution and to which the outputs from the institution are directed 

have the capacity to affect operations of the university positively or negatively. Nigerian 

universities external environment consists of the local community environment where the 

university is located. This community is composed of the traditional rulers, the potential students 

and staff. At the national level, the external environment is composed of professional bodies, the 

regulatory agency (NUC), the major funding agencies (TETFund), the labour unions, the 
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Government Ministries such as Ministries of Labour and Education, the larger body of potential 

students and their parents, and the larger political and economic contexts. At the international level, 

the various ranking bodies and other universities present challenges to the universities. These 

coupled with the internal environmental dynamics surround and impact the universities in Nigeria.  

2.2.1.2.3 Boundary 

The boundaries of an organization, and that of a university, are not given only by the physical 

fence and the mounting of security at the gate. In keeping with modern systems theory, Grothe-

Hammer (2020:493) argued that the boundary of an organization is defined by who is and who is 

not a member and the interconnected of internal decisions. In a university system, admission and 

employment policies act as sifting and selecting mechanisms as a university is exposed to all 

vagaries and risks. It seems, therefore, that the consciousness of the university boundaries and the 

development and implementation of policies and practices to protect the university are vital QA 

concerns. 

 

2.2.1.2.4 Inputs  

Inputs within the education system of universities can be defined as the items that come into the 

university system from the external environment for processing which include, among others, 

financial and human resources, physical facilities, material resources, the curricula and students  

(Ibijola & Ezeani, 2017:14). This definition excludes the research component of the university 

function. An earlier conception by Bess and Dee (2012:98) categorised the inputs of HEIs into 

maintenance and signal inputs where research equipment and inputs such as money, instructional 

materials and students were categorised as maintenance input. Signal inputs are the information 

used in making decisions about how the system should behave internally and across its boundaries.  

How an input is used may determine whether it can be categorised as maintenance input or signal 

input. Illustrating this in terms of published research findings and technological developments, 

Bess and Dee (2012:99) observed that they may constitute signal or maintenance inputs. They are 

signal inputs if they are meant to alert members of the faculty on new developments in their field 

but are maintenance inputs when faculty members use the research findings to carry out their own 
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research and create new knowledge. It also illustrates the relevance of research inputs in the 

transformation process of research in the university system.  

Other scholars have identified some of the research inputs for research production in universities. 

Hinrichs-Krapels and Grant (2016:3) viewed research inputs as consisting of the funding invested, 

knowledge brought in and other resources required to deliver research. In terms of indicators for 

measuring research input, Moed and Halevi (2014:7) identified human, physical and financial 

commitments devoted to research which number of academic staff employed, revenues such as 

competitive project funding for research. Whalley and Hicks (2014: 39) measured inputs using 

scientific equipment, laboratory, graduate student, faculty time and research spending. These 

research inputs determine to a great extent the research process and research output of any 

university. 

2.2.1.2.5 Transformation 

Transformation, also called the conversion process, is a stage where students as inputs “are 

processed through internal mechanisms of teaching and learning” (Ibijola & Ezeani, 2017:14).  

Bess and Dee (2012:102) provided more comprehensive dimensions of transformation in a 

university when they identified two vital kinds of transformation that take place in HEIs. The first 

one is the same as the one described by Ibijola and Ezeani above, namely admitting students 

(inputs) and using teaching processes in curricular content and extracurricular activities to 

transform them into graduates (outputs) with better skills, knowledge, values and attitudes. The 

second type of transformation takes place within the research function of the university when 

faculty members receive raw data and transform it into more complex forms of knowledge by 

using research methods (Bess & Dee, 2012:102). 

 

In relation to the university research function, (Minstrom, 2008:243) described transformation as 

a process of transforming inputs into outputs which he described as “how basic research puzzle 

are tackled, and how real-world problems become the focus of research efforts.” This relates to 

actual process of carrying out research. He identified the fundamental guide to this transformation 

of research input to research outputs as the methodologies and research practices which are either 

common across academic disciplines or unique to specific disciplines and that “all processes within 

the university that involves combining research inputs for the production of research outputs 
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contribute to transformation.” The new forms of knowledge are outputs from the system’s 

transformation processes. 

2.2.1.2.6 Outputs  

Regarding the education system, Salam (2015:1) defined outputs as the end-product of educational 

inputs and processes. Emphasising its link to the environment, outputs are defined as products of 

the system that are exported to the environment (Bess & Dee, 2012:105). For the university 

teaching function, the outputs are graduates (Ibijola & Ezeani, 2017:14). Bess and Dee argued that 

whether within the internal environments or exported to the external environments, outputs differ 

in their usefulness depending on the criteria set by the receiving suprasystem or its needs. They 

further asserted, “educated graduates of colleges are generally useful to society at large, while 

graduates produced with outmoded skills or intolerant attitudes will provide less benefit to society” 

(Bess & Dee, 2012:105). In the same way, quality research outputs (e.g. journal articles and 

scholarly books) benefit both the internal customers (students and faculty members) and the larger 

society, more than poor research output. 

Concerning the research function of the university, research output is the quantity of research in 

terms of publication output such as the number of books, chapters in books, journal articles among 

others (Orji & Anunobi, 2019:1). Research output may also include the quantity of students 

supervised within a defined period by an academic (Okafor, 2011: n.p.) and the research grants 

(Gralka, Wohlrabe & Bornmann, 2019:4). 

2.2.1.2.7 Feedback  

In the context of HEIs, Bess and Dee (2012:106) noted that feedback is a means for organisations 

to determine how their outputs compare with goals and how well outputs are received in the 

environment. The environment is one of the sources of feedback to an organisation which come as 

new inputs to be used by the organisation (Zuwirna, 2015:335). The relevance of feedback for 

organisational functioning demands that if organisations want to be effective, they should have 

“sensing mechanisms outside their boundaries that provide information about the system’s 

behaviour” which will help determine what areas need to be changed (Bess & Dee, 2012:106). In 

a similar vein, an institution’s feedback on its research quality is another kind of feedback that may 



 

 

29 

 

compel it to put some processes in place or to correct itself. This relates to a university’s capacity 

to self-regulate itself which it’s one of its character as a living or open system. 

 

2.2.1.2.8 Self-regulation 

The concept of system’s self-regulation is likened to internal mechanisms by a university to 

maintain its desired state. How this capacity for self-regulation happens is espoused in the 

cybernetic control theory discussed in the next section.  

2.2.2 Control Theory 

Control theory is used to understand the IQA practices within the university system because of its 

capacity to describe self-regulatory behaviours in humans and human organisations. According to 

Carver and Scheier (1982:111), control theory, also known as cybernetic theory, is “a general 

approach to the understanding of self-regulating systems”. They added that, although in existence 

in fragment forms, cybernetic theory was built into a distinct body of thought by Wiener in 1948 

in his book Cybernetics: Control and communication in the animal and the machine. However, 

more recently some scholars and practitioners referred to it as “cybernetic control theory” 

(Donovan, 2001:64; Hassabelnaby, Hwang & Vonderemse, 2011:2; Hobson, Schroeder, Risen, 

Xygalatas & Inzlicht, 2018:270; Wilson & Sabee, 2003:24).  

This study examines control theory, which, according to Carver and Scheier (1982:112), begins 

with the basic unit called the negative feedback loop. It is viewed as negative based on its primary 

function of reducing discrepancy from comparison value. The negative feedback loop has the 

following four components: 

• input function (perception) which senses the current state or condition to be compared against 

reference value/standard/goal/desired state (Vancouver, 1996:167). 

• comparator – the mechanism for comparing current state against reference 

value/standard/goal/desired state to ascertain if there is a discrepancy. 

• output function (behaviour) – a behaviour exhibited or action taken in order to reduce 

discrepancy between the current state and the desired state. 

• impact on environment – the effect of the behaviour or action taken on the environment. 
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There are also two influences outside the negative feedback listed below. 

• reference value also called goal, desired state or standard (Vancouver, 1996:167). 

• disturbance – influences outside the system that either move or pull the system away from the 

desired state/goal/standard (Carver & Scheier, 1982:113; Zhou, Wang & Vancouver, 

2019:391). 

Control theory was captured in Carver and Scheier (1982:112) as shown in Figure 2.2 below. 

 

 

Figure 2.2: The negative feedback loop – the basic unit of cybernetic control.  

Source: Carver and Scheier (1982:112)  

Vancouver (1996:167) observed that the processes involved in cybernetic control have been 

described in diverse ways by scholars in different fields of study such as “test-operate-test-exit” in 

psychology and “plan-do-compare-correct” in management. In this regard, Mockler (1972:160) 

confirmed that control is “constant cyclic-type activity of plan-do-compare-correct” with its 

“continuous concomitant system of communication or flow of information”. This conception is 
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also akin to Deming’s cycle for continuous quality improvement depicted as “plan-do-check-act” 

(PDCA) as will become evident in subsequent sections.  

The feedback loop models have a major influence on the development of variants of self-regulation 

theories. Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidth and Hall (2010:545) believed that the gamut of principles 

of self-regulation can be encapsulated within the negative feedback control as proposed by Carver 

and Scheier which consists of the input function, a reference value, a comparator, and an output 

function as discussed in the previous section. Although Bandura (1991:259; 2001:268) seemed to 

agree with most of the processes involved in the feedback-loop model of self-regulation, he argued 

that inactivity which results from a lack of discrepancy is not a characteristic of humans, and rather 

than feedback mechanism in humans requires proactive control as well as reactive control. He, 

therefore, proposed a self-regulation model that accounts for this characteristic, among others, 

which he described as “the social cognitive theory of self-regulation”.  

Bandura (1991:248;) regarded self-regulation as a means through which goals are accomplished 

by establishing performances, planning and monitoring. Similarly, it was posited that “the centre 

of most theories of self-regulation are the ideas that individuals set goals, compare their progress 

against the goals, and make modifications to their behaviours or cognitions if there is a discrepancy 

between a goal and the current state” (Lord et al., 2010:545). A growing number of scholars in this 

field have extended the concept of self-regulation beyond individual operations. Demetriou 

(2000:2) regarded self-regulation as “actions that are directed at modifying a system’s present state 

or activity and which are necessary either because the state (or activity) is diverting from a 

previously set goal or because the goal itself needs to be changed”. Maintaining Bandura’s 

conception of self-regulation, Benight, Harwell and Shoji (2018:2) reiterated that self-regulation 

encompasses individuals’ capacity for monitoring their performance (self-observation), evaluating 

their behavior against standards (judgment), and their affective response to this evaluation (self-

reaction). These highlight some elements of self-regulation.  

There is no consensus among scholars on what these processes are and whether the link among 

them is linear or not. Bandura has been credited with identifying three processes of self-regulation 

(Bandura, 1991:249; Napiersky & Woods, 2018:442), namely self-monitoring, judgement (self-

evaluation) and self-reaction. Self-efficacy beliefs influence these sub-functions. However, 

Karoly, Boekaerts and Maes (2005:307) expanded Bandura’s three processes to seven as follows: 
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• Goal selection; 

• Goal setting; 

• Feedback sensitivity;  

• Discrepancy monitoring; 

• Self-evaluative judgement; 

• Self-corrective instrumental action; and 

• Self-efficacy.  

2.2.2.1 Basic concepts in self-regulation 

The basic concepts of self-regulation are relevant to the understanding of IQA and research 

performance. These are goal setting, self-monitoring, self-evaluation and self-reaction. These are 

steps in the process of self-regulation as presented by Bandura (2001:8; Napiersky & Woods, 

2018:443), as discussed briefly below.  

2.2.2.1.1 Goal/standard setting 

Goal setting is described as the identification of a specific accomplishment to be made in a specific 

area with measurable outcomes, such as actions and timelines (Sides & Cuevas, 2020:2). 

According to Karoly (1993:27), goals affect performance by channelling attention, mobilising on-

task effort, sustaining performance over time and stimulating strategic planning. Some scholars 

are of the view that the nature of the goals and some other variables can affect goal achievement. 

Such variables may include a commitment to self-set or assigned goals, how difficult goals are, 

specificity or clarity of goals, availability of feedback, ability and knowledge (Karoly, 1993:27; 

Vancouver & Day, 2005:552). In terms of goal-commitment, it was found that there is a strong 

relationship between people’s commitment to their goals and the degree to which they attain them 

(Lock & Lotham, 2002 cited in Vancouver & Day, 2005:162).  

 

2.2.2.1.2 Self-monitoring  

Self-monitoring is defined as “the process of attending to one’s own actions and recording the 

presence or absence of a specified behavior” (Mace, Belfiore, & Hutchinson, 2001 as cited in Ham, 

Whittenburg & McDonough, 2016:n.p.). According to Bandura (1991:250), self-monitoring 

involves being attentive to specific aspects of one’s behaviour and the possible consequences of 
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the behaviour where feedback is a relevant means of getting information on what behaviour is 

most important. He added: 

People cannot influence their own motivation and actions very well if they do not pay 

adequate attention to their own performance, the conditions under which they occur, and the 

immediate and distant effects they produce. Therefore, success in self-regulation partly 

depends on the fidelity, consistency and temporal proximity of self-monitoring. 

He maintained that self-monitoring plays two functions: diagnostic function and motivational 

function. In other words, self-monitoring provides information needed for setting realistic goals 

and for evaluating progress towards them. The self-diagnostic function helps to alter behaviour, 

modify aspects of environment and facilitate the process of corrective change. 

Scholars believe that self-monitoring is often the first stage of self-regulation as it signifies a shift 

from “mindlessness” to “mindfulness” (Karoly, 1993:29). On the other hand, Carver and Scheier 

(1998 cited in Vancouver & Day, 2005:552) posited that “conscious self-regulation begins when 

an action goal is chosen”. Karoly further added that regular information collection, transformation 

and utilisation are characteristics of any open system. People should also monitor the things they 

do, their environment as well as the environmental and self-directed influences on their behaviour 

(Karoly, 1993:29).  

2.2.2.1.3 Self-judgement/evaluation 

Bandura (1991:253) submitted that judgemental sub-function provides the basis for self-reaction 

behaviour. According to him, self-judgement or evaluation is comparing one’s current 

performance against the desired goals or standards such that a discrepancy is identified. He argued 

that a decision on whether a given performance is favourable or unfavourable depends on a 

personal standard against which the performance is evaluated. Standards could be personally 

developed or based on social referential comparisons (comparison based on attainment of other 

people). 

2.2.2.1.4 Self-reaction/correction 

This is a reaction to self-evaluation and involves making efforts to reduce the goal-performance 

discrepancy (Bandura, 1991:254). Other scholars such as Karoly (1993:38) called this stage of 



 

 

34 

 

self-regulation “self-corrective instrumental action”. He further identified some possible self-

corrective mechanisms, namely attentional resource allocation, effort mobilisation, planning and 

problem-solving, among others. Karoly was also of the view that self-efficacy affects the ability 

to undertake a corrective action. People with high self-efficacy take better corrective actions than 

those with low self-efficacy. 

2.2.2.1.5 Feedback 

There is a consensus among scholars in the field of self-regulation that feedback is an essential 

component of self-regulation (Karoly, 1993:31; Lord et al, 2010:546; Vancouver & Day, 

2005:159). It involves providing information to people involved in goal-striving behaviours on 

how they are doing. Bandura (1991:251) observed that feedback influences both self-reaction 

through self-evaluative reactions.  

2.2.2.1.6 Self-efficacy 

According to Bandura (1991:257), “self-efficacy beliefs function as an important set of proximal 

determinants of human self-regulation”. He posited that self-efficacy beliefs partly determine how 

the various sub-functions of a self-regulatory system operate. Self-efficacy affects the self-

monitoring and cognitive processing of different aspects of one’s performance. It influences the 

perceived causes of successes and failures. It equally affects the goal-setting sub-function of self-

regulation. The more capable people judge themselves to be, the higher the goals they set for 

themselves and the more firmly committed to their goal they remain (Bandura, 1991:258).  

More recently, there has been an increase in the literature showing the use of self-regulation to 

understand how groups and organisations behave in improving their performance (Lord et al, 

2010:559; Wieber, Thurmer & Gollwitzer 2012:280). From their analysis of interventions in an 

organisation setting, Vancouver and Day (2005:156) observed that the use of self-regulation 

principles has shown improved organisational outcomes such as increased performance. Some 

have adapted such concepts as self-regulation, goal setting and self-efficacy to group terms such 

as collective self-regulation, team or group goal setting and collective self-efficacy or team 

efficacy or potency. It has been argued that “collective self-regulation possesses features similar 

to individual self-regulation and an individual’s social identity as a member of a group has 

successfully been used as a basis for self-regulation during collective goal striving or group-based 
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self-regulation” (Wieber et al, 2012:283). More studies applied the self-regulatory theory in 

exploring inter-organisational collaborations where Jarvenpaa and Majchrzak (2016:12) adapted 

the concept to interactive self-regulatory theory, while Zhou, Wang and Vancouver (2019:388) 

examined the role of self-regulation theory in explaining goal striving behaviours between the 

leader and subordinates, and within a team in an organisation. These make self-regulation theory 

a potentially strong framework for understanding and judging a university’s internal practices for 

improving research outputs which is one of the goals of any university.  

2.2.2.2 Application of control theory to universities and IQA of research 

From the field of organisational management, Hofstede (1978:452) posited that an organisation, 

as a complex system, is frequently modelled according to cybernetic control processes such as 

setting goals, measuring achievement, comparing achievement to goals, feeding back information 

about unwanted variances into the process to be controlled and correcting the process. He further 

criticised the approach because of over-simplicity that fails to capture the dynamic and complex 

nature of organisations (Hofstede, 1978:460). He argued that the assumptions that make for the 

applicability of cybernetic control theory such as the existence of clear standards, measurability of 

accomplishment/output and the usefulness of feedback for corrective intervention are 

questionable. This is because, in practice in most organisations, (a) objectives may be missing, 

unclear, or shifting; (b) accomplishment may not be measurable; and (c) feedback information 

may not be useful (Hofstede, 1978:455).  

Despite the criticisms, scholars in higher education have shown that the cybernetic control theory 

can be used to explain higher institutions’ behaviour towards reaching their desired goals. 

Prominent among such scholars was Robert Birnbaum. While acknowledging the multiple models 

of governance in academic organisations such as bureaucratic, collegial, political and organised 

anarchy, Birnbaum (1989:246) posited, “The cybernetic paradigm integrates existing models by 

suggesting how bureaucratic, collegial, political, and anarchical subsystems function 

simultaneously in colleges and universities of all kinds to create self-correcting institutions”. He 

identified the following behaviours of a cybernetic institution:  

• setting focused goals for each unit with acceptable limit/ minimum criteria;  

• having feedback loops; 
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• setting cyclical mechanisms for monitoring and collecting data, comparing the outcome with 

the desired state and taking action to restore the organisation to the desired state where 

minimum criteria are not being met; and 

• evaluating each unit by top management based on the unit’s goal attainment, attainment that 

must be within preset at an acceptable level. 

What this would look like is setting levels of cybernetic control mechanisms (setting goals, 

monitoring and getting feedback, comparing the current result with the desired goal and taking 

actions to reduce deviations) for subsystems or units as well as at the central level of the institution. 

Birnbaum’s model of cybernetic control in academic organisations has been used to examine 

contextual leadership in colleges and universities (Douglas, 2013) and organisational models in 

the higher education system (Hall, 2002; Higgins, 1997). 

In the field of QA in higher education, some scholars have also examined the notions of self-

regulation as vital in the sustenance of higher education. Kells (1995:466), for example, viewed 

self-evaluation component in quality assurance as a form of self-regulation, even though self-

evaluation is portrayed as a sub-function within self-regulation. He argued that higher education 

institutions should be self-regulating before they can successfully implement total quality 

assurance. Kells (1995:466) held that “TQM/A [Total Quality Management/Assurance] seems to 

have but minor relevance in the absence of an institution’s desire, commitment and capability for 

self-regulation”.  

Weusthof (1995:238) likened the IQA process within a university’s faculty to “a form of self-

regulation occurring within the system”. This notion was canvassed based on the assumption that 

every system has self-regulation capacity to enable it to control possible disturbances from the 

environment using the required self-regulating mechanisms (Weusthof, 1995:238). However, 

Weusthof did not go further to explore the mechanisms and processes involved. This is a vacuum 

closed by exploring the repertoire of concepts in control theory and the link between the concepts 

with IQA. 

In the context of this study, goal-setting stage involves envisioning research quality and quantity 

through a university’s vision statement and strategic objectives about research input, process and 

output. The next step is self-monitoring of the university’s research input, process and output. This 



 

 

37 

 

translates into information/data collection and self-assessment exercises. This is followed by self-

evaluation using data collected during self-monitoring and self-assessment. Self-evaluation allows 

the university to take self-corrective actions. It is expected that these actions could improve 

research input, research process and ultimately research output.  

Regarding this study, external pressures from the NUC, professional bodies, international 

academic communities or other external factors might affect the status quo. This further warrants 

a re-examination of the current state of affairs and provides the basis for setting new goals or 

modifying the existing ones. The ability to do this depends on the university’s capability which 

includes its human, infrastructural and material resource capacities. The application of self-

regulation processes is viable for sustainable university research performance. It would seem, 

therefore, that failure of IQA to improve research output is linked to the failure of any of these 

sub-functions or lack of the capacity to perform these sub-functions. 

The cybernetic systems control theory has some limitations that do not permit comprehensive 

understanding of a number of activities that are going on inside college and university systems 

(Bess & Dee, 2012: 103; Peyes, 1990:359), hence, the need for more conceptual tools for exploring 

universities’ IQA practices for improving research. With reference to this theoretical framework, 

the next section will explore the research roles and outputs in Nigerian universities. 

2.3 PURPOSE OF RESEARCH AND RESEARCH OUTPUT IN UNIVERSITIES’ IN 

NIGERIA 

Universities in Nigeria remain the main hub of the country’s research activities (Okojie, 2014:15). 

From the inception of university education in Nigeria, the government set out three mandates of 

universities with research at the centre. As far back as 1969 when Nigeria had the first National 

Curriculum conference, these three roles – teaching, research and community service – were 

articulated for universities. The conference recommended that the “Nigerian university should be 

of the multi-lateral type with opportunities to teach, research, disseminate knowledge, and serve 

the community”. Regarding the research function, it further added,  

While the most basic fundamental research should be actively supported as part of the 

fulfillment of the university’s role, the more relevant applied research that will contribute to 
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national development should not be lost sight of. The government should encourage, through 

necessary funds, this type of applied research (Fafunwa, 1974:236).  

This has remained the framework for the role of Nigerian universities and has been articulated in 

different ways in different editions of the Nigeria Policy on Education from 1977 to date. For 

instance, the 2009 National Policy on Education stipulated, “university education shall make an 

optimum contribution to national development through intensifying and diversifying its 

programmes for the development of high-level manpower within the context of the needs of the 

nation” (Federal Government of Nigeria, 2009:40). It further advocated that the university should 

produce research that: 

Shall be relevant to the nation’s developmental goals. Particular attention shall be paid to 

research and promotion of indigenous knowledge in Nigeria. In this regard, universities shall 

be encouraged to disseminate research results to government, industries and the global 

community (Federal Government of Nigeria, 2009: 40). 

While it expects universities to produce manpower for the nation and provide community service, 

the Nigerian Government, like other governments, has assigned a significant role to university 

research to achieve its social, economic and technological development priorities. The relevance 

of university research to national development has been articulated and discussed by successive 

governments. This was highlighted by the one-time Minister of Education, Dr. Sam Egwu as 

follows:  

The Federal Government is aware that the realisation of the 7-point agenda and the vision 

2020 lies not only in the provision of facilities but equally importantly in encouraging 

research and scholarly publications. Accordingly, the sum of N3 million has been approved 

to support our scholars, as individuals and groups, to conduct research capable of 

contributing to national development in their areas of specialisation (Bamiro, 2014:131). 

This encapsulates the Nigerian Government’s vision of what university research should do for the 

nation, namely, to be a tool and a means for achieving national development that is inclusive of 

the social, economic and technological dimensions. Therefore, the promotion of university 

academics and the monetary rewards accompanying it, are all strategies designed to encourage 

universities to conduct research and disseminate results capable of promoting all aspects of 
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Nigeria’s developmental goals as stated earlier. NUC, the agency that regulates university 

education in Nigeria, expounded this research mandate when the immediate past Executive 

Secretary, Prof. Okojie, wrote in a publication marking 50 years of the existence of NUC’s 

existence in 2014:  

Universities serve as major centres for the discovery of new ideas, invention of gadgetry for 

improving the welfare of the human race, establishment or revision of theories and the 

evolution of such theories to laws. These activities are accomplished through research. In 

recent times, calls have been made for universities, especially in developing countries, to 

focus their research agenda to be more relevant to local needs. In Nigeria, universities are 

heeding this call (Okojie, 2014:15). 

The Nigerian universities have undoubtedly embraced their research mandate. This is shown by 

the different ways in which they express this in their mission and vision statements. For example, 

the University of Ibadan’s (2018:n.p.) mission statement is: “To expand the frontiers of knowledge 

through the provision of excellent conditions for learning and research”. Likewise, Nnamdi 

Azikiwe University (2016:4) articulates that its mission is “to use teaching, research and public 

service to solve social problems”. Within the universities, while aligning with the core purpose of 

university research as stipulated by the government, scholars have tried to articulate other purposes 

of their research activities.  

In the light of the above, Albert (2010:494) argued that the three main reasons university scholars 

engage in research are to generate new knowledge needed for decision-making on development 

issues, to generate new materials for teaching, and to earn promotion through published research 

projects. In addition to the first two reasons, Okafor (2011:n.p.) asserted that academics in Nigeria 

place emphasis on research output because it determines an institution’s prestige and promotes a 

nation’s wealth and economic progress. Other scholars offer a broader purpose of university 

research. For instance, Yusuf (2012:328) posited that research is an indispensable avenue for 

finding solutions to Nigeria’s social, economic and technology-related problems and that 

universities have an important role to play in ensuring that these happen.  

Clearly, the Nigerian government and university academics have a common understanding of the 

roles assigned to university research. Evidently, the purpose of university research as articulated 
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by the Nigerian government, its agencies, the universities and the academics goes beyond being a 

mere means to the professional development of academic staff and training of students to assume 

the overarching development of the nation. In the next section, literature on the current state of 

university research and research outputs portrays how far the purposes of university research have 

been achieved.  

2.4 STATE OF RESEARCH AND RESEARCH OUTPUT IN NIGERIAN UNIVERSITIES  

The status of research outputs in Nigerian universities compared to their peers outside Nigeria is 

below expectation. A historical analysis of the research trajectory in Nigerian universities reveals 

that the period of significant research output lasted less than 30 years before it took a downward 

trend. Some Nigerian scholars have traced the rise and fall in research output from the 1960s to 

1980s, a period most of them describe as “the golden age” of research in Nigerian universities 

(Bako, 2005:3; Okebukola, 2006:73; Saint, Harnett & Strassner, 2003:261; Yusuf, 2012:325). The 

quality of academics’ research output was so good that it was recognised by the World Bank, NUC, 

the Academic Staff Union of Universities (ASUU) and employers of graduates in industries, as 

leading in Sub-Saharan Africa (Yusuf, 2012:325).  

As Saint, Harnett and Strassner (2003:261) observed, Nigeria’s total number of scientific 

publications in 1981 was 1,062 but dropped to 711 by 1995. In contrast, in the same period (1995), 

South Africa had 3,413 scientific publications, India had 14,883 publications and Brazil had 5,440 

publications (Yusuf, 2012:325). Using an example of three science education journals, Okebukola 

(2006:73) showed that the rise began in 1962 and dropped in 1988. He added, “By 1996, the quality 

and quantity of research had reached an all-time low”, with the worst of all being in 2001. It is, 

therefore, disheartening that the same NUC which recognised the quality of Nigerian universities’ 

research output in the 1980s, reported in 2017 that most academics in Nigerian universities are not 

able to write research proposals worthy of earning them World Bank research grant (NUC, 

2014:n.p.). 

A recent assessment by Okebukola (2014:184) showed that the quality of research output in 

Nigerian universities is below par. He observed that between 2007 and 2012, only 1.3% of 

Nigerian scholars compared to South Africa’s 23.5% could publish in high impact journals in their 

disciplines. He further established that the Nigerian academics had the highest percentage (18.2%) 
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of the total number of articles in poor journals compared to any other African country. Finally, he 

observed that many Nigerian scholars published in online journals with a poor editorial culture.  

From a report on the growth and impact of research outputs of Nigerian universities, Faborode 

(2015:21) showed that Nigeria had a compound annual growth rate of 11.99% (2004-2014) and 

performed below South Africa and Egypt, but above Uganda, Tanzania and Ghana. In terms of 

field-weighted impact of citations, Nigeria fell below all the five comparator countries and below 

the world average. This is an indication that Nigeria’s research outputs are cited less than expected, 

and do not have expected impact on society. A recent analysis of research outputs concluded that 

the research outputs of universities in Nigeria are low when compared with other African countries 

such as South Africa, Egypt, Morocco and Algeria (Okagbue, Atayero, Oguntunde, Opanuga, 

Adamu & Adebayo, 2018:120).  

More current evidence validates this claim. The 2018, 2019 and 2020 Times Higher Education 

world ranking of universities shows that Nigeria universities are still not on par in research with 

South Africa, where research was measured by volume of publications in quality journals by 

academic and research staff of the university indexed in Scopus, the research income by academic 

staff and research reputation survey (Times Higher Education, 2018:4). Only one Nigerian 

University was ranked in 2018, three in 2019 and four in 2020. Covenant University Ota, a private 

university scored the highest (13.9 and 14.7) in 2019 and 2020, followed by a public university, 

University of Ibadan that earned 12.1 in 2019 and 2020. On the other hand, the three top 

universities in South Africa, the University of Cape Town, University of the Witwatersrand and 

Stellenbosch University scored 41.5, 40.8 and 34.1 in 2019 and 42.8, 43.2 and 34.6 in 2020 

respectively (Times Higher Education, 2019:n.p.). The three top public South African universities 

are over three times better than Nigerian’s top public university in research as shown in Tables 2.1 

and 3.1. 
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Table 2.1: Nigerian universities’ performance in research based on Times Higher Education 

ranking (2018 – 2020) 

University 2018 2019 2020 

Score *Ranking  

R(overall) 

Score Ranking 

R(overall) 

Score Ranking 

R(overall) 

University of Ibadan 11.4 1 (801-1000) 12.1 2 (601-800) 12.1 2 (501-600) 

Covenant University, Ota - - 13.9 1 (601-800) 14.7 1 (401-500) 

University of Nigeria, Nsukka - - 8.4 3 (1000+) 8.6 4 (1001+) 

University of Lagos - - - - 9.0 3 (801-1000) 

*Research Ranking in Nigeria (Overall Global Ranking) 

At the national level, the only ranking of universities on research performance was by NUC in 

2004. The ranking based on the total number of “scholarly articles published in high-class 

international journals… with editorial offices in North America, Europe, Australia and Asia,” 

revealed top 10 universities and their scores: Obafemi Awolowo University (200), Federal 

University of Technology, Akure (186), University of Ibadan (154), University of Lagos (144), 

University of Agriculture, Abeokuta (74), University of Ilorin (62), University of Benin (50), 

Nnamdi Azikiwe University, Awka (44), Rivers State University of Science & Technology (32) 

and University of Calabar (30) (NUC, 2005b:1). 

A more recent analysis of research outputs by Nigerian universities based on the Scopus database 

shows that the top universities are University of Ibadan, Obafemi Awolowo University, University 

of Nigeria, Nsukka, Ahmadu Bello University, Kaduna, University of Lagos, University of Benin, 

University of Ilorin, University of Port-Harcourt, Federal University of Technology, Akure 

(Okagbue et al., 2018:119; Afolabi, et al, 2019:151). 

Despite a somewhat promising picture painted above, it would seem that there has not been much 

change as Yusuf (2012:328) concluded:  

At present both the quantity and quality of research output from these institutions are 

generally too low to make the desired impact on national development. Worse still, there is 

a general lack of research focus by the higher education sector in relation to Nigeria’s 

national R&D needs.  
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In the NUC’s report of the institutional accreditation exercise, it was found that most Nigerian 

universities were below expectation in research output (NUC, 2012b). It noted that most of the 

publications were in local journals and that most senior academics that attained the rank of 

professors stopped publishing. Furthermore, the former Director of Quality Assurance at NUC, 

Dr. Saliu Nobel reported:  

The research environment in Nigeria has been dwindling. Most of the research carried out 

by the researchers are towards their promotion. Collaborative, multidisciplinary and 

transdisciplinary research have not been encouraged in the system because single authored 

publications earn more points in promotion assessments than multi authored papers. Not 

much has been achieved in the area of invention and patenting, which may explain the low 

patronage of university research by the industry and the low financial benefits to the Nigerian 

researcher from the research they conduct (Saliu, 2014:266). 

This was affirmed by Bogoro (2015:32), the TETFund Executive secretary, that in technological 

research, development of products to a pilot stage has been rare.  

When compared to the teaching mandate, Nigerian universities’ research has consistently been 

falling short as highlighted in a number of reports. For instance, in a three-year (2002–2004) report 

of the performance of the Nigerian universities by NUC in 2005, the mean percentage scores for 

research were 24.6, 20.7 and 35.9, while the mean percentage scores for teaching were 53.3, 39.2 

and 69.4 (NUC, 2005c:3). Furthermore, in his analysis of the Nigerian universities research 

ranking in relation to other functions, Okebukola (2010b:540) showed that a shortfall for teaching 

was 28%, for community service it was 10%, and 50% for research. According to him, this 

“affected the capacity to solve both national and global problems through research” (ibid.). After 

19 years, research remains the weakest arm of the Nigerian universities’ mandates as shown in the 

2019 world university ranking by Times Higher Education (2019, n.p.). The scores for research 

and teaching for the University of Ibadan were 12.1 (research) and 25.0 (teaching), Covenant 

University scored 13.9 for research and 25.6 for teaching, while the University of Nigeria, Nsukka 

scored 8.4 in research and 22.3 in teaching. This suggests that there is a dire need for improvement 

in Nigerian universities’ research activities and quality of research output. The next section 

examines the impediments to Nigerian universities’ research activities and research outputs.  
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2.5 IMPEDIMENTS TO UNIVERSITY RESEARCH OUTPUTS IN NIGERIAN 

UNIVERSITIES 

The impediments to university research could be categorised into input, process and output. Some 

of the input factors include lack of equipment and facilities, inadequacy of research personnel, 

weak research capacity of staff, poor researcher selection processes (Asiyai, 2013:164; Okebukola, 

2010a:15; Omotola, 2008:134; Onyido, 2018b:132; Uche, 2014:67), high teaching load and little 

time for research, insufficient funds in the form of grants to support quality research, inadequate 

mentoring, a lack of incentives to publish and a lack of structure to support research (Borogo, 

2014:13&21; 2015:32; Chiemeke, Longe, Longe & Shaib, 2009:n.p.; Okebukola, 2006:75; 

Okebukola, 2014:185; Yusuf, 2012:325) and severe underfunding of universities and research 

(Fosci et al., 2019:20). Some of the process factors include the researchers’ failure to account for 

research grants received (Okebukola, 2006:75) and a lack of integrity in the conduct of research 

(Adebayo, 2013:108; Okonta & Rossouw, 2013:156). Another factor that could be both a process 

and output factor is a poor peer review system with regard to research manuscripts and published 

articles (NUC, 2007:4; Okebukola, 2014:184). Some of these impediments are discussed below.  

2.5.1 Poor Researcher Recruitment/Appointing Practices 

Researchers are major inputs for research. Recruitment of excellent researchers is another avenue 

for assuring research quality. While contrasting the selection process for researchers and teachers, 

Gibbs (1995:151) observed during the selection interview for researchers: 

… it is usual to discuss applicants’ research and their research plans, review their list of 

publications and perhaps ask them to give a presentation about their research. There is an 

expectation that they would have written support from an independent scholar about the 

quality of their research. 

Recently, the process has been expected to be even more rigorous with the popularity of citation 

counts and research grants as important criteria in research assessment among international 

research communities and universities. However, the selection and appointment of excellent 

researchers in Nigeria has often been described as poor (Asiyai, 2013:164; Omotola, 2008:134; 

Onyido, 2018b:132; Uche (2014:67). Omotola observed that the recruitment process is regarded 

as mere formality as qualifications, competence and capability of the academics are not considered. 
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Onyido (2018b:132) decried the trend in most Nigerian universities where appointment of 

academic staff no longer follows due process of advertisement, assemblage of the qualified 

candidates and selection of the best but is instead marred by influences from politicians and the 

wealthy. This may have led to the weak capacity of Nigerian academics to conduct research 

contributes to the poor quality of research and academics’ inability to access research funding in a 

competitive research funding process (NUC, 2014:2). 

2.5.2 Lack of Mentoring and Training of Scholars/Researchers 

Training and mentoring researchers and scholars to improve their research capacity is an important 

QA mechanism. When good researchers are appointed, continuous development is also required 

to keep them abreast of current trends in research. One of the basic means of developing research 

expertise of junior/emerging researcher is mentoring by senior colleagues (Geber, 2013:217); a 

practice that is believed to have significantly disappeared in most Nigerian universities (Albert, 

2010:495–496; Onyido, 2018b:128). Albert attributed the absence of mentoring to the fact that 

academics jettison research once they get to rank of professors, which was confirmed by NUC’s 

institutional accreditation report of 2012. Consequently, the predicted fall in the quality of research 

and publication in the Nigerian university system in Albert (ibid) has become a reality. 

Another area that has been found deficit is providing research training for staff. Although local 

training of academics to obtain higher degree, particularly PhDs, is seen as a means of research 

training, many believe that foreign training is more effective. For instance, Okebukola (2014:187) 

argued that training of researchers in foreign universities was one of the factors that contributed to 

the research excellence of academics between 1960 to late 1980s. Similarly, Bogoro (2014:7), the 

Executive Secretary of TETFUND in Nigeria observed: 

Foreign training is a necessary element of the creation of a pool of scientific personnel 

required for the sustenance of research and development activities in the Third World and 

will remain so for the foreseeable future. These countries have the infrastructure, the human 

resources and the capacity to train personnel to the highest international levels. 

So, universities are expected to key into the TETFund sponsorship programme. TETFund provide 

fund that promote research in Nigerian universities are through capacity building of scholars in 

tertiary institutions in Nigeria through scholarships to academics for masters and doctoral studies 
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universities outside Nigeria and within Nigeria, sponsorship to conferences and teaching practice 

interventions (TETFund, 2017:31). As at July, 2017, the sum of N1 billion was used to sponsor 

164 beneficiaries for PhD and masters programmes distributed as follows; 39 foreign PhDs, 5 

foreign masters, 82 local PhDs, 23 benchwork and 15 local masters (TEFFund, ibid.). Conference 

and workshop attendance are other avenues for developing research capacity of academics. 

Recently TETFund provided a window for sponsorship to conferences which universities are 

expected to key into. From 2010 to July 2017, a total of approximately N2 million was spent on 

92 and 267 staff from 17 universities who were sponsored to attend international and local 

conferences respectively (TETFund, 2017:31). Statistics at university level showed that from 

2011-2018, 87 and 75 academic staff from Nnamdi Azikiwe University, Awka and Federal 

University Oye-Ekiti, have benefitted from academic staff training and development (Aniobi & 

Ewuim, 2021:218). Similar figures may be found in other public universities across the country.  

However, these figures do not even cover up to 5% of academics in public universities. 

Consequently, universities that give priority to research and capacity building are expected to 

develop strategies to build research capacity.  

2.5.3 Poor Research Funding 

In a recent assessment of research systems of six African countries, Nigeria’s funding for research 

was rated as very poor and comparable to Rwanda, falling below Ethiopia, Tanzania, Ghana, 

Kenya and Uganda (Fosci & Loffreda, 2019:6).  This low funding for research has persisted over 

time. Most literature suggests that it has been a major challenge to research in Nigerian universities 

(Dimunah, 2017:48; Igiri et al., 2021:8; Ogunode et al., 2019:75; Osagie, 2012:77; Yusuf, 2012: 323). 

Osagie (ibid.) observed that despite the fact that funding for research was poor, universities did 

not allocate the limited funds provided as stipulated by NUC. He added that universities allocated 

less than the 5% minimum allocation as stipulated by NUC. Further reports showed that some 

universities do not allocate any of their internally generated funds to research or research-related 

matters and do not regularly disburse the funds meant for research to staff (Yusuf, ibid.; Dimunah, 

2017:49).  

There is a dearth of empirical literature on Nigerian universities internal research funding 

practices. However, there is literature on possible sources of research funding for Nigerian 
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universities and on paucity of research funds. Bamiro (2014:164) identified the following sources 

of funding for research in Nigeria: 

• Universities internal resources; 

• Government allocations; 

• Grants from funding agencies; 

• Support from research linkages; and 

• Tertiary Education Trust Fund (TETFund) Interventions.  

Despite all these, Bamiro noted that most universities rely on the government allocation which is 

small. Yusuf (2012:323) found that even with the small amount, some universities do not allot to 

research the little meant for it. 

Regarding universities’ internal resources, the Institutional Accreditation Report of 2011 revealed 

that some universities allot little or no fund to research from the internally generated funds (NUC, 

2012b). This is contrary to an anecdotal account of funding practices by first generation 

universities in the past shows that deliberate and systematic internal funding of research. 

Recounting his experience at the University of Ibadan, Onyido (2018b:240) said:  

Our research recurrent costs were met from the Departmental vote and supplemented by 

Senate Research Grants. As we grew up, we followed the tradition in the Department to 

compete for research grants, some of which enabled us to purchase needed equipment that 

was not available. 

He observed that most universities now depend on TETFund for research funding such that the 

practice of funding research from Senate Research Grant is visually non-existent in Nigerian 

universities (Onyido, 2018a:17).  

Grants from funding agencies is one of the means through which researchers all over the world get 

funding for their research activities, yet in Nigeria few funds for research come from this. In 

relation to other international funding agencies like the World Bank, it was observed that the 

capacity of Nigerian academics to win these competitive grants is dwindling due to low research 

capacity earlier noted (NUC, 2014:1). However, national research grants are gradually being 

introduced, one of which was reported by Bamiro. One of such agencies is the Agricultural Council 
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which he noted as setting a good pace in awarding research grants to researchers in Nigeria 

university system. 

The Executive Secretary of the TETFund, Bogoro (2014:9), made it known to tertiary institutions 

of the National Research Fund of N3 billion to be accessed by academics through competitive 

research proposals. He remarked that the funds are expected to facilitate research at cutting-edge 

level on activities that will impact positively on the competitiveness of the country on the global 

scientific milieu and build up the research capacity of Nigerian researchers to contribute to the 

national development efforts as well as tackle global challenges. A recent report on this shows that 

additional N1billion has been added to the N3 billion and that from 2011 to 2019, only 44 proposals 

had been funded to the tune of N2,170,598.17 (Aniobi & Ewuim, 2021:211).  

One other way TETFund fund supports research funding is the current Institutional-Based 

Research (IBR) grants to universities. It is small grant to the tune of N2 million given to academic 

staff to support academic staff to implement quality research proposal. To this effect, a total of 

N75 million has been released to 15 beneficiaries to support 135 research proposals from four 

universities in the country (TETFund, 2017:16). Even with these improvements in funding, there 

is still insufficient funding for research in Nigerian universities as accessing the funds is fraught 

with bottlenecks and illicit practices (Aniobi & Ewuim, 2021:219). There is a need for universities 

to diversify sources of funds for research.  Onyido (2018b:17) noted that universities that prioritise 

research are expected to use part of their internally generated funds such as fees from postgraduate 

study to fund research and provide research facilities. 

2.5.4 Lack of Time for Research 

A heavy workload has been identified as a factor in the research capacity and output of Nigerian 

academics. Okebukola (2006:67) noted that most academics devote over two thirds of their time 

to teaching and one third to research activities. The traditional workload assignment in the first 

generation universities (such as the University of Ibadan, the University of Nigeria Nsukka and 

other universities) was described clearly by Fafunwa (1971:269) that out of 100 percent, it was 

estimated that 50% was allocated to teaching, 30% was for research and 20% was distributed 

equally to service to the university community and to the community. There is obvious discrepancy 

between workload assignment and actual academics’ work activities as more time is devoted to 
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teaching than to research activities. In this regard, Okebukola (2006:67) noted, “the typical 

academic in a Nigerian university spends 70% of the time teaching, 10% for research and 20% for 

community service”. This seems not have changed eight years later when Bogoro (2014:12; 

2021:6) noted the that the danger of heavy teaching loads of academic staff is that little time is left 

for research. This differs from the practice in some universities in developed countries such as the 

UK where some additional research days per year are given to researchers to pursue their research 

activities (Cadez, Dimovski & Croff, 2017:1458). 

There is a disproportionate allocation of time to academic workload in Nigeria, while teaching is 

assigned more time in academics’ actual workload, research is given weighting for promotion of 

academic staff (Archibong, Effiom, Omoike & Edeh, 2010:25). This is evident from promotion 

guidelines of some universities. For instance, in its criteria for appointment, performance appraisal 

and promotion assessment, Nnamdi Azikiwe University, allocates 40% to research, 26% to 

relevant experience, 10% to academic qualification, 8% to contribution to university/society and 

5% each to administrative performance and quality of teaching (Nnamdi Azikiwe University, 

2004:105). 

Apart from the teaching jobs within their universities occupying greater proportion of their time, 

some academics maintain multiple teaching appointments with other universities which affect 

other aspects of the duties (CNAPUN, 2012) including their research output because of limited 

time for engaging in research activities. This may lead to other unhealthy behaviours by academics 

to publish so as not to perish. 

2.5.5 Lack of Integrity in the Conduct of Research and Corruption 

This is related to corruption in the conduct of research. In their study of the prevalence of research 

misconduct, Okonta and Rossouw (2013:156) found that the majority of Nigerian researchers 

sampled reported one form of research misconduct or another and suggested that internal control 

systems be installed in the research environment and that the research ethics committee should be 

empowered, among other things, to reduce the menace. On the other side of the coin is lack of 

integrity and involvement in corrupt practices in the conduct and assessment of research. This 

problem in its different forms was highlighted by many scholars in the Nigerian university system 
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(Abimbola et al., 2021:191; Okebukola, 2010a; Omotola, 2008; Onyido, 2018a) as serious issues 

in Nigerian universities’ research quality.  

Research integrity is believed to enhance the quality of university research. This can be promoted 

among academics through a university policy on research and ethics. Corruption has an 

overarching debilitating effect on individual researchers, universities, supervisory agencies and 

ministries (Bogoro, 2015:17; Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences 

Commission [ICPC], 2012; Okebukola, 2014:184; Okojie, 2012:n.p.; Omobowale, Akanle, 

Adeniran & Adegboyega, 2014:667; Omotola, 2013:187: Socio-Economic Rights & 

Accountability Project [SERAP], 2018:20). 

2.5.6 Weak Peer Review of Research Manuscript 

Peer review is another mechanism for assuring research quality of research process and research 

output. However, it seems to have been highly compromised (Okebukola, 2010a:16; Omotola, 

2008:134-135). Omotola noted that the survival of most of the journals published in Nigeria is 

dependent on the financial contributions from prospective authors, and as such, little attention is 

accorded to peer review of manuscripts before publication. This is also demonstrated by a 

summary of NUC’s assessment of 211 journals which showed that approximately 75% of these 

journals provided no evidence of peer review (NUC, 2007:56). It appears then that any university 

that seeks to ensure the quality of research process needs to develop strategies to monitor and 

ensure the peer-review process of research being done by academics at that university.  

2.5.7 Poor Assessment of Research Output and Researcher Promotion Practices 

Promotion in rank and the financial incentives that accrue from it appears to be the basic mode of 

incentivising research in Nigerian Universities. Quality of research outputs of academics is the 

main criterion for this promotion, particularly for those seeking professorial status. The university 

community, beginning at the department to the Management level are expected to safeguard this 

process to ensure quality. It is a quality improvement process and “Ordinarily, the process which 

universities utilise in the making of professors is supposed to be one of the mechanisms which 

universities employ to maintain standards within the university ecosystem…” (Onyido, 

2018b:206). However, as he noted earlier, “some Vice-Chancellors have played dirty politics with 
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the making of professors…” (Onyido, 2018a:15) which has negative consequences for research 

capacity of universities. 

There is, therefore, huge outcry by scholars and the public on the state of academic staff promotion 

in Nigerian Universities (Okebukola, 2010a:15; Omotola, 2008:134; Onyido, 2018b:209). Even 

the national dailies are filled with tales of crises in many Nigerian universities on this matter (Dike, 

2016:n.p.; Eno-Abasi & Atueyi, 2016:n.p.). Okebukola decried the quality of some professors who 

thus: 

A crop of professors had started to emerge within the last ten years that would hardly merit 

a lecturer grade 1 position in any of the first-generation universities in the 1960s and 1970s. 

The claim to research and publications by these charlatan “professors” is found in “roadside” 

journals and self-published, poorly-edited, largely-plagiarised books. 

This and many other unwholesome acts have “contributed to the weakening of the academic tone, 

not just in one university, but of the entire university system because universities in the system are 

interlinked and interlocked in the performance of their academic responsibilities to the Nigerian 

public” (Onyido, 2018b:206–207). 

These also demonstrates the sloppy peer review of research papers. To avert such malpractices, 

some universities have taken measures like producing a list of accepted journals and publishers to 

guide the academics and inform their promotion practice (Omotola, 2008:135). However, this 

practice has not been fully embraced by most universities. 

2.6 THE NEED TO IMPROVE NIGERIA UNIVERSITIES’ RESEARCH – THE ROLE OF 

IQA 

Studies suggest that IQA has the capacity to engender quality culture and improvement in 

institutional performance (Rafa’i, Permana, Komariah & Sudarsyah, 2019:277; Padayachi, 

2015:189). According to Harvey and Newton (2007:243), to improve is to make things better or 

to ameliorate a situation. Improvement can be operationalised in such a way that it can be 

measured. Improvement in research output of Nigerian universities can be two-dimensional 

involving a significant increase in the quality and quantity of research output beyond its current 

state. An analysis of accreditation results show that most Nigerian universities scored above 64% 
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in institutional accreditation and therefore, earned full accreditation status. In terms of programme 

accreditation, over 70% of the universities scored 70% and above, which earned them full 

accreditation status (Mafiana, 2014:124; Okebukola, 2010b:544).  

Despite the apparent indicators of ‘quality’ in institutional and programme accreditation described 

above, and the increase in funding for research (Bamiro ibid.; TETFund, ibid.), Nigerian 

universities’ research output has remained low. The low research capacity of Nigerian universities 

and lack of visibility in Africa and beyond have some unfavourable and far-reaching implications, 

which include the following:  

• Low reputation of Nigerian universities and lack of recognition of Nigerian graduates and 

scholars abroad; 

• Continued waste of resources for foreign training as well as loss of income that could be 

generated from attracting international students. Statistics on expenditure on foreign training 

programmes shows that Nigeria spend billions of Naira on sending Nigerian academics 

overseas for study; 

• Continued failure to solve national and global problems through research; 

• Poor training of future generation of academics/researchers by Nigerian universities; and 

• A continued crisis of research funding due to the inability of academics to withstand the 

competition which is the basis for winning research grant. 

One of the major avenues for improving the quality of university research and restoring the 

reputation of Nigerian universities is IQA of university research. Apparently, this has not been 

given attention as the teaching mandate in quality assurance, especially at the institutional level. 

In the next section, literature on state of IQA is presented. 

2.7 STATE OF INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE IN NIGERIAN UNIVERSITIES 

The definition of IQA will be explored from the perspectives of the leadership members of 

Nigerian’s quality assurance agency, NUC. Saliu (2018:36), the Director of Accreditation, defined 

IQA as the “processes of evaluation, maintenance and promotion of quality within the university 

by the university”. However, Prof Chiedu Mafiana (2014:111), one-time Acting Executive 

Secretary of the Agency, provided a more elaborate definition of IQA as:  
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assuring quality through the use of internal policies and other devices by a university 

(institution) or programme to ensure that it fulfills its purposes as well as meets the 

standards that apply to university education in general or to the profession or discipline, in 

particular.  

For him, activities such as admitting qualified candidates as students, appointing qualified staff, 

providing adequate library resources, physical infrastructure and facilities are examples of IQA 

mechanisms.  

Two concepts of quality could be gleaned from the last definition, quality as “fitness for purpose” 

and quality as “meeting minimum standards”. For Saliu (2014:270), fitness for purpose relates to 

education renderings in higher education institutions being fit for the purpose for which higher 

education institutions were established. On the other hand, quality as meeting a standard means 

the degree to which a product standard meets the specifications stipulated for it (Mafiana, 

2014:110); and for Ugodulunwa (2015:2), quality in this sense means “the extent to which 

standards are met in the input, process and outcome factors”.  

Scholars and NUC have been calling for strong IQA in Nigerian universities (Akerele, 2008:139; 

Archibong, 2013:174; Mafiana, 2014:120; Okpanachi & Okpara, 2014:42). The call by NUC for 

universities to set internal quality units/directorates motivated the establishment of formal IQA 

units by some Nigerian universities (Mafiana, 2014:120–121). However, there are no statistics to 

show the number of Nigerian universities that have IQA units in place. Statistics on the attendance 

at the inaugural meeting of the Nigerian Universities’ Network of Quality Assurance (NUQAN) 

held in NUC in 2018 showed that 78 (31 federal, 20 state and 27 private) out of 153 universities 

were represented. Although some of the attendees may not have established IQA units, it suggests 

about half of universities are yet to set up IQA units in their universities (NUQAN, 2018:4). 

Clearly, existence of formal IQA is still at its infancy in Nigerian universities and so there is no 

existing framework to guide practice. This issue among others were reported in the communique 

that there is a need for the: 

• development of a standardised framework for Internal Quality Assurance (IQA) which NUC 

must enforce its compliance;  

• development of good instrument to monitor IQA activities in Universities; and 
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• sensitisation of Vice-Chancellors of Universities on the importance of IQA so as to get the 

expected support and empowerment of Directors of Quality Assurance (NUQAN, 2018:6). 

While no framework is in place, it is expected that universities are to draw some guidelines for 

components of IQA from the presentation by Saliu, Director or Accreditation. According to him, 

formal IQA in Nigerian universities should cover infrastructure, management, teaching, learning 

and research (Saliu, 2018:44). This suggests a comprehensive/holistic model involving all aspects 

of a university’s activities including research. Saliu further pointed out the need for quality 

assurance manual and identified the proposed contents of the manual:  

• Minimum standards for the QA variable; 

• Methodology for compliance with minimum standards; 

• Roles of council, management, senate, staff, students and other stakeholders; and 

• Monitoring and evaluation procedure. 

Obviously, there is no guide to IQA of research. Hence, each university is left to develop its own 

formal IQA framework that includes the university research mandate. This presents a need which 

this study seeks to satisfy. 

2.8 IQA OF RESEARCH 

Little literature exists on the concept of IQA with regard to university research. For this reason, 

four definitions guided the development of the working definition of internal quality of university 

research in this study. These are definitions provided by Martin (2018:25) and Reykjavik 

University (2014:n.p.) from international perspective, and two by the Nigerian scholars 

(Okebukola, 2010a:3; Ugodulunwa, 2015:5). 

According to Okebukola (2010a:3), QA in higher education is “an umbrella concept for a host of 

activities that are designed to improve the quality of inputs, process and outputs of higher education 

system”. A more specific definition was provided by Martin (2018:25) that IQA is “a process, 

supported by policies and systems, used by an institution to maintain and enhance the quality of 

education experienced by its students and of the research undertaken by its staff”. This definition 

embodied both teaching and learning function of the universities as well as the research function 

which is usually missing in most definitions of quality assurance generally. 
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In terms of IQA of university research, Ugodulunwa (2015:5) defined IQA of research as internal 

policies and mechanisms of a university or research institution for ensuring that it is fulfilling the 

purpose of research as well as attaining standards that apply to professional organisations in 

general and the institution in particular. For Reykjavik University (2014:n.p.), IQA of research 

involves the following aspects of the university’s development:  

• policy and vision for IQA of research; 

• structures such as research councils and research service units for the implementation of policy; 

and 

• clear criteria and tools for evaluation of research quality and utilisation of evaluation results.  

In this study, IQA practices to improve university research entail all practices of a university 

operating on clear policies and structures to improve the quality of research inputs, process and 

outputs.  

2.8.1 Proposed Quality Assurance Model for Research in Nigeria 

There is a dearth of literature on the models of IQA relating to university research. Shabani, 

Okebukola and Oyewole (2014:147) proposed that the system’s approach used for quality 

assurance of academic programme could be used for research. The input dimension includes 

doctoral enrolment, permanent academic staff with a PhD, research facilities and specialised 

libraries; the process dimension contains such processes as PhD supervision, research capacity 

building and data collection and analysis; and the output dimension contains doctoral graduates, 

research articles and production of new knowledge. If quality research is to be produced, then 

input, process and output dimensions of research must be taken into consideration (Shabani et al., 

2014:147). This is displayed in Figure 2.3.  

 

Figure 2.3: Dimensions of quality assurance of research 

Source: Shabani, Okebukola and Oyewale (2014:145) 
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This system approach to QA of research displayed only the elements within each dimension of 

quality and the arrows indicating the expected direction of effect, without a framework to guide 

the actual QA of university research. The following minimum standards for university are 

proposed: 

a) the minimum score on research to be eligible for appointment or promotion; 

b) the relevance of research to national socio-economic development, 

c) the size of the research grant won through a competitive process;  

d) the number of collaborative and inter-disciplinary research projects; 

e) the minimum number of articles published in reputable international journals; and  

f) the registered patents and inventions indexed in global databases within the last 12 calendar 

months (Okebukola, 2013 cited in Shabani et al., 2014:147-8). 

Quality assurance is achieved by comparing the research performance of academics in universities 

against these minimum standards. Evidently, these minimum standards of university research 

captured only research output dimension which detracts from the systems approach to QA of 

university research. A similar limitation was found in a more recent paper by Ugodulunwa 

(2015:4) which adopted the input, process and output framework in the analysis of quality 

assurance of university research but failed to provide the mechanisms for assuring the quality of 

input, process and output.  

This systems approach to IQA proposed by Shabani et al. (2014) is comparable to Minstrom’s 

(2008:233) model for the management of university research process. It consisted of four 

dimensions: research inputs, transformation, research outputs and by-products; and products and 

service development which can be influenced by stakeholders and other university’s mandates 

such as teaching, service and administration. The conceptual model provided by Minstrom gives 

an important insight into possible practices for improving research input, process and output in a 

university system in the context of external and internal influences but is not specifically 

addressing quality assurance in research. 

The idea of managers targeting system’s transformation process (input, process and output) in 

developing mechanism for achieving organisational purpose is not new. In his organisational 

control models, Ouchi (1979:846) identified output, behavioural (process) and clan (input) control 
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mechanisms. The use of each depends on the measurability of the employee’s output and 

knowledge of the processes required to accomplish the task. In the analysis, he isolated clan (input) 

as most appropriate for research laboratory because it involves selecting and socialising 

individuals to work towards achieving the organisation’s objective. 

The process control, according to Osterloh (2010:266), entails the use of peer review often based 

on the assumption that the peer is competent, i.e., knowledgeable about the research processes and 

methodologies and also unbiased in reviewing research. The last aspect of the control is the output 

control which involves the use of bibliometrics and rankings which Osterloh maintained was the 

most problematic approach to research control because it has the capacity to encourage negative 

behaviours among academics. One negative consequence is substituting “the ‘taste for science’ by 

a ‘taste for publication’”. He, therefore, opted for input control that involves careful selection and 

socialisation of academics in research culture (Osterloh, 2010:267).  

Although worried by the negative consequences of output control/measurement in research, 

Agyemang and Broadbent (2015:1025) pointed to the limitations of Osteloh’s position, arguing 

that he failed to consider the impact of external pressures on the universities’ internal control 

systems. The model of IQA for university research function must take cognisance of the influences 

from the external environment. 

While Osterloh’s work elaborated on the three controls based on transformation process – input, 

process and output – and the need to be attentive to the consequences of each, he argued for the 

use of one control mechanism. Cardinal (2001:21) held that a control system that takes into 

consideration multiple stages of the transformation process – from inputs to behaviours and 

activities to outputs gives “broader and more realistic perspective on control. Consequently, in the 

empirical study of R&D process in the pharmaceutical industry he found that all three classes of 

control, input, behaviour (process), and output were found to be important for radical innovation” 

(Cardinal, 2001:31). 

The system’s model to quality (input, process and output) as a comprehensive approach to IQA of 

research output emerged from elements of systems theory. In the next section, literature on IQA 

practices by universities to improve their research is presented.  
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2.8.2 IQA Practices to Improve Research Output in Nigerian Universities  

Although, literature presented so far shows a general poor state of research and research output, 

some universities are better than others as could also be seen. This may be attributed to differences 

in policies and practices in place in the universities to improve research. In this regard, Onyido 

(2018a:16) said: 

What gives hope is that there are a few universities which are in the state in which they can 

invest their intellectual capital in solving the problems of the society… Some of these 

universities require minor improvements while others in this group require major 

improvements… to be able to produce world-class research, the kind that can tackle the 

problems of sustainable development.  

There is a dearth of empirical and theoretical literature of practices by universities to improve their 

research outputs, few are presented. 

2.8.2.1 Availability of internal policies and structures to support research 

Little available literature suggests that some universities have the necessary policies and structures 

to support research in their universities (Onyido, 2018c:314). However, most universities are yet 

to have these, particularly research policy (Mokuolu, 2010:459; NUC, 2012b:17). This was shown 

by the 2011 institutional accreditation exercise whose report indicated that some of the universities 

do not have research policy, patent unit/office, among other things (NUC, 2012b:17). Similarly, 

the report of current needs assessment of Nigerian universities also revealed that the structures 

required for IQA, such as quality assurance units and university research board, are non-existent 

or are ineffective in most Nigerian universities (CNAPUN, 2012:399).  

It would seem then that the failure to produce quality research in Nigerian universities can largely 

be attributed to poor internal processes within the universities such as lack of research policy, 

ethics review board, lack of research management office. In this vein, Ugodulunwa (2015:10) 

observed: “The non-existence of research management office in our tertiary institution is a major 

challenge to research in the area of funding and policy thrust”. Some of Nigerian universities 

leading in research, namely, University of Ibadan, University of Lagos and Obafemi Awolowo 

articulated how their research policies are expected to guide excellence in the conduct of research 
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(Obafemi Awolowo University, 2012:n.d.; University of Ibadan, 2010:5; University Ilorin, 

2012:2; University of Lagos, 2018:vii; University of Port-Harcourt, 2011:n.d.; University of 

Nigeria, Nsukka, 2013:3). 

2.8.2.2 Mentorship and Training in Research 

Some studies found that high opportunities for informal mentoring exist and that mentoring has 

helped academics develop at the University of Ibadan (Atanda, 2018:419; Okurame, 2008:49), and 

Obafemi Awolowo University (Afolabi, Faleye & Ademola, 2015:159), while administrative 

overload, informal nature of mentoring, unequal access to mentoring by female academics, among 

other problems, impacted mentoring at the University of Ibadan (Atanda, ibid.; Okurame, ibid.), 

balancing conviction with expectation of a mentor, inadequate attention from mentor and concern 

of being persecuted by senior colleagues opposed to the mentor were the challenges of mentees in 

Obafemi Awolowo University (Afolabi, Faleye & Ademola, ibid.). There is, therefore, the need 

for a well-organised or formal mentoring programme where every academic has a chance of being 

mentored (Okurame, 2008:51; Geber, 2013:217).  

2.9 CONSTRAINTS TO INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES TO 

IMPROVE RESEARCH 

There is limited literature on constraints to IQA mechanisms for improving research in Nigeria. 

Few writers have examined the factors constraining IQA relating to teaching and learning. Some 

blame the poor QA system in Nigerian universities on poor management and leadership within the 

universities (Ayodele & Abiodun, 2008:147). Archibong (2013:175) identified unethical 

behaviours, non-adherence to carrying capacity by universities, lack of mentoring and orientation 

for new lecturers, shortage of facilities, lack of integration of Information and Communications 

Technology (ICT) in university management among other factors hinder IQA in Nigerian 

universities. In their study of QA in a private university, Odukoya, George, Chinedu, Olowookere 

and Agbude (2015:256) named inadequate funding and insufficient capacity of the university to 

attract and retain high quality students and personnel as the key challenges to QA at the university. 

One of the purposes of this work is to ascertain the constraints to IQA practices of universities for 

improving their research. The paucity of literature in this area makes this study timely. The next 

section reviews the literature on the impact of EQA on Nigerian universities’ IQA practices.  
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2.10 IMPACTS OF EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES ON INTERNAL 

QUALITY ASSURANCE OF RESEARCH IN UNIVERSITIES IN NIGERIA 

This section examines the EQA roles of NUC and the impacts on the IQA practices to improve 

research in Nigerian universities. The idea of EQA within the Nigerian university system started 

after 26 years of the existence of the first university in Nigeria set up as a university college in 

1948 in Ibadan, under the tutelage of the University of London. NUC became a regulatory agency 

for the Nigerian universities as a fall-out from the Eric Ashby Commission Report of 1960 which 

gave the establishment of university education NUC regulatory agency in 1962 which functioned 

as a 12-member administrative body in the Prime Minister’s office (who was the Minister of 

Higher Education then) from that period to 1968. In 1974, NUC became a statutory body in 

regulating the activities of only six universities namely; University of Ibadan, (1948), University 

of Nigeria, (1960), Obafemi Awolowo University, (1962), University of Lagos, (1962) and 

University of Benin, (1970). These were referred to as the first-generation universities (Gurin 

2014: 52, Okojie 2014:3). The following are its functions: 

i. advise the President and State Governors, through the Minister of Education, on the 

creation of new universities and other degree-awarding institutions in Nigeria; 

ii. prepare, after consultation with the State Governments, the universities, the National 

Manpower Board (NMB) and such other bodies as it considers appropriate, periodic master 

plans for the balanced and coordinated development of all universities in Nigeria;  

iii. lay down Minimum Academic Standards in the Federal Republic of Nigeria and to accredit 

their degrees and other academic awards; 

iv. ensure that quality is maintained within the academic programmes of the Nigerian 

University System. 

v. make sure other investigations relating to higher education as the Commission may 

consider necessary in the national interest;  

vi. inquire into and advise the Federal Government on the financial needs, both recurrent and 

capital, of university education in Nigeria and, in particular, to investigate and study the 

financial needs of university research and to ensure that adequate provision is made for this 

in the universities;  
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vii. take into account, in advising the Federal and State Governments on university finances, 

such grants as may be made to the Universities by the Federal and State Governments, 

private proprietors and by persons and institutions in and outside Nigeria; 

viii. undertake periodic reviews of the terms and conditions of service of personnel engaged in 

the universities and to make recommendations thereon to the Federal Government where 

appropriate;  

ix. recommend to the Visitor of a university that a visitation be made to such university as and 

when it considers it necessary; 

x. act as the agency for channelling all external aid to the universities in Nigeria; and 

xi. receive block grants from the Federal Government and allocate them to Federal 

Universities in accordance with such formula as may be laid down by the National Council 

of Ministers (Okojie, 2014:6) 

It could be said that the role of the regulatory body at this time was merely coordination and 

disbursement of funds to universities. This status changed in 1985 with the expansion in university 

education and enrolment that created the need for quality control. The promulgation of Decree 16 

by the federal government in 1985 which empowered NUC to determine and enforce minimum 

standards was a response to this need (Okojie, 2014:5). This marked the beginning of the EQArole 

of NUC. This began with the production of the first minimum academic standards in 1989, the 

first programme accreditation exercise in 1990 and the first institutional accreditation in 2011 

(Okojie: 2014:13). 

The QA role of NUC has undergone massive expansion from basically setting Minimum Academic 

Standards (MAS) for programmes taught in Nigerian universities and accrediting the programmes 

(Ramon-Yusuf, 2003:6) to other areas such as university establishment, programme establishment, 

curriculum development and physical development (Mafiana, 2014: 120). With the establishment 

of the QA department of the Commission in 2005, it began a massive work to assure the quality 

of universities to accommodate the growing number of public and private universities. 

From 1990 when the first accreditation exercise was undertaken for undergraduate programmes, 

there has been an expansion in the QA activities of NUC. In 2006, it conceived its plan to undertake 

institutional accreditation and carried out the first institutional accreditation in 2011. In 2008, the 
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Benchmark Minimum Academic Standards (BMAS) for postgraduate studies was provided and 

the first accreditation was undertaken in 2013. 

2.10.1 Quality Assurance Activities of NUC 

There are several quality assurance activities which NUC implement to improve the quality of 

education generally, but which may have impacted on the quality of research activities in Nigerian 

universities. These are discussed in the next sections.  

2.10.1.1 Accreditation  

The major quality assurance role of NUC is accreditation. According to Mafiana (2014:115), 

“accreditation of institution or a degree and other academic programme by NUC is a system of 

evaluating universities or academic programmes in the universities in Nigeria as having met the 

provisions of the minimum academic standards (MAS) documents”. There are two forms of 

accreditation systems in place in Nigeria – programme accreditation and institutional accreditation. 

While the former assesses academic programmes offered by the universities, the later assesses the 

performance of the universities (Mafiana, 2014:115). The first programme accreditation was 

carried out in 1990 while the maiden institutional accreditation took place between November and 

December, 2011 (NUC, 2012b:1). Institutional review will be discussed because it has more 

elaborate criteria for assessing university’s internal quality management and research mandate. 

2.10.1.1.2 Institutional accreditation 

Institutional accreditation is an exercise by NUC which includes aspects of QA of research was 

undertaken in 2011. This exercise included an assessment of quality of research along with the 

quality of teaching and community service. It evaluated the institutions’ capacity to deliver quality 

programme. The institutional accreditation was pilot-tested in 2010 and implemented for the first 

time in 2011. The institutional accreditation is meant to evaluate the universities’ capacity to 

deliver quality programmes (Okebukola, 2010a:20). This may be likened to evaluation of internal 

quality management capacity of universities. The focus of evaluation is on: 

• Institutional vision, mission and strategic goals; 

• Institutional governance and administration; 

• Institutional resources including learning resources and student support; 
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• Quality of teaching and research; 

• Management of human and materials resources and institutional efficiency and effectiveness; 

• Extension, relationships with internal and external constituencies and consultancy; 

• Financial management and stability; and 

• General ethos (Mafiana, 2014:117; Okebukola, 2010a:21)  

The assessment criteria for quality of research are: 

• Minimum of 70% of staff at the university have published at least two articles in reputable 

local journals in the last 12 calendar months.  

• Minimum of 20% of staff at the university have published at least two articles in reputable 

international journals and registered patents and inventions that are indexed in global databases 

within the last 12 calendar months.  

• Minimum of 10% of staff at the university have won at least N1 million research grant each 

within the last 12 calendar months.  

• Minimum of 5% of staff at the university have won international academic prizes.  

• At least 10% of the research output from the university is from collaborative/transdisciplinary 

research (Okebukola, 2010a:21) 

Using these criteria, the maiden institutional accreditation was carried out from November to 

December, 2011. According to NUC (2012b:1), the eligibility criteria were that the institutions 

must have been running for 10 years and above and that at least 70% of the university’s academic 

programme must have full accreditation status. Based on this eligibility criteria, 27 out of the 117 

universities in Nigeria were found eligible for the institutional accreditation exercise. However, 26 

out of the 27 were visited. 

Of the 26 universities accredited, 20 (76.9%) received full accreditation, 5 (19.2%) received 

interim accreditation and 1 (3.8%) earned a probation period of two years. The scores are 

distribution as follows. The breakdown of the result shows that eight universities with grade A 

(70% and above) were granted full accreditation valid for 10 years, 12 universities with grade B 

(60%–69%) earned full accreditation for 8 years, 5 universities that had grade C (50%–59%) were 

granted interim accreditation for five years and one university which scored below 50% was put 

on probation for two years. 
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Although Nigeria’s institutional accreditation is similar to South Africa’s institutional audit, it does 

not provide an explicit framework that would help universities develop a comprehensive IQA 

framework as is the in South Africa (cf. Section 3.5.1). 

2.10.1.2 Other initiatives, programmes and structures by NUC to improve university 

research  

The period from 2003 to 2010 could be seen as the period marking the emergence of quality 

assurance of Nigerian university research by NUC as this period witnessed initiatives and 

programmes to motivate researchers/scholars and generally improve the quality of research 

conducted and published by the universities. Some of the initiatives are:  

• Nigerian Universities Doctoral Theses Award Scheme (NUDTAS) in 2003; 

• Nigerian Universities Research and Development Fair (NURESDEF) in 2004; 

• Ranking of Nigerian universities’ research performance in 2004; and 

• Catalogue, Assessment and Ranking of Scholarly Journals Published in Nigerian Higher 

Education in 2005/2006 

Each of these is discussed briefly in the next paragraphs. 

Nigerian Universities Postgraduate Theses Award Scheme was initiated in 2001 but later changed 

to NUDTAS in 2003. The objective of the NUDTAS initiative is to institute a recognition and 

reward scheme that would not only inherently compensate high quality research amongst students, 

but more importantly engender an environment of healthy competition amongst research students 

thus stimulating scholarship and academic excellence in postgraduate research and creating an 

incentive for high quality and productive research (Okojie, 2014:16). Statistics from NUC’s 

Research and Innovation Department shows that from 2005 to 2017, 61 doctoral graduates have 

received best theses award. 

Another initiative, NURESDEF, was introduced in 2004 with the main goal of providing Nigerian 

universities the platform to showcase their research and development projects. The objectives of 

the fair are to exhibit innovative research projects and their outputs from Nigerian Universities; 

provide opportunities for institutions to network and collaborate among themselves and industries 

and institutions abroad; and encourage industry further mass production and commercialisation 
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research outputs from these institutions, among other objectives (Okojie, 2014:16). Winners in 

each category are given prizes. The sum of N1million is given to each winner. Interaction with 

some of the winners shows that the bureaucratic red tape involved in the collection of the award is 

discouraging. 

Ranking of universities’ research output was another initiative in 2004. The assessment criterion 

was scholarly articles published in high-class/indexed international journals in America, Europe 

and Asia. The scores obtained by the universities ranged from 10 for the lowest-performing 

university to 200 for the highest-performing universities (NUC, 2005b:1; Okebukula, 2014:184). 

However, there were no follow-up actions on the outcome and none other research assessment has 

been carried out by NUC to date. 

Catalogue, assessment and ranking of scholarly journals published in Nigerian higher education 

was another external quality measure is an attempt to assess and streamline journals in Nigeria to 

guide judgement and decisions on appointments, promotions and merit awards, among others. The 

exercise was based on the fact that: 

higher institutions have had persistent and increasingly difficult problems in ascertaining 

the quality of journals in which a large number of academics and researchers publish for 

the purposes of advancement; and, by implication, the match towards leadership capacity 

in the system (NUC, 2007:1).  

The initiative began when NUC found that about 23% of articles from a collection of curriculum 

vitae of Nigerian academics from its database was published in substandard journals. It observed 

that “If these journals are not weeded out or if we do not stem their tide of growth, danger looms 

for the credibility of the system” because academic staff are promoted to senior positions based on 

their mediocre articles published in the poor journals. The consequences are that: 

Overtime, there will emerge a large corpus of these mediocre academics who cannot give 

sound academic leadership and who will angle to top administrators such as Deans and 

Vice-Chancellors. When the system becomes populated by this calibre of staff, system 

collapse is imminent. Another danger is the lowering of the national and international 

esteem of Nigerian academics whose outstanding scholarship is legendry. Also, there is the 
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danger of production of poor-quality students having been supervised by “senior” 

academics of doubtful scholarship (NUC, 2005a:2) 

Thus three main purposes guided the exercise: to provide a catalogue showing the international 

standing of Nigerian journals that will assist Appointment and Promotions Committees of 

Universities for objectivity in the assessment of research and publications of Nigerian scholars; 

stimulate the adoption of international practices in manuscript processing and publishing by local 

journals so that they can be abstracted by international indexing services; and identify journals that 

have potentials for improvement to international standards (NUC 2007:vi). With these aims, NUC 

embarked on the project of cataloguing, assessing and ranking local journals in Nigerian 

universities and research centres using the following assessment criteria were used: 

• Evidence of peer review (5 marks) 

• Evidence of editorial board membership acceptance (5 marks) 

• Evidence of active participation of such experts (10 marks) 

• Evidence of regularity of publication (10 marks) 

• Evidence of quality of editorial policy, including world-renowned Abstracting and Indexing 

Services (20 marks) 

• Evidence of Quality of Editors 

• Samples of published editions since inception (10 marks) 

• Format and printing quality (10 marks) 

• Institutional spread of contributing articles and authors (20 marks). Total = 100 

A four-point grading system was applied as follows: Grade A = international standard (Minimum 

score 60%); Grade B = prospective international standard (50-59%); Grade C = local standard (20-

49%) and Grade D = super-local standard (under 20%). 

Based on these, 211 journals submitted between 2005 and 2006 were assessed and ranked. Of the 

211 journals submitted, only 4 (1.9%) met the international standard, 10 (4.7%) were of 

prospective international standard, 168 (79.6%) fell under local standard category while 27 

(12.8%) was super-local standard (Folutile, 2005:n.p.; NUC, 2007:4). The exercise gave birth to a 

publication in April 16, 2007 titled: Catalogue, assessment and ranking of scholarly journals 

published in Nigeria higher education system. However, this was not translated into publication 
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of a list of accredited journals to guide academics in the publication of their research. Based on 

this, research quality would be assessed, and research excellence rewarded by both the universities 

and the government. 

A further analysis shows that that project did not comprehensively meet most of its objectives. 

Available literature shows that the tide of publishing in poor quality local journals has not been 

stemmed. As reported by a five-year review of 10 of such weak journals drawn from arts, medicine, 

science, social and management sciences (2007–2012) shows that scholars from Nigerian 

university authored 18.2% of the published works, the highest for any country in Africa 

(Okebukola, 2014:184). Okebukola added that this taste for poor quality publications has assumed 

higher dimension through the recognition by universities of poor online publication outlets. Thus, 

NUC catalogue of journals has failed in guiding appointment and promotion of academics in 

Nigerian universities. 

Another initiative by NUC that was expected to improve prove its capacity to assure quality of 

university research was establishment of Research and Innovation Department of NUC was 

established in 2007 with the following units Research Planning Section; Analysis, Statistics and 

Publication Section (ASPS); Research Administration Section (RAS) and Research Monitoring 

Section (RMS). The functions of this department that are directly related to the quality of university 

research mandate are:  

• Sponsoring research in areas relevant to national development in Nigerian Universities. 

• Developing and monitoring research policy for the Nigerian University System (NUS) in line 

with national goals and needs. 

• Developing and implementing modalities for conducting periodic RAES in Nigerian 

Universities for funding purpose (NUC, 2012a, n.p.). 

However, it has been observed that since its inception, no research assessment has been conducted 

in the Nigerian university system. To what degree these roles are played by the department is not 

yet clear. In the light of challenges NUC, namely, lack of strong IQA in universities; inaccurate or 

incomplete data; and academic moonlighting of academics, among others (Mafiana, 2014:121), it 

is crucial that universities create a strong IQA system for research to improve their research 

outputs. 
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2.10.2 Impact of External Quality Assurance on Internal Quality Assurance of University 

Research in Nigeria 

It is expected that EQA mechanism would shape some of IQA practices of universities. Within 

NUC leadership, it is believed that the accreditation exercise has led to improvement in teaching 

and research facilities. However, it desires that “they (universities) continuously remain in the state 

of quality improvement rather than being quality compliant when external assessors are visiting” 

which will be achieved if IQA complements the EQA role of the commission (Mafiana, 2014:123). 

However, little or no empirical research is available on the impact of NUC accreditation on 

university IQA of research. This gap reflects the little research attention in this direction. Review 

of literature shows that few studies examined the impact of EQA generally, and none was identified 

that specifically addressed IQA. However, only two studies examined the general effect of NUC’s 

universities’ programme accreditation on the university internal management. Olabanji and 

Abayomi’s (2013:34) study which examined the relationship between accreditation and 

universities’ resource input, quality of process and output using a sample of 74 universities and 

1480 university staff, found that accreditation was related to resource input, quality of output and 

quality of process within the universities. Contrary to their findings, Oribabor’s (2008:222) study 

showed that accreditation does not have any impact on university administrative structure and the 

efficiency of university staff. In terms of improvement in facilities, a recent survey of lecturers’ 

opinions on business education programme by Umeh and Oguejiofor (2017:164) established that 

NUC accreditation has led to improvement in library facilities and resources of the programme. In 

another survey of lecturers’ opinions on the politics of accreditation by Ekpoh and Edet (2017), 

lecturers indicated that universities only release funds during accreditation. This suggests that 

accreditation compels universities to release funds for equipping the faculties and departments. 

2.11 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter reviewed literature on IQA practices in Nigerian universities. Existing literature 

shows that formal IQA in Nigeria is still in its infancy and there is no existing framework to guide 

it, particularly concerning research. Nevertheless, most practices meant to improve research 

quality internally target the research inputs, research process and research outputs 

unsystematically. In terms of the impacts of EQA practices related to research on IQA practices 
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intended to improve research output in Nigeria, it was found that most of these studies examined 

the impact of programme accreditation specifically on educational inputs. In view of this gap, it 

would be helpful to examine how EQA mechanisms impact on IQA practices of universities with 

regard to research. In the next chapter, international perspectives on IQA practices for improving 

research in universities are reviewed.  
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CHAPTER 3  

INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH: AN 

INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE  

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The previous chapter reviewed internal practices and IQA mechanisms used by Nigerian 

universities to improve research. A theoretical framework underpinning the study made of two 

theories was presented. This chapter explores international and scholarly literature on university 

research outputs, the factors enhancing research and research outputs, the IQA practices meant to 

improve research, and the impact of external quality assurance on research output of universities. 

Most of the literature is drawn from South Africa and United Kingdom since the former was a 

British colony like Nigeria. The United Kingdom context is used because of the ties it has 

maintained with Nigeria dating back to the colonial times. Practically, Nigeria draws some of its 

educational policies and practices from the UK. The aim is to draw lessons that could help in 

developing a model of IQA practices for Nigerian universities.  

3.2 SOUTH AFRICAN UNIVERSITIES’ RESEARCH OUTPUTS  

South African universities perform better than Nigerian universities according to the Times Higher 

Education assessment of universities’ research (See Table 3.1). Each of the South African 

universities recorded higher research performance scores than Nigerian universities, except the 

University of KwaZulu-Natal that declined in 2019 and 2020 consecutively.  

Table 3.1 Performance of South African vs Nigerian universities in research from 2018 to 2020 

University 

2018 2019 2020 

Score 
*Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 

South African Universities 

University of Cape Town 36.2 1 (171) 41.5 1 (156) 42.8 2 (136) 

University of the Witwatersrand 23.2 2 (251-300) 40.8 2 (201-250) 43.2 1 (194) 

Stellenbosch University 36.1 3 (351-400) 34.1 3 (301-350) 34.6 3 (251-300) 

University of KwaZulu-Natal 30.8 4 (401-500) 28.7 4 (401-500) 28.7 5 (401-500) 

University of Pretoria 26.5 5 (601-800) 28.7 4 (601-800) 30.1 4 (601-800) 
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University 

2018 2019 2020 

Score 
*Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 

University of Johannesburg 23.5 6 (601-800) 26.0 5 (601-800) 25.8 6 (601-800) 

University of Western Cape 17.6 7 (601-800) 19.3 6 (601-800) 20.0 7 (601-800) 

University of South Africa 10.8 8 (801-1000) 15.8 7 (1000+) 19.1 8 (1001+) 

Tshwane University of Technology - - 9.8 8 (801-1000) 7.0 10 (801-1000) 

North-West University - - - - 17.1 9 (601-800) 

Nigerian Universities 

University of Ibadan 11.4 1 (801-1000) 12.1 2 (601-800) 12.1 2 (501-600) 

Covenant University, Ota - - 13.9 1 (601-800) 14.7 1 (401-500) 

University of Nigeria, Nsukka - - 8.4 3 (1000+) 8.6 4 (1001+) 

University of Lagos - - - - 9.0 3 (801-1000) 

*Research Ranking (Overall Ranking) 

Source: Times Higher Education Ranking (2018 – 2020)  

The result of the assessment of research by Times Higher Education is comparable to the results 

of the national research assessment of South African universities by its DHET in 2016 and 2017. 

An analysis of South African universities’ research outputs (journal publications) for 2016 and 

2017 revealed that almost all the universities that featured in the top 10 in the Times Higher 

Education ranking were among the top-performing universities in the national assessment. The top 

10 universities were University of KwaZulu-Natal, University of Pretoria, University of the 

Witwatersrand, Stellenbosch University, University of Cape Town, University of Johannesburg, 

University of South Africa, North-West University and Rhodes University (DHET, South Africa, 

2019:18). According to the DHET, there has been a steady increase in research productivity of 

South African universities over the past 11 years due to the increased number of researchers, 

institutions and researchers’ capacities to attract research funding from diverse sources; improved 

infrastructure; and effective institutional strategies and policies (DHET, South Africa, 2019:52). 

3.3 RESEARCH OUTPUTS OF UNIVERSITIES IN UNITED KINGDOM 

Most universities in the United Kingdom perform better than universities in South Africa and 

Nigeria in research. Table 3.2 shows research performance of the top 25 universities in the UK 

and their standing in the Times Higher Education global ranking of universities from 2018–2020. 



 

 

72 

 

Most of them performed two times better than South African universities and three to six times 

better than Nigerian universities. The top three were University of Oxford, University of 

Cambridge and University College London. 

Table 3.2: Research performance of top 25 UK universities based on Times Higher Education 

ranking (2018–2020) 

University 

2018 2019 2020 

Score 
Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 
Score 

Ranking 

R(overall) 

University of Oxford 99.5 1(1) 99.5 1(1) 99.5 1(1) 

University of Cambridge 97.8 2(2) 98.8 2(2) 98.8 2(2) 

University College London (UCL) 88.2 4(16) 90.1 3(14) 90.1 3(14) 

Imperial College London 88.7 3(8) 87.7 4(9) 87.7 4(9) 

University of Edinburgh 74.2 5(27) 73.7 6(29) 73.7 6(29) 

London School of Economics and Political 

Science 
72.0 6(25) 83.1 5(26) 83.1 5(26) 

King’s College London 71.2 7(36) 68.7 7(38) 68.7 7(38) 

University of Manchester 65.3 8(54) 62.0 8(57) 62.0 8(57) 

University of Warwick 52.0 9(91) 51.8 9(79) 51.8 9(79) 

Durham University 47.9 12(97) 47.0 12(114) 47.0 12(114) 

University of Bristol 51.2 10(76) 48.6 10(78) 48.6 10(78) 

University of Sheffield 45.7 13(104) 46.0 13(106) 46.0 13(117) 

University of Glasgow 48.9 11(80) 48.3 11(93) 48.3 11(93) 

University of St. Andrews 42.5 16(143) 40.2 20(165) 40.2 20(165) 

University of York 44.9 14(137) 45.7 14(119) 45.7 14(128) 

University of Southampton 43.7 15(126) 42.0 18(118) 42.0 18(118) 

University of Birmingham 38.3 18(141) 43.3 16(116) 43.3 16(116) 

Lancaster University 40.5 19(150) 40.3 19(146) 40.3 19(146) 

Queen Mary University of London 38.2 21(121) 38.9 23(130) 38.9 23(130) 

University of Exeter 39.3 20(130) 39.7 21(141) 39.7 21(141) 

University of Leeds 46.7 14(139) 43.5 15(153) 43.5 15(153) 

University of Nottingham 41.9 17(147) 42.8 17(149) 42.8 17(149) 

Newcastle University 40.8 18(175) 39.6 22(171) 39.6 22(171) 

University of Sussex 38.1 22(147) 37.3 24(161) 37.3 24(161) 

Cardiff University 39.3 20(162) 37.1 25(187) 37.1 25(187) 

*Research Ranking (Overall Ranking) 

Generally, there has been a significant improvement in the quality of research undertaken by the 

UK higher education sector between the 2008 RAE and the 2014 REF. According to REF (2014:4), 
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“the average proportion of the outputs sub-profile judged to be world-leading (4*) has risen from 

14 per cent in RAE 2008 to 22 per cent in REF 2014. The average proportion judged to be 

internationally excellent (3*) has risen from 37 per cent to 50 per cent”. Such improvement in 

research quality does not just happen. A study reported by the UK Research and Innovation 

(UKRI) (2020:n.p.) showed that high-performing research units that make the biggest contribution 

to this improvement are characterised by recruitment and retention of the best people and have 

more PhD holders in their staff, professors and researchers with international experience. They 

also provide training and mentorship programmes for their staff, offer rewards for outstanding 

performance, have staff with a distinct ethos of social and ethical values, have strategies that are 

not merely on paper but owned and implemented, and have more income per researcher, among 

other things. The next section explores the internal conditions and factors enabling improvement 

in research output of universities.  

3.4 INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL ENABLERS OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH OUTPUT 

Drawing from literature in and outside Nigeria, this section reviews and presents factors that 

facilitate university research.  

3.4.1 Internal Factors 

Factors internal to universities are divided into individual factors (those related to individual 

academic staff’s personality and work behaviours) and institutional (those related to institutional 

management and governance). 

3.4.1.1 Individual factors 

Scholars have examined some of the personal or individual factors that affect research output and 

have identified the following as some of them: self-efficacy/confidence in research activities, 

qualification, and time management among others. Some of these are discussed briefly in 

subsequent sections. 

3.4.1.1.1 Research capacity of academics 

The nature of research makes it an activity that depends on the abilities and competencies of each 

individual researcher (Brew, 2000 cited in Paewai, 2011:65). For this reason, it is imperative that 
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lecturers’ competence in research should be a primary consideration by universities for quality 

research output. This has been demonstrated by empirical findings in multiple contexts. For 

instance, in their study in Australia, Hemmings and Kay (2010:185) found that, apart from self-

confidence in research tasks, time devoted to research and qualifications explained the variation 

in university lecturers’ publication output. On the other hand, low efficacy led to low motivation 

and insufficient effort, and ultimately to poor performance. Similar findings were reported by Bai 

(2010:117) in a study with a sample of Chinese academics involved in Teaching English as Foreign 

Language (TEFL) where lecturers indicated that they had low confidence in research compared to 

teaching, which negatively influenced their research productivity in their discipline.  

3.4.1.1.2 Researcher time management 

According to Hemmings and Kay (2010:187), a recurring theme within the literature on academic 

output is the need for time to plan and conduct research. An earlier study by Smeby and Try 

(2005:612) found that time is an important input factor affecting academics’ research output. 

Fortunately, most of the negative factors working against research can be mitigated by the 

university research environment. Confidence in and commitment to research can be improved by 

staff development and training programmes, and other activities that can boost these virtues among 

academics. The relevance of various forms of support for academics has been emphasised by 

scholars and policy makers. In this respect, Masango (2014:15) argued that personal inhibitors like 

a lack of commitment can be countered by different forms of researcher development options such 

as mentorship, seminars and workshops. These institutional factors are addressed in the next 

section. This suggests that institutional factors can play a greater role in research quality and 

productivity than individual factors where conscious efforts are made in institutional management.  

3.4.1.2 Institutional factors  

Although research has shown that some academics see research as an individual activity for which 

academic freedom should be maintained (Houston, 2007:113), there is a need for some level of 

management of this activity (Paewai, 2011:65; Taylor, 2006:2). Some of the institutional factors 

that facilitate research output of academics at universities are funding, recruitment and training 

practices, workload allocation, rewards and integrity/transparency in institutional processes. 

Where these are lacking, research quality is compromised. As Paewai (2011:65) observed, 
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emphasis on research and the extent to which research is encouraged, resourced and monitored is 

dependent on collective identities and systems of structures established by both academic units 

within universities and outside universities. 

Some of the strategies research-intensive institutions use to improve research are “research-

enhanced HRM policies” and “research-enhanced HRM practices” which aim to hire the right 

people, develop and reward them (Nguyen, 2016:231). These policies help to develop the best 

possible academic staff who are not only highly skilled, but also strongly motivated to do research. 

Some of these policies and practices are discussed in the subsequent sections.  

3.4.1.2.1 Recruitment of quality researchers 

Researchers are known to be the most essential input in the research process. As Benneh 

(2002:254) put it, “…the strongest driving force in research enterprise is the researchers”. 

Literature suggests that, in recruiting academic staff, high-research-performance universities rely 

on the candidates’ research performance and potential (Edgar & Geare, 2013:785). The comments 

from high-ranking universities in the 2019 world university ranking by Times Higher Education 

(2019:n.p.) showed that the quality of researchers matters in university research performance. In 

this regard, one of the Vice-Presidents (Research & Innovation) revealed: “Whatever works in 

terms of research is due to the quality of people and the care with which people are sought out and 

attracted [to the university]”.  

Furthermore, Nguyen (2016:239) noted that hiring the right people involves recruiting academics 

based on their research achievement and research potential, requiring an international reputation 

in research and recruiting the best internationally as well as offering attractive packages of 

remuneration and applying careful probationary procedures. In terms of training scholars, Nguyen 

(ibid.) maintained that developing staff has to do with advancing academics’ qualifications, 

providing research skills development programmes and nurturing the research career of academics.  

Provision of research training has been identified as one of the enablers of the research output of 

researchers. In South Africa, Wadesango (2014:61) reported how the Centre for Learning 

Teaching and Development (CLTD) at Fort Hare University provided research workshops for its 

academic staff which helped to improve their research output. In this regard, Masango (2014:15) 

showed that consistent development of emerging researchers promoted their ability to engage in 
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quality research. He reported that at the University of Cape Town, the sectors that have had the 

most success in overcoming the inhibitors of quality research outputs are its faculties, research 

facilities, and most importantly, the Emerging Researchers’ Programme (ERP) of the university’s 

Research Office. Similarly, other scholars (Lues, 2014:623-624; Singh, 2015:184) reported that 

the publication workshops conducted by the Research Office and various schools within UCT 

tended to improve the lecturers’ publication output. The target of the workshop was to develop 

academic staff’s capacity to publish in accredited journals by changing their previous notions of 

research activities and attitudes. This demonstrates the power of institutional practices in 

overcoming the academics’ personal inhibitors to research productivity and research quality.  

3.4.1.2.2 Research funding – using competitive funding models 

Funding has remained a significant research input, an enabler of most, if not all life’s endeavours, 

as both theoretical and empirical studies confirm that funding is an essential ingredient in 

university research (Gok, Rigby & Shapira, 2016:738; Man, Weinkauf, Tsang & Sin, 2004: 811). 

David’s (2013:1) study of top universities in the United States of America found that university 

income and the share of income devoted to research expenses significantly increased the ability of 

an institution to produce top-level academic research. Similar findings had earlier been reported 

by other scholars across the globe (Gurmu, Black & Stephan, 2010:211; Whalley & Hicks, 

2014:39). Although funding is an important enabler of research output, Fedderke and Goldschmidt 

(2015:468) research found that the effect of funding is only stronger where there is the researcher’s 

track record of research quality. This suggests that funding can only be effective if the researchers 

have the necessary research expertise.  

Another consideration is the nature of the funding model. What appears to be either effective or 

debilitating is the funding model used by a university or funding agencies (Agasisti, Milano & 

Haelermans, 2016:85). They showed that funding formulas can affect a university’s decision to 

focus on research or teaching or assign more or less weight to its various functions. There seems 

to be a wide consensus that performance-based/competitive funding motivates research production 

than block allocation. The OECD Committee for Science and Technology Policy (2018:9) defined 

it as “the programmes or instrument of funding agencies, research councils or ministries that 

allocate resources for government-supported research based on formal contests or competition, in 

which applicants apply for funding”. The following are the features of competitive funding: a call 
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for proposals, a panel assessment, peer review of a proposal, scoring, award of funding for a limited 

time and follow-up. 

Competitive research funding of research is part of a conscious effort by authorities to direct and 

plan research in a more top-down manner (Bourguignon, 2018, n.p.). The merits of competitive 

funding, according to the OECD Committee for Science and Technology Policy (2018:6), are that 

it is widely favoured in the science community for being the optimal method for not only 

evaluating, but also encouraging scientific excellence in a process that is controlled by the 

community itself. This improves confidence in the integrity and reliability of the proposal 

evaluation process among the research community. This confidence is tied to the method used 

such as the peer review which “is the most – perhaps only – valid and reliable way to evaluate the 

merits of research proposals” (OECD Committee for Science and Technology Policy, 2018:6). 

The reliance of the competitive funding system on peer review, however, raises some concerns 

about the reliability and validity of the peer-review process in assuring the quality of science.  

Highlighting the relevance of a competitive grant scheme Langfeldt et al. (2015, cited in Kotarski, 

2016:52) noted that the key reason for allocating part of national research funding through 

competitive grants is to target the most promising research projects and support the best 

researchers. The underlying idea is that competitive grant schemes can increase research 

performance and ensure the impact of research funding. In this regard, the OECD Committee for 

Science and Technology Policy (2018:6) noted that the following advantages accrue from 

competitive funding:  

• a tendency to increase the quality and relevance of research project proposal;  

• a way to ensure that research awards meet minimum standards of quality;  

• providing researchers an opportunity to test their ideas among peers; and  

• building trust in the research community that awards are made fairly.  

For this kind of research funding to be effective, there must be transparency and integrity. These 

two virtues are generally lacking in the processes of the Nigerian university system.  
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3.4.1.2.3 Rewarding and incentivising research  

It is generally agreed that rewarding research excellence and incentivising research activities 

promote research productivity. This aligns with Westernheijden’s (2007:79) assertion that “What 

gets rewarded, gets done”. A study carried out by Nguyen (2016:241) at four leading Vietnamese 

universities identified three major non-financial and financial reward mechanisms that motivated 

their academic staff to do research: calculating research-related activity in total workload; setting 

research performance as a prerequisite for nominating lecturers for institutional, ministerial and 

national best staff titles of the year; and rewarding lecturers who published in refereed international 

journals.  

Writing from the South African context, some scholars have maintained that researchers need to 

be motivated to be productive through monetary incentives and capacity building (Lues, 2014:623-

624; Madue, 2011:194, Singh, 2015:189). For instance, Singh (2015:189) reported an increase 

from 20% to 40% in research productivity and research outputs due to an increase in subsidies 

received for publishing in accredited journals. What this meant in practice was that in 2011, a 

single publication unit produced by a researcher was valued at over R40,000 from the DHET which 

a researcher could choose to take in cash or leave in his or her research account. As Singh 

(2015:189) noted, “the capacity building workshops together with the monetary incentive has had 

an impact. The year-on-year percentage increase in publications for 2010, 2011 and 2012 was 

26.41 per cent, 35.8 per cent and 48.6 per cent, respectively”. According to him, other factors that 

promoted research productivity included cash incentives for supervisors of completed master’s 

and doctoral studies; cash incentives for rated researchers from the university and the National 

Research Fund (NRF), research awards to researchers from all schools and other forms of special 

research awards. 

Linking research performance to appraisal and promotion and rewarding “successful” academics 

by a rise in rank and salary increments are some of the common ways of incentivising academics 

to engage in research. However, it appears to be the only avenue for rewarding academic staff in 

Nigeria. For example, to rise to the post of a professor, the highest rank in academia, the minimum 

standard is that 60% of the publications should be in internationally indexed journals (NUC, 

2017:5). This condition varies according to different ranks. Considering that so much is at stake in 

gaining promotion to a senior rank in academia regarding salary, reputation and power, some 
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academics sometimes use dishonest means such as publishing in substandard journals, and 

subverting the peer-review process among other practices, to gain unmerited awards. This 

unethical practice is not restricted to Nigeria. It has happened in South Africa, to the point where 

the DHET (2016:32) alerted academics and institutions that “The quality of research outputs 

produced by the higher education institutions is still under threat from a few individuals whose 

focus is to accrue subsidy by all means even if it means disregarding principles of scholarly 

publishing”. 

Scholars have pointed out the unintended negative consequences of research quality assessment. 

Shaw (2013:196), for example, warned about what was described as “disproportionate rewards” 

where some aspects of publications were labelled low and others high. He cautioned that this kind 

of a reward system creates incentives for dishonesty such as interference in the peer-review 

process, sabotaging the work of colleagues and engaging in questionable research conduct. 

However, most of the misconduct incidents can be managed through strong institutional quality 

systems. 

3.4.1.2.4 Academic workload policy, planning and management 

Studies have shown that a university’s research workload allocation policy accounts for the 

variation in academics’ research time with those operating under a comprehensive policy allotting 

more time to research (Bently & Kyvik 2013:329). According to Dobele and Rundle-Theile 

(2015:418), in Australia, a typical academic workload is defined as 40% research, 40% teaching 

and 20% service to the university and profession. However, Kenny and Fluck (2014:590) found 

that academics surveyed reported 11% less time for research as they would have preferred and 

more time for teaching than preferred. It was also found that in departments that used a less holistic 

model – where the teaching load was allocated on a unit by unit basis, “many respondents reported 

competing priorities on their time through increased teaching and administrative expectations and 

complained that this was affecting their ability to meet their greater research performance 

expectations”. There is, therefore, a discrepancy between the stipulated workload allocation model 

and the implementation in schools and universities. 

Scholars contend that workload management is related to academics’ performance (Graham, 2015: 

678; Kenny & Fluck, 2014:601), and it should reflect the university’s mandates and academics’ 
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duties. Kenny and Fluck argued, “the existence of agreed realistic standard time allocations which 

reflect what academics actually do is a necessary first step towards ensuring the welfare of 

academic staff, and thus, in turn, the quality of the outcomes of teaching and research at the 

university”. The problem of more emphasis on research over teaching without commensurate 

allocation of time and resources for research activities is problematic. This has been characterised 

as “misalignment of teaching and research” by Shaw (2013:195-196). Drawing an example from 

Ukraine, Shaw showed that mandating academics to increase their research output without any 

simultaneous change to their heavy instructional workloads has negative consequences for their 

research quality and general moral behaviour. 

3.4.1.2.5 Availability of policies and structures that support research  

Having the institutional mission has an impact on the intensity of emphasis on research (Bosch & 

Taylor, 2011:444). In this regard, the universities in Australia, Canada, the UK and the US have 

shown that conscious and active management of the research environment is the biggest change in 

research activity in recent years and that both researchers and administrators lacked the capacity 

to design and operate new structures and processes for stimulating, guiding and overseeing 

research (Connell, 2004:27). Developing policies and structures is justifiable. In this context, 

Bosch and Taylor (2011:445) averred that institutional conditions that affect research activities 

need to be managed by providing positive support to researchers and by so doing, increase 

institutional research revenue and research output. 

3.4.2 External Factors  

Effective government policies, structures and regulatory frameworks are some of the factors that 

push growth in the quality and quantity of research outputs at universities. In most countries such 

as South Africa, the UK and others, the performance-based funding policies of government and 

the research funding agencies have a significant impact on the research performance of 

universities. For instance, in line with the South African policy, the DHET (2016:10) sought to 

“encourage research productivity by rewarding quality research output at public higher education 

institutions”. In view of its policy of rewards for quality research, the DHET reported a steady 

increase in the quality of academics’ research output in South African universities. The research 

reward policy has led to an increase in journal publications from 8.7% during the period 2012–
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2013 to 9.5% during 2012–2013, and 2013–2014, with most of the universities having over 50% 

of their journal publications in international indexed databases. The government and institutional 

policies have a huge impact on the academics’ research performance. The impact of this policy as 

stated earlier by Madue (2011:190) is a “critical factor that influences higher education research 

productivity”. This shows not only the strong effect of national policy on research productivity, 

but more specifically a policy that promotes research funding. Other external structures like the 

National Research Foundation (NRF) provide research funding and infrastructural development 

that enhance research in South African universities (University of the Witwatersrand, 2012:7). 

3.5 NATURE OF INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES IN UNIVERSITIES 

The literature on the nature and forms of IQA approaches and practices is mixed, with divergent 

conceptions and practices. Regarding these diversities, Fonseca (2016:12) noted that while every 

HEI in Europe since 2015 has what may be described as IQA, these “are very diverse, based on 

different models and diverse theoretical approaches, more or less complex and formalised, 

structured and comprehensive or fragmented and composed of dispersed standards, rules and 

various procedures”. This notwithstanding, scholars and researchers examine and conceptualise 

forms of and approaches to IQA practices. However, most of the literature on approaches to IQA 

practices is drawn from QA of teaching and learning, quality management (QM) and from studies 

examining the European Standard and Guidelines for IQA in HEIs. Literature on QM was included 

because of the considerable overlap in the use of QA and QM in higher education has been reported 

(Manatos, Sarrico & Rosa, 2015:1; Martin, 2017:19). Approaches to the practice of IQA were 

explored from different perspectives. Some viewed it from the currency of the practices (traditional 

or modern approaches), while others viewed it from the perspective of the scope of university 

functions covered in the IQA (comprehensive or fragmented/isolated approaches), and still others 

examined it in light of the purpose of quality assurance processes and practices. However, there 

could be an overlap between approaches. These different perspectives are presented in more detail 

below. 

Approaches to IQA could be described as traditional or modern. The old or traditional approach 

has to do with institutions mainly relying on the old forms of quality assurance such as peer review, 

external examination and student evaluation of lecturers (Kadhila, Nyathi & Westhuizen, 

2013:194; Materu, 2007:vii; Vukasovic, 2014:46) or modern approaches such as benchmarking, 
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graduate stakeholder satisfaction surveys and self-evaluation as instruments for continuous quality 

improvement (Kadhila et al., 2013:194). The idea is not to totally abandon good traditional QA 

practices (Fonseca, 2016:19), but to integrate them into the “modern-day expectations of higher 

education, which entail formalised and systematic mechanisms for quality assurance” (Kadhila et 

al., 2013:194). A formalised IQA has been described by Tavares, Sin, Videira and Amaral 

(2016:1298) as:  

a coherent and structured approach which is meant to ensure quality in every aspect of the 

institution’s activities. This presupposes the existence of a quality policy articulated with 

the pursuit of the institution’s objectives, as well as clearly defined internal procedures, 

responsibilities and means necessary to attain these objectives 

which is in contrast with isolated QA practices described as QA practices “not incorporated into 

an integrated system”.  

From an analysis of QA practices in institutions, Kivisto and Pekkola (2017:27) classified QA 

practices into three, namely primary, secondary and latent. In the primary approach or form, QA 

practices are focused explicitly on a specific institutional activity or task, while the secondary 

approach to QA targets another institutional activity or task, but by assuring the quality of that 

task, also contributes to the QA of another activity which was not the primary target. The third 

approach involves QA practices, procedures and policies that can serve as QA procedures but are 

not explicitly named as such. However, each of these depends on the context (Kivisto & Pekkola, 

2017:27; Loukkola, 2019:n.p.). The primary approach to IQA could be viewed as a fragmented 

approach (Fonseca, 2016:14). Kivisto and Pekkola’s idea of latent approach to QA was earlier 

described in an empirical research by Loukkola and Zhang (2010:10) that HEIs have policies, 

structures and processes in place for QA which they do not systematically identify or call QA 

practices. This highlights the need for more clarity on approaches to QA practices in HEIs which 

resonates with what some scholars call a systematic approach to IQA. 

Systematic or unsystematic approaches to QA are other two opposing approaches to the practice 

of QA in HEIs (Kleijnen, Dolmans, Wllems & Hout, 2014:121; Russkih, 2019:1). For Russkih 

(2019:1), systematic approach is “an ordered set of interrelated and interacting elements, designed 

to create the conditions that provide the required level of product or process quality at minimal 
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cost.” Although Kleijnen et al. (ibid.) did not define systematic or unsystematic approaches to 

teaching and learning, they described the features of each as adopted by effective and ineffective 

departments. A systematic approach as practised by effective departments was illustrated by 

having clear quality objectives and vision; having practical plans and policies and clear 

responsibilities; channelling evaluation towards improvement; and monitoring innovations 

through the PDSA cycle, among others. Furthermore, all quality structures were integrated into 

the day-to-day activities of the department. By contrast, ineffective departments adopt 

unsystematic approaches which lack these qualities, especially in the integration of processes into 

the day-to-day practices of a department or university.  

Other scholars have identified a comprehensive approach which is all-encompassing in terms of 

scope, covering teaching and learning, research and development, cooperation with other 

institutions and with the community; and other activities like human resource policies, support 

service and internationalisation (Cardoso, Rosa, Videira & Amaral, 2017:335; Saketa, 2014:156; 

Santos & Dias, 2017:292; Vukasovic, 2014:46). This is similar to what some writers call an 

integrated approach, where integration is conceptualised as building QM practices to cover 

different institutional processes (teaching and learning, research and community service), and 

organisational levels (institutional, faculty/department and programme), while applying all the 

principles associated with QM, namely customer focus, leadership, involvement of people, process 

approach, system approach, continual improvement, factual approach to decision-making and 

mutually beneficial supplier relationship (Manatos et al., 2015:9; 2017:342). Moreover, these 

authors used the integrated approach and holistic and comprehensive approaches interchangeably. 

For instance, in concluding their findings, they reported that integration at the three levels 

identified earlier was strong and that there was a trend towards the development of holistic and 

comprehensive quality management approaches (Manatos et al., 2015:1). However, it is not very 

clear whether holistic and comprehensive approaches are synonymous with the integrated 

approach. 

It seems, therefore, that there can be an overlap between approaches in the sense that an approach 

to IQA could be both comprehensive and systematic. This kind of approach to IQA is encouraged 

by the European Union through the European Standards and Guidelines (Loukkola, 2019:n.p.; 

Santos & Dias, 2017:284; Vukasovic, 2014:44). A comprehensive and systematic approach to IQA 
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was proposed even for research (Loukkola, 2019:n.p.). In this regard, IQA in research involves 

having a broader view of QA that moves beyond assessment of research outputs to include a 

consideration of preconditions for research quality, such as formulating strategic priorities for 

research; investing in research infrastructure; providing support services for research and 

researchers; recruitment of competent staff; providing professional development for such staff; 

and setting up measures to uphold research integrity and ethics, among others.  

Drawing from this literature, the conception of comprehensive and systematic approach could go 

beyond including all university functions in an interrelated manner to an institution’s approach to 

IQA practice. This may cover all the dimensions of a research transformation process like the 

input, process and output dimensions. In the next, the nature of IQA practices in South African 

and UK universities is discussed. 

3.5.1 Nature of IQA Practices in South African Universities 

The IQA in South African higher education is guided by the principle of continuous quality 

improvement. This was highlighted in the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) 

institutional audit framework which states that the primary purpose of institutional audit is to 

“facilitate systematic and continuous quality development and improvement in higher education 

and enhance institutional capacity to plan, act and report on quality related objectives and 

achievements” (HEQC, 2004a:7). To this end, the South African universities are expected to 

establish a formal quality assurance system that encompasses all the university’s mandates – 

teaching and learning, research and community engagement (HEQC, 2004b:21; Council for 

Higher Education, 2021:32). As a result of these institutional audit requirements, most South 

African universities have comprehensive and systematic IQA in place. At the University of South 

Africa (UNISA), permanent IQA units and directors/coordinators have been established 

(Swanepoel & Mays, 2010:15; UNISA, 2010:9). Each university develops and implements its own 

comprehensive IQA framework in line with its context. For UNISA, it is an Integrated Quality 

Management System (Swanepoel & Mays, 2010:15) and for the University of Johannesburg, it is 

Quality Promotion Framework (University of Johannesburg, n.d.:55).  

With specific reference to research component of the institutional audit criteria, HEQC (2007:22-

23) provided the following quality criteria for the evaluation of institutional research function are: 
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• Effective arrangement in place for the quality assurance, development, and monitoring of research 

functions and postgraduate education 

• Research functions and processes are supported and developed in a way that assures and enhances 

quality, and increases research participation, research productivity and research resources 

• Efficient arrangement is in place for the quality assurance, development and monitoring of 

postgraduate education.  

HEQC further provided its expectations from institutions regarding each criterion. For instance, to 

meet the criterion on “Effective arrangements are in place for the quality assurance, development 

and monitoring of research functions and postgraduate education”, the following should be in 

place: 

(4) (i) A research policy and/or plan, which indicate(s) the role and nature of research conducted at 

the institution and is/are adequately resourced and consistently implemented and monitored. 

(ii) Appropriate strategies for research development, including capacity development for 

researchers, which are implemented and monitored. 

(iii) An effective research information system that captures appropriate data for research related 

planning. 

(iv) Appropriate strategies for the support and development of postgraduate education, including 

effective postgraduate supervision, which are implemented and monitored. 

(v) Regular review of the effectiveness of arrangements for the quality assurance, development 

and monitoring of research functions and postgraduate education. 

For the second criterion, “Research functions and processes are supported and developed in a way 

that assures and enhances quality, and increases research participation, research productivity 

and research resources”, the following are expected from research-intensive institutions: 

(4) (i) Clear policies and regulations that indicate the role and nature of research conducted at the 

institution, which are effectively implemented and adequately resourced. 

(ii) Effective structures and mechanisms for the quality assurance of research.  

(iii) An efficient research information system which captures information on research capacity, 

research funding, and research outputs.  

(iv) Strategies that are effectively implemented for the support and development of research, 

including capacity development for new researchers; support and development opportunities and 
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incentives are available: (a) to new researchers at all levels of research activity; and (b) for 

collaborative and problem-solving research at local/regional and national levels. 

(v) Strategies which evaluate, monitor and track the outcomes and impact of research and 

research management at the institution.  

It could be argued that these institutional audit criteria and evaluation by the HEQC motivated 

universities to establish the IQA system that integrated their research function. The examination 

of Self-Evaluation Report of the University of Johannesburg (n.d.:230) reveals how the HEQC 

provided a framework for the South African universities’ articulation of their IQA of research. The 

university believes that its IQA framework, the Quality Promotion Framework (QPF), “is an 

ongoing process aimed at continuous improvement of the University’s functions via the 

implementation of the quality cycle at all levels. The cycle’s four interrelated phases, namely 

planning, implementation, evaluation and improvement” (University of Johannesburg, n.d.:230). 

This aligns with the HEQC imperative for institutional quality audit. This suggests that some South 

African universities adopt a more comprehensive and systematic approach to IQA practices 

anchored on continuous quality improvement.  

3.5.2 Nature of IQA in UK Universities 

According to the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA, 2015:11) glossary of terms, quality assurance 

is: 

the systematic monitoring and evaluation of learning and teaching, and the processes that 

support them, to make sure that the standards of academic awards meet the expectations 

set out in the Quality Code, and that the quality of the student learning experience is being 

safeguarded and improved.  

On the other hand, IQA in UK describes as how universities and colleges maintain standards and 

quality which cover external examination, admission policies, programme approval and review, 

assessment regulations and mechanisms, monitoring and feedback processes, staff selection and 

development, staff appraisal and internal review (QAA, 2005:11). Apparently, these focus only on 

teaching and learning and there is no mention of research. 

Although guided by the same quality assurance framework, approaches to institutional review of 

the effectiveness of IQA of teaching and learning in England, Northern Ireland, Wales and 
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Scotland differ in the sense that they are made to suit the context of each nation (Harrison, 

2019:n.p.). According to the UK Standing Committee for Quality Assessment (UKSCQA) 

(2018:2-3), institutions are expected to adapt the Quality Code to their educational mission, 

national quality arrangements and regulatory requirements leading to both nation-based and 

institutional differences. The Quality Code is UK’s quality assurance framework owned by the 

UK higher education sector, but it is jointly updated and maintained by QAA. The Quality Code 

covers only teaching and learning, but tangentially addresses research as it concerns research 

degrees (Crum, 2014:170; Harrison, 2019:n.p.; Lucas, 2014:216; UKSCQA, 2018:3).  

From the perspective of university core mandates of teaching and research, UK universities operate 

a dual IQA approach where one distinctly addresses the quality of teaching and learning, and the 

other the research quality. This could be attributed to dual EQA whereby one agency reviews the 

quality of teaching and learning and another reviews the quality of research (Kastelliz, Kohler & 

Strassnig, 2014:18). In the UK, the former is done by QAA based on the Quality Code and the 

European Standards and Guidelines while the latter is reviewed by Higher Education Funding 

Councils through Research Excellence Framework (REF).  

The dual IQA approach could be influenced by the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) of 

2015, a quality assurance framework guiding countries in Europe including the UK. This ESG 

focus substantially on teaching and learning and partially cover research and community 

engagement (Manatos, Sarrico & Rosa, 2017:348). However, the ESG (2015:7) indicated that 

institutions are expected to “have policies and processes to ensure and improve the quality of their 

other activities, such as research and governance”. The ESG apply to all higher education offered 

in the European Higher Education Area (ESG, 2015:7). This demonstrates that all HEIs in Europe, 

including those in UK, are expected to adopt a systematic approach to QA. Drawing from the 

above and Sections 9 and 10 of the 2015 ESG, Santos and Dias (2017:353) observed that the ESG 

is not only moving towards being a model of integrated QA, but also focuses on continuous quality 

improvement (Santos & Dias, 2017:284). Furthermore, Part 1 of the ESG on IQA indicates that 

“institutions should have policy for quality assurance that is made public and forms part of their 

strategic management. Internal stakeholders should develop and implement this policy through 

appropriate structures and processes, while involving external stakeholders”. It posited that: 
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Policies and processes are the main pillars of a coherent institutional quality assurance 

system that forms a cycle for continuous improvement and contributes to the accountability 

of the institution. It supports the development of quality culture in which all internal 

stakeholders assume responsibility for quality and engage in quality assurance at all levels 

of the institution… Quality assurance policies are most effective when they reflect the 

relationship between research and learning & teaching and take account of both the national 

context in which the institution operates, the institutional context and its strategic approach 

(ESG, 2015: 11) 

Quality assurance frameworks by national, regional and continental bodies, to a large extent, 

influence quality approaches to QA adopted by HEIs. This is because institutions work towards 

meeting their requirements for quality (Cardoso et al., 2017:329; Cardoso, Rosa, Videira & 

Amaral, 2019:257; Dynan & Clifford, 2001:509; Kastelliz, Kohler & Strassnig, 2014:19). For 

instance, Cardiff University outlined how it responded to these external requirements in the 2020 

review by QAA, “The University’s academic regulations, policies and procedures are mapped 

against the UK Quality Code for Higher Education (the Quality Code) and, in turn, European 

Standards and Guidelines, Part 1…”, and the overarching quality judgement given by the QAA 

was that the university met the requirements of the ESG Part 1 for IQA and Quality Code (QAA, 

2020:24). 

Considering the lack of literature on IQA practices in UK universities, the self-assessment or 

review reports by universities give access to the nature of IQA practices within universities. This 

has been a common strategy (cf. Cardoso et al., 2017:329; 2019:332; Saketa, 2014:229). From the 

Quality Enhancement Review of Cardiff University, it was outlined that: 

The University has systematic processes in place for monitoring how approaches to quality 

are used to enhance learning and teaching. The Annual Quality Report considers all elements 

of the academic quality system, including quality assurance, enhancement, assessment and 

admissions activities, and confirms that all processes and procedures are regularly reviewed. 

This report is also used to ensure enhancement activity is responsive to feedback and external 

requirements with actions implemented to address shortcomings in activity (QAA, 2020:24). 
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The statement demonstrates a systematic approach to the improvement of quality of teaching and 

learning at the university. Although Cardiff University is in Wales, this approach may not differ 

markedly from approaches adopted in universities in the UK in terms of assuring and improving 

the quality of teaching and learning. 

The nature of approaches and practices of assuring the quality of research conducted in UK 

universities can only be fully understood through primary data. However, a fair access to this 

information is possible through EQA practices through external research assessment systems. 

EQA universities’ research is usually carried out through the RAE. The assessment is carried out 

on behalf of funding agencies of the four nations that make up the UK, notably the Research 

England (formerly, Higher Education Funding Council of England, HEFCE), the Scottish Funding 

Council (SFC), the Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFCW), and the Department 

for the Economy, Northern Ireland (DfE) (Research England, 2020b:nd). REF is a system for 

assessing the quality of research in HEIs they fund. The assessment is based on peer-review, 

usually over a six-year period. Research quality is assessed for three separate elements covering 

research outputs, impact and environment, which are combined into an overall quality profile for 

the submission (Research England, 2020a:4), which suggests a comprehensive approach to 

assessment research. 

The research environment component enables the public to have an idea of institutional practices 

to achieve quality research output and impact. The research environment is evaluated to determine 

its vitality and sustainability by examining each university’s practices relating to research strategy, 

people; and income, infrastructure and facilities (REF, 2020:8). The environment template 

provides details of each of the areas stipulated below. 

Institutional research and impact strategy: 

In this section, the institution is expected to provide evidence on the following: 

• Description of institution’s strategy for research including the achievement of strategic goals 

for research and impact during the period under review as well as the details of strategic goals 

for research and impact for the next five years. 

• How the institution enables and facilitates impact of their research. 

https://re.ukri.org/
https://re.ukri.org/
http://www.sfc.ac.uk/
http://www.sfc.ac.uk/
https://www.hefcw.ac.uk/home/home.aspx
https://www.economy-ni.gov.uk/
https://www.economy-ni.gov.uk/
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• Institutional approaches to creating an open research environment, including open access 

policies; and engaging with regional and national research priorities. 

• How the institution supports: interdisciplinary research; a culture of research integrity; the 

development of research collaborations, networks and partnership; and engagement with the 

wider community through research. 

People: 

This assesses the institution’s strategies for staff recruitment, staff developing and support as well 

as research students. Therefore, institutions are expected to provide evidence on the following 

areas, among others:  

• staffing strategy and staff development, including institutional policies and evidence of their 

implementation for staff recruitment and career progression, study leave; working arrangement 

(whether flexible or remote) among others. 

• how the Concordat to Support the Career Development of researchers is implemented by the 

institution. 

• available institutional approach and mechanisms for the support and career development of 

early career researchers.  

• institutional support mechanisms for, and the quality of training and supervision of, research 

students. 

• institutional commitment to equality and diversity in recruitment and support of staff and 

research students. 

Income, infrastructure and facilities: 

Here, institutional resources and facilities to support research and impact are examined. An 

institution is expected to provide evidence on its: 

• strategies and supporting activities for generating research income across research units. 

• infrastructure and facilities for supporting research and enabling impact across the institution 

as well as the nature, quality, provision and operation of any specialist research infrastructure 

and facilities, any major benefits-in-kind, and details of any shared or collaborative use of 

research infrastructure or major facilities. 
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• approaches to the handling of equality and diversity issues are addressed, in relation to support 

for acquiring research funding, or accessing scholarly or operational infrastructure. 

These research environment components and the research output component encapsulate all the 

dimensions of research transformation process. Although UK universities are responsible for the 

quality of research, they are guided by strategies these external requirements. For instance, the 

University of Oxford’s Strategy Plan relating to research contains its strategic commitment to 

addressing most of these evaluation areas listed (University of Oxford, 2018). How this high-

performing university and other universities in the UK engage in these practices can be found in 

their research environment reports submitted for REF assessments. These provide access to the 

systematic and continuous quality improvement elements in practices towards improving research 

in UK universities. Section 3.6 discusses the components of continuous quality improvement while 

Section 3.7 presents the actual internal practices for improving by UK universities. 

3.6 DEMING’S CYCLE: A MODEL CONTINUOUS QUALITY IMPROVEMENT 

Continuous quality improvement is often equated with Total Quality Management (TQM). One of 

the popular models for continuous improvement is the PDSA model also called Deming’s cycle 

(Suijka & Socha, 2016:31). The Deming cycle also called the quality circle (Jingura & Kamusoko, 

2019:122) is a model for improvement based on the premise that improvement comes from the 

application of knowledge. The PDSA cycle model consists of four principal stages: Plan (studying 

the situation, collecting data, and planning and designing improvement), Do (implementing the 

programme and collecting data for analysis), Study (analysis of data, determining areas of 

continuous improvement), and Act (implementation of the programme of improvement).  

Alabi (2016:120) presented another perspective to the PDSA cycle by describing it as a systematic 

series of steps for gaining valuable learning and knowledge for the continual improvement of a 

product/service or process. For Alabi, the ‘Plan’ component involves identifying a goal or purpose, 

formulating a theory, and defining success metrics. These activities are followed by the ‘Do’ step 

which involves gathering data and implementing. The ‘Study’ component is where the results are 

monitored and compared with standards to understand the trends and areas for improvement. The 

‘Act’ step involves taking corrective actions by integrating learning generated to adjust the goal, 

change methods, or even reformulate the plan altogether. These four steps are repeated as part of 
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a never-ending cycle of continual improvement. Alabi showed how the 15 steps of quality 

assurance are built into the PDSA Cycle to achieve continuous improvement. This model of 

continuous quality improvement was depicted by Alabi as shown in Figure 3.1. 

 

Figure 3.1: Deming’s Cycle, PDSA  

Source Alabi (2016:120). 

This concept of quality improvement has been adopted in education such that scholars believe that 

quality must be built into each step of the education process (Houshmand & Lall, 1999:136). This 

model has gained popularity in HEIs with some modifications. For instance, some authors have 

remodelled the quality cycle stage process like planning, acting, evaluating and improving (Jingura 

& Kamusoko, 2019:122; Latchem, 2016:25). 

This conception of continuous quality improvement is similar to the negative feedback of control 

theory described by Carver and Scheier, and as adopted in the self-regulation of individuals and 

teams. However, while control theory makes provision for the influence of the environment, the 

self-regulation perspectives from Bandura (1991) and Vancouver and Day (2005) did not. One 

crucial element of the Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) model is that it introduces the 

proactive element into the self-regulation processes by introducing planning and goal/standard 

setting dimension.  
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In adopting the notion of self-regulation depicted by the CQI model, the researcher prefers to use 

the terms plan-implement-evaluate-improve. The terms ‘implement’, ‘evaluate and ‘improve’ are 

more directional and depict the self-regulation concepts and are more aligned to IQA concepts. 

3.7 INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES FOR IMPROVING RESEARCH 

IN UNIVERSITIES OUTSIDE NIGERIA 

Little empirical research has focused specifically on IQA. However, an examination of some 

documents and websites of universities in Africa, particularly those in South Africa, and outside 

Africa, especially the United Kingdom and other countries, reveals the availability and use of 

structures to support research and engagement in practices to improve research. As highlighted 

below, a few studies have examined formal comprehensive IQA systems (Martin, 2017:57; Saketa, 

2014:19; Santos & Dias 2017:287). 

3.7.1 Internal Quality Assurance Practices in South African Universities  

Some of the institutional practices used in South African universities to improve research are 

presented below.  

3.7.1.1 Using policies and structures to support research  

From an analysis of the websites, research and annual reports of some leading universities in Africa 

such as the University of Cape Town, Stellenbosch University and University of the 

Witwatersrand, it is evident that there are sound IQA mechanisms for research (Stellenbosch 

University, 2013:n.p.; University of Cape Town, 2012:n.p.; University of the Witwatersrand, 

2012:n.p.; 2020:3; 2021:3). It was also observed that these universities strive to project a high level 

of quality in their research activities. Apart from maintaining a peer-review mechanism, which is 

a veritable source of QA for research, they have policies and structures that support high quality 

research performance, IQA units, research directorates and offices of the Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

for Research. The University of Johannesburg, for example, had its first research policy and 

strategy in 2008 whose implementation is guided by the university’s Research Committee 

(University of Johannesburg, n.d.:223).  
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3.7.1.2 Reviewing and reporting university research performance 

In terms of internal practices to improve university research, leading universities in South Africa 

(SA) internally assess their research outputs and report these in their annual research reports. 

Through these, it is possible to see the visibility of their research activities and outputs (University 

of Johannesburg, 2012; 2019:30; University of Stellenbosch, 2019:5; 2020a:5; University of the 

Witwatersrand, 2018:8; 2019:8). In this way, stakeholders are aware of the quality of their research 

outputs judging from the quality of journals where their research is published.  

3.7.1.3 Providing incentives to researchers 

Providing different forms of incentives to researchers supports research improvement in 

universities. This practice is common in top-performing universities. One such incentive is the 

Vice-Chancellor’s award for research excellence or other forms of awards outstanding 

performance in research from the university (Stellenbosch University, 2013, n.p.; 2020b, n.p.; 

2021, n.p.; the University of Cape Town, 2012:n.p.; University of the Witwatersrand, 2017:n.p.; 

2018, n.p.; 2019, n.p.; 2020, n.p.). The awards are most often a recognition for excellence but are 

sometimes accompanied by the monetary reward. In its 2012 research report, the University of 

Johannesburg, among others, showed impressive internal funding avenues for research such as 

scholarships and bursaries, top-up of National Research Foundation (NRF) grants, research 

incentives such as bonuses for obtaining NRF rating, research output subsidies and the Vice-

Chancellor’s research awards. In addition, the overall internal and external funding for research 

accounted for 40% and 60% of the total research funding of the university respectively (University 

of Johannesburg, 2012:132; 2018:184). These South African universities are also known for being 

selective in their admission of students and academic staff. Perhaps this is another factor that leads 

to their academic and research excellence. 

3.8 INTERNAL PRACTICES TO IMPROVE RESEARCH OUTPUTS – UNITED 

KINGDOM 

Other scholars, particularly from the UK presented some of the practices at department, faculty or 

university levels to enhance research (Gibbs, 1995:151; Economic Insight, 2014:21; Manville 

Hinrichs, Parks, Kamenetzky, Gunashekar, Wilkinson and Grant, 2015:30). While comparing the 
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processes for enhancing the quality of teaching and research, Gibbs (1995:151) identified ten 

processes for improving the quality of research listed in Table 3.3.  

Table 3.3: Process and factors 

Processes Type of factor 

Selecting and appointing excellent researchers  

Input factors 

Training in the scholarship of research  

Funding for research projects 

Good research facilities 

Reading and discussing the literature 

Peer reviewing of research protocols 

Process factors Presenting accounts of research in progress  

Co-operative research in teams 

Peer reviewing of research publications  
Output factors 

Reward, recognition and promotion of excellence in research 

 

A close analysis of this list shows that the first five items may be grouped as input factors, the 

subsequent three as process factors and the last two as output factors. By implication, an 

examination of research quality should not be limited to the assessment of the output, but it should 

also include the input and process dimensions.  

Most of these practices have been validated in recent studies such as those conducted by Economic 

Insight (2014:21) and Manville et al. (2015:30). However, these studies provided formal and 

systematic practices at high-performing universities that promoted research excellence. Additional 

practices identified in these studies were creating and implementing strategies; providing informal 

and formal mentorship; obtaining diversity of funding; enabling collaborations and building 

networks; promoting ethical values; and increasing the amount of time for research. These are 

good practices for assuring the quality of research.  

Other practices that support research quality were identified by examining the submissions made 

by top-ranking universities for the 2014 REF exercise regarding their research environment. Some 

of the Units of Assessment (UoA) examined to identify their internal practices for improving 

research were the Economics Faculty of the University College London, London School of 
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Economics and University of Oxford; and the Education Faculty of the University of Oxford and 

Cambridge University. Some of the practices meant to improve research are listed below:  

• creating strategies and using structures to support research activities; 

• recruiting academics based on research achievement and potential through rigorous processes; 

• having explicit mentoring schemes to promote capacity of early career researchers;  

• providing multi-faceted training that promotes engagement in research activities such as grant 

writing, research fund management, and ethics, especially for early career researchers and 

research students; 

• providing diverse sources of funds for research such as faculty/department/university funding 

schemes and external sources;  

• early involvement of research students in research by joining research groups best suited to 

their research interests and working as research assistants; 

• peer reviewing research proposals to ensure the quality of grant proposals; 

• engaging in and encouraging internal and external collaborations: organising conferences, 

seminars and workshops, and engaging in interdisciplinary research within and outside the 

university; 

• improving infrastructure and facilities for research;  

• providing information on funding opportunities to increase chances of access to research 

grants; 

• providing workload management policies and practices that provide academics with 

reasonable time for research; and 

• disseminating information on websites on their internal mechanisms. 

Some of these practices are discussed in detail below.  

3.8.1 Setting Strategies and Structures to Support Research Activities 

All the universities in the UK develop plans and strategies and set up structures for improving their 

research outputs. In terms of creating and implementing strategies, Manville et al. (2015:42) 

emphasised that “High-performing research units have strategies that are real, living and owned, 

and more than merely a written document”. This is supported by the narratives from the University 
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of Cambridge’s REF submission on research environment. Relating to its strategy on generating 

more research income, the Faculty of Education (FoE) did the following: 

• created the post of Director of Research Strategy to complement the existing Director of 

Research in providing guidance on grant applications and the organisation of Faculty research 

projects; 

• employed a full-time Research Grant Administrator that distributes a weekly newsletter 

summarising grant opportunities and provided support for writing applications and internal 

assessment of grant proposals; and  

• provided a peer review service to ensure the highest level of quality of bids through support of 

research facilitators provided the School Humanities and Social Sciences (REF, 2014c:5). 

3.8.2 Recruiting Academics Based on Research Achievement/Potential 

Most of these universities believe that recruiting quality academic staff, preferably with a PhD is 

essential for achieving their research aims. For example, the FoE, University of Cambridge 

emphasised, “A fundamental part of FoE’s strategy for producing top-class research is to appoint 

staff of the highest calibre, and then to encourage their originality and productivity by providing 

excellent facilities and a supportive research culture” (REF, 2014c:5). Clearly, this university’s 

ability to produce good quality research begins with recruiting the best candidates. Accordingly, 

they emphasise evidence of research potential or achievements and employ open and rigorous 

processes usually conducted at the departmental level. This is because all academic activities 

including those for research happen at this level and so the skill needs are known. The recruitment 

of junior faculty members in the Economics Department of London School of Economics was 

described as follows:  

A Junior Recruitment Committee comprised of junior and senior faculty coordinates the 

junior hiring over a five-month period. The Committee shortlists about a dozen candidates 

among the applicants and possibly others that have come to our attention. Many faculty 

members are invited by the Committee to provide their views at the shortlisting stage. The 

department then hosts the shortlisted candidates through January and February. These 

candidates present a research seminar attended by the entire Department and meet faculty 
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members during their visit. At the end of this process the Department decides on the best 

candidates… (REF, 2014b:5). 

This collective and participatory approach allows the best candidate to emerge as opposed to the 

practice of recruitment based on sole appointment by the Vice-Chancellor, Dean or Head of 

Department. 

3.8.3 Providing Mentorship and Research Training  

A common feature of the top-performing universities in the UK is providing mentorship to early 

career researchers or new faculty members. In this regard, the FoE at the Cambridge University 

recruits at high level candidates with PhDs and then provide mentorship to groom them to become 

researchers of international repute. It reported that its policy is:  

to recruit to lectureships only candidates with a doctorate (or equivalent research 

accomplishment) and to provide mentoring by senior researchers aimed at such colleagues 

becoming independent researchers of international standing by the end of their 

probationary period, typically set at 5 years (REF, 2014c:6). 

A similar scenario was presented by the London School of Economics which has a mentoring 

scheme for early career researchers where research and future career plans are discussed and 

annual reports are presented by both the mentor and the mentee and co-signed by the Head of 

Department (REF, 2014b:5).  

3.8.4 Providing Access to Multiple Sources of Research Funding  

An analysis of the high-ranking universities in the UK shows that research quality does not simply 

happen of its own accord. Each of the universities has a practice of supporting researchers with 

funds, particularly at the early stages of their career. In line with this practice, the University of 

Cambridge reported:  

To enable new appointments to establish research records before relying on external grants, 

the Faculty provides them with research funding of at least £3,000 annually for their first 

3 years... All Faculty now receive an allowance of £1,000 per year, which can be further 



 

 

99 

 

enhanced by extra support via a new incentive scheme related to publication success (REF, 

2014c:5).  

The London School of Economics provides similar research funding for its faculty even at the 

departmental levels. Every year, from the revenue generated by the department, each faculty 

member is awarded £2,000 and additional £2,000 for early-career researchers (REF, 2014b:5).  

3.8.5 Providing Workload Management Policies and Practices that Uphold Research Time 

In terms of practices to improve workload management and provide time for research, the 

Economics submitting Unit (namely, the unit that submits the works to be assessed) from the 

London School of Economics described some of its practices as follows: “All new members of the 

Department receive a reduced teaching load in their first two years while early-career members 

receive an additional term of Department-funded teaching buyout” (REF, 2014b: 5). The 

Economics Unit at the University of Oxford presented a similar but more comprehensive 

description of its workload model created to protect academics’ research time: 

The Department has a work-load management scheme that monitors not only teaching loads 

but also supervision, administrative and examining responsibilities, to ensure that no 

individual is over-burdened. Teaching loads are reduced for those undertaking major 

administrative roles to ensure that research-time is protected. During the first two years of 

appointment, a UL’s (University Lecturer) departmental teaching load is reduced to fifty 

percent of the standard to facilitate their integration into their role, without detrimental 

effects on their research (REF, 2014d:8). 

This shows that having comprehensive workload that provides academics’ reasonable time for 

research engagement is essential for promoting research output. 

One of the strategies for encouraging academics to undertake research is giving them research 

leave. Writing about the relevance of  research leave to their research, Durham University 

(2020:n.p.) noted, “it benefits Durham University, by making it possible for our academics to 

produce research outputs that will advance the university’s reputation and standing in national and 

internal rankings and league tables and in REF”. 
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Apart from these exemplary practices from universities in South Africa and the UK, some studies 

conducted in Poland, Ethiopia and Cameroon showed that the implementation of IQA of research 

involves a well laid-out policy on research, development of a structure that supports research and 

provision of incentives for various categories of researchers (Martin, 2017:57; Rosa et al., 

2011:381; Saketa, 2014:161-189; Santos & Dias, 2017:284-7; Signing & Nguiessi; 2009:21). 

Similarly, a content analysis of reports of the European University Association’s survey of internal 

quality aspects of 21 member universities shows that the existence of policy and a well-established 

structure that supports research is vital for the assurance of research quality (Rosa et al., 2011:381). 

Martin’s (2017:57) recent large-scale international survey on the state of IQA at 311 HEIs in 94 

countries, established that most of them had research policies. Most institutions had formal IQA 

mechanisms, quality assurance policies, quality assurance handbooks and structures that supported 

quality assurance. However, the IQA mechanisms were on teaching and learning. Regarding the 

actual practices for improving research quality, Martin (2017:57) found that most of the 

institutions used more traditional approaches listed below: 

• internal review of research proposals;  

• monitoring research productivity/impact based on indicators;  

• internal peer review of ongoing research projects; and 

• review of current research projects through external peer groups.  

Other practices for improving research were using different incentive systems to motivate research 

activities such as allotting one research day per week to each staff member, providing financial 

support to cover staff’s travelling expenses for research and conference attendance, and monitoring 

staff publications in indexed journals.  

In contrast to the findings on the focus of formal IQA, Santos and Dias’s (2017:284) case study of 

a university in Poland revealed that the case university developed and implemented a 

comprehensive IQA that included research. The IQA policy contained a quality assurance plan, a 

quality manual and supporting structures. In terms of the QA process for university research, 

Santos and Dias (2017:287) reported that it involves monitoring, assessing and taking action for 

research improvement. In practice, each research unit was expected to draw up its annual self-

assessment report which would be analysed and discussed by each school’s scientific council 

responsible for preparing and producing a summary report on the quality and adequacy of the 
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research activity of the research units. The report becomes a basic part of the school’s annual 

report. The perceived relevance of this QA system, according to Santos and Dias, was that the 

university adopts a systematic approach to data collection on its research activities by using 

performance indicators. As a result, the scientific councils of the university have self-assessment 

reports of the research units needed for the development of research policies at the school level. 

3.9 FACTORS AFFECTING INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE OF UNIVERSITY 

RESEARCH  

Studies show that the success of IQA implementation involves leadership quality and commitment, 

stakeholder involvement, knowledge of customers’ needs, staff expertise, clarity of policy, clarity 

of information on internal quality mechanisms and teamwork (Lekskulchai, 2013:6; O’Mohany & 

Garavan, 2012; Saketa, 2014). On the other hand, Martin (2017:57) pointed to a lack of solid 

technical support as one of the main constraints to IQA in the HEIs studied. The external factor 

that influenced the implementation of IQA in most institutions was the demands made by the 

national quality assurance agencies. Santos and Dias (2017:189) reported that constraints to the 

implementation of IQA at the university were the availability of information, and clarity of 

concepts and procedures, among others. The facilitating factor was the participative nature of the 

system through frequent communication with all those involved in the system.  

3.10 IMPACT OF EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES ON INTERNAL 

QUALITY ASSURANCE OF UNIVERSITIES’ RESEARCH OUTSIDE NIGERIA 

In this section, the impacts of two aspects of EQA practices are explored: research assessment by 

government agencies and accreditation, as well as audit and review activities of designated quality 

assurance agencies.  

3.10.1 Impact of Government-Led Research Assessment Regimes on Internal Quality 

Assurance Practices in Universities 

Different versions of external RAEs by government agencies are ways in which the government 

evaluates the quality of research conducted by universities as basis for allocating funds to 

universities (Marques, Powell, Zapp & Biesta, 2017:823; Martin-Sardesa, Irvine, Tooley & 

Guthrie, 2016:9). Literature shows that this form of assessment is practised in the United Kingdom 
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through the RAE which started in 1986 but was more recently renamed REF and is organised into 

four UK funding agencies – Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) (now UK 

Research & Innovation, Scottish Funding Council (SFC), Higher Education Funding Council for 

Wales (HEFCW) and Department of the Economy. The result from the UK’s REF, for instance, 

informs allocation of around ₤2 billion of public funding to universities’ research per year 

(Research England, 2020b:n.p.).  

This form of evaluation is known in Australia as Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) 

(Australian Research Council [ARC] 2012:3; 2015:4), in New Zealand as Performance-Based 

Research Funding (Tertiary Education Commission, New Zealand, 2011:5; 2013:13–15), and in 

South Africa, there is guided by Research Output Evaluation Policy (DHET, 2015:3; 2019:3; 

Singh, 2015: 184). While PBRF evaluates three areas: research output (60%), external research 

income (15%) and postgraduate completion (25%), UK’s REF evaluates the quality of research 

using three generic criteria: research output (65%), research impact (20%) and research 

environment (15%); and Australia’s ERA assesses research quality, research activity, research 

application and research recognition of disciplines within HEIs (ARC, 2015: 4; REF, 2014a:n.p.; 

TEC, 2013:16). The South African version assesses and rewards academics and HEIs for 

publications in accredited journals, approved books and book chapters, and approved conference 

proceedings (DHET, 2015:5). In the following sections, the positive and negative impact of these 

versions of external assessment of research quality are explored. 

3.10.1.1 Positive impact of government-led research assessment on internal quality 

assurance of university research 

In the UK, the research assessment regime is believed to have led to improvements in research 

quality, clarity in the management of research, research environment and the development of 

workload policies in departments that allowed more time for research (Elton, 2000:277–278; 

Stanley & Patrick, 1998:49). In his analysis of the research output subsidy component of New 

Funding Framework for South African HEIs, Madue (2011:218) established that it increased 

research output from HEIs significantly. Similarly, the Tertiary Education Commission of New 

Zealand (2013:5) reported that PBRF has led to improvement in overall research performance of 

the tertiary education sector. Some scholars corroborated this report, although the growth was 

regarded to be inequitable across disciplines and gender (Wright, Curtis, Lucas & Robertson, 
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2014:19). Apart from leading to improvement in research performance, it has also helped 

universities’ development of internal QM mechanisms such that faculties and departments develop 

their own measures of research quality. 

In the UK, the research assessment and funding initiatives have been associated with an increased 

number of departments that achieved world-class research status, the country’s increased share of 

research publications and citations and intensified research management and organisation 

activities within universities (Schafer, 2016:19). Furthermore, the initiative provided universities 

with the strategy for allocating funds for research internally. Martin-Sardesai, Irvine, Tooley and 

Guthrie (2016:9) observed that the government-led research assessment systems have been 

translated into universities’ performance management system in a way that universities adopt the 

same measures and metrics to internally evaluate research performance of academics. 

Additionally, these assessments have helped universities to review their research plans and 

strategies (Wright et al, 2014:13).  

3.10.1.2 Negative impact of government-led research assessment on internal quality 

assurance of university research 

Although the research assessment systems have some benefits, scholars have identified some 

negative consequences which they believe outweigh the positive aspects. For instance, Waitere, 

Wright, Tremaine, Brown and Pausé (2011:208) noted that it undermines academic identity. 

Reporting from the UK perspective, Lucas (2009, cited in Waitere et al., 2011:208) noted that all 

the aspects of the UK universities’ research environment, research leadership, strategy and social 

interactions among academic staff were reorganised to support departments to increase their 

research activities, particularly research that could be ranked highly in the research assessment. 

According to him, this involves manipulation and auditing of staff research outputs and 

achievements to determine those that are research active and inactive for inclusion or exclusion 

for the research assessment. The findings from research carried out by Joynson and Leyser 

(2015:4) showed that the REF is believed to be a key driver of the pressure on researchers to 

publish in high-impact journals.  

More specifically, in the report of their qualitative study on perceptions of REF among academics, 

in the UK, Wilson and Holligan (2013:238) found that academics in the Faculty of Education 
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perceived the RAE and the later version REF as undermining collective endeavour and increased 

tension and workload due to the “performance-driven research” coupled with demanding research 

grants and publication targets at a time of severe competition to gain external funding among 

academics in the Faculty of Education. Others reported the erosion of academic freedom such as 

choice of research interest and dominance of short-term research agendas (Martin-Sardesai, Irvine, 

Tooley & Guthrie, 2016:9; McCulloch, 2017:512; Schafer, 2016:20; Wright et al, 2014:16), and 

increased stress and burnout among academics (Martin & Whitley, 2010:51; Schafer, 2016:20). 

Reporting his findings, McCulloch (2017:512) wrote:  

… academics in England are forced to align their practices with a neoliberal culture that 

fundamentally misunderstands the nature of the scholarly writing process as an easily 

reproducible technical skill rather than a difficult, creative and rather unpredictable 

endeavour… academics’ writing efforts were directed mainly towards publishing in high-

impact journals, attracting citations and generating grant income at the expense of other 

forms of knowledge creation because these activities were key to defining their success in 

terms of the REF. 

At the institutional level, the REF exercise was reported to have increased inequality among older 

and new universities. In terms of internal practices within universities, Agyemang and Broadbent 

(2015:1038) reported that universities tend to adopt more stringent research management controls 

to succeed in prospective REF exercise. A practice that is inimical to the academic environment 

within the universities. They further noted, “…symbolic violence has invaded the management 

control systems of universities…. Symbolic violence ensues as universities allow their belief 

systems to be overtaken by the desire to maximise the financial resources associated with REF at 

both the individual and university level” (Agyemang & Broadbent, 2015:1038). Writers from 

Australia reported similar tensions (Dobele & Rundle-Theile, 2015:413; Donovan, 2011:47). 

In New Zealand, Roa, Beggs, Williams and Moller (2009:233) raised concerns over the negative 

effect of PBRF on long-term research, practical and applied disciplines and research process such 

as Maori research. The PBRF’s emphasis on research output against research outcome and on 

international citations/impact disadvantage local research interest, among other things, academics 

feared that PBRF would negatively influence scholarly excellence because of a focus on meeting 

the demands of PBRF. In their words, “As soon as we are reduced to thinking only in terms of 
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PBRF, we have forgotten reaching for the stars, we have begun ticking boxes and conforming to 

categories. The possibility of brilliance is likely to be extinguished or overlooked” (Waitere et al., 

2011:206). 

This is related to the views held by other academics that performance-based systems divert 

scholars’ attention from some aspects of research capable of generating new knowledge and 

breakthroughs in a long term and concentrate on research that could earn quick outcomes for REF, 

PBRF or ERA. In this haste, quality may be compromised. 

3.10.2 Impact of Designated External Quality Assurance Agencies’ Activities on Internal 

Quality Assurance Practices in Universities 

Another aspect of EQA mechanisms includes the accreditation, institutional audit and review 

activities of EQA outside Nigeria. Increasingly, many countries have national quality assurance 

agencies. For instance, in the UK, there is the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA), Australia has 

the Tertiary Education Quality Standard Agency (Shah & Jarzabkowsk, 2013:96), in the 

Netherlands, there is the Nederlands–Vlaamse Accreditatie Organisatie (NVAO) (Westerheijden, 

Hulpiau & Waeytens, 2007:300), and in South Africa, there is the Higher Education Quality 

Committee (HEQC) under the Council for Higher Education (2021:5). The next sections discuss 

the positive and negative influences/impacts of government-led external research assessment and 

EQA agencies activities on IQA of research in universities. 

3.10.2.1 Positive impact of designated external quality assurance agencies’ activities on 

internal quality assurance of university research 

Although the impact of EQA on universities’ IQA has received little empirical investigation, a few 

studies available from Portugal reported that one of the fallouts from the growing EQA regimes 

was the universities’ attempts to create their own formal institutional internal quality systems either 

as a reaction to the EQA or as a response to the demand for IQA mechanisms by the external 

agencies (Cardoso et al., 2017: 338; Rosa, Iavares & Amaral, 2006:154; Santos & Dias, 2017:279). 

In Ethiopia, the development of a comprehensive and systematic approach to IQA by HEIs were 

attributed to follow-up from external review, self-assessment and interactive practices of the QA 

agency (Saketa, 2014:182). These findings conform to expectations scholars expressed earlier that 
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the goal of EQA should be to help universities reform and strengthen their institutional processes 

for assuring that academic standards and quality are met (Dill, 2010:4; Kristensen, 2010:153).  

With specific reference to research, Stensaker, Langfeldt, Harvey, Huisman and Westerheijden 

(2011:474) from Norway, reported that EQA has led to improvement in the resources and facilities 

for research. Shah’s (2013:372) study conducted in Australia revealed that EQA mechanisms have 

positively impacted on university leadership and administration by promoting the development of 

IQA policies and structures such as appointment of staff for management of QA, establishment of 

committees on QA, and development and use of a QA framework. The study further highlighted 

improved universities’ responsiveness to student feedback on their research experience and review 

of policies.  

3.10.2.2 Negative influences of external quality assurance agencies’ activities on internal 

quality assurance of university research 

One of the negative consequences of EQA mechanisms is the need for compliance, which removes 

institutional innovativeness in IQA practices. This emerged from the findings of Cardoso et al. 

(2017:329) which showed that research component was not included in IQA of HEIs and that there 

was little variation in institutional practices because institutions tended to strictly follow the ESQ 

guidelines which do not have a research component. Harvey (2006:4) had earlier pointed out that 

QA agencies do not give enough attention to the research function of universities. This may have 

contributed to the lack of focus on research function of IQA in universities. Another problem is 

the heightened bureaucracy in universities (Seema, Udam & Mattisen, 2016:124), which causes 

universities to neglect the improvement goal of IQA. 

3.11 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

In this chapter, literature from countries outside Nigeria on IQA of university research was 

examined. The chapter highlighted the research strengths of South African and UK universities, 

factors that promote research outputs. It also explored the integrated, comprehensive and 

continuous improvement nature of South African universities’ IQA system, and the dual but 

systematic nature of IQA and internal practices to improve research in the UK. It also presented 

literature on the impact of EQA on the IQA mechanisms for improving research. In the next 
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chapter, the philosophical assumptions and research paradigms underpinning the researcher’s 

choice of methodology, methods of data collection and analysis are presented. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

In the previous chapter, international literature on IQA practices used by some universities to 

improve research and the impact of external quality assurance practices on the IQA mechanisms 

was reviewed. This chapter presents the research methodology and design used to collect and 

process data in order to answer the research questions of this study. First, it gives an overview of 

philosophical assumptions, namely, ontology, epistemology and axiology that highlight the 

genesis of knowledge formation, its nature and methods of acquiring it. This is followed by an 

exploration of research paradigms: positivism, interpretivism, critical paradigm and pragmatism 

that inform the chosen research methodology. Furthermore, the procedures for case and participant 

selection, data collection and analysis are described in detail followed by the ethical considerations 

applied.  

4.2 PHILOSOPHICAL ASSUMPTIONS  

Philosophical assumptions that influence research may be broadly categorised as ontological, 

epistemological and axiological. 

4.2.1 Ontological Assumptions 

Ontology is defined as “a study of the essential nature of reality” (Williams, 2006:92) or “the 

theory of what exists” (Kalof, Dan & Dietz, 2008:19). With reference to research, ontology relates 

to the assumptions on the very nature or essence of the social phenomena being investigated 

(Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007:7). Collis and Hussey (2003:48) noted that what constitutes 

the main argument is whether the social world can be considered as an objective entity that has a 

reality external to social actors, or whether it can and should be considered as a social construction 

built up from the perceptions and actions of social actors. The two broad conceptions of reality are 

described as objectivism and subjectivism. These could be summarised as two basic positions – 

the social world as objective and independent of social actors, and the social world as subjective 

and dependent on the perceptions and interpretations of social actors. Kalof et al. (2008:19) 

identified two similar basic schools of thought on ontology, namely, realism and phenomenology. 
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While realism assumes that there is a real world, independent of our observation and interpretation, 

phenomenology holds that it is not meaningful to speak of a ‘real’ world beyond our perceptions 

and that our perceptions and interpretations of that which appears to us are the only reality. These 

postulations relate to Collis and Hussey’s (2003:48) portrayal of the objectivist and subjectivist 

ontologies described in Section 4.2.1. If these are the basic assumptions of the nature of reality, 

then how is reality known? This is what epistemology addresses in the next section.  

4.2.2 Epistemological Assumptions 

According to Williams (2006:92), epistemology is a field in philosophy concerned with the 

possibility, nature, sources and limits of human knowledge. It is concerned with whether one can 

know reality, where one can get knowledge of reality or how one can have knowledge of reality. 

For Kivunja and Kuyini (2017:27), epistemology is concerned with the very basis of knowledge – 

its nature and forms, and how it can be acquired, and how it can be communicated to other human 

beings. Presented in an interrogatory form, epistemology seeks to respond to the following 

questions: What is the relationship between the knower and what is known? How do we know 

what we know? What counts as knowledge? (Tuli, 2010:99). There are two main epistemological 

positions: the positivist and the constructivist/interpretivist epistemologies, which are discussed in 

more detail in Section 4.3 on research paradigms.  

4.2.3 Axiological Assumptions 

Mingers (2003:561) views axiology as “what is valued or considered good”. Axiology concerns 

how an individual’s internal value system influences perceptions, decisions and actions. In relation 

to research, it concerns how the researcher’s internal value system influences the conception of 

research idea through research design and process to analysis and reporting of findings (Hyde, 

2018:17). It is about whether research is value-free as held by positivists and post-positivists, 

value-influenced as held by constructivists, or whether it is value-driven/value laden as postulated 

by the critical paradigm (Held, 2019:4). However, the distinctions between these positions may 

not be clear-cut. In this regard, Maarouf (2019:9-10) argued that in the social sciences, the 

phenomenon being researched is meaningful prior to the research process unlike in the natural 

sciences. These pre-understandings and pre-judgements influence both the qualitative and 

quantitative researcher’s choice of topic, research questions and variables/concepts. Maarouf 
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(ibid.) further argued that since the researcher’s pre-understanding is unavoidable, no research can 

be called value-free or bias-free, not even from the positivist’s point of view. Furthermore, 

Maarouf (2019:10) observed that the ethical or religious values, for example, can have an 

acceptable effect on a researcher’s choice of some research topics or questions over others, but it 

is unacceptable that the effect should go beyond this initial stage of research to the research 

findings. 

Maarouf’s notion of axiology and its link to research is similar to the issue of ethical concerns 

articulated by Kivunja and Kuyini (2017:28) that axiology refers to the ethical issues that need to 

be considered when planning research. It involves defining, evaluating and understanding concepts 

of right and wrong behaviour relating to the research. It equally considers what value researchers 

attribute to different aspects of their research, the participants, the data and the audience to whom 

the findings will be disseminated. In sum, it addresses the nature of ethics and ethical behaviour 

in research. In the present study, ethical considerations are addressed in the last section of this 

chapter. 

4.3 RESEARCH PARADIGMS 

A paradigm is a model or framework for observation and understanding, which shapes both what 

we see and how we understand it (Babbie, 2007:34). It is also conceived as a basic set of beliefs 

or assumptions that guide the way researchers approach their investigations (Fraenkel, Wallen & 

Hyun, 2012:427). Fraenkel et al. (ibid) affirmed that the differences between quantitative and 

qualitative researchers are often linked to different paradigms or worldviews. In a similar vein, 

Kivunja and Kuyini (2017:26) provided insight into how these abstract beliefs and assumptions 

shape how a researcher sees the world, his or her interpretation and actions within that world. They 

noted that these beliefs and assumptions provide the conceptual lens through which researchers 

examine research methodology and the choice of methods for data collection and analysis. There 

are numerous worldviews that can influence research activity. However, the most frequently used 

are the positivist, constructivist/interpretivist, critical/transformative and pragmatist worldviews. 

These worldviews and how they influence methodological decisions are discussed next.  
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4.3.1 Positivism  

According to Kalof et al. (2008:19), the positivist view on how knowledge of reality can be 

acquired is based on the belief that one can conduct objective, unbiased observations and through 

them, come to understand the world accurately. The positivist view is usually linked to the realist 

ontological assumption that there is an objective world independent of one’s observations. This 

early positivist worldview attributed to Comte’s view that society could be studied scientifically 

formed the foundation for the subsequent development of the social sciences (Babbie, 2007:34). 

The basic premise is that there exists a reality “out there”, independent of us, waiting to be 

discovered, that is driven by stable natural laws. The task of science is to discover the nature of 

this reality and how it works.  

Regarding how the researcher’s paradigm influences the research approach, Cohen, Manion and 

Morrison (2007:7) noted that positivists for whom “knowledge is hard, objective and tangible”, 

the researchers play an observer role and are committed to the methods used in natural science. 

The result from such an inquiry is expressed in laws or law-like generalisations with close 

similarity to those used in the study of natural phenomena. Furthermore, the role of the researcher 

could be described as a “disinterested scientist”, standing apart from that which is being studied, 

devoid of biases and values, and more likely to use experimental design and control (Fraenkel et 

al., 2012:428). On the other hand, the anti-positivists “see knowledge as personal, subjective and 

unique”, and as researchers, they are involved with their subjects and reject the methods used by 

the natural sciences. However, this worldview and its subsequent methods have the limitations of 

not realising the complex nature of the social world and social phenomena being studied by social 

scientists and the challenges thereof (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007:11).  

This challenge is not different from what can be faced in this study of IQA practices for research 

in a university system. A consideration of the implications of these philosophical assumptions for 

this research raises questions such as: Is it possible for the researcher to identify one reality for 

each university or across all universities given their different contexts and circumstances? In what 

aspects of the research focus can the researcher identify some regularity similar to the 

natural/physical sciences? Is it possible for the researcher to be a detached observer/interviewer in 

her engagement with the participants in this study? Can the participants be unaffected by the 

researcher’s presence and questions in a way that does not prejudice the results?  
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4.3.2 Social Constructionism/Interpretivism  

Social constructionists, according to Kalof et al. (2008:19), believe that “all observations of the 

world are our social constructions rather than images of an objective, external world… all we can 

know is our social construction”. Interpretivism is characterised by subjectivity and qualitative 

knowledge, and it emphasises that humans are different from physical phenomena because they 

create meanings. It holds that human beings and their social worlds cannot be studied in the same 

way as the physical phenomena; therefore, social sciences research needs to be different from 

natural sciences research rather than trying to adopt the methods of the latter.  

People from cultural backgrounds, in circumstances and at different times make different 

meanings, and so create and experience different social realities. Interpretivists are critical of the 

positivists’ attempts to discover definite, universal ‘laws’ that apply to all human beings. They 

argue that rich insights into humanity are lost if the complex reality of human existence is reduced 

entirely to a series of law-like generalisations. Interpretivism is a subjectivist perspective because 

it seeks to interpret the complex, nuanced and multiple meanings in multifaceted and rich social 

context (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009:140–141). In the context of this study, adopting an 

interpretivist epistemology entails looking at IQA practices of universities regarding research from 

the perspectives of different social actors within the university, namely the research and quality 

assurance leaders/managers, lecturers, directors of research and university principals.  

4.3.3 Critical Paradigm 

The critical paradigm, also called the transformation paradigm (Held, 2019:5; Kivunja & Kuyini 

2017:35), can be traced to critical theory (Schwandt, 2006:51). According to Schwandt (2006: 52), 

the critical paradigm came into being as a result of the fracturing of mainstream paradigms in 

social sciences associated with the civil rights, student protests, anti-war, counter-culture and 

feminist movements of the 1960s. A critical theory paradigm concerns itself also with “legitimacy 

and equality issues of repression, voice, ideology, power, participation, representation, inclusion 

and interests”, focusing on both the “practical and political”. It is about liberation of individuals 

and groups in an egalitarian society (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007:31; Held, 2019:4). 

According to Hyde (2018:18), the outcome of research in this paradigm is, therefore, primarily the 
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unveiling of inequality through accounts of social inequality and oppression aimed at bringing 

about change in society. 

4.3.4 Pragmatism  

Pragmatism constitutes the philosophical foundation or paradigm for this research. Pragmatism 

has been preferred as a philosophical foundation for combination of research methods (Gorard & 

Taylor, 2004:144; Held, 2019:4; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004:14; Maarouf, 2019:1; Morgan, 

2007:72). For instance, Morgan (2007:72) held that pragmatism implies that pragmatic research is 

“intersubjective” which means being subjective and objective at the same time, accepting both the 

existence of one reality and that individuals have multiple interpretations of this reality. Similarly, 

Saunders et al. (2009:137) stated that pragmatism implies that reality is external and multiple at 

the same time, and that a researcher chooses the view that best serves their research purposes. 

Although it is important not to be biased or affect the phenomenon under investigation, it is also 

important to understand the social actors’ point of view.  

As Maarouf (2019:7) argued, “in order to allow pragmatic researchers to view and use multiple 

ontological positions, pragmatism should flow from an ontological stance that is located in the 

middle of the objectivity-subjectivity continuum”. The reality cycle is based on the idea of 

existence of one reality and multiple perceptions of this reality in the social actors’ minds. 

According to the reality cycle, there is only one reality that exists in a certain context at a certain 

point in time. What is perceived as real, therefore, is a matter of context, which means that 

changing the context, changes the reality, and the existence of multiple contexts means the 

existence of multiple realities. 

The researcher acknowledges the possibility of multiple realities from the perceptions of the 

research leaders and quality assurance managers on the one hand and the lecturers on the other 

because of their different roles. There is also a possibility that these conceptions may converge or 

diverge. From another dimension, the material nature of documents and structures make them 

tangible realities that may not be contested, but their interpretation may differ. All these form 

multiple realities that could coalesce and induce a deeper understanding of the case universities. 

The idea is to unveil these possibilities so as to provide policy makers and practitioners with better 
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understanding of the multiple dimensions of research improvement practices which may serve as 

a tool for improving research.  

According to Creswell (2014:11), adopting this paradigm offers the researcher the freedom to 

choose methods that best meet these needs and the purposes of the research, use multiple methods, 

and access multiple worldviews, different forms of data collection and analysis. A summary of 

philosophical assumptions, research paradigms and methodologies is presented in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1: Summary of philosophical assumptions, research paradigms and methodologies 

Assumptions & 

Methodology 

Positivism 

Empiricism 

Constructivism/ 

Interpretivism 

Critical/Transformative Pragmatism 

Ontology 

What is the 

nature of reality? 

One knowable 

reality.1 

Real, external, 

independent, one 

true reality 

(universalism), 

ordered.2 

Reality is relative, 

multiple and socially 

constructed.1 

Reality is complex, 

rich socially 

constructed through 

culture and 

language, multiple 

meanings, 

interpretations; Flux 

of processes, 

experiences & 

practices2 

Historical/social realism; 

multiple, socially and 

historically shaped 

realities.1 

Realist; unique, 

individual 

interpretations of 

the one reality.1 

Complex, rich, external 

‘reality’ is the practical 

consequence of ideas. Flux 

of processes, experiences & 

practices.2 

Epistemology 

What constitutes 

acceptable 

knowledge2 

 

Objectivist, 

empirical; 

research findings 

are 

true1 

Scientific 

method; 

Observable and 

measurable facts; 

Law-like 

generalisations; 

numbers; 

Subjectivist, 

experiential; 

findings are 

created, i.e 

contextual1 

Focus on narratives, 

stories, perceptions 

& interpretations; 

new understandings 

and worldviews as 

contribution2 

Intersubjective, 

experiential; value-

mediated 

findings, knowledge is 

socially and historically 

situated; 

dialectical understanding1 

Dependent on 

particular study1 

Practical meaning of 

knowledge in specific 

contexts; ‘true theories and 

knowledge are those that 

enable successful action; 

focus on problems, practices 

and relevance; problem 

solving and informed future 

practice as contribution2 
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Assumptions & 

Methodology 

Positivism 

Empiricism 

Constructivism/ 

Interpretivism 

Critical/Transformative Pragmatism 

causal 

explanation & 

predictions as 

contribution2 

Axiology 

How is value 

related to action? 

Values excluded; 

Influence of 

value denied.1 

Value-free 

research; 

researcher 

detached, neutral 

and independent; 

researcher 

maintains 

objective stance2 

Values included; 

formative1 

Value-bound 

research; researcher 

is part of what is 

researched, 

subjective; 

researcher 

interpretation key to 

contribution; 

researcher reflexive2 

Values included; 

formative, 

research a means for 

social 

emancipation; solidarity 

with the oppressed 1 

Dependent on 

context/particular 

study 1 

Value-driven research; 

research initiated & 

sustained by researcher’s 

doubts and beliefs; 

researcher reflexive2 

Methodology/ 

Methods 

What 

methodology/me

thods derive 

from 

assumptions and 

paradigms? 

Experimental/ 

manipulative; 

correlational; 

quantitative, 

verification of 

hypotheses; 

decontextualized

1 

Deductive, 

highly structured, 

large samples, 

measurement, 

quantitative2 

Hermeneutical/ 

dialectical; 

qualitative, 

contextualized1 

Inductive, small 

samples, in-depth 

investigations, 

qualitative methods2 

Dialogic/dialectical; 

qualitative or 

Mixed methods; informed 

by 

theories (e.g., feminist 

theories, 

postcolonial discourse), 

political; 

contextual, participatory1 

Approaches matched 

to questions and 

purposes of 

research; 

predominantly 

mixed methods1 

Following research problem 

& question; range of 

methods: mixed, multiple; 

qualitative, quantitative, 

action research; emphasis on 

practical solutions & 

outcomes2 

Source: Adapted from Held (2019:5)1 (Saunders et al. 2009:136)2 

4.4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

According to Crotty (1998:3), methodology is “the strategy, plan of action, process or design lying 

behind the choice and use of particular methods to the desired outcomes”. For Gray (2004:405), a 

research methodology refers to approaches to a systematic inquiry developed within a particular 

paradigm with associated epistemological assumptions such as experimental research, survey 
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research, grounded theory and action research. Crotty (1998:4) maintained that the choice of any 

methodology is influenced by the researcher’s theoretical perspective (positivism, interpretivism 

etc.) and epistemological stance (objectivism, constructivism, subjectivism, etc.). Methodology in 

turn influences a research design, the methods of data collection and analysis chosen by the 

researcher. Accordingly, mixed methods research methodology was adopted for this study. 

Walton, Plano Clark, Foote and Johnson (2020:442) conceptualised this methodology as, 

an approach that aims to understand the complexity of a phenomenon by intentionally 

integrating philosophical assumptions, methodological approaches, and methods associated 

with quantitative and qualitative research at one or more points within the study in order to 

provide more holistic and nuanced insights about the phenomenon  

The mixed methods approach was integrated with a case study methodology. The details of the 

design are discussed in the next section.  

4.5 RESEARCH DESIGN  

Research design is a plan that guides the researcher in the process of data collection, analysis and 

interpretation (Yin, 2009:26). This study used a convergent mixed methods multiple case study 

design to gain in-depth understanding of the research problem. The convergent design in mixed 

methods approach is a single-phase design in which qualitative and quantitative data are collected, 

analysed and integrated to compare or relate results derived from the two (Guetterman & Fetters, 

2018:903). When convergent design is intersected with a case study, Creswell and Creswell 

(2018:352) noted that the design involves collecting and analysing qualitative and quantitative 

separately and merging the results in order to compare the cases.  

There are numerous definitions of a case study. Gerring and Cojocaru (2016:393) defined a case 

study as “an intensive study of a single case or a small number of cases that promises to shed light 

on a larger population of cases.” The context of a case is believed to be of relevance in a case 

study. In this regard, Yin (2018:15) defined case study research as “an empirical inquiry that 

investigates contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context.…” The researcher 

adopted a multiple case study design which is believed to have an advantage over a single case 

study as evidence drawn from multiple cases is more convincing and robust (Yin, 2018:54). 
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The debate on whether a case study is basically a qualitative or quantitative design or both has 

made researchers to classify their case studies as either qualitative design (Brysiewicz, Nadesan-

Reddy & Suleman, 2020:34; Fàbregues, Paré & Meneses, 2019:425; Rolvsjord, 2014:296) or a 

quantitative design (Buhlin, 2011:25; Hoed, 2018; Kellogg, 2014:97; Long, 2018: 91). However, 

a good number of scholars have shown that a case study is not essentially qualitative or 

quantitative, but is by nature a flexible design (Gerring, 2006:10; Harrison, Birks, Franklin & 

Mills, 2017:7; Kerrigan, 2014:342; Robson, 2011:136; Stark and Torrance, 2005:33; Yin, 

2018:64). Indeed, Yin described an embedded case study where a survey is conducted within that 

study as a mixed methods research. This flexibility makes it an attractive design for mixing 

methods (Kerrigan, 2014:342). There has been an increase in the use of mixed methods case study 

methodology (Foote, 2019:41; Kerrigan, 2014:342; Sharp et al., 2012:36; Walton, 2014:68). 

However, mixed methods designs are generally considered complex. 

Incidentally, the debate on whether a case study is basically qualitative or quantitative is linked to 

the philosophical foundations upon which the practice of a case study is founded. This relates to 

what was earlier discussed on research paradigms. Stark and Torrance (2005:33) traced this 

controversy over the nature of a case study to many different theoretical roots from which case 

study research sprung. Some of these roots are from the social sciences. Those from the social 

sciences stress social interaction and the social construction of meaning in context to get a series 

of possible readings of ‘the case’. Others draw from the medical or criminological models which 

emphasise the ‘objective’ outsider observer of ‘the case’. Some authors have advocated a shift 

away from a practice where philosophical assumptions constitute an impermeable divide between 

qualitative and quantitative methodologies which limit the researchers’ choices of research 

approaches (Gorard & Taylor, 2004:149; Howe, 1988:10; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004:23). The 

flexibility inherent in a pragmatic approach to research is especially important in complex case 

studies (Sharp, Mobley, Hammond, Withington, Drew, Stringfield & Stipanovi, 2012:37). 

The mixed methods approach enables the researcher to collect and analyse both qualitative and 

quantitative data in order to have an in depth understanding of the cases. The convergent 

(concurrent) parallel mixed methods design was used by collecting qualitative and quantitative 

data almost at the same time and analysing both for a comprehensive view of the research problem 

(Creswell, 2014:15). Applying mixed methods in case studies has a number of advantages, a major 
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one being that it enables the researcher to address broader or more complicated research questions 

(Yin, 2018:63), an advantage which stems from reducing the limitations inherent in the 

independent use of either qualitative or quantitative methods and harnesses the strengths of both. 

4.5.1 Case and Participant Selection Methods 

The cases studied were selected deductively, that is, before the inception of the empirical study 

(Creswell, 2018:354) using a purposive sampling technique. Purposive sampling refers to a sample 

selection method based on certain criteria that are relevant to the study. Case selection is often 

based on purposive methods such as deviant, extreme, intensity, diverse, typical, maximum 

variation, influential, critical, and most similar or most different cases, among others (Gall, Gall 

& Borg, 2007:180; Nielsen, 2014:3; Seawright & Gerring: 2008:295; Yin, 2009:54). The diverse 

case selection technique also called maximum variation was used to select the cases. Case selection 

is a vital process in case study research. Case selection is a method of choosing a case or cases for 

intensive investigation (Gerring & Cojocaru, 2016:393). In case study research, case selection is 

usually not based on population and sampling logic, but rather on the nature of the case(s) to be 

studied.  

Using the diverse case selection method, four universities were selected from the federal 

universities of Nigeria for intensive and in-depth investigation. The choice of only federal 

universities was based on the uniform funding, governance and management structure. A diverse 

case selection method involves selecting a set of cases to represent the full range of values 

characterising X, Y or some relationship between X and Y variables (Seawright & Gerring, 

2008:300). This is similar to Gall et al.’s (2007:180) maximum variation method in which a 

researcher selects “cases that illustrate the range of variation in the phenomena to be studied”. 

Since the researcher was interested in how universities engage in IQA to improve their research 

output, two phenomena of interest are the quality of university research output and the quality of 

institutional management. The criterion for selection was that the university must have participated 

in the 2011 institutional accreditation which was based on the following criteria: it must have been 

running for 10 years or more, and it must have had full accreditation for at least 70% of its 

academic programmes (NUC, 2012b:1). Of the 117 universities, 26 participated in this exercise 
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among which 19 were federal universities. These universities could be described as the best of the 

best. From this number, the highest and the lowest scorers were selected. 

The research performance of the universities was accessed from a publication of the research 

outputs of Nigerian universities (Afolabi et al., 2019:151). Afolabi et al. (2019:151) used the 

Scopus database, which is a reputable database with the largest collection of peer-reviewed 

journals and is also used by Times Higher Education for research assessment. The universities 

with the highest and the lowest research outputs were selected leading to a total of four universities 

used for this study as presented in Table 4.2. See Appendix I for the sampling frame. 

Table 4.2: List of selected case universities using diverse case/maximum variation method 

S/N 
Cases 

Selected 

Research Output in Scopus 

(2008–2017) 

Performance in Institutional Accreditation 

(2011) 

Average 

Number 
Rank Score (%) Rank 

1 University A 849.00 1st – – 

2 University B – – 83.50 1st 

3 University C – – 56.25 21st (last position) 

4 University D 52.90 21st (last 

position) 

– 
– 

 

4.5.1.1 Selection of participants for qualitative method 

A sample for the qualitative research was 12 participants selected by means of purposive sampling 

for the interview session. Of this number, 10 participated in the study. The selection was guided 

by their strategic roles in university IQA and research. The distribution of the sample is shown in 

Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3: Distribution of participants for interview 

S/N Cases Number of Participants 

for Interview 

Role at the University 

1.  University A 3 

1. Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research, Innovation & 

Strategic Partnership) 

2. Director, Quality assurance  
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S/N Cases Number of Participants 

for Interview 

Role at the University 

3. Director, Research Management Office 

2. University B 3 

1. Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academics) 

2. Director, Research, Innovation and Development 

3. Director, Quality Assurance and Productivity 

3 

University C 3 

1. Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research Development & 

Innovation) 

2. Director – Centre for Research and International 

Development 

3. Director, Academic Planning 

4 

University D 3 

1. Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academics) 

2. Director, Research & Development 

3. Director, Academic Planning 

 Total 12  

 

4.5.1.2 Selection of Participants for Quantitative Method (Survey) 

The quantitative sample of the study consisted of 455 lecturers. This was drawn using a multi-

stage sampling technique. Multi-stage sampling “involves first selecting clusters and then selecting 

individuals within clusters” (Gall et al., 2007:173). In the first stage, the researcher selected 50% 

of the faculties from each of the case universities. Of the 37 faculties/schools in the four case 

universities, 17 faculties were randomly selected consisting of 91 departments. At the second 

stage, 5 lecturers were selected from each of the departments. The breakdown of the result of the 

sampling process is presented in Table 4.4 below.  

Table 4.4: Distribution of participants for survey 

S/N Cases Total Number of 

Faculties/Schools 

Number of 

Faculties Selected 

Number of 

Departments 

Total Number of 

Lecturers Selected 

1. University A 10 5 40 200 

2. University B 8 4 15 75 

3 University C 6 3 22 110 

4  University D 10 5 14 70 

 Total 34 17 91 455 
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4.6 DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

Data for the study consisted of multiple data forms collected from multiple sources using different 

instruments such as interview guides, documents and questionnaires. The concurrent design 

requires that the qualitative and quantitative data are collected at approximately the same time. 

The methods of data collection for the qualitative and quantitative aspects of this study are 

discussed below.  

4.6.1 Methods of Data Collection for Qualitative Research 

Face-to-face, semi-structured interviews were used to generate data. Though time-consuming and 

costly, a face-to-face approach yields more consistency in data than non-personal methods 

(Bowling, 2005:285; Neuman, 2012:1). Furthermore, face-to-face interviews are usually preferred 

because they enhance the standardisation of an interview situation and sourcing of information 

from the social cues of the interviewees. Semi-structured interviews were used to collect data. This 

type of interview is widely used in flexible and multi-strategy designs because, although there is a 

list of topics to be covered, it allows the interviewer considerable freedom in the sequencing of 

questions (Robson, 2011:285). It is, therefore, seen as an empirical backbone of the greater number 

of qualitative research studies in social sciences (Campbell, Quincy, Osserman & Pedersen, 

2013:295). 

After identifying the participants to interview, developing the interview questions and receiving 

ethics approval to carry out the research, the procedure of actions taken by the researcher in the 

actual collection of interview data are outlined below. 

• Scheduled dates for the interviews with the interviewees. 

• Arrived early at the venues, introduced myself and created rapport with the interviewees.  

• Reassured interviewee of confidentiality and sought their approval to use a recording device. 

• Asked questions from the interview guide using probes and prompts to achieve clear and in-

depth responses. The interview guide is shown in Appendix II. 

• Recorded responses with a recording device (Adams, 2015:500; Leech, 2002:665). Adams 

strongly recommended that interviewers use a small digital recorder if permission is granted 

because it allows the interviewer to be more actively engaged in the conversation and to ponder 

on the sequence of questions based on responses given instead of just concentrating on writing 



 

 

122 

 

down answers. Accordingly, the researcher implemented this suggestion in the interview 

process.  

A document checklist was used to collect the relevant documents. During the interview sessions 

with the participants, the researcher also requested documents not available on the universities’ 

websites. Some of the relevant documents to this study were policy documents, progress reports 

and quality assurance tools/instruments. Policy documents included university strategic plans, 

research policies, QA policies while the progress report documents entailed annual research reports 

and annual reports. (See Appendix III for document checklist.). 

4.6.2 Method of Data Collection for Quantitative Research 

A 63-item questionnaire was used to collect data from lecturers on the IQA practices used for 

research improvement at the university level. This was termed the ‘IQA of University Research 

Questionnaire (IQAURQ)’ and was made up of two parts. Part 1 was comprised of six items that 

solicited answers on the lecturers’ background information. Part 2 consisted of four sections which 

elicited information to address the research questions. Section A, a 14-item section on policies and 

structures available at the university, was based on a ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘I don’t know’ response format 

and an open-ended option for more information. Section B of the questionnaire which sought 

information on the IQA practices of the university contained 27 items which were set on a 5-point 

Likert scale: ‘Strongly Disagree’, ‘Disagree’, ‘Undecided’, ‘Agree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’. Section 

C consisted of seven items to ascertain the influence of external quality assurance on the 

university’s IQA of research outputs. The first item was based on ‘yes,’ ‘no’ and ‘I don’t know’ 

responses, while the rest of the six items followed a 5-point Likert scale format. Provision was 

also made for open-ended information. The last was an eight-item section on the constraints to 

IQA of university research which was set on a four-point response format that ranged from ‘Not 

at All’ to ‘Very High’. There was also an open-ended provision for further information. (See 

Appendix IV for the questionnaire). 

4.7 METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Data analysis is a process of ordering, breaking down and synthesising the qualitative and 

quantitative data collected in order to answer the research questions. The procedure for data 

analysis for the chosen research design involved analysing and reporting the qualitative and 
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quantitative results separately and merging the two afterwards, and this was duly followed in this 

study. The methods used are discussed in the subsequent sections. 

4.7.1 Qualitative Data Analysis 

An analysis of qualitative data of this study was based on the content analysis of the interview 

transcripts and the documents collected. Content analysis “is a detailed and systematic examination 

of the content of a particular body of materials for the purpose of identifying patterns, themes and 

biases” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015:278). The authors identified forms of human communication that 

can be subjected to content analysis such as books, newspapers, personal journals, transcripts of 

conversations, legal documents, among others. One form of content analysis is thematic analysis, 

which was used to analyse the interview transcripts. It is a method of identifying, analysing and 

reporting patterns (themes) within data which minimally organises and describes the research 

dataset and interprets various aspects of the research topic (Boyatzis, 2008:161). Boyatzis 

(2008:161) further defined a theme as “a pattern in the information that at minimum describes and 

organises the possible observations and at maximum interprets aspects of the phenomenon”. The 

researcher used a combination of deductive and inductive methods which involve developing 

initial codes and categories from the research questions and the theoretical framework or literature; 

coding the few interview transcripts and modifying the codes if necessary; coding the entire 

dataset; and collecting the codes and identifying themes.  

After data collection and transcription of audio recordings, a few transcripts were used to ground 

the initial codes in the real data, which gave rise to the modified codes. The entire transcripts were 

read and coded, which enabled the identification of themes. This process is in line with the 

suggestions by Saldana (2016:11) in this regard. This process was facilitated by the use of 

Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) QDA Miner Version 3.2.1. 

This software has the capacity to store, code and analyse qualitative data like interview transcripts, 

documents and images. A similar pattern was used to manually code the documents collected in 

order to identify the themes that were of relevance to the research questions. The initial and 

modified codes and categories are shown in Appendices V and VI. 

In presenting the results of qualitative data, each theme presented is supported by an illustrative 

quotation from the interview transcripts, followed by the participants’ codes and the page number 
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of the interview transcript from which the quotation was drawn. For example, DVC, RISP:4 

means: DVC, Research, Innovation and Strategic Partnership, interview transcript page 4.  

4.7.2 Quantitative Data Analysis 

Data generated from the questionnaire was analysed using descriptive statistics such as 

percentages, mean and standard deviation. Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 

20 was used for quantitative data analysis. Research questions 1 and 4 were answered using 

percentages. A percentage response of 50% and above was taken as agreement with the question. 

Research questions 2, 3 and 5 were answered using mean and standard deviation scores. For 

research question 2, the mean scores below 2.5 = Disagree, 2.5–3.5 = Undecided; and the mean 

scores above 3.5 were regarded as Agree. For research question 5, the mean scores were 

categorised as follows: below 2.5 = low; 2.5–3.5 = moderate; and the mean scores above 3.5 = 

high.  

4.7.2.1 Within-case, cross-case analysis and integration of qualitative and quantitative 

components  

The data analysis adopted a multiple strategy of descriptive statistics for quantitative data and 

thematic analysis for qualitative in a within-case analysis (individual case analysis) and cross-

cases (between case) analysis. Within- and cross-case analyses are the major approach of analysis 

and reporting in multiple case studies (Yin, 2018:58; 226). These have been adopted in many 

multiple case studies in published journal articles (Abrams, Barnert, Mizel, Bedros, Webster & 

Bryan, 2020; De Lisle, Annisette & Browrin-Williams, 2020; Fearon, Hughes & Brearley, 2021; 

Fàbregues et al., 2019; Mookherji & LaFond, 2013; Stacey, Ludwig, Truant, Carley, Bennis, 

Gifford, Kuziemsky, Nichol, Lafreniere-Davis, Owens, Roscoe, Roberts & Verhaegen, 2019; 

Waheed, Hussin, Khan, Ghavifekr & Bahadur, 2019) and in mixed methods multiple case studies 

(Kerrigan, 2014; Mason, Morris, Webb, Daniels, Featherstone, Bywaters, Mirza, Hooper, Brady, 

Bunting & Scourfield, 2020:175; Scammon, Tomoaia-Cotisel, Day, Day, Kim, Waltzman, Farrell 

& Magill, 2013; Schulz, Kelly, Holtmann & Armer, 2021) and mixed methods multiple case 

studies in doctoral theses (Birks, 2018; Foote, 2019; Sheffield, 2009). However, the intersection 

of case study with mixed methods requires that the qualitative and quantitative data are integrated.  
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Most scholars note that integration of qualitative and quantitative data is at the core of mixed 

methods (Bazeley, 2016:192; Guetterman & Fetters, 2018:903). To this end, emerging scholarship 

has been on how best to achieve this integration. The foci has been diverse: integration approaches 

at design, methods and interpretation and report levels (Fetters, Curry & Creswell, 2013:2136), 

use of different types of joint display including convergent design joint display for qualitative and 

quantitative data integration (Guetterman et al., 2015:557), use of data labels to describe the nature 

of the converged relationship between qualitative and quantitative data such labels as confirm, 

contradict, enhance or mixed (Fitzpatrick, 2016:287), development of typology of data merging 

analytic procedures in convergent mixed methods designs such explanatory unidirectional, 

exploratory unidirectional, simultaneous bidirectional, explanatory bidirectional and exploratory 

bidirectional frameworks for convergent design integration (Moseholm & Fetters, 2017:5). In this 

study, the cross-case analysis was combined with a joint display and side-by-side methods to aid 

integration of qualitative and quantitative so as to relate and compare the results across the cases 

(Dickson, Lee & Riegel, 2011:177; Guetterman et al., 2015:559). The study design is presented in 

Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1: Study Design  

Source: Adapted from Yin (2018:58) and Creswell and Creswell (2018:352) 

4.8 ISSUES OF VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY  

Issues of validity and reliability are important in any research. While these terms are 

unquestionable in quantitative research, they are not generally accepted in qualitative research. 

Robson (2011:85) sees validity simply as the accuracy of a result and considers whether the result 

captures the real state of affairs, while reliability has to do with stability and consistency of 

measures. Trustworthiness, credibility and confirmability and other similar alternative terms are 
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suggested in qualitative research (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015:104). The measures taken to ensure the 

trustworthiness of both qualitative and quantitative dimensions of this study are provided below. 

4.8.1 Qualitative Method 

To ensure trustworthiness of the qualitative aspect of this work, three measures were taken. Firstly, 

an electronic device was used to record the interview sessions. This was to ensure that the exact 

information from the participant was recorded. Secondly, member checking was used to ensure 

the trustworthiness of the research. This involved the researcher returning the findings or themes 

to the participants to ascertain the accuracy of the accounts (Creswell, 2014:201; Ridenor & 

Newman, 2008:58). The researcher also used member checking by sending the interview 

transcripts to the participants so that they could confirm that the information in the transcripts was 

accurately represented. Three (30%) out of 10 participants returned their transcripts with a few 

corrections. Additionally, the researcher used multiple sources of evidence and triangulation to 

ensure the trustworthiness of qualitative research process and conclusions as suggested by some 

scholars (Creswell, 2014:201; Leedy & Ormrod, 2015:104; Yin, 2009:40).  

4.8.2 Quantitative Method 

The instrument for the quantitative aspect of this research was validated by two experts, one from 

Educational Management and the other from Measurement and Evaluation from one of the 

universities in the southern part of Nigeria. My supervisor also validated the questionnaire and 

interview guide.  

To ascertain the reliability of the questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted with a sample of 25 

lecturers from a Federal university in the eastern part of Nigeria different from those in the study 

sample. Kappa coefficient was used to establish the stability of the responses over a two week 

interval. An additional reliability measure, internal consistency was performed for Section B of 

the questionnaire. The Kappa coefficients for each of the items of the questionnaire ranged from 

.68 to .92, which show a reasonable association of responses between the first and second 

administrations. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients for the ten subscales for Section B 

ranged between .82 and .93. These suggest that the questionnaire was good enough for collecting 

data for this study using Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun’s (2012:157) criterion (See Appendix VII for 

reliability coefficients of IQAURQ).  
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4.9 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The study participants were adults and not vulnerable with a high risk; however, ethical issues 

such as privacy, confidentiality and anonymity were strictly maintained. After securing research 

ethics clearance from the Research Ethics Committee of the University of South Africa, the 

researcher sought and obtained consent of participants before data collection could commence. 

The participants were informed in advance that they were free to withdraw from the study at any 

point without fear of reprisal or any prejudice from the researcher. The letter of invitation to 

participate in this study and the accompanying consent form are provided in Appendix VIII. To 

ensure confidentiality and anonymity requested by some of the interview participants, the names 

of all the universities were replaced with letters A to D to screen their identity and protect the 

participants. All data collected was secured to avoid external interference and electronic 

documents were stored in password-protected files. 

4.10 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter presented the research paradigms related to the research methodologies, research 

design, the methods of data collection and analysis, and ethical considerations followed in this 

study. The use of mixed methods multiple case study approach enhances access to the robust and 

diverse forms of data including qualitative and quantitative data to gain in-depth understanding of 

a complex university system and its two complex tasks of IQA and research. These make this 

approach appropriate for this study. In the next chapter, the data collected is analysed and the 

findings are presented and interpreted. The qualitative and quantitative results are presented in two 

main sections. The first section covers the within-case analysis where each of the case universities’ 

qualitative and quantitative results are presented while the second section covers the cross-case 

analysis where the qualitative and quantitative results for universities are compared across the four 

case universities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

In the preceding chapter, the research paradigms and associated methodologies were presented. 

The methods of analysing qualitative and quantitative data were also explained. A multiple-case 

study presentation format was followed, which, according to Yin (2018:226), involves presenting 

individual case analyses (also called within-case analysis) in separate sections or chapters and the 

cross-case analysis is presented in another section or chapter. In this chapter, the results of both 

qualitative and quantitative data analyses are presented in two separate sections. In Section 5.2, 

the within-case analysis of the results from each of the four case universities is presented and 

Section 5.3 shows the cross-case analysis. All the results are presented in line with the research 

questions stated below.  

Main Research Question: How do Nigerian universities carry out IQA to improve their research 

outputs? 

Sub-questions 

1. What IQA policies and structures are available in Nigerian universities to improve their 

research outputs? 

2. How do Nigerian universities engage in IQA practices to improve their research outputs?  

3. How do external quality assurance mechanisms influence Nigerian universities’ IQA practices 

with regard to improving their research outputs? 

4. What factors constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices that support improvement in 

research outputs?   

5. How do universities of different performance levels compare in IQA practices for improving 

research, EQA influences and constraints? 

6. What model of IQA practices can be recommended to improve research outputs in Nigerian 

universities? 



 

 

130 

 

5.2 WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS – UNIVERSITY A 

This section presents the results for each of the case study universities. It begins with a description 

of the university context and goes further to show the qualitative results followed by the 

quantitative results. The presentation of the result is organised into themes related to the research 

questions. 

5.2.1 University A Context  

University A is one of the first-generation universities in Nigeria located in the western part of the 

country. It is a conventional university with 16 faculties and 144 departments. It was among the 

three Nigerian universities that featured in the 2019 Times Higher Education ranking. As at 2018, 

University A was 70 years old and had student enrolment of 37 470, composed of 20 193 

undergraduates and 17 277 postgraduates. The academic staff strength of the University was 1 445 

(Resource and Statistical Planning Unit, NUC, 2019) leading to a student-teacher ratio of 26:1.  

University A was among the top three universities in terms of research performance as assessed 

by NUC in 2005, and it had consistently maintained a strong position in research performance in 

Nigeria being in the first top three in research productivity. The research outputs of University A 

for a period of 10 years (2008–2017) based on the Scopus database was 8 341 publications, 

distributed as follows: 741, 739, 816, 871, 864, 820, 818, 785, 920 and 967 for 2008, 2009, 2010, 

2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 respectively (Afolabi, Popoola, Adoghe, Atayero & 

Fayomi, 2019:151). This placed it on top of all the federal universities and the four case 

universities. Statistics from TETFund on research grants won by University A shows that for the 

institutional based funding component of TETFund research funding, it was able to draw 58.81% 

of its research funding allocation, and between 2012 and 2016, and it had won research grants to 

the tune of N98 million for this component. 

In terms of research grants from the National Research Fund component of TETFund research 

funding, University A had won nine National Research Fund which amounted to N219 million 

(TETFund, 2019). Although the volume of internal research fund of University A was not 

available, research grants to researchers through its research foundation gave an idea of its internal 

research funding capacity. In 2015, it provided research grants worth forty-nine million naira (N49 

million) for seven collaborative research projects which amounted to N7 million each project. The 
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research projects were to span three years (2015–2017) (Annual Research Report1, 2016:51). In 

terms of the first institutional accreditation in which only 26 eligible universities participated, 

University A came 11th in the overall assessment (NUC, 2012b). 

5.2.2 Background Information of Participants: 

5.2.2.1 Qualitative analysis 

Three participants, the Director of Research Management Office, the Director Quality Assurance 

and the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research), were interviewed to share their views on questions 

related to research at their universities. All the participants were professors.  

5.2.2.2 Quantitative analysis 

Out of the 200 questionnaire copies distributed, 64 were retrieved which gave a response rate of 

32%. The characteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 5.1.  

Table 5.1: Respondents’ background information - University A 

Background Information N =64 % 

Faculty:   

 Education 16 25.0 

 Arts 18 28.1 

 Agricultural Sciences 10 15.6 

 Renewable Natural Resources 3 4.7 

 Social Sciences 17 26.6 

Length of Stay in Current University: 
  

 Below 6 years 5 7.8 

 6 – 10 years 26 43.3 

 11– 15 years  11 17.2 

 16 years & above 18 28.1 

 Non-Response 4 6.3 

Rank:   

 

 

1 Note: In this chapter, the references refer to documents obtained from the universities and do not reflect the 

identity of the universities. This has been done to maintain anonymity and confidentiality. The documents collected 

are listed in Appendix IX. 
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Background Information N =64 % 

 Professor 16 25.0 

 Reader/Associate Professor 8 12.5 

 Senior Lecturer 16 25.0 

 Lecturer I 10 15.6 

 Lecturer II 13 20.3 

 Non-Response 1 1.6 

Current Post:   

 Associate Dean 1 1.6 

 Head of Department 11 17.2 

 None 51 79.7 

 Non-Response 1 1.6 

Previous Posts Held:   

 Associate Dean 5 7.8 

 Head of Department 5 7.8 

 None 50 78.1 

 Non-Response 4 6.3 

 

The majority of respondents: 28.1%, 26.6% and 25%, were from the faculties of Arts, Social 

Sciences and Education respectively. This was followed by those from the Faculty of Agricultural 

Sciences (15.9%) and Faculty of Renewable Natural Resources (4.7%). Lecturers from the 

Faculties of Science were the least represented in the sample, while those from the Faculties of 

Arts and Social Sciences were the most represented.  

In terms of length of stay at the university, most lecturers (43.3%) had been at the current university 

for between six and ten years. This was followed by those who had been at the university for 16 

years and more. As reflected in Table 5.1, most respondents were professors and senior lecturers, 

each making up 25% respectively. This was followed by those at the rank of Lecturer II (20.6%), 

Lecturer I (15.9%) and reader/associate professor (12.7%) respectively. Most respondents (79.7%) 

were not holding any position at the time of empirical research, while only 1 (1.6%) was holding 

the post of Associate Dean, and 11 (17.2%) were holding the positions of heads of departments. 

Similarly, most respondents (78.1) had never held any positions, while 5 (7.8) had held the 

positions of Associate Deans and Heads of Departments respectively. 
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5.2.3 IQA Policies and Structures Available to Support Research Outputs at University A 

An analysis presented in this section shows both the qualitative and quantitative results to address 

the question: What IQA policies and structures are available in Nigerian universities to improve 

their research outputs with reference to University A? The qualitative themes were identified from 

an analysis of documents and interview transcripts, while the quantitative results consist of 

responses from questionnaires administered to lecturers. 

5.2.3.1 Qualitative analysis: Document and interview analyses 

This section includes a thematic analysis of documents from the university and interview 

transcripts. Each theme is discussed first followed by a presentation of the excerpts from the 

documents and interview transcripts where necessary. Four policy documents were available to 

support research, namely, the quality assurance policy and strategy, research policy, research 

ethics policy and academic staff appointment and promotion guidelines. Other documents were 

progress reports such as annual reports and annual research reports. Some proposed policy 

documents were authorship and intellectual property policies. (See Appendix IX for details of the 

documents collected from this university.). 

University A’s overarching quality policy statement on research management was to “…foster an 

environment that is conducive for sustaining and expanding research and research training in line 

with international best practices” (Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy, 2013:13). Ultimately 

strategies and structures were set up to pursue strategies and structures were set up to pursue this 

policy. From the documents reviewed, the following were some the relevant structures established 

to support research: 

• Office of the Vice-Chancellor (Research, Innovation & Strategic Partnerships). 

• University Research Management Sub-Committee. 

• Research Management Office (RMO) and its subunits. 

• Ethical Research Review Board (ERRB). 

• Research Ethics Committees (REC). 

• Research Foundation. 
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An analysis of the interview transcripts of three participants from University A supported the 

existence of these policies and structures. An additional structure was the Directorate of Quality 

Assurance and Centre for Entrepreneurship and Innovation (Equivalent to Patenting & 

Commercialisation in other universities) and the Small and Medium Scale Summit. The office of 

the DVC (RISP) was described as follows:  

This office was established in 2017. I think perhaps, it’s only like may be two other 

universities that have this kind of arrangement. There are a lot of things we do at different 

levels....; it’s a lot of fostering of partnerships (DVC, RISP:4). 

The research support role of another office, the Research Management Office was summarised by 

the Director this way:  

It is the central office that coordinates research activities on campus both for sponsored 

research activities, and of course, the research activities being carried out at the university. 

We have research administrators that are well trained; we also have research 

communicators that are trained. We have Research Uptake Officers that are also trained 

and then we have the Research Liaison Officer…. Basically, we look for funding 

opportunities, sift the opportunities, pass to the researchers and assist them. When the grants 

come in, we manage the grants for them, we do invoice for them, and we write reports 

(Director, RMO:2). 

The Directorate of Quality Assurance was one of the structures established to promote quality 

assurance at the university. However, it did not directly play any role related to supporting research 

within the university. The scope of the Directorate was mainly on teaching and learning. 

Accordingly, when asked about the focus of the assessment, the Director answered: 

We just assess the quality of teaching (Director, DQA:2). 

The motivation for setting up the directorate was described as follows: 

Well, this quality assurance has been on all over the world; we want to be part of them and 

then it was introduced. I think we started in 2009. We started by preparing the policy before 

we commenced in 2011. It’s an internal thing, but now the NUC has mandated that all 

universities must have some IQA mechanisms (Director, DQA:7). 
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It could be understood from the statement that University A’s approach to quality assurance was 

proactive and not reactive. However, evidence from the document and interview analyses shows 

that the quality assurance policy document was comprehensive, as it included research and other 

areas, but in practice, the Directorate of Quality Assurance mainly focused on teaching and 

learning. It did not perform one of its key functions, namely “mainstreaming quality management 

into the institution’s functions, activities, and processes” (Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy, 

2013:4). 

5.2.3.2 Quantitative results 

As shown in Table 5.2, a large percentage (70.3%–98.4%) of academics agreed that the university 

had the following policies and structures: Quality Assurance Policy, Research Policy, Research 

Ethics Review Policy, Research Ethics Review Board, Quality Assurance Directorate, Research 

and Development Directorate/Research Management Office, Quality assurance officers or a 

committee at the central administration and the faculties and departments, Senate Research 

Committee, Senate Research Grant and Academic staff workload policy/Guidelines. Slightly 

above half (53%) of the respondents reported that the University had a 

Patenting/Commercialisation Office. However, a greater percentage of the respondents (48.4%) 

did not know whether the university had the Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence Award. From 

the statistics presented, it could be concluded that University A had over 92.9% of the listed 

structures to support research and quality assurance. 

Table 5.2: Frequency and percentages on the IQA policies and structures available at University 

A  

  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Quality Assurance Policy (including 

university research function) 

 
54 84.4 1 1.6 9 14.1  

2. Research Policy  53 82.8 2 3.1 9 14.1  

3. Research Ethics Review Policy  54 84.4 0 0.0 10 15.6  

4. Research Ethics Review Board  51 79.7 0 0.0 13 20.3  

5. Quality Assurance Directorate/ office 

/ unit 

 
54 84.4 0 0.0 10 15.6  
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  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

6. Research and Development 

Directorate/Research Management 

Office 

 

63 98.4 0 0.0 1 1.6  

7. Patent /Copyright/Commercialisation 

office 

 
34 53.1 9 14.1 21 32.8  

8. Quality Assurance Officers at Central 

Administration 

 
49 76.6 5 7.8 10 15.6  

9. Quality Assurance Committees at the 

central administration 

 
48 75.0 3 4.7 13 20.3  

10. Quality Assurance committees in 

Faculties / departments/ units 

 
37 57.8 4 6.2 23 35.9  

11. Senate Research Committee  45 70.3 0 0.0 19 29.7  

12. Senate Research Grant  52 81.2 2 3.1 10 15.6  

13. Vice-Chancellor’s Research 

Excellence Award 

 
22 34.4 11 17.2 31 48.4  

14. Academic Staff Workload Policy / 

Guidelines 

 
45 70.3 4 6.2 15 23.4  

 

From the three sources of data, it can be concluded that University A had robust policies to support 

research and enough structures to support and improve its research activities. However, there were 

a few discrepancies in some areas. Firstly, the lecturers agreed on the availability of “academic 

staff workload policy/guidelines”, but during the interview and document collection, no such 

document could be obtained from the University. It is possible that “course allocation guidelines” 

and “academic staff workload policy/guidelines” were confused. The latter is a more 

comprehensive policy and guidelines on the distribution of academic staff’s teaching and research 

duties. Secondly, the difference in the nomenclature of patenting/commercialisation office could 

explain why only half of the respondents agreed that that office was available. It could be that 

some of the lecturers knew the office as the “Centre for Entrepreneurship and Innovation”. 



 

 

137 

 

5.2.4 How University A Engaged in Internal Quality Assurance Practices to Improve its 

Research Outputs 

This section addresses the question: How do universities in Nigeria engage in IQA practices to 

improve their research outputs? The findings discussed below pertain to University A. IQA 

practices to improve research are organised under input, process and output practices. The input 

dimension shows the practices that university engaged in to improve its research input so as to 

improve the research process and to ultimately improve the quality of their research outputs. The 

practices to improve research at the process stage are those that happened when the research was 

ongoing, while the practices that took place after the research had been completed were reported 

under the output dimension. 

5.2.4.1 Input dimension 

In this section, the qualitative and the quantitative results on the practices meant to improve 

research input at University A are presented. 

5.2.4.1.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses 

The themes associated with the input dimension are: recruiting academics with research potential 

and capacity through stringent and merit-based processes, providing quality PhD research training, 

providing research training for researchers and ensuring access to research facilities and funds 

through diverse sources. The themes are discussed in the following subsections. 

• Recruiting with rigour and focus on research and teaching capacity  

This refers to two measures: recruiting/appointing people who can undertake research and also 

teacher and doing so through an objective and rigorous multi-level process. An analysis of 

available documents supports the University A’s practice of recruiting academics with research 

potential and proven research records. According to the university’s policy, “Evidence of research 

capacity shall be a significant requirement for recruitment” (Research Policy and Research 

Management Office, 2011:5). Similarly, one of its cardinal quality assurance objectives was: “to 

provide incentives and promote practices that attract high calibre staff and students and enhance 

system-wide productivity in research, teaching, learning, management and service” through 

making sure that procedures for recruiting and appointing high calibre staff followed all the 
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relevant university guidelines (Quality Assurance Policy and Strategies, 2013:21–22). The 

Appointment and Promotions Guidelines showed that the university did not usually employ 

academics at lower levels such as Graduate Assistant and Assistant Lecturers (Regulations and 

Guidelines for Promotion of Academic Staff: 2019 Promotion Exercise, 2019:15).  

An interview analysis confirmed the information from the documents on the University’s focus on 

the research ability of candidates before recruitment. One of the participants reported:  

We usually start with lecturer II. At that level, the person already has a PhD. We do a point 

system, and if you are going to be a lecturer II, they will assess your publications and stuff 

like that, and be sure that you have enough points to be at that level (DVC, RISP:8).  

Although appointing those with PhD is the usual practice with University A, the statement by 

another participant shows that candidates registered for PhD with clear potential for conducting 

research were recruited as well.  

You must have the research potential; you must have registered for a PhD or have obtained 

your PhD. If you are a PhD holder, you are research material, and if you are registered 

for a PhD you must be working under a professor or a senior colleague (Director, DQA:2).  

Apart from the qualification and assessment of publications, the candidate goes through rigorous 

multiple processes of screening and assessment before being employed at University A as 

highlighted below.  

…historically, assessment and everything used to be subjective. It depended on things like if 

I like you and if I don’t like you, and stuff like that. That way, you bring in so many people 

that are not qualified. But now, you should go through seminars, you go through multilevel 

interviews before you are appointed. So, the seminar is just to be sure that it’s not one person 

that is involved in the employment process (DVC, RISP:8). 

This idea that the recruitment process is collective and merit-based can be further understood from 

the more detailed narrative by the Director of Quality Assurance at the same university: 

The employment process at this university is very tough. The person will apply for an 

advertised position, and after the application and shortlisting, he/she will come to the 
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department and deliver a seminar where the other lecturers will be there, and the students 

will be there. The people from the establishment will also be there, and he or she will be 

graded: does he have the research potential? Does he even know how to teach? Then we see 

some of the things he has done before. If they are about five or six and we need only one, 

three will be shortlisted and the three will face an interview. It’s not just the Vice-Chancellor 

giving the go-ahead, no, no! That is how to maintain quality (Director, DQA: 2). 

This narrative suggests that this university ensured that only people competent enough to teach 

and undertake research were employed through a rigorous process.  

• Providing research training for lecturers/researchers and Postgraduates 

This theme relates to providing opportunities for research capacity building through workshops 

and attendance of conferences. The policy documents analysed showed the University’s desire to 

improve the quality research through mentoring. It stated: “It shall be the responsibility of 

postgraduate supervisors to ensure that their graduate students and junior academic staff are 

properly mentored to conduct high quality research” (Research Policy and Research Management 

Office, 2011:2). Furthermore, the University’s Annual Reports for 2016 and 2017 showed how the 

university provided research training through workshops. One objective of such workshops was 

“to increase the number and quality of our researchers’ applications for grants and also to 

eventually develop mentors that could provide assistance to other postgraduate students and young 

faculty members in the University” (Research Report, 2016: 85). Other areas of training targeted 

the development of academics’ data management, commercialisation and ethical conduct of 

research (Research Report, 2016:85; Research Report, 2017:237, 245). This underscores an 

ambition to promote research through capacity building. 

An interview analysis highlighted this theme even more. It was described by one participant thus: 

We do a lot of it (formal research training workshop). In fact, there is one we are doing, 

multidisciplinary research training (DVC, RISP:13).  

Apart from providing opportunities for training and workshops, the university encouraged 

attendance by providing incentives. One such incentive was linking monetary rewards to 

conference attendance. This was described as follows by the Director of Research at the university:  
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“… to sensitise them to look for a conference to attend and we didn’t even tie it to local or 

international conferences. Just look for a conference to attend and then when they came 

with the letter, they got their N25,000. The next call for submission was successful and that 

was it” (Director, RMO:11). 

Supporting PhD students’ research training by showcasing and assessing their theses for possible 

patenting and commercialisation was another strategy to support research at this university.  

..the DVC (Research) has a mechanism in place where such publications and PhD theses 

are sieved and pushed to CEI (The Centre for Entrepreneurship and Innovation) to select 

those that are worthy of patenting, and those that they feel should have been showcased but 

have not been showcased. I know that a mechanism is in place for it because I know that at 

least two of my students have been invited because of their research outputs; they are 

researchers (Director, RMO: 6). 

Another aspect of support for PhD candidates training in research was the involvement in research 

projects of the University as indicated below.  

We are going to put some PhD students in the project and send those working in the 

projects on internship to Ministries, Departments and Agencies in different states of the 

country (DVC, RISP:7).  

These sentiments highlight the opportunities for capacity building in research for both lecturers 

and graduate students. 

• Providing access to research facilities  

Facilities such as laboratory, library and equipment are vital inputs for research process. A 

document analysis revealed that this university sought to “ensure that resources for cutting-edge 

research are available and adequate at all times” (Research Policy and Research Management 

Office, 2011:4). One of the strategies for achieving its policy goal was to conduct annual reviews 

of its research facilities (Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy, 2013:14). 

An interview analysis provided some insight into how this university tried to achieve the above 

objective.  
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The other thing we are trying to do is, ab initio; what are the opportunities that are 

available for this exercise [conducting meaningful research] to thrive? We have a 

multidisciplinary laboratory and we encourage interdisciplinary collaboration (DVC, 

RISP:4).  

In addition, academics and researchers are assisted to access facilities that are not available at the 

university as expressed below. 

Sometimes some of them, for instance, those in the sciences may need to do one thing or the 

other in some labs, and they do not know where to go and they come to the office. We direct 

them to where to go …both within and outside the university. It’s just to make contact. Some 

of the contacts are already made, and if we do not have the contacts, we use phone calls or 

e-mails (Director, RMO:4). 

Giving opportunities for collaboration in terms of facilities was also confirmed in these words:  

About facilities; they are never adequate. It depends on the type of research you are working 

on. You know that is why we collaborate. There was recent work we did with some 

international partners. We had to use their laboratory for the experiment because ours here 

couldn’t meet our needs. So, there is collaboration” (Director, DQA:6). 

• Providing opportunities access diverse sources of research funds  

Research funding is one of the basic inputs for successful research activities in any university and 

indeed all research and development organisations. The document analysis unveiled more details 

on how University A provided funding for research and supported access to research funding 

opportunities. Some of the strategies for achieving the above were providing researchers access to 

funding information and opportunities, capacity building to facilitate obtaining research funds, 

providing research funds in priority areas through competitive funding, and carrying out annual 

reviews of its research grants (Quality Assurance & Strategy, 2013:4; Research Policy & Research 

Management Office, 2011:3). It was reported that there was improved access to grant requests for 

application and applications for grants engineered by the DVC (Research) such that about 32 grant 

requests for applications were made in a space of one year (Annual Report of one year in office, 

2018:15). 
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In terms of actual funding for research, the University’s Research Foundation was a source of 

research funding and research capacity development (Annual Research Report, 2016:51). From 

2015 to 2017, it provided research grants worth N49 million spanning three years through a 

competitive process. It was also offering training workshops and research support for scholars 

through a Research Career Development programme by providing grants of N2.5 million per 

annum (N7.5 million in three years) to qualified academics combined with an annual three months 

stay with an international mentor. The first of its kind was in 2015 and another batch of approvals 

was to commence in 2018 (Annual Research Report, 2017:37). 

An analysis of interview transcripts highlights some of the efforts made to support research 

funding as explained by the DVC, Research below. 

We encourage grant writing, not as much as I would like, but we still encourage good 

research. Because there is no good research that you can do with your personal money. 

Good research requires a lot of money… (DVC, RISP:4).  

More details on how this was done were given by the Director RMO:  

I must say that we are lucky here because of all this expertise. It is with all this combined 

expertise that we can guide our researchers, especially in terms of sourcing funds for 

research activities, in terms of guiding them to write good proposals... Whether internally at 

the level of the university or nationally like a TETFund funding or sponsored project, we are 

involved in all” (Director RMO:1). 

It could be seen from the interview and document analysis that University A had multiple ways of 

linking its researchers to research funds including competitive funding approach. However, there 

was no evidence that the university conducted an annual review of grants which was expected to 

help improve efforts towards helping researchers to access research grants.  

• Engaging in collaborations and partnerships to improve access to research resources 

University A engaged in collaborations and partnerships to improve research activities by 

academics/researchers. An analysis of the university’s annual reports revealed numerous past and 

ongoing collaborations and partnerships for improved research funding. Some of these instances 



 

 

143 

 

included collaborations of the University’s Research Foundation with international donor agencies 

and foundations such as Rockefeller, Carnegie and Microsoft (Research Report, 2016:51). 

In the interview session, while talking about providing the necessary conditions for good research, 

the DVC, RISP:4 said: “we encourage collaborations as well.” How these collaborations worked 

featured in the participants’ narratives.  

Sometimes some of them, for instance, those in the sciences may need to do one thing or the 

other in some labs, and they do not know where to go and they come to the office. We direct 

them to where to go …both within and outside the university. It’s just to make contact; some 

of the contacts are already made, and if we do not have the contacts, we use phone calls or 

e-mail (Director, RMO:4).  

Evidence of actual involvement in one such collaboration was described by the Director of Quality 

Assurance thus:  

…Engineers were also in our team and some of the laboratory work was done in Canada. 

So, we had to collaborate with other researchers over there in doing the work…. It is of 

high quality internationally, and people are reading it all over the world and citing it 

(Director, DQA:2). 

It is not clear whether these collaborations were arranged at personal, departmental, faculty or 

institutional levels. 

5.2.4.1.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

This section presents quantitative data analysis on the academics’ perceptions of the practices used 

at University A to improve research inputs. As displayed in Table 5.3, the mean responses by the 

lecturers indicate that they agreed that the practices for improving research input were recruiting 

competent researchers, mentoring and research training and improving research funding. 
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Table 5.3: Academics’ mean responses on IQA practices to improve research inputs at University 

A 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

A RESEARCH INPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

I Recruiting Competent Researchers    

1 Quality of research output is one major criteria for recruitment of academics/ 

researchers 

3.8 1.1 A 

2. Candidates’ track record in research is a major attraction to the management 

for recruitment of lecturers 

4.0 1.0 A 

3. Candidates’’ potentials and future prospects in research performance is a 

common consideration for employing academics 

3.9 1.1 A 

 Subscale Mean 3.9 0.9 A 

II Providing Funds for Research    

4. Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to sponsor lecturers’ 

research 

3.4 1.1 U 

5. Each lecturer receives research fund / sponsorship at least once every year 2.4 1.3 D 

6. There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here 3.7 1.1 A 

 Subscale Mean 3.2 0.9 U 

III Providing Facilities for Research    

7 Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, Springer, Sage, 

EBSCO, etc. are easily accesses in our library 

3.3 1.3 U 

8 There has been steady improvement in the provision of equipment/facilities 

for research 

2.8 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.1 1.1 U 

IV Mentoring and Research Training    

9 Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring by senior colleagues with more 

research experience and expertise 
3.7 1.1 A 

10 Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and provide feedback to 

junior colleagues on research output 
3.8 1.0 A 

11 Research training is provided for academics regularly, particularly for 

inexperienced researchers 
3.3 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.6 0.9 A 

V Providing Time for Research    
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

12 There is clear policy on the allocation of time for research, teaching and 

community service 

3.0 1.2 U 

13 The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ research 

activities  

2.6 1.2 U 

14 Lecturers embark on research leave from time to time 3.6 1.4 A 

15 Sufficient time is devoted to research activities 3.0 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.0 1.1 U 

Agree = A; Undecided = U; Disagree = D 

From the three sources of data, the common themes identified on the practices for improving 

research inputs at University A were recruiting competent researchers and providing training and 

mentoring; and generally improving research funding. However, the qualitative data provided 

additional information that showed that the university directed its efforts more towards improving 

the researchers’ access to research grants and providing competitive research funding. This seems 

to be validated by the quantitative results which show that the lecturers disagreed with the 

statement: “Each lecturer receives research fund/sponsorship at least once every year”. University 

A’s practices to improve research at the process stage are presented in the next section.  

5.2.4.2 Process dimension 

This section presents the qualitative and the quantitative results on the practices used to improve 

research at the process stage at University A. The qualitative results from the document and 

interview transcript analysis are presented first.  

5.2.4.2.1 Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses 

Several mechanisms were in place to assure the quality of research process at University A. Some 

of these were monitoring and reporting the research progress and evaluating research proposals 

and encouraging team research. Each of these themes are discussed in turns below. 

• Reviewing/Evaluating research proposals or protocols 

A document analysis shows that the University’s quality objective in relation to research was “to 

promote ethical standards in the conduct of research” which it aimed to achieve by “ensuring strict 

compliance with ethical standards for the conduct of research” (Quality Assurance Policy & 
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Strategy, 2013:14). The University’s progress on this matter reflected in its annual research report, 

revealed that the Research Ethics Committee had reviewed 37 proposals out of 60 proposals it had 

received (Annual Research Report, 2015:163).  

An analysis of interview transcripts revealed that some of the reviews were done through the 

Research Management Office and the Research Ethics Committee. Describing some of the services 

to the researchers at the University, the Director, RMO reported that it was through the expertise 

from the office that they were  

…able to guide our early career researchers in terms of guiding them to write good proposals, 

in terms of quality assurance, and in terms of working on their proposals for them (Director, 

RMO:1).  

• Monitoring research progress through researcher reports and seminar presentations 

The University’s Annual Reports revealed that there was a Monitoring Committee that monitored 

the implementation of research. This supported the mandate given to the University’s Research 

Ethics Monitoring and Evaluation Sub-committees “to report any unethical conduct in research to 

the EC (Ethics Committee) and eventually to the University’s ERRB for necessary sanctions” 

(Ethics Policy, 2013:21). The University’s Research Foundation also had an Implementation and 

Monitoring Committee whose task was to develop a framework for monitoring and assessing 

progress on projects (Research Report, 2016:51).  

An analysis of interview transcripts showed that researchers working on research projects, 

especially sponsored projects were not left to finish executing the projects without any form of 

monitoring and reporting. There were several mechanisms in place to ensure that they operated 

within the bounds of ethical conduct: 

We have a quality assurance officer among our research administrators. Usually, the 

research administrators that are domiciled in the faculties are expected to move round the 

researchers, but the practice most of the time is for the Principal Investigator to liaise 

directly with the Director of Management Office…We also ask for quarterly report... 

(Director, RMO:4).  
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Apart from the controls from the RMO, there were also mechanisms within the departments and 

faculties:  

It [research project] is being monitored because if a person is given a grant or is holding a 

chair of any department, you give a report every year, you publish every year, and also give 

a seminar on what you have done for that year and what you have done with that money, 

and people will be there to ask questions (Director, DQA:6).  

It could be deduced from these excerpts that there was monitoring of progress of ongoing research 

as well as financial probity of researchers implementing a research project. However, this appeared 

to be restricted to funded research projects.  

• Encouraging collaborative, interdisciplinary and team research 

Collaborative and team research was identified as one of the strategies for assuring high quality 

research. A document analysis showed that the University sought to: “promote multidisciplinary, 

transdisciplinary and international collaborative research aimed at knowledge, skill and 

technology exchanges and transfer” as a means to promote research within the University 

(Research Policy and Research Management, 2011: 5; Quality Assurance Policy and Strategies, 

2013:14). This culture of promoting research collaborations and partnerships was evident in its 

research reports of 2015 to 2017. In an interview on how this operated to assure quality of research, 

the following information emerged: 

…we encourage teamwork. For instance, in my own department, I am a team leader, 

professors are team leaders, and the other lecturers are under you. You can write a paper 

with three or four other people. So, we discourage sole authorship, we discourage that. That 

way, you are meant to have quality work. Normally, interdisciplinary work is also 

encouraged. If you don’t do it alone, but do it with others, it will be of high quality and that 

is what we encourage here (Director, DQA:1). 

One of the university-wide programmes for promoting team or interdisciplinary research activities 

among academics/researchers was through the office of the DVC, RISP. It involved organising 

workshops for interdisciplinary research, grouping people into teams, providing mentors for each 
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group, giving them priority in terms of conference attendance and incentivising the research groups 

as stated below. 

…this interdisciplinary workshop will be a regular talk shop. We talk and then with 150 

people, we want to form a cohort of 30 researchers within the university that will have 

interdisciplinary collaboration and it is forcing them together…. We draw a database of 

people who can mentor and then they will go there and look and say: “OK, I want so, and 

so”, and then that person will be assigned to them. All the person needs to do is to guide 

them with their research agenda. This one is for lecturers, senior lecturers and below… Then 

the university prioritises them when it comes to conference attendance and stuff like that. 

Then if they are able to do something tangible, we can give them incentives within the 

university setting (DVC, RISP:13). 

Evidently, there were mechanisms to improve collaborative, interdisciplinary or team research at 

this university both at the departmental and institutional levels.  

5.2.4.2.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

This section displays quantitative data from the survey of lecturers’ perceptions on the practices 

used by their university to improve research at the process stage. The practices to improve the 

ongoing research involved submitting both lecturers and students’ research proposals to the 

research ethics committee for review. On other items related to quality assurance, the lecturers 

were undecided as reflected in Table 5.4. 

Table 5.4: Mean responses on IQA practices to improve research process at University A 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

A RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

B RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION    

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research Process    

16 There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by colleagues to 

improve the research process 
3.1 1.3 U 

17 Results from the peer review are used for improving research performance of 

academics 
3.4 1.4 U 
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

18 Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers at the 

university through which they receive feedback to improve their work 
3.4 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.3 1.2 U 

VII Providing Forum for Interaction among Academics on their Research    

19 There is forum for academics to discuss their research results with colleagues 

in the department/faculty 
3.4 1.4 U 

20 There is opportunity for discussions of ongoing research among colleagues 3.4 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.4 1.3 U 

VIII Review of Research Proposals by Ethics Committee    

21 Research proposals by lecturers at this university go through the Research 

Ethics Committee / Board 
3.8 0.9 A 

22 Research proposals by doctoral students go through the approval by the 

Research Ethics Committee / Board 
4.0 1.0 A 

 Subscale Mean 3.9 1.0 A 

 

When placed together, the three sources of data confirmed that this university’s practice involved 

promoting quality research process through promoting ethical conduct of research. The area that 

appeared divergent was a matter of scope of application. The practice of monitoring research 

process through reports and seminar presentation was for sponsored research. The lecturers’ 

undecidedness on whether the “Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers at 

the university through which they receive feedback to improve their work” could be because this 

was not a general practice in all forms of research. That multidisciplinary and team research as a 

possible means of improving the quality of research process was additional information from the 

qualitative data. In the next section, the practices used by University A to improve research output 

are reported.  

5.2.4.3 Output dimension 

This section presents results on practices used by University A to improve research at the output 

stage.  
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5.2.4.3.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses 

After research was completed and published, the university engaged in a number of practices to 

improve research. Some of these were: setting up and executing the appraisal and promotion 

process that emphasised quality research; recognising and rewarding high-performing researchers; 

encouraging translation of research outputs into programmes with an impact on the community; 

monitoring research productivity through annual reports; and promoting research visibility. Each 

of these are discussed in more detail below.  

• Setting and executing stringent appraisal and promotion process that emphasises quality of 

publications 

This relates to not only having appraisal policies and guidelines that are strict but executing them 

objectively. Appraisal and promotion were viewed as the most important processes through which 

the quality of university research could be enhanced. This emphasis on quality of publication was 

supported by the fact that publication points were greater than the points for teaching and 

community service. Research and publication alone accounted for 35%, 50%, 71% and 78% of the 

aggregate minimum score for promotion to the ranks of Lecturer I, Senior Lecturer, Reader and 

Professor respectively. There were also other rigorous aspects of the appointment and promotion 

process that emphasised the quality of journals and books publishers and the entire promotion 

process (Regulations and Guidelines of Promotions for Academic Staff, 2019:10). 

The interview analysis revealed how rigorous academic staff appraisal and promotion was at 

University B.  

We pride ourselves on the fact that our promotion guidelines are about the most stringent 

anywhere in Nigeria. Up till now at this university, once you want to get to the professorial 

cadre, we don’t only depend on the internal assessment. Promotion at this university is not 

subjective. It’s not a matter of, I like your face, or I don’t like your face. No matter how much 

the Vice-Chancellor likes you, he cannot make you a professor as we know it happens in 

some universities (DVC, RISP:2). 
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Some of ways of assuring quality of this process included insisting that academics publish in high-

quality journals and having multiple layers of promotion processes. The way in which this 

happened is described in the extract below.  

…the quality of publication is determined at the level of the department. That is why 

promotion goes through different levels. I mean, we have heard about predatory journals. 

Those ones are banned at this University here. We have decisive actions in the past, but it is 

very laborious because journals appear every day. So, to keep the journal list because like 

5-10 years ago, every department was requested to submit approved journals that they 

published in. So that mechanism of quality control will be at the department level (DVC, 

RISP:15). 

This was further clarified by another participant in this manner: 

At this university, the quality of research is measured by the output of where you publish. If 

you publish in good journals, it will be properly reviewed and peer reviewed. At least two 

people must review that manuscript properly and all corrections must be made before it is 

published. The quality of the journal really matters to us here. You can’t just publish 

anywhere (Director, DQA:1). 

This suggests that the University engaged in stringent promotion processes.  

• Tying monetary incentives to good publications 

One of the mechanisms adopted by University A was giving monetary incentives for publishing 

in good journals. This was in line with the policy strategies for improving research which was to 

promote and reward “groundbreaking, innovative research, patented research products and 

publications” (Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy, 2013:14). An interview transcript revealed 

how the research management offices implemented this thus:  

It was a lot of efforts to get our researchers into this mindset. Initially, we started by using 

incentives – publish well, submit your publications and you get N25,000. They didn’t 

believe it was going to work. But just a few of them tried it and all of them got it (Director, 

RMO:11). 
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• Recognising and showcasing high-performing researchers 

Recognising good researchers was one of the strategies used by the university to improve its 

research by motivating and enhancing the researchers’ interest. The theme ‘showcasing of 

researchers’ with research capacity’ was supported by the reports found in the annual research 

reports of University A. In these reports, a space was reserved for high-performing researchers 

called the “Roll of Honour” corner. This was found in the annual research reports for 2016 and 

2017. The recognition was given to those who had more than 10 research outputs (published 

research articles, conference proceedings etc.) in the year under review. 

An interview analysis showed how this was done. According to the Director, RMO,  

The third one we did was now this recognition. So, out of the submission we looked for the 

best and we showcased the researchers. So, they started calling us (Director, RMO:12).  

Another avenue for recognising researchers is through the annual research reports. Director, 

RMO:4 clarified this as follows:  

…in the publications section in research reports, we have a way of tagging people with 

good research output and showcasing them, so they ask questions and we come in 

regularly.  

This suggests that showcasing good researchers in the university’s annual report motivates others 

to call the RMO to access its numerous services for promoting research activities.  

• Encouraging translation of research output into impact on communities 

A document analysis revealed that one of this university’s objectives was to “ensure the 

commercialisation of relevant research findings” (Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy, 2013:14). 

How this university implemented this was reported in its numerous annual research reports for 

2015, 2016 and 2017. From an interview analysis, the ways of promoting the conduct of quality 

research and making it useful to the immediate communities were described:  

We are moving beyond just writing papers to impact, and we cannot have impact without 

necessarily carrying out research that is meaningful and has applicability in society. So, we 

encourage this kind of things by putting some of the structures in place…. So, those SMEs 
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that do not have the capacity for internal R and D and we find out what their challenges 

are… Those are the kinds of research studies that have impact on society, but it is not going 

to happen because a researcher also needs the institutional support to make it happen (DVC, 

RISP:3-4). 

Some of the support provided to researchers to achieve impactful research was described as 

follows: 

We encourage them; if we need to follow them to the communities, we do. We speak with the 

kingmakers and then we follow them. “How do you approach all this? Well, it’s a small 

thing now.” So, target the community that you know that whatever output you have, will be 

useful to them, and so, we follow them to the communities (Director, RMO:13). 

• Monitoring research productivity and reporting through annual research reports 

The university monitored research productivity of academic staff and reported it in diverse media, 

especially through the annual research reports. Researcher visibility was perceived as one of the 

ways in which research capacity of the university was known, publicised and promoted.  

Each year we have research output publications of all lecturers. I have one for 2017 here. 

That of 2018 is being compiled. At the end of every year, each lecturer must submit what he 

has published for that year (Director, DQA:1).  

Reporting research outputs of academics/researchers in annual research reports from 2014 to 2017 

and a summary of research outputs by faculties and departments served as a motivation to scholars.  

• Promoting researcher visibility 

Policy documents revealed the university’s desire to promote research outputs through publicising 

its research. One policy stated: “The research activities and outputs of the University shall be 

widely publicised” and it sought to develop and implement a research dissemination framework to 

promote research at the University (Quality Assurance Policy and Strategies: 2013:14; Research 

Policy and Research Management Office, 2011:7). One of the strategies meant to promote research 

was to enforce researcher visibility. This involved several mechanisms of ensuring that academics 
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compulsorily registered in Google Scholar, Open Researcher and Contributor Identification 

(ORCID) and the likes.  

One of the things we did was to mandatorily say that every lecturer must sign up on the 

Google scholar citation. So, some people don’t have it, and some have it. It might shock you 

that we have academic staff that are not internet savvy or are not technology savvy. There 

is no way you can be visible to the external world. So, we sent it out (DVC, RISP:6). 

This statement was validated by the Director of Quality Assurance who noted,  

Google scholar is part of the quality we are talking about. If your work is not in Google 

scholar or Google scholar indexed journals, it means your work is not of high quality 

(Director, DQA:5). 

• Using information  

This theme portrays how universities use information from assessment for improving research or 

informing stakeholders of their efforts to improve research. This university used information for 

ranking and decision-making. It equally made its activities known to the public. 

• Internal ranking and using information for decision-making 

University A did internal ranking and provided information to the academics to know their 

standing on research activities and research related issues. This information was publicised within 

the university and used for internal decision-making as explained below. 

Because what we did was to do an analysis and a sort of internal ranking and circulated 

it…. So, there was a big book that we did and that circulated among staff just for them to see 

the ranking and gender skew; how many women are at this level? How many men? So, if we 

want to employ, if you are mainstreaming gender at this University, we have data to show 

where we have the deficiency (DVC, RISP:5). 

• Use of research reports and website as sources of information to stakeholders 
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To provide information to stakeholders on the University’s research supports, activities and 

research outputs, annual research reports and University website were used. The Director, RMO 

explained:  

Basically, we use the website and then of course the research reports. But when the office of 

the DVC (Research) came into being, it has been managing that. So, if you look at the website 

for the office you see a lot of things. The Office has been doing that very well (Director, 

RMO:8). 

5.2.4.3.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

In this section, a quantitative data analysis on the lecturers’ perceptions of University A’s practices 

to improve research inputs are presented in Table 5.5. For the research output dimension, the 

university engaged in monitoring, assessment and evaluation of research productivity and using 

results for improvement purposes. The academics were undecided on other aspects of the internal 

practices to improve research.  

Table 5.5: Mean responses on IQA practices to improve research at output state in University A 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

C RESEARCH OUTPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

IX Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Progress in Research Outputs and 

Using the Results 

   

23 Research performance indicators are developed and used to assess its 

progress in research Outputs 
3.6 1.2 A 

24 Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are used to guide research 

funding and provision of facilities 
3.6 1.2 A 

25 Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of research productivity 

are used for staff motivation 
3.8 1.1 A 

26 Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in 

research guide decisions on research training for academics 
3.7 1.1 A 

27 Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports on our progress and 

areas of deficiency 
3.5 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.6 1.0 A 

 

There was an agreement among the three sources of data at University A regarding the assessment 

and reporting of progress research outputs and using the results for promoting research activities. 
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However, qualitative results presented more details on various ways in which the results of the 

research output assessment were used. It also provided additional information on other ways of 

promoting research at the output stage such as setting and executing stringent appraisal and 

promotion processes that emphasised the quality of publications, encouraging translation of 

research output into implementable community outreach initiatives and promoting researcher 

visibility. The qualitative data provided further information on the effects of the practices to 

improve research as discussed in the next section. 

5.2.4.4 Effects of IQA practices to improve research in University A  

The document and interview transcript analyses revealed some of the effects of the practices meant 

to improve research at University A.  

5.2.4.4.1 Improved research output, research grants and university ranking 

This was reported by RMO in the annual research report of 2017 and corroborated by the statement 

of the Vice-Chancellor in one of the University’s Research Report: 

The University worked very hard and attracted more international and local research grants 

in the previous years. In addition, the University Research Foundation was better funded and 

repositioned for boosting results-oriented research activities…. More grants were awarded 

after very competitive and rigorous review cum selection process of received proposal 

applications. As evident from this 2017 Research Report, these notable efforts have been 

greatly beneficial in the research capacity building of research scholars and have led to 

significant improvement in our research output (Research Report, 2017:5). 

An interview analysis revealed that the participants reported a positive impact of the practices on 

the University research performance. It increased the number of research grants and sponsored 

projects and improved the university ranking. The Quality Assurance Director reported that they 

had improved ranking thus, 

We are now between 500 and 600 in the Times Higher Education Ranking. Before we were 

between 600 and 800. Now we have improved tremendously, and we are still improving 

(Director, DQA:5). 
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Apart from the improved ranking, other effects were getting more research grants. There was also 

improved impact of the university’s research on the communities and increased motivation of 

scholars. The Director, RMO summarised some of the positive impacts in the following words:  

Yes, we have improved the ranking of the university. We also have researchers with grants. 

Not only that, we have been able to transform a lot of communities around through the 

research outputs. We have been able to change the researchers’ orientation from seeking to 

get published, getting promoted and then dumping whatever was published. So, the 

awareness now is: Yes! You get your promotion, but you must be able to translate your 

research into impact. They know the way we have been carrying (supporting) our 

researchers who were able to do that along. So, every one of them is struggling to do one 

thing whereby they can be showcased. (Director, RMO:9).  

The fact that the faculty/departmental ranking had a positive impact on scholars was also hinted at 

by the DVC, RISP:6 thus, “it sort of gingered people up”. Another important spinoff of the ranking 

was that it exposed the areas of weakness of departments which could inform decision-making as 

stated in the following extract: 

It is obvious that there are some things you don’t know, and data exposes a lot of things to 

you. Like in a department where a lot of lecturers are stagnating, you know. By the time you 

did the ranking, you found out that the number of years for you to move from one step to 

another was very high in that Department. Of course, it affected that Faculty’s ranking 

negatively. I always tell them that if you are not building, you are pulling down (DVC, 

RISP:6).  

5.2.5 How External Quality Assurance Mechanisms Influence IQA Practices for Improving 

Research Outputs at University A 

5.2.5.1 Qualitative results  

There was little data on the influence that the external quality assurance mechanisms exerted on 

the internal practices to improve research at University A. As noted by the Quality Assurance 

Director, the establishment of the University’s Quality Assurance was based on international 
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outlook with regard to quality assurance mechanisms. Talking on the motivation for setting up 

IQA unit at the university, the Director, DQA said: 

Well, this quality assurance has been on all over the world. We want to be part of them and 

so it was introduced in 2009. We started by preparing the policy before and commenced in 

2011. It’s an internal thing, but now the NUC has mandated that all universities must have 

IQA systems (Director, DQA:7). 

He further noted that no policy or manual was received from NUC as a guide on how to 

institutionalise IQA in universities. However, one aspect of the contribution of the external quality 

assurance agency, NUC mentioned by the Director, Research Management its hosting and 

coordination of meetings of Directors of Research in Nigerian universities. 

5.2.5.2 Quantitative results  

The perspectives of lecturers from University A show that about half of them (48.4%) of them 

believed that the NUC’s QA mechanisms influenced their University’s IQA with regard to 

research, about the same the percentage (43.8%) did not know (Table 5.6).  

Table 5.6: Responses on whether the NUC’s QA mechanisms influence IQA of research 

 Frequency Percent 

   Yes 31 48.4 

No 5 7.8 

I Don’t Know 28 43.8 

Total 64 100.0 

 

The results presented in Table 5.7 show that an overwhelming majority of the respondents 

indicated that the NUC’s EQA practices influenced their university by making their university 

create IQA unit and developing research policies and guidelines while two thirds of the 

respondents agreed that it has led to their university: procuring facilities for research; conducting 

periodic assessment of the university’s research performance; and creating performance indicators 

for university research function.  
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Table 5.7: How EQA mechanisms influence IQA practices (n=31) 

  Yes No Don’t know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Making my university create IQA unit  27 87.1% 2 6.5% 2 6.5%  

2. Procuring facilities for research  19 61.3% 7 22.6% 5 16.1%  

3. Developing research policies and 

guidelines 

 
29 93.5% 0 0.0% 2 6.5%  

4. Allocating funds for research  13 41.9% 10 32.3% 8 25.8%  

5. Conducting periodic assessment of my 

university’s research performance 

 
19 61.3% 1 3.2% 11 35.5%  

6. Creating performance indicators for 

my university research function 

 
21 67.7% 2 6.5% 8 25.8%  

 

5.2.6 Factors that Constrain Nigerian Universities’ IQA Practices that Support 

Improvement in Research Outputs: University A 

5.2.6.1 Qualitative results 

The efforts geared towards implementing strong internal mechanisms to improve research at 

University A had a number of constraints. These were broadly categorised as internal constraints 

to the university such as university staff or university management and external constraints such 

as those from the government and its agencies.  

5.2.6.1.1 Constraints from university academics 

From the narratives by the participants, one of the constraints emanating from academics was less 

compliance due to academic freedom. This relates to carrying academic being slow in complying 

with instructions and directives because of their insistence on academic freedom. This was 

described by the DVC (RISP) in these words: 

So, we sent it out. Of course, it wasn’t successful because one of the issues we have with the 

university system is that academic freedom makes it difficult to control people or to force 

them to do things. As I said, anything that has no consequence, people will just take it as a 

guideline or advice, and they can either take or leave it. Out of 114 departments, we got 55 

(DVC, RISP:7).  
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Another constraint from academics relates to the unpopularity of IQA practices among academic 

staff. Some internal quality control measures such as assessment and ranking are not acceptable to 

academics. This was described by the DVC in these words:  

Because what we did was to do an analysis and do a sort of internal ranking and circulated 

it, which most people didn’t like because they look at it and say: “Ah! My Department?” 

(DVC, RISP:8). 

Another factor that may be tied to the attitudes of academics or generality of staff is a culture of 

compromise. This was described this way: 

It is a Nigerian thing. We cannot separate sentiments from work and reality. I have people 

in my department that taught me as a student, and are still sitting there… At some point, 

people will start saying: ‘let’s help somebody become something.’ So, we have to understand 

we can’t be helping people. I always tell people: ‘when you water down the quality, you are 

watering down the quality of everybody.’ (DVC, RISP:21). 

These words do not only show what culture of compromise existed at the university but how it 

could affect the quality of university academics, the quality of research and university education 

generally.  

5.2.6.1.2 Constraints from university management 

Some of the constraints identified by the participants were categorised under university 

management. These included inadequate implementation of university policies and a lack of 

funds/resources.  

The Director, RMO:10 identified inadequate implementation of policies as one of the constraints 

thus,  

We have policies, well laid down policies and if we abide by them, I don’t think we would 

have problems. First and foremost, I think most of them are not yet implemented, and if 

they are, they are not implemented well. So, it’s just to take the policies and implement 

them properly (Director, RMO:10). 
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This shows that University A had policies with appropriate roadmap for promoting research, but 

some relevant policies had not been implemented as expected to achieve the desired results. 

Another constraint associated with the university management was inadequate human and material 

resources to enable established Directorates to function effectively. Some of the resources lacking 

were funds, personnel and a vehicle for mobility:  

One of the challenges is funding. Because the directorate is under the Vice-Chancellor’s 

office and we need money, then we need enough staff. There is only one secretary and one 

clerical officer doing the work, and apart from that, we need to analyse data. We outsource 

some analysis which we would have preferred to do inside the office, and the results will 

now come from outside when they should be coming from within the office.… Right now, we 

need a vehicle to move around because we move from one faculty to the other during the 

assessment of the lecturers (Director, DQA:7).  

The issue of inadequate funds for operation was identified by the Director, RMO who cited it as 

the number one problem of the Office.  

Number one is funding; that’s one big challenge for the office. Like I said earlier on, we 

have support from the Postgraduate College. In fact, that is the major source of support or 

survival. There is this other money that is supposed to come from the university. You know 

from every sponsored project, a percentage is supposed to come to the university and from 

there, there is a certain percentage that should come to the office, but that is often not 

available. So, the major challenge is funding (Director, RMO:8). 

The above extract suggests that inadequate resources, especially funds was a major constraint to 

the IQA practices at University A. 

• Government bureaucracy on employment affects recruitment 

Government bureaucracy concerning employment was identified as one of the constraints to IQA 

at the university. Describing this challenge, the DVC, RISP said: 

Unfortunately, we have a challenge right now and the challenges are that the universities 

have been turned into ministries whereby we have to seek approval from the Federal 

Government before we can recruit, which doesn’t make sense. Right now, this university has 



 

 

162 

 

over 30 or 40 people, but we cannot bring them in because they wouldn’t be paid; they 

wouldn’t be included in the payroll (DVC, RISP:9). 

This problem may be related to constraints like a lack of enough staff identified by the Director, 

DQA.  

5.2.6.2 Quantitative results  

The results in Table 5.8 show that factors such as lack of structures to support IQA and insufficient 

technical support, highly constrained the University’s IQAs practices for improving research. This 

is shown by the mean ratings of 3.61 and 3.64 respectively. On the other hand, the following 

presented moderate constraints to the University: a lack of clarity of IQA policies and information; 

resistance by non-academic staff; inadequate commitment of top management/university 

administration; inadequate commitment of academics; and poor quality of leadership/lack of 

support/motivation by the university. Resistance by academic staff was viewed by academic staff 

of the university as the low constraint.  

Table 5.8: Mean ratings on factors that constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices for 

Improving research outputs 

   Mean SD Remark 

1 Lack of clarity of IQA policies and information 3.3 1.4 Moderate 

2 Resistance by non-academic staff 2.7 1.4 Moderate 

3 Resistance by academic staff 2.3 1.0 Low 

4 Lack of structures to support IQA 3.6 1.1 High 

5 Inadequate commitment of top management / university 

administration 
3.2 1.1 Moderate 

6 Inadequate commitment of academics 2.9 1.1 Moderate 

7 Poor motivation by the university 3.1 1.3 Moderate 

8 Insufficient technical support 3.6 1.2 High 

 

5.2.7 Findings – University A 

The analysis shows that: 

1. There are necessary policies and structures to promote research in University A.  

2. University A engaged in IQA practices directed at improving the quality of research input by 

using structures and policies to support research activities within the university, recruiting 
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people with research potential and research competence through a merit-based process, 

providing mentoring and training for both lecturers and students and providing access to 

sources of funding for research. This was supported by the qualitative and quantitative data. 

Other practices mentioned in the qualitative analysis included providing incentives to the 

scholars as a means of motivating research engagement.  

In terms of practices used to improve the research process, the qualitative analysis revealed that 

University A engaged in monitoring the progress of research projects. Researchers also reported 

their progress and presented their ongoing research at seminars. This tallied with the quantitative 

responses from the lecturers who agreed that a forum was created for academics to report on their 

ongoing research. Other practices included engaging in collaborative and interdisciplinary research 

which were viewed as a means of improving research work. 

Concerning how the university engaged in IQA practices directed at the research outputs, the 

following emerged from the qualitative data: setting and executing stringent appraisal and 

promotion processes; showcasing high-performing researchers in the annual research reports; and 

providing monetary incentives for good publications. These are supported by the quantitative 

analysis of lecturers’ responses. The lecturers agreed that there was a process of appraisal and 

promotion in place and that there was monitoring, evaluation and the use of results. Other practices 

identified in the qualitative data were encouraging researchers to translate their research outputs 

to impact the community and promoting researcher visibility by presenting their research outputs 

in diverse media.  

An area of deficiency in the practices meant to improve research at this University was that there 

was no comprehensive workload policy and practice. Time is one of the vital inputs for research 

success. However, both in the interviews or document analysis, no mention was made of the 

practices intended to improve time, yet in the promotion regulations, the highest weight was given 

to research and publication (30%). Furthermore, there was no workload schedule for academic 

duties. This lack of research schedule was described by the Director, Quality Assurance in these 

words:  
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…They will assign a job to you and what to teach… The lecturers have to create time for 

research. As I said, nobody has enough time. It depends on individuals; you have to create 

time (Director, DQA:4). 

The statement by the DVC (Research) on having a comprehensive workload policy and practice 

highlighted this deficiency further.  

We run the British system here. As you come in, you know what you are supposed to do. 

The way your appointment letter reads, you are supposed to teach, you are supposed to 

carry out research, and the administrative duties as assigned. So, nobody allots any 

percentage…It’s just about juggling and managing your time. Like I said, it’s been the 

UK system from time immemorial. So, nobody allocates time and say: “You have 30% to 

do this or that.” But, I think, the only control we have is around staff-student ratio... 

(DVC, RISP: 12). 

The above excerpt corroborates the lecturers’ perceptions on allotting time for research. This 

suggests that the practice of personal time management by academics with regard to their academic 

workload without institutional academic workload policy may be detrimental to the lecturers’ 

engagement in research, particularly where the student-teacher ratio is above the threshold 

recommended by NUC as was the case with this university and others. 

3. Absence of a formal mentorship programme: While recognising the importance of mentoring 

in the development of research capacity of PhD students and early career researchers, there 

were no formal or explicit practices to ensure that mentoring took place. It was often an 

informal arrangement in which individual academics sought themselves as stated below. 

…If you bring in the right people, they just need the guidance of mentors. Most universities 

in Nigeria don’t have a formal mentoring programme, but recently, we are developing one, 

especially for women, because women juggle much more than men do. Women have a bit 

of a challenge with informal mentoring that goes on within the university setting (DVC, 

RISP:14). 

4. The effects of practices included an improved ranking of the University, increased research 

grants and greater impact of university research on the surrounding communities. 
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5. Qualitative data suggested that University A’s quality assurance practices were directly 

influenced by international focus, however, quantitative data from lecturers showed that most 

of them believed that external quality assurance mechanisms by NUC affected their 

University’s internal quality practices, specifically in creating IQA unit; procuring research 

facilities; developing research policies and guidelines; conducting periodic assessment of its 

research performance; and creating performance indicators for its research function. However, 

NUC’s mechanisms did not influence its allocation of funds for research. 

6. Constraints to IQA of university research included academics themselves through non-

compliance due to the misconception of academic freedom and compromise. The practice of 

IQA was also constrained by university management themselves due to inadequate 

implementation of available policies and inadequate provision of resources. The government’s 

constraints came from its bureaucracy which delayed processes and inadequate funding. Other 

factors that were highly deemed to constrain IQA practices for improving research were 

insufficient technical support and lack of structures, while a lack of quality assurance policies 

and information, resistance by non-academic staff, inadequate commitment by top 

management, inadequate commitment of academics and the University’s poor motivation were 

identified as moderate constraints. Other constraints included the points-based assessment for 

promotion and a heavy workload related to teaching and administrative duties. 

5.3 WITHIN CASE ANALYSIS – UNIVERSITY B 

5.3.1 University B Context 

University B is a Federal University of Technology located in the northern part of Nigeria. As at 

2018, University B was 36 years old. According to the statistics I obtained from the Resource and 

Statistical Planning Unite of NUC, University B had student enrolment of 20 604 students 

composed of 19 423 undergraduates and 1 181 postgraduates. The academic staff strength of the 

University was 893, which translated into a student-teacher ratio of 23:1. 

The vision of University B was to become a world-class and Nigeria’s leading university 

recognised for its excellence in capacity building and service delivery (Research Policy and 

Strategy, 2015:10). It identified the following as the problems militating against its research 

activities: excessive workload; inadequate infrastructural facilities; a lack of adequate research 



 

 

166 

 

support system; a lack of access to research information; and poor research proposal writing skills. 

University B’s Research Policy and Strategy (2015:17) confirmed this thus: “Research proposals 

submitted for UBR normally fall short of the Board’s standards because they are poorly written. 

Most of our staff are not skilled in writing award winning proposals. This is a major factor 

accounting for the very low accessibility of external grants by our researchers”. Other factors 

included the absence of pre- and post-award support system; a lack of effective monitoring and 

evaluation of implementation of research project; the absence of patents and commercialisation of 

intellectual properties; and over-dependence on internal research grants (Research Policy and 

Strategy, 2015:17). 

The total research outputs of University B for a period of 10 years (2008–2017) based on Scopus 

database were 879 publications. These were distributed as follows: 43, 39, 72, 76, 86, 99, 109, 96, 

142 and 117 for the period under review (Afolabi et al., 2019:151). This placed this University at 

the 16th position among the federal universities assessed and second among the four case 

universities. 

Statistics on research funding by the TETFund provide information on the University’s capacity 

to access funding opportunities for its research activities between 2009 and 2018. In terms of 

access to the TETFund institution-based research funding, this university had drawn 61.6% of its 

research allocation funds to the tune of N103 million. This shows that this university was drawing 

significantly from its research allocation through grant writing. For the National Research Fund 

intervention, which was a more competitive funding intervention, University B had won three 

research grants between 2013 and 2016 amounting to N49 million (TETFund Office, 2019). It was 

among the top three universities during the first and only institutional accreditation conducted in 

Nigeria by NUC 2011. It came out on top in the first institutional accreditation where 26 

universities participated. 

5.3.2 Background Information of Participants: 

5.3.2.1 Qualitative data 

Out of three potential participants identified, two were interviewed, namely the Director of 

Research and the Director, Quality Assurance. 
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5.3.2.2 Quantitative Data 

Out of 75 questionnaires distributed, 35 were returned, representing a return rate of 46.7%. The 

characteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 5.9 which shows that a greater percentage 

of them (42.9%) were from the School of Science and Technology, followed by the School of 

Physical Science with 40% respondents. The School of Information and Communication was the 

least represented with 17.1% of respondents. Of the 35 respondents, 5 (14.3%) did not indicate 

their length of stay at the University while the majority (48.6%) indicated that they had been at the 

university for between 11 and 15 years. This was followed by those who had been there for 

between 6 and 10 years. Most respondents were senior lecturers (51.4%) followed by Lecturers II 

(20%), Readers/Associate professors (14.3%), Lecturers I (11.4%) and professors (2.9%). Most 

respondents (77.4%) did not hold any positions, while 19.4% were Heads of Departments and 

3.2% were Associate Deans. A large percentage of respondents (96.7%) reported that they had not 

held any post while 3.3% had held the positions of Heads of Departments in the past. 

Table 5.9: Respondents’ background information at University B 

Background Information N =35 % 

Faculty:   

 School of Information & Communication  Technology 6 17.1 

 School of Science & Technology Education 15 42.9 

 School of Physical Science 14 40.0 

Length of Stay in Current University: 
  

 Below 6 years 1 2.9 

 6 – 10 years 7 20.0 

 11– 15 years  17 48.6 

 16 years & Above 5 14.3 

 Non-Response 5 14.3 

Rank:   

 Professor 1 2.9 

 Reader/Associate Professor 5 14.3 

 Senior Lecturer 18 51.4 

 Lecturer I 4 11.4 

 Lecturer II 7 20.0 

 Non-Response 1 1.6 
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Background Information N =35 % 

Current Post:   

 Dean 1 2.9 

 Head of Department 6 17.1 

 None 24 68.6 

 Non-Response 4 11.4 

Previous Posts Held:   

 Head of Department 1 2.9 

 None 29 82.9 

 Non-Response 5 14.3 

 

5.3.3 Internal Quality Assurance Policies and Structures Available to Support Research 

Outputs at University B 

This section presents qualitative and quantitative results that sought to answer the question: What 

IQA policies and structures are available to improve research at University B? 

5.3.2.1 Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses  

For the qualitative data, three documents were available, namely the research policy, academic 

staff appraisal and promotion guidelines, and the quality assurance instrument. From an interview 

with the Director of Research, it emerged that the development of research ethics and intellectual 

property policy was ongoing. (See Appendix IX for description of the documents).  

University B defined its research policy as a “framework for the management, support and 

development of research” (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:23–42) with the following 

structures for supporting research within the university: 

• Board, Directorate of Research, Innovation and Development 

• Directorate of Research, Innovation and Development and it subunits 

• Research Project Appraisal Committee 

• Monitoring and Evaluation Committee 

• Senate Research Grant 
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The interview transcripts confirmed the existence of these structures within the university. 

Additional structures not found in the document were the “Intellectual Property Transfer Office” 

and “Office of Quality Assurance and Productivity.” 

The evolution of the “Directorate for Research, Innovation and Development” was described as 

by the Director thus: 

It’s as old as this university, but it has been transformed. It was formerly called ‘University 

Board of Research’ (Director, DRID:4).  

The office provides information on research grant opportunities, organises grant writing 

workshops for academic staff and monitors the execution of the research grants. The Directorate 

works with several other committees such as the Monitoring Committee and Evaluation 

Committee.  

The Office of Quality Assurance and Productivity was set up in 2011 but it had no documented 

policy. The motivation for setting it up was to handle the issue of moonlighting lecturers. The 

Director narrated the origin of the Office as follows:  

…you should understand the genesis of why every university in Nigeria is asked to have an 

office of quality assurance. There was one teacher here who was going as far as Enugu and 

Maiduguri to teach. So, when he teaches one semester here, another semester there, and 

then maybe one day here. He condensed teaching of one week into one day or two days, runs 

there, then by the time he comes here, the students have been waiting and waiting, and then 

he squeezes the outstanding lectures into two days. He gives a quiz, and he is gone again…. 

So now, what kind of quality of instructional service delivery do you have there? So, the 

question is, how do you handle that? The report got to the Council and they said: “We must 

come up with a strategy of measuring input of every teacher, and every staff member” 

(Director, QAP:3). 

From the above excerpt, it is evident that the primary challenge that led to the establishment of the 

IQA office at this university was the lecturers’ unprofessional conduct of moonlighting and 

deficient instructional delivery. From that incident, the university developed a comprehensive 
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policy that focused on the IQA covering all the areas of the university mandate: teaching, research 

and community service as clarified below. 

We developed what we call AOR. AOR stands for Assignment of Responsibilities. It is a 

way of tracking the efforts – input into teaching, the amount of effort taken into research, 

and the amount of effort taken into administrative duties, like being a committee member 

(Director, QAP:1). 

Regarding the monitoring of research, he added: 

We track academics who are doing research and who are not doing research… Grants is 

what we call research (Director, QAP:5,10).  

The assessment instrument from the Director had sections on teaching, research and community 

service which confirmed the Director’s statement.  

5.3.2.2 Quantitative results 

As shown in Table 5.10, academics at University B agreed that the university had the following 

nine policies and structures: Research Policy, Research Ethics Review Board, Quality Assurance 

Directorate, Research and Development Directorate/Research Management Office, QA officers at 

the central administration, QA committee at the central administration, Senate Research 

Committee, and Academic Staff Workload Policy/Guidelines. This shows that nine (64%) out of 

the 14 policies and structures listed were identified as available at the University. 

Table 5.10: Percentage of responses on IQA policies and structures available at University B 

  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Quality Assurance Policy (including 

university research function) 

 
3 8.6 10 28.6 22 62.9  

2. Research Policy  33 94.3 0 0.0 2 5.7  

3. Research Ethics Review Policy  4 11.4 22 62.9 9 25.7  

4. Research Ethics Review Board  20 57.1 4 11.4 11 31.4  

5. Quality Assurance Directorate/ office  33 94.3 1 2.9 1 2.9  

6. Research and Development Directorate / 

Research Management Office 

 
30 85.7 2 5.7 3 8.6  
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  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

7. Patent / Commercialisation office  19 54.3 5 14.3 11 31.4  

8. Quality Assurance Officers at Central 

Administration 

 
34 97.1 0 0.0 1 2.9  

9. Quality Assurance Committees at the 

central administration 

 
29 82.9 2 5.7 4 11.4  

10. Quality Assurance committees in 

Faculties / departments/ units 

 
15 42.9 13 37.1 7 20.0  

11. Senate Research Committee  24 68.6 1 2.9 10 28.6  

12. Senate Research Grant  16 45.7 9 25.7 10 28.6  

13. Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence 

Award 

 
12 34.3 7 20.0 16 45.7  

14. Academic Staff Workload Policy / 

Guidelines 

 
22 62.9 5 14.3 8 22.9  

 

There are areas of agreement between the qualitative and quantitative results with respect to 

policies and structures available at the university to support research. However, from the 

qualitative results, additional structures not mentioned in the quantitative data were identified. 

5.3.4 How University B engaged in IQA Practices to Improve Research 

The results presented here are based on the practices used by the university to improve research 

input, process and output.  

5.3.4.1 Input dimension 

This contains qualitative and quantitative results on the practices used by University B to improve 

its research inputs. The qualitative results consisting of document and interview analyses are 

presented first followed by the quantitative results. 

5.3.4.1.1 Qualitative results: Interview and document analyses  

The themes identified and discussed here were recruiting academics with little or no focus on the 

candidates’ research potential; providing research training for lecturers/postgraduates; providing 

access to facilities through self-sustenance; engaging in collaborations/partnerships to improve 
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research resources; and providing opportunities to access sources of research funds. Each is 

presented in greater detail below.  

• Recruiting academics with focus on teaching capacity 

Academics engage in research activities as one of their key mandates. It is expected that in 

recruiting lecturers, the capacity to perform that role should be a major criterion in the selection 

process. The Guidelines for Appointment and Promotion at this University were such that 

candidates were interviewed after being screened to ensure that they were qualified. The 

requirement for employing an academic was: “a minimum of 2nd class Upper Degree” for graduate 

assistant, and “2nd lower degree plus a good master’s degree registrable for PhD” (Revised 

Guidelines for Appointment and Promotion of Academic Staff 2015:4). This suggests that this 

University employed academics at lower levels with little emphasis on outstanding performance.  

An analysis of the views of two key participants in quality assurance and research management 

indicated that the major criterion was the academic qualification of the applicant. It seems that 

little or no attention was given to research capability or potential of the candidate:  

..You have to be a teacher before you become a researcher. If you are coming as a teacher, 

you are coming from London, another person is coming from Malaysia, and another one 

is coming from the US, and about four of them are from Nigerian universities, the question 

is, how do we determine the best teacher out of these? …You can’t be hired only to come 

and conduct research. Now the first thing is: assume that you come with a first class, 

another person comes with a third class, and the person coming with a third class maybe 

the son to my uncle. Will I leave you out and take that third class person? It’s happening 

in some Nigerian universities. It doesn’t happen here. That’s one source of quality that is 

what we call credentialing (Director, QAP:14). 

Another dimension to recruitment of researchers based on paper qualification was the use of 

automatic appointment of outstanding university graduates based on their grades. Although not 

common at this university, it was done from time to time. 

That one [sole recruitment by Vice-Chancellor] is not done here. Even if that one is done 

here, I put it at 1 out of 100. Aptly put, it will be like 1% if at all it happens. I could 
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remember one time during the administration of our past VC, two master’s students from 

a department had 5.0 on the dot – a distinction. It caught the attention of everybody in the 

senate, and even the VC. Then the VC now said: ‘people like this we should not lose.’ At 

that point, he directed automatic employment. So, you can see how it happened (Director, 

DRID:12). 

However, the usual process of recruitment was applied in this instance. Normally, when there was 

a vacancy in a department, an interview was organised. 

• Providing research training for lecturers/researchers and postgraduates 

Research training involves organising workshops for researchers to develop their capacity in 

proposal and research writing as well as other sources of capacity development such as conferences 

and other workshops. From the document analysis, it emerged that this practice was in line with 

University B’s proposed actions of improving research activities and outputs of the University. 

The policy stated that the University shall: “Implement highly resourceful research capacity 

development initiatives for junior researchers at both institutional and school levels via training 

workshops and seminars on various spheres of research from proposal writing to management of 

projects” (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:37–38).  

An interview analysis confirmed that the university strove to achieve this target. In this regard, the 

Director of DRID stated: 

We organise workshops on grant writing because before now, it will shock you that we 

were having some terrible submissions of proposal write-ups. People didn’t even know 

how to write. When we did the first evaluation, second evaluation and we saw what 

happened, we felt right there as the Evaluation Committee that there’s a need for us as the 

Directorate to organise workshops on grant writing, or in fact award winning grant writing 

proposals…We organised it in 2016 and it was well attended (Director, DRID:5). 

The practice of providing opportunities for people to attend workshops was also presented by the 

Director of Quality Assurance as follows:  

Our people didn’t understand the concept of research fully, and so we begin designing 

workshops for them (Director, QAP:5). 
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To motivate the academic staff to attend training workshops, the university made attendance of 

grants workshops a condition for collection of research proposals from academics in the university. 

Through this method, research proposals were collected only from those who attended the grant 

writing workshop. The Director, Research, expressed this as follows: 

As a way of making sure that everybody attends this workshop, we made it compulsory in 

our next call to attach the certificate of attendance…. If you had attended that workshop 

and we make a call for submission of proposals, you would follow the nitty-gritty of what 

we had told you to do in writing proposals (Director, DRID:6). 

Apart from providing further training for academics, postgraduates were also provided research 

support through the Directorate as indicated below. 

The research office has a representative in the postgraduate school so that we can ensure 

the quality of projects that are being approved. So, those are the areas where the research 

office outlines the mandate of the University (Director, DRID:23). 

Another dimension was to encourage postgraduate students to engage in collaborative research as 

expressed below.  

Like now in fact, I told my students, I have enough of projects on the shelf. I don’t even 

mind if 5 or 6 of you will combine to do a project, but let it solve a problem. Then each 

one prepares a thesis. Most of the time now because of the internet, they copy and paste, 

and then they submit just because they want to graduate. So, enough of that, if we want 

to improve our quality, we should do something differently (Director, DRID:20-21). 

This suggests that providing further training for academics and strong research training for 

postgraduates is important for improving research capacity in a university.  

• Providing access to facilities through self-sustenance  

From a document analysis, it emerged that University B aimed to “Provide schools with financial, 

infrastructural and human resources to create and maintain institutional research capacity…” 

(Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:38). 
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An interview analysis revealed the practices used by the university to provide research facilities 

for their staff and students. These included sustaining laboratories at the university through a bench 

fee:  

….the student who goes there to do analysis pays for a bench to sustain the place. 

Otherwise, it could just collapse without any fund for renovation. We don’t want that to 

happen, so the University sustains it like that. So, these are the things we are doing 

(Director, DRID:21). 

Another mechanism employed by the university was to use research grants to provide facilities 

and equipment for research, and to sustain it even beyond the life of the projects. The following 

narrative clarifies this situation. 

Apart from the fact that grants are coming in whereby some equipment is purchased, the 

University also sources some equipment. It knows the needs of each department. It may not 

be able to do it once, but stage by stage. It tries to make sure that the quality is established 

within the system. So, you don’t have to be going out to do these experiments because by 

going out you can be exposed to many things like manipulation, uncertainty and all those 

kind of things.... Like in our place now, we have the Centre called “Step B”, a World Bank-

funded project. Though the project has lapsed, the university has sustained it. In that 

project, you have equipment that can do some critical analysis, especially either in 

engineering or in the sciences. Our students don’t have to travel to different places 

(Director, DRID:21). 

This suggests that there were obvious efforts to provide research facilities at University B. 

• Engaging in collaborations/partnerships to improve resources  

A document analysis revealed that in line with University B’s objective of improving its research 

activities and research outputs, it intended to “Create and expand appropriate strategic research 

partnerships and collaborative networks with agencies involved in research in line with the needs 

of communities, national policies, industries and other institutions” (Research Policy and Strategy, 

2015:38). 
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Participants highlighted some of the practices presented below on the collaborations for improving 

resources.  

We are not entirely dependent on ourselves; we still depend on others…. Granted, our 

students carry out their research here in the laboratory. However, if some think that the 

facility here is not good enough, they may want to go to another university, like one of them 

is waiting outside now, he wants me to sign a letter for him.... You know, nobody is an island, 

so you are good here, and I’m good there, and we synergise so that we can work together 

(Director, DRID:14). 

Another form of collaboration and partnerships is around generating funds to support research. 

Describing these collaborations, the Director, QAP, stated:  

Now we have a strong collaboration with the Army. Our school is collaborating with them. 

They give money to the school to do something for them…. (Director, DRID:18). 

• Providing opportunities to access sources of research funds 

Funding is one of the vital inputs required for meaningful research activities in any university. An 

analysis of the policy document of this university shows that it was a common practice to fund 

research activities. For instance, “From 2007 to 2012, the university has funded 40 research 

projects to the tune of approximately N19 million” (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:14). The 

university also planned to continue providing opportunities for its researchers to access research 

funding by identifying priority funding streams (TETFUND, the African Union Research Grants 

and European Union), ensuring that researchers applied for grants from these specialised funding 

agencies, and employing internal research funds as a strategy to attract external research grants 

(Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:38). 

The interview transcript analysis revealed that the university provided opportunities for lecturers 

to access research funds in diverse ways. One of the sources was the internal funding called the 

Senate Research Grant which was accessed through a competitive process of proposal writing and 

assessment. This was described in the following statements by the Director of Research: 

We support our research here in two ways. First, there is a grant that is set aside by the 

Senate of the University which we call ‘Senate Research Grant’. Before now, when there 
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was no money, the maximum amount a researcher could get was about N500,000, but later 

it was increased to N1 million. We presented to the management that it should be increased. 

The last one we disbursed was to 10 people. Before we do the disbursement, we make a call 

for the lecturers to write proposals.  

The second grant is also in the form of support. That one is more frequent because it’s the 

TETFund. Every year, just like our university does, TETFund allocates some amount of 

money to support research. So, each year, they expect us to utilise that money. It’s an internal 

fund we call “Institution Based Research Intervention”. So, TETFund releases the money 

and keeps it; it doesn’t even send it to the University until you submit a proposal. If you 

submit 50 proposals and your budget can carry those 50 proposals, it can be approved. 

Before now, it was releasing only N20 million. One particular year it said the financial 

resources were dwindling and so it reduced this amount to N15 million. So, from this office, 

we now decided to make it N1.5 million, and we still retained the number of 10 people to 

benefit. Since that time, we have been having N1.5 million, but before now it used to be N2 

million (Director, DRID:4). 

Apart from the TETFund’s Institution Based Research Fund, this university received the 

TETFund’s National Research Fund and funding from other sources such as ministries, agencies 

and industries as stated below.  

From last year till now, we have got research grants in the neighbourhood of about N9 

million or more from other places like the Federal Ministry of Mines and Steels. We had this 

African Centre of Excellence I am talking about which is about $6 million (USD). We had 

other research projects like the one this professor just got from TETFUND. It’s about N33 

million. Then we have another one, just recently it’s about N15 million. There are others 

from different sources and from different funders all over. We have several ones from the 

National Communication Commission (NCC) (Director, DRID:7-8). 

This shows that this university had two ways of sponsoring research: internal and external sources. 

However, the TETfund was the major source of research funding at this university. All in all, the 

Directorate of Quality Assurance felt that this university was providing substantial financial 

support for research:  
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Our office has been sponsoring research with huge sums of money (Director, QAP:5). 

One of the ways of getting scholars to be aware of opportunities for research grants was to 

disseminate information on such openings to everyone through accessible means. The University 

DRID played this role:  

Sometimes the VC gets it and forwards it to us. Sometimes one professor who gets it, 

forwards to the VC, and in turn, the VC forwards it to us. He just tells you to disseminate. 

When we disseminate, we simply use the platform of the university…. So, nobody will say 

they did not get it, and then, one thing that we did recently, for which I got a personal 

testimony of acknowledgement from somebody who said, ‘You are doing very well; this time 

around we saw your call… in the past, a call would pass, and we would not even hear 

anything about it.’ So, few people were privileged to get it and just submit. But now, nobody 

will say that they have not got your information. The moment you send it, everybody will 

begin to make calls: ‘What do we do? How do we do it?’ (Director, DRID:9). 

From the above account, it is evident that having access to information on research funding 

opportunities increases the researchers’ awareness and motivation to apply. This promoted this 

university’s capacity to assist researchers access research funding. However, it appears that the 

DRID had not developed a systematic way of accessing research grant information. 

5.3.4.1.2 Quantitative data analysis: Academics’ perceptions 

The results from the responses of academics on the practices used to improve research at 

University B are presented in this section. As displayed in Table 5.11, the mean responses of the 

academics regarding the practices used to improve research input shows that they agreed that their 

university engaged in “mentoring and research training” (Mean = 3.6). However, they were 

undecided on the other aspects of research input practices. 
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Table 5.11: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices used to improve research input at 

University B 

S/N  Mean SD Rmk* 

A RESEARCH INPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

I Recruiting Competent Researchers    

1. 
Quality of research output is one major criteria for recruitment of 

academics/ researchers 
3.2 1.1 U 

2. 
Candidates’ track record in research is a major attraction to the 

management for recruitment of lecturers 
3.3 1.2 U 

3. 
Candidates’’ potentials and future prospects in research performance is a 

common consideration for employing academics 
3.2 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.3 1.1 U 

II Providing Funds for Research    

4. 
Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to sponsor 

lecturers’ research 
2.9 1.3 U 

5. 
Each lecturer receives research fund / sponsorship at least once every 

year 
2.1 1.2 D 

6. There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here 2.8 1.4 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.6 1.1 U 

III Providing Facilities for Research    

7. 
Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, Springer, Sage, 

EBSCO, etc. are easily accesses in our library 
3.2 1.3 U 

8. 
There has been steady improvement in provision of equipment/facilities 

for research 
2.9 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.1 1.1 U 

IV Mentoring and Research Training    

9. 
Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring by senior colleagues with 

more research experience and expertise 
4.0 1.0 A 

10. 
Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and provide feedback 

to junior colleagues on research output 
3.6 1.1 A 

11. 
Research training is provided for academics regularly, particularly for 

inexperienced researchers 
3.3 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.6 0.9 A 

V Providing Time for Research    

12. 
There is clear policy on the allocation of time for research, teaching and 

community service 
3.1 1.2 U 

13. 
The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ research 

activities  
2.5 1.3 U 

14. Lecturers embark on research leave from time to time 2.6 1.4 U 
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S/N  Mean SD Rmk* 

15. Sufficient time is devoted to research activities 2.6 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.7 1.1 U 

 

5.3.4.2 Process dimension 

This section presents the qualitative and quantitative results on the practices used to improve 

research at the process stage at University B. The qualitative results from the document and 

interview analyses are presented first.  

5.3.4.2.1 Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses 

At the process stage, University B carried out several measures to ensure the quality of research, 

namely evaluating research proposals, monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the 

research project.  

5.3.4.2.2 Evaluating research proposals 

This has to do with assessing and deciding whether the research is worth investing in. The practice 

of evaluating research proposals is ingrained in the University’s Research Policy and Strategy 

(2015:46) that “All proposals shall be reviewed for their suitability for award by the Research 

Project Proposal Appraisal Committee….” The process of how this was done is presented in the 

excerpt below. 

Once the proposals are submitted according to our laid down rules, then we have our 

evaluation committee. That’s part of our own internal structures here. The evaluation 

committee does its work, reports back to us and thereafter we call a Board to ratify, and 

then we report to the Vice-Chancellor (Director, DRID:2). 

The results from this evaluation were also used for improving the lecturers’ research capacity as 

stated below:  

When we did that first evaluation and second evaluation and we saw what happened, we 

felt, right there from the Evaluation Committee that there’s a need for us as a Directorate 

to organise a workshop on grant writing or in fact award-winning grant writing proposals 

(Director, DRID:5). 
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• Monitoring and evaluating the implementation of research proposal/projects 

At the implementation/execution stage of the research projects, there is monitoring, and evaluation 

of the activities carried out by researchers. Monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of the 

research proposal is spelled out in the university’s research policy thus:  

Project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) to ascertain the quality and quantity of 

deliverables and adherence to funding agency’s guidelines is imperative to assess the success 

of the project. It is tied to the release of grant funds after the first instalment, and so must be 

conducted throughout the period of the project. For an internal grant, the Director of 

Research through the M and E unit conducts evaluation processes twice after the mid and 

the final quarters of the project (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:47).  

This suggests that monitoring and evaluation was limited to sponsored research. The Director of 

Research revealed how this monitoring and evaluation was done in practice as follows: 

If Senate will give you Senate Research Grant…, we give you part of it. You go and do the 

work, report to us, and hand over the money you have collected…. Before we recommend 

finally for payment of balance, we carry out what is called evaluation. We should monitor 

and find out how far you have gone with this work. Apart from the fact that you have retired 

[accounted for] the money you spent to the Bursary, we want to see what you used the money 

for. So, that’s why in our unit here, we have a department, or a unit called Monitoring and 

Evaluation, which monitors and evaluates. If you are going on the right way, we say: “carry 

on.” If you are going the other way, there are penalties (Director, DRID:15). 

Another way to monitor the implementation of research proposals was through reports from 

research groups. Responding to the question on monitoring of research at the University, the 

Director of Research explained, “We have what is called research groups which report to us what 

they are doing” (Director, DRID:14). 

• Quantitative data analysis: Academics’ perception 

For the research process dimension, the mean responses in Table 5.12 show that academics at 

University B agreed that academics engaged in internal peer review of research process, there was 
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opportunity for discussions of ongoing research among colleagues, and that research proposals of 

their doctoral students went through research ethics committee/board. However, they were 

undecided about other areas of assuring the quality of research process.  

Table 5.12: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices in to improve research process at 

University B 

S/N  Mean SD Rmk* 

B RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research Process    

16. 
There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by colleagues to 

improve the research process 
3.9 1.1 A 

17. 
Results from the Results from the peer review are used for improving 

research performance of academics 
3.7 1.0 A 

18. 
Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers at the 

university through which they receive feedback to improve their work 
3.5 1.0 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.7 0.8 A 

VII 
Providing a Forum for Interaction among Academics on their 

Research 
   

19. 
There is forum for academics to discuss their research results with 

colleagues in the department / faculty 
3.5 1.3 U 

20. 
There is opportunity for discussions on ongoing research among 

colleagues 
3.6 1.2 A 

 Subscale Mean 3.5 1.2 U 

VIII Review of Research Proposals by Ethics Committee    

21. 
Research proposals by lecturers at this university go through the Research 

Ethics Committee / Board 
3.5 1.3 U 

22. 
Research proposals by doctoral students go through the approval by the 

Research Ethics Committee / Board 
4.1 1.1 A 

 Subscale Mean 3.8 1.2 A 

 

The quantitative results presented in Table 5.14 agreed with the qualitative results. The next 

section presents the practices used in the output dimension. 
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5.3.4.3 Output dimension 

• Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses 

The themes that were identified with respect to the University’s processes after the completion of 

research are presented below. These include recognising and rewarding quality research 

outputs/grants and ensuring stringent appraisal and promotion guidelines.  

• Recognising and rewarding quality research outputs 

Recognition and awards are presented to successful researchers as a way of motivating them and 

encouraging others to engage in quality research. In its research policy, the university stipulated 

that it would, “identify, promote and reward research, innovation development excellence by 

motivations such as the Vice-Chancellor’s Awards, and increased publication subsidy for 

researchers” (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:37). This suggests that the university was 

conscious of the importance of rewarding research excellence in the promotion of research 

activities and research outputs. 

From the interview analysis, one aspect of this reward strategy, namely the Vice-Chancellor’s 

award was described in these words: 

He does that every year for those with outstanding outputs based on quality! Like there is 

this guy who is doing research for the US Army robotics. How you can make a robot go into 

an area that has already been mined, and you don’t want your soldier to go there… That’s 

the kind of thing we track… We work hand in hand with the Academic Planning Unit, which 

coordinates what has been done in the year. We have certificates of recognition for those 

who are outstanding in research activities. Awards are often given, and their names flashed 

in the local newspapers and the university bulletin (Director, QAP:9). 

The recognition of quality research is based on a narrow conception and assessment of research 

by the QAP discussed earlier. However, the latter strategy “publication subsidy” was yet to be 

implemented by the University: 

The other one now that the university is bringing up is to give an honorarium or an award 

for any publication from an ISI or a high impact journal. Say, for example, you published in 
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Nature now, and the university gets to know about that, you are sure that you will be 

rewarded for that. So, they are trying to diversify the mind of people so that they will not be 

looking for the ‘cash and carry’ journals which will not fetch them anything at the end of the 

day. That is, you pay your money, but still, it will not even earn you a promotion…. Your 

mind will be directed on how to publish in the Elsevier journal, Scopus and the rest of them 

(Director, DRID:12).  

• Ensuring stringent appraisal and promotion guidelines  

One of the practices used by University B was to engage in stringent appraisal and promotion of 

quality research. An analysis of two documents collected shows the following points in the 

promotion guidelines assigned to various academic functions: Publication – 25, research – 10, 

thesis/project supervision – 10, academic qualifications – 10, teaching – 30, membership of 

professional bodies – 5, community service – 5 and administrative responsibilities – 5 (Revised 

Guidelines For Appointment and Promotion of Academic Staff, 2015:2). Cumulatively, research-

related areas took the highest portion of points. Furthermore, strengthening research and 

publication components of the promotion of academic staff was among the proposed actions by 

including “research output indicators in performance appraisal for academic staff promotion 

appraisal” and encouraging “publication of research result in high impact journals” (Research 

Policy and Strategy, 2015:38). This highlighted that the university had its list of accredited journals 

and all funded research was to be published only in journals in that list.  

From an analysis of the interview transcripts, the above strategy was put into practice by insisting 

that academics should publish in quality journals as stated below.  

The only thing the university has just done to check what we call ‘cash and carry journals’ is 

to have a standard. There were various committees set up to ensure reputable journals in each 

discipline. The university has a log of them, and so, anytime you send papers outside this 

journal list, it’s not going to be recognised (Director, DRID:10). 

 

 

 



 

 

185 

 

• Using information  

Using relevant quality assurance information is central to assurance quality process. University B 

identified several ways in which the information it generated was used for improvement purposes. 

These include: 

▪ Tracking and ranking performance and using information 

From an analysis of the transcripts, it is evident that the information collected was circulated and 

used internally for ranking research activities by scholars to motivate them to improve their 

research as expressed by the Director for Research below. 

As a way of waking them up, we have a chart that we present that comes up in the bulletin 

about our performance. In fact, if not for reasons of our busy schedule in this office, we 

wanted to make it monthly. We wanted to classify how each school is faring in terms of 

research and research activities. How many grants did you win this month? If it is none, let 

it be known to everybody, and anytime you win, let it be put on record that this school has 

won this. So, in that way, we ginger up the other people that are sleeping (Director, DRID:6). 

This same practice was confirmed by the Director, QAP this way:  

So that’s what we do, and we compare research activities. What research are you working 

on? What have you done? (Director, QAP:5).  

Another dimension of this was using the information for decision-making. The narratives on this 

showed that the information obtained was circulated within the university only. It was sent to the 

University Management and published in the University Bulletin. The director clarified this thus: 

We track who are doing research and who are not. We compile a list and send it to the 

Management, and copy the Deans and HODs (Director, QAP:5).  

Apart from sending the reports to the University Management, the information was circulated to 

university community through the bulletins.  

We have bulletins, quarterly bulletins that come from the Information Unit. In fact, we have 

a yearly academic planning bulletin from the Academic Planning Office. All these bulletins 
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are not only for research, but they are for information coming from other units of the 

University of which research is part (Director, DRID:17). 

Such information is used for decision-making. Some of the decisions revolved around the 

recognition of scholars for outstanding achievement. In this respect, the Director, QAP disclosed:  

We have certificates for those who are outstanding in research activities. Certificates of 

recognition and awards are often given, and their names flashed in the local newspapers 

and the university bulletin (Director, QAP:9). 

• Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

As shown in Table 5.13, academics at University B were undecided on whether there was 

monitoring, assessment and evaluation of research outputs how the results were used (Mean = 3.4).  

Table 5.13: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices to improve research outputs at 

University B 

S/N  Mean SD Rmk* 

C RESEARCH OUTPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University…    

IX Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Progress in Research Outputs 

and Using the Results 

   

23. Research performance indicators are developed and used to assess its 

progress in research Outputs 
3.5 1.2 U 

24. Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are used to guide 

research funding and provision of facilities 
3.5 1.2 U 

25. Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of research 

productivity are used for staff motivation 
3.2 1.2 U 

26. Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in 

research guide decisions on research training for academics 
3.3 1.1 U 

27. Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports on our progress 

and areas of deficiency 
3.3 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.4 0.9 U 

*A=Agree; D=Disagree; U=Undecided 
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The academics’ responses were different from the qualitative results in the sense that the latter 

provided additional information on the effects of practices used to improve research at this 

university as explained in the next section. 

• Effects of IQA practices  

IQA practices are believed to have some positive effects on research activities and outputs. Some 

of the perceived effects are discussed below. 

• Increased awareness of and motivation for research proposal writing among lecturers  

From the interviews, it emerged that attendance of workshops for research grants benefitted some 

academics and researchers at University B, equipped them with the necessary skills and motivated 

them to write as expressed in the following words: 

So, as a way of making sure that everybody attends this workshop, we made it compulsory 

in our next call to attach the certificate of attendance…. Since that time, we have had a great 

improvement in the way people write proposals and in submissions. People are now 

becoming more aware. Before if you make calls, you just get about twenty something 

research proposals. It’s even concentrated in a certain school and when it is concentrated, 

some particular people are always writing (Director, DRID:6).  

• Increased access to TETFund research support and grants 

There was a reported increase in accessing the University’s TETFund research allocation. Some 

of the effects reported were validated by the evidence from the document analysis. The 

University’s research policy document described an increase in grants due to the training of 

academics as follows:  

Between 2009 and 2012, only 40 (35.4%) out of the 113 University Board for Research 

(UBR) research grant applications were successful. However, with an increase in 

awareness of UBR grants and successive seminars and workshops on research proposal 

writing, at the last count, 22 out of 31 UBR grants applications were successful in the first 

quarter of 2013. Many of those that were found worthy of the national grant were processed 

for funding by external research funding agencies, particularly the TETFund. As at March 
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2015, 29 research teams of the university won the TETFUND institution-based research 

intervention, while two research groups won the National Research Fund amounting to 

about N60 million (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:14). 

Interview data also revealed the success of practices:  

The University does not have accumulated fund with the TETFund. The fund is utilised in a 

timely manner because there is great awareness within the university about research funding 

opportunities…So, it’s also evidence of the performance of this office, and many other ones 

are coming (Director, DRID:7). 

• Winning of international fellowships 

Winning international fellowships and the Centre for Excellence award were attributed to IQA 

practices like training scholars on research grant writing as articulated below.  

Information that we got from some of the attendees of that workshop helped them to secure 

fellowships even overseas. We have examples of one man from Architecture, School of 

Environmental Studies who went overseas on a fellowship for maybe one or two good years 

(Director, DRID:5). 

Winning the Centre for Excellence award was also associated with some of the good practices to 

support research at the University as expressed by the Director of Research.  

…the second one is just recent. If you were aware, we won one African Centre of 

Excellence… This office coordinated the writing of that proposal (Director, DRID:7).  

5.3.5 How External Quality Assurance Mechanisms influence Nigerian Universities’ IQA 

Practices for Improving Research Outputs: University B  

5.3.5.1 Qualitative results 

An analysis of interview transcripts shows that the major influence of EQA on the internal quality 

practices was influencing the establishment of the quality assurance unit at the University to check 

academics’ multiple teaching jobs.  

 



 

 

189 

 

• Setting up IQA unit 

While giving the background on the establishment of the Directorate of Quality Assurance at 

University B, the Director said:  

You have to understand the genesis of why every university in Nigeria is asked to have the 

Office of Quality Assurance… for example, we have a particular teacher here, a full time 

lecturer, he has three other teaching jobs in other universities (Director, QAP:1). 

The quantitative results shown below provide more information on the influence of external quality 

assurance on the University’s IQA practices meant to improve research.  

5.3.5.2 Quantitative results 

Table 5.14: Percentage of responses on whether the NUC’s quality assurance mechanisms 

influence University B’s IQA of research 

 

 

The results presented in Table 5.14 show that the majority of respondents (71.4%), agreed that the 

external quality assurance practices of NUC influenced their university. The results displayed in 

Table 5.15 show that it affected it in the following ways: making their university create IQA unit 

(100%); procuring facilities for research (72%); developing research policies and guidelines 

(72%); allocating funds for research (64%); conducting periodic assessment of the participants’ 

university research performance (72%); and creating performance indicators for university 

research function (76). However, a significant percentage of respondents indicated that they did 

not know. 

 

 

 Frequency Percent 

 Yes 25 71.4 

No 2 5.7 

I Don’t Know 8 22.9 

Total 35 100.0 
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Table 5.15: Responses on how external quality assurance mechanisms influence IQA practices at 

University B 

  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Making my university create IQA unit  25 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

2. Procuring facilities for research  18 72.0% 5 20.0% 2 8.0%  

3. Developing research policies and 

guidelines 

 
18 72.0% 3 12.0% 4 16.0%  

4. Allocating funds for research  16 64.0% 4 16.0% 5 20.0%  

5. Conducting periodic assessment of my 

university ‘s research performance 

 
18 72.0% 3 12.0% 4 16.0%  

6. Creating performance indicators for my 

university research function 

 
19 76.0% 2 8.0% 4 16.0%  

 

5.3.6 Factors that Constrain Nigerian Universities’ IQA Practices for Improving Research 

Outputs at University B 

5.3.6.1 Qualitative results 

From an analysis of the interview transcripts, the following constraints to IQA practices were 

identified. The efforts geared towards implementing strong internal mechanisms to improve 

research at University A had a number of constraints. These were broadly categorised as internal 

constraints to the university such as university staff or university management and external 

constraints such those from the government or its agencies. These are discussed below. 

• Constraints from staff 

Unpopularity of QA practices among staff was one of the constraints to quality assurance at 

University B. Staff of the university did not like the activities of the QA unit and issued threats as 

a way of stopping it. In this respect, the Director of Quality Assurance said: 

We must come up with a way of measuring the input of every teacher and every staff 

member. So, I said: ‘It’s not a big deal. We designed the AOR Form and they [staff] have 

threatened me… and I said, if I die now, I did not die too early, but nobody can harm me’ 

(Director, QAP:3).  
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However, the Director identified leadership/management support as “your own backbone” in 

quality assurance. 

• University management  

Inadequate staff leading to heavy workload were identified as some of the constraints to IQA at 

University B. In this respect, the Director Quality Assurance said:  

We are very few in this office, five, monitoring this whole compound plus the one in town 

(Director, QAP:22).  

While explaining the inability to attend to some of the requirements of this office, the Director of 

Research made reference to heavy workload relating to academic engagement and demands of his 

current office. He stated: 

But, you know, I am busy with so many things. Look at the script now that I have to mark 

and other things coming up” (Director, DRID:18).  

This has affected the ability of the office to carry out some of its activities. As the Director noted 

earlier: 

if not for our busy schedule in this office, we wanted to make it (research performance 

assessment) monthly. 

• Government  

Related to the staff shortage was the issue of brain drain through foreign training which was cited 

as follows by the Director of Research:  

We now told them (PTDF) because I have attended the forum where I shared it with them: 

‘you have trained people from this year, up till now, you are still sending people out’.…We 

have lost many at this university through that process but we don’t mind (Director, 

DRID:20).  

Lack of research equipment/facilities and funding was identified as one of the constraints in 

Nigerian universities generally, as noted by the Director of Research: 
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The access that I had to the lab and the things I do in the lab; I cannot do them here. So, 

we are always kind of improvising. This, in a way, affects the quality. Some Nigerians like 

me had the opportunity and because of the situation in which we found ourselves over here, 

we are always the best over there. Yes! I was the best in my university, and I was given an 

award for that. Why? Because everything that I needed to work with was just there, so, why 

wouldn’t I work? However, similar things don’t happen here. If the organs of government 

would look at the universities, even if they cannot do it for all the universities, we have 

even suggested that, let us do it for each of the geo-political zones (Director, DRID: 20). 

The sentiments expressed above show how a lack of facilities impedes scholars from undertaking 

research and other related activities. The issue of general underfunding of the university system 

by the government was elaborated further this way: 

That is the reason why when ASUU goes on strike, they will say: ‘ASUU has started’. ASUU 

goes on strike to fight for the system because if not for ASUU, this University that you are 

seeing, especially the public universities will not be what they are now… Let me tell you that 

that TETFUND you are seeing is a baby of ASUU (Director, DRID: 18).  

5.3.6.2 Quantitative results 

The results in Table 5.16 show that three factors highly constrained University B’s IQA practices, 

namely a lack of clarity on IQA policies and information; a lack of structures to support IQA and 

insufficient technical support while resistance by non-academic staff; inadequate commitment of 

top management/university administration; inadequate commitment of academics; and a lack of 

support and motivation by the university were perceived as moderate constraints. Resistance by 

the non-academic staff was perceived as a low constraint to IQA practices. 

Table 5.16: Mean ratings on factors that constrain Nigerian University B’s IQA practices that 

support improvement in research outputs 

   Mean SD Remark 

  1. Lack of clarity of IQA  policies and information 3.7 0.9 High 

2. Resistance by non-academic staff 2.7 1.3 Moderate 

3. Resistance by academic staff 2.3 1.2 Low 

4. Lack of structures to support IQA 3.7 1.1 High 
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   Mean SD Remark 

5. Inadequate commitment of top management /University 

administration 
3.1 1.2 Moderate 

6. Inadequate commitment of academics 2.7 1.1 Moderate 

7. Poor motivation by the university 3.2 1.2 Moderate 

8. Insufficient technical support 3.6 1.2 High 

 

5.3.7 Findings – University B 

An analysis shows that: 

1. University B had sound policies and structures to guide and support research activities.  

2. University A engaged in IQA practices to improve the quality of its research input by using 

available policies to guide research activities, providing research training and enforcing 

attendance of grant-writing workshops using incentives. This was supported by the quantitative 

data on the lecturers’ opinions. Other practices identified in the analysis included mentoring of 

junior lecturers and collaborating with other institutions to gain funds and access to facilities. 

In terms of practices focused on improving research process, a qualitative analysis revealed 

that University B engaged in evaluating research proposals through the evaluation committee 

as well as monitoring and evaluating their implementation. These aligned with the quantitative 

responses by the lecturers that their peers reviewed their research proposals and that there was 

a forum for interaction among academics on their ongoing research in the University. 

Regarding the question of how University B engaged in IQA practices directed towards 

research outputs, the following emerged from the qualitative data: ensuring a stringent 

appraisal and promotion process; ranking research outputs/grants by departments and schools; 

and recognising and rewarding research outputs/grants. These were supported by the 

quantitative responses by the lecturers to some degree. Most of them indicated that the 

university engaged in the appraisal and promotion committee to assess research outputs. 

However, there was no clear opinion on the monitoring, assessment, evaluation and use of the 

results, even though the qualitative analysis showed that the information was obtained 

internally for assessment and decision-making.  
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3. Some deficiencies on the practices to improve research bordered on input dimension included 

a lack of a comprehensive workload policy or practice. It is in keeping with international best 

practices to have a comprehensive workload policy and schedules that provides time for 

research. Moreover, as provided for in its research policy, University B realised that one of its 

challenges to research activities was a heavy workload of staff and resolved to provide more 

time for scholars to apply for high-profile research grants and publish in high-impact journals 

(Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:38). However, there was neither a policy nor a practice to 

provide more time for research. Rather, a practice was that: 

Every lecturer is left to decide how much time he devotes to his research… because it’s 

already tied to a particular target – you must get this before you go forward (Director, 

DRIP).  

The absence of formal mentoring programme was highlighted as a constraint. This university 

stipulated that it would “Institute and execute career development pathways for researchers via 

mentoring” and develop support for “research mentorship structures for emerging and young 

researchers” (Research Policy and Strategy, 2015:38), yet the university did not have any 

formal mentoring programme.  

4. The effects of the IQA practice were increased awareness and capability in the writing of 

research proposals among lecturers and an increase in the number of research grants and 

international fellowships won.  

5. The NUC quality mechanisms influenced the setting up of an IQA unit at this university, 

procurement of research facilities, development of research policies and guidelines, periodic 

assessment of research performance, and development of performance indicators for research 

function.  

6. The constraints to IQA of university research at University B included unpopularity of quality 

practices among staff, university management themselves through heavy workloads and a lack 

of research equipment and funding. A lack of clarity on IQA policies and information, lack of 

structures to support IQA and insufficient technical support also constrained IQA practices 

significantly.  
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5.4 WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS – UNIVERSITY C 

5.4.1 University C Context 

University C is a federal university of technology in the eastern part of Nigeria. It is one of the 

specialised universities set up in the 1980s, and in 2018, it was 38 years old. According to the 

statistics from the Resource and Statistical Planning of NUC (2019), as at 2018, University C had 

a total student enrolment of 23 436 which consisted of 21 974 undergraduates and 1 462 

postgraduates with 926 academic staff, leading to a student-teacher ratio of 25:1. 

The total research outputs of University C for a period of ten years (2008 – 2017) in Scopus was 

779 distributed as follows: 45, 55, 105, 109, 68, 72, 87, 85, 65 and 88 in the period under 

investigation (Afolabi et al., 2019:151). This placed it on the 17th position among the federal 

universities, and the third among the four case universities.  

Concerning access to TETFund research funding, from 2009 to 2019, University C was able to 

access 42.98% of its total research funding under the Institution Based Research to the tune of 

N72 million but had won only one research grant from the National Research Fund to the tune of 

N18 million. In terms of the maiden institutional accreditation where research featured, this 

university scored 56.25% to assume the last position among the federal universities in Nigeria that 

participated in the accreditation exercise. 

5.4.2 Background Information of Participants: 

5.4.2.1 Qualitative data 

Out of the three participants targeted for the interview session, two were interviewed, namely, the 

Director of Research, Innovation and Development and the Director of Quality Assurance. 

5.4.2.2 Quantitative data 

Out of the 110 questionnaires distributed, 81 were returned, representing a return rate of 73.6%. 

The characteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 5.17. It shows that most of them came 

from the School of Environmental Sciences (33.3%) followed by the School of Physical Sciences 

at 32.1%, and lastly, the School of Biological Sciences at 12.3%. A large percentage of respondents 

(46.9%) had been at the university for between 11 and 15 years followed by those who had been 
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there for between 6 and 10 years. Those with the least length of stay at the University stood at 

below 6 years.  

Table 5.18 shows that most of the respondents were at the rank of Lecturer II (74.1%) while those 

least represented were professors, accounting for only 1.2%. While the highest percentage of 

respondents were not holding any position at the university, 2 (2.5%) and 3 (3.7) were Associate 

Deans and Heads of Departments respectively. Although most of the respondents had not held any 

previous position, a small percentage (4.9%) had previously held the post of Head of Department.  

Table 5.17: Respondents’ background information – University C 

Background Information N =81 % 

Faculty:   

 School of Environmental Sciences 27 33.3 

 School of Physical Science 26 32.1 

 School of Management & Technology 18 22.2 

 School of Biological Science 10 12.3 

Length of Stay in Current University: 
  

 Below 6 years 4 4.9 

 6 – 10 years 26 32.1 

 11– 15 years  38 46.9 

 16 years & Above 9 11.1 

 Non-Response 4 4.9 

Rank:   

 Professor 1 1.2 

 Reader/Associate Professor 3 3.7 

 Senior Lecturer 7 8.6 

 Lecturer I 5 6.2 

 Lecturer II 60 74.1 

 Non-Response 5 6.2 

Current Post:   

 Associate Dean 2 2.5 

 Head of Department 3 3.7 

 None 73 90.1 

 Non-Response 3 3.7 

   



 

 

197 

 

Background Information N =81 % 

Previous Post Held: 

 Head of Department 4 4.9 

 None 73 90.1 

 Non-Response 4 4.9 

 

5.4.3 Internal Quality Assurance Policies and Structures Available to Support Research 

Outputs: University C 

This section includes a deductive thematic analysis of the interview transcripts from the university 

as well as the document review of relevant documents collected from the university. Each theme 

will be discussed followed by a presentation of documents associated with each thematic area.  

5.4.3.1 Qualitative analysis: Document and interview analyses 

This section includes a thematic analysis of the documents and interview transcripts from 

University C. Two policy documents, namely a research policy and scheme of service were 

collected from the university. Another was a quality assurance instrument (Teaching Effectiveness 

Questionnaire). See Appendix IX for details.  

University C had two policies for research and ethics embedded in its research policy document. 

Another policy was on academic staff appointment and promotion. The university saw its research 

policy as a means to achieve its desire to “reposition the university to be a top-ranked institution 

of excellence…” by providing “a framework within which research activities are to be conducted 

in line with international best practices” (Research Policy, n.d.:i).  

The policy was implemented through the following structures: 

• University Research Committee; 

• University Grants Committee; and 

• University Research Fund. 

An analysis of the interview transcripts from two participants interviewed (Director, Directorate 

of Research, and Director, Directorate of Quality Assurance) at University C shows that there was 
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a research policy in place to guide students and researchers, and several structures to support 

research as presented below.  

The research policy of the University had been in place for three to four years. Before then, every 

researcher operated in line with the guidelines specific to research process in his or her discipline. 

Talking on the University research policy, the Director of the Centre for Research, Innovation and 

Development (CRID) said: 

Well, I think it was around 2015 or 2014 when we actually had a document defining research 

policy at this university, but before then, we had been carrying out research governed by the 

university rules, but there was no specific policy formulated to take care of this. Every aspect 

of research had its own guiding rules until the immediate past Vice-Chancellor had to bring 

up a document that we have presently, which is now serving as our research policy 

document. So, that document, highlights how research is managed within the university by 

individuals, and it also takes care of ethical issues, though in its present form, it is not so 

elaborate, and we are trying to review that (Director, CRID:1). 

Some of the structures available to support research were the Office of the Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

(Research), the Centre for Research, Innovation and Development, and the Directorate of Quality 

Assurance. However, these structures were not outlined in the policy document. This office was 

established in 2018: 

because of the need and importance that the Vice-Chancellor saw research playing in the 

system. He had no choice but to establish that office, to enable a better coordination of 

processes. I think that was just the essence” (Director, CRID:2).  

The Director summarised the role of the Centre in relation to the University’s research function 

as coordination:  

This Centre was also established by the same Vice-Chancellor, when we saw the need for 

research to be coordinated. Already before then, we had several centres that were involved 

in research, but they needed coordination. That was why this unit was also established, 

namely, to coordinate the functions of all those different Centres. This Centre began as the 
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Centre for Research and International Development, but it has been rechristened the 

Centre for Research, Innovation and Development (CRID) (Director, CRID:2). 

The IQA Unit was estimated to have been in existence for 11 years but became active after seven 

years of existence (2015). In his response to the year in which the Quality Assurance Unit was 

established, the Director said:  

I will say the unit is under the office of the Vice-Chancellor, but the unit became alive 

during the period of my immediate predecessor [mentions his name]. That is when the unit 

became alive” (Director, QAU:3). 

The Directorate had no policy, manual or handbook as confirmed by the Director:  

No, we don’t have, we don’t have a handbook. It’s just a jotter, when we go to conferences 

(Director, QAU:6).  

The Unit’s QA operations were guided by the roadmap written by the Director and approved by 

the Vice-Chancellor. Reading from the document, the Director noted:  

…The unit/directorate is expected to play a benchmarking role in the implementation of 

standard in teaching, learning, research, and attitude to work of both teaching and non-

teaching staff and ensuring compliance with university policies, rules and regulations.  

Although the Director was aware that the mandate of the unit was also to assure the quality of 

research, it focused on teaching and learning. This was driven by the challenges caused by 

moonlighting and unprofessional practices of some academic staff. According to him, the three 

major challenges were: 

Firstly, some of the lecturers won’t come for lectures. Students will be waiting and waiting, 

and a few weeks to exams, they will just bring in materials, give students and tell them to 

read and prepare for exams. That way, you cannot produce quality undergraduates. 

Secondly, some people will come, but they demand money. They want to sell handouts; they 

want to sell books written by them. In fact, if you don’t buy their handouts, you won’t pass. 

Thirdly, students are supposed to go into hostels to have lights, other facilities and services. 

Those responsible won’t offer these services (Director, QAU:1). 
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To attend to the problems mentioned above, the Directorate developed a questionnaire for the 

assessment of lecturers by students based on: 

those who sell handouts; those who don’t come to class; those who come late; sexual 

harassment; trading sex for marks; and money for marks…” (Director, QAU:2).  

5.4.3.2 Quantitative results  

As shown in Table 5.18, the academics agreed that the university had the following policies and 

structures: Research Policy, Quality Assurance Directorate (88.9%), Research and Development 

Directorate/Research Management Office, Quality assurance officers and committee at the central 

administration, and Senate Research Committee. In summary, 43% of the policies and structures 

were available at University C. 

Table 5.18: Percentage responses on the IQA policies and structures available at University C 

 
 

Yes No 
Don’t 

Know 
 

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Quality Assurance Policy (including 

university research function) 

 
4 4.9 74 91.4 3 3.7  

2. Research Policy  76 93.8 2 2.5 3 3.7  

3. Research Ethics Review Policy  21 25.9 37 45.7 23 28.4  

4. Research Ethics Review Board  15 18.5 61 75.3 5 6.2  

5. Quality Assurance Directorate/ office / unit  72 88.9 6 7.4 3 3.7  

6. Research and Development Directorate / 

Unit 

 
73 90.1 1 1.2 7 8.6  

7. Patent / Commercialisation office  16 19.8 55 67.9 10 12.3  

8. Quality Assurance Officers at Central 

Administration 

 
75 92.6 2 2.5 4 4.9  

9. Quality Assurance Committees at the central 

administration 

 
77 95.1 1 1.2 3 3.7  

10. Quality Assurance committees in Faculties / 

departments/ units 

 
24 29.6 56 69.1 1 1.2  

11. Senate Research Committee  66 81.5 7 8.6 8 9.9  

12. Senate Research Grant  23 28.4 52 64.2 6 7.4  
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Yes No 
Don’t 

Know 
 

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

13. Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence 

Award 

 
25 30.9 28 34.6 28 34.6  

14. Academic Staff Workload Policy / 

Guidelines 

 
11 13.6 58 71.6 12 14.8  

 

5.4.4 How University C Engaged in IQA Practices to Improve Research 

5.4.4.1 Input dimension 

This section presents qualitative and quantitative results on the practices used by University B to 

improve research inputs.  

5.4.4.1.1 Qualitative analysis: Document and interview analyses 

The themes on IQA practices that emerged from the analysis of interview transcripts could be 

organised into input, process and output practices. The themes on the practices to improve research 

at University C include recruiting academics with little rigour and more focus on teaching capacity; 

providing and encouraging research training for academics and postgraduates; and providing 

limited access to research funds. Most of the themes came from interview data and there was little 

documentary evidence. The themes are discussed below.  

• Recruiting with less rigour and more focus on teaching capacity 

From the document analysis, the University’s requirement for appointment into an academic 

position shows that employment began at a lower level as could be seen from the views of Director, 

CRID. It was written in the University’s Scheme of Service that: “For appointment to any academic 

staff position, a good honours bachelor’s degree is required” (Scheme of Service: Academic Staff, 

n.d.:9). However, there is no specific qualification of what a “good honour’s degree” is.  

The narratives from participants’ interviews suggested that there was little focus on rigour in the 

recruitment of academic staff capable of carrying out research, although the Director of Research 

indicated that the university employed people who were qualified. However, his concept of quality 

seemed to be limited to good grades:  
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Well, primarily, employment is based on quality. Like the other day, I read that the VC was 

saying that he has employed about 221 academic staff. That is, the best students who 

graduated in the past four years. I was really excited. That is how it should be. Here also, 

though I don’t have the numbers, the University has also been employing our graduates; 

those who have made very good grades, because with that at least, we can be assured of 

quality to some extent. It’s now when they have been employed that we begin to build them. 

So, the university employs our products, and then employs people who are also qualified for 

teaching and research (Director, CRID:5). 

In terms of the process of employment, there was no discernable merit-based process in the 

employment of academics at this University.  

Employment is still the same way; you apply to the Vice-Chancellor and he gives the 

appointment” (Director, QAU:10). 

• Providing and encouraging research training for academics and postgraduates 

From document analysis, it emerged that University C had several proposed actions to improve 

research through research capacity building for staff and students. These were stipulated in the 

research policy in the following words: 

The University shall develop a Training Module to constantly build research capacity 

amongst staff and students. The Research Training Module should address research 

methodology, grants proposal writing, ethical practice, innovation techniques, research 

management, ICT competencies, publishing and patents, etc. (Research Policy, n.d.:2). 

The interview analysis revealed that the research training workshop was a new development driven 

by the need for research funding accessible through competitive grant writing. The Director, CRID 

noted:  

Serious research requires funding and that is why we organised that workshop on research 

grant writing that was held last week [someday in May 2018]. We are also trying to access 

opportunities from TETFUND and to make it a more frequent activity for our staff” (Director, 

CRID:5-6). 
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Other forms of training were attendance at conferences and staff development through further 

studies as the director elaborated.  

…we have all that, when you attend a conference to present a paper, you have to defend what 

you have done, and people will ask you critical questions and you come back home and go 

and redefine what you are doing… (Director, CRID:6). 

Most of this professional development was facilitated through the university fellowship and 

TETFund:  

So, here they are given scholarships for masters, and scholarships for PhD. [Researcher: Does 

the University do that?] Yes, within or outside Nigeria, especially through university 

fellowships. But for others who go outside, we also access TETFUND to enable them to do 

their programmes (Director, CRID:6). 

One of the activities for improving research was the postgraduate mentoring programme offered 

by the QA Unit of the University. This was ultimately intended to improve the quality of 

instruction offered to the students. 

• Providing access to sources of research funds 

University C had two ways of funding research. The first one was an internal funding approach 

provided through the research budget. However, internal funding was limited while external 

funding opportunities appeared not to have been fully explored. Concerning internal research 

funding, the Director reported:  

…there is provision for research grant. In order to have it revolve, over the years, you find 

out that you will give a grant of about N200,000 or N500,000 which may end up not doing so 

much. So, we have that university research grant (Director, CRID:6). 

Another source of funding for research at this university was the TETFund which according to the 

Director of CRID, was still not enough for carrying out research. 

There is also TETFUND research grant base in this institution. Every university in Nigeria 

has that access to the TETFUND research grant. There’s another TETFUND research grant 

at the national level. So, the one for institutions goes to universities to manage, and then 
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with a ceiling of about N2 million for researchers, but the national one is much more than 

that. So, these are opportunities that are available for our staff to fund their research. But 

then, it is never enough. There is no amount of money that you get from the research grant 

that will wholly take care of funding. So, you should still bring in money from your pocket 

to make sure that the work moves (Director, CRID:7). 

From the above account, it is evident that University C had limited access to research funding, and 

so, most of the research carried out by staff was through out-of-pocket expenditure. Regarding 

out-of-pocket research funding, the Director, CRID said: 

One major input in research is finance. It is difficult for us to carry out research when the 

money is not there and most of us actually break down by using the money that we should 

use to feed ourselves to conduct research. There is a limit to how much you can fund research 

from your own pocket. Serious research requires funding and that is why we organised a 

workshop last week on writing for research grants. We are trying to access opportunities 

from TETFUND to also make it a more frequent activity for our staff (Director, CRID:5).  

Clearly, University C had limited access to research funding, and it was just beginning to empower 

academics through grant writing workshops to access meaningful external research funding.  

5.4.4.1.2 Quantitative data analysis: Academics’ perceptions  

Table 5.19 shows the mean responses of academics at University C regarding the practices used 

to improve research. In terms of internal practices to improve research inputs, academics were 

generally uncertain whether the university recruited competent researchers, and provided research 

funds, facilities, mentoring and research training, and time for research. However, they disagreed 

with this statement: “Each lecture receives research fund/sponsorship at least once every year” 

(Mean = 2.2).  
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Table 5.19: Mean responses on IQA practices to improve research inputs at University C 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

A RESEARCH INPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University …    

I Recruiting Competent Researchers    

1. 
Quality of research output is one major criteria for recruitment of academics/ 

researchers 
3.2 0.7 U 

2. 
Candidates’ track record in research is a major attraction to the management for 

recruitment of lecturers 
3.2 0.8 U 

3. 
Candidates’ potential and future prospects in research performance is a common 

consideration for employing academics 
3.2 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.2 0.7 U 

II Providing Funds for Research    

4. 
Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to sponsor lecturers’ 

research 
3.2 1.1 U 

5. Each lecturer receives research fund / sponsorship at least once every year 2.2 0.9 D 

6. There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here 2.5 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.7 0.6 U 

III Providing Facilities for Research    

7. 
Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, Springer, Sage, EBSCO, 

etc. are easily accesses in our library 
3.1 1.0 U 

8. 
There has been steady improvement in provision of equipment/facilities for 

research 
2.7 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.9 0.7 U 

IV Mentoring and Research Training    

9. 
Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring by senior colleagues with more 

research experience and expertise 
3.1 0.8 U 

10. 
Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and provide feedback to 

junior colleagues on research output 
3.2 0.7 U 

11. 
Research training is provided for academics regularly, particularly for 

inexperienced researchers 
3.5 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.3 0.6 U 

V Providing Time for Research    

12. 
There is clear policy on the allocation of time for research, teaching and 

community service 
3.3 0.8 U 

13. The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ research activities  2.7 0.7 U 

14. Lecturers embark on research leave from time to time 3.4 1.1 U 

15. Sufficient time is devoted to research activities 2.7 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.0 0.6 U 
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The qualitative and quantitative findings agreed to some degree that University C was not strong 

on the practices employed to improve research input.  

5.4.4.2 Process dimension 

• Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses 

The only identified measure for assuring the quality of research process was reporting research 

progress through seminars. Seminar presentation by researchers was regarded as a way of 

improving research that was in progress. The Director of Research described it in the following 

words: 

Like here, our departments organise seminars so that if you have ongoing research or a 

proposal, you should be able to present it among the peers and they make inputs. It’s all part 

of a quality assurance process. Then as you advance in your work, you should also come 

back to present a progress report on the work you are doing. So, we all share ideas and see 

how the work can be made better (Director, CRID:3). 

• Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

This section presents quantitative data on the academics’ perceptions of the practices used by 

University C to improve research process. Table 5.20 shows the mean responses of academics at 

University C regarding the practices used to improve research. The mean responses suggest that 

academics at this university were undecided on all aspects of the practices used on the research 

process dimension. 

Table 5.20: Mean responses on IQA practices to improve research process at University C 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

B RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION    

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research Process    

16. 
There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by colleagues to improve 

the research process 
3.1 0.8 U 

17. 
Results from the Results from the peer review are used for improving research 

performance of academics 
3.1 0.8 U 
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

18 
Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers within the 

university through which they receive feedback to improve their work 
3.1 0.9 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.1 0.7 U 

VII Providing Forum for Interaction among Academics on their Research    

19. 
There is forum for academics to discuss their research results with colleagues in 

the department / faculty 
2.9 0.9 U 

20. There is opportunity for discussions of ongoing research among colleagues 2.8 0.8 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.9 .80 U 

VIII Review of Research Proposals by Ethics Committee    

21. 
Research proposals by lecturers at this university go through the Research Ethics 

Committee / Board 
2.7 1.0 U 

22. 
Research proposals by doctoral students go through the approval by the 

Research Ethics Committee / Board 
2.8 1.1 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.8 1.1 U 

 

5.4.4.3 Output dimension 

• Qualitative data analysis: Document and interview analyses 

There were no existing practices associated with research output, but there were future proposals 

for IQA practices such as enforcing researcher visibility through Google Scholar, rankings and 

providing better guidelines for publication assessment.  

Describing the relevance of researcher visibility and plans, the Director, CRID said:  

This also is something that the management has been trying to bring to bear here so that you 

won’t say you have conducted research, published it and it’s not visible. We are trying to 

collate the outputs of staff over the years to see how far the impact of their work has gone 

using Google Scholar and all that (Director, CRID:10). 

An assessment of publications for promotion is one of the primary ways of assessing the quality 

of research at the output stage. Seemingly, University C did this but had issues with its research 

evaluation beside assessment for promotion but had plans to improve it.  
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Apart from promotion, we’ve not been doing peer review with respect to our outputs. If the 

structure is not well set out, some people will take things for granted…. We are trying to 

see how we will address all that so that we can have a better peer review mechanism that 

will help to improve our outputs (Director, CRID:11). 

• Quantitative data analysis: Academics’ perceptions 

Table 5.21 shows the mean responses by academics at University C regarding the practices used 

to improve research output. The mean responses suggest that academics at this university were 

undecided on the practices used to improve the output dimension. 

Table 5.21: Mean responses on IQA practices to improve research output at University C 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk* 

C RESEARCH OUTPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University …    

IX 
Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Progress in Research Outputs and 

Using the Results 
   

23. 
Research performance indicators are developed and used to assess its progress 

in research Outputs 
3.3 0.8 U 

24. 
Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are used to guide research 

funding and provision of facilities 
2.7 0.9 U 

25. 
Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of research productivity 

are used for staff motivation 
3.1 0.7 U 

26. 
Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in research 

guide decisions on research training for academics 
3.2 0.7 U 

27. 
Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports on our progress and 

areas of deficiency 
3.2 0.7 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.1 0.5 U 

 

• Effects of IQA practices 

The effect of IQA practices as reported by the Director of Quality Assurance Unit was “increased 

research output due to postgraduate student-lecturer joint publication”. He further elaborated:  
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It has improved the quality of postgraduate work. Postgraduate work is primarily 

research…. With it, the quality of publications in reputable journals by our lecturers has 

improved (Director, QAU:3). 

In its research policy, University C proposed several strategies/actions to enhance research inputs, 

process and outputs, but most were not implemented. Some of these were providing facilities and 

resources for research; engaging in multi-disciplinary research and collaborations; rewarding and 

recognising good researchers; providing research funding opportunities to scholars; an annual 

review of research projects; and using the results to improve research quality (Research Policy, 

n.d.:2–4). 

5.4.5 How External Quality Assurance Mechanisms Influence Nigerian Universities’ IQA 

Practices for Improving Research Outputs: University C 

5.4.5.1 Qualitative results 

The impact of NUC mechanisms at University C can be described as both positive and negative 

as discussed below. 

5.4.5.1.1 Motivation of researchers through NUDTAS  

Reference to the role of an external quality assurance agency like NUC in quality assurance efforts 

of the university did not feature prominently in the discussion. However, one aspect of the impact 

discussed was the NUDTAS meant to reward quality PhD theses. Having indicated that one of 

their PhD graduates had won the award, the Director expressed a belief that it would serve as a 

source of motivation to others in the following words: 

The awards are impactful because if somebody is recognised for doing something, others 

would also want to be in that person’s shoes, and then you do your own work so that you 

will also merit the same recognition. So, I think the impact is there (Director, CRID:13). 

5.4.5.1.2 No follow-up from NUC delays policy framework for quality assurance  

One aspect of the negative dimension was a lack of follow-up and relevant support from NUC on 

the IQA practices of universities.  
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The National Universities Commission called all Quality Assurance Directors for a 

meeting in Abuja last year [2018], and they wanted quality assurance units to be 

established in all universities, federal, state and private. That was our first interactive 

meeting. We finished, had some resolutions and they said we would hear from them. That 

took place around September-October last year. Since then, we have received no news. 

Their Executive Secretary addressed us on the need for quality assurance, and we are now 

thinking that we are going to have a standard process… Since then, we have not heard 

from the focal officer for the programme at NUC. He packaged that Network for Quality 

Assurance and the meeting, but we never heard anything again about it (Director, QAU:7). 

This may have contributed to a lack of policy framework for quality assurance at this University. 

5.4.5.2 Quantitative results  

The data presented in Table 5.22 shows that most of the participants (58%) indicated that the 

NUC’s quality assurance mechanisms did not influence their University’s IQA of research. 

However, 17 (21%) said that these mechanisms influenced their university’s practices.  

Table 5.22: NUC’s quality assurance mechanisms influence University C’s IQA of research 

 Frequency Percent 

 Yes 17 21.0 

No 47 58.0 

I Don’t Know 17 21.0 

Total 81 100.0 

 

The results presented in Table 5.23 show that the respondents agreed that the external quality 

assurance practices of NUC influenced their university in the following ways: making the 

university create IQA unit (100%); procuring facilities for research (64.7%); developing research 

policies and guidelines (100%); allocating funds for research (82.4%); conducting periodic 

assessment of the university’s research performance (88.2%); and creating performance indicators 

for university research function (52.9%). 
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Table 5.23: How external quality assurance mechanisms influence IQA practices at University C 

  Yes No Don’t know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Making my university create IQA unit  17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

2. Procuring facilities for research  11 64.7% 3 17.6% 3 17.6%  

3. Developing research policies and 

guidelines 

 
17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

4. Allocating funds for research  14 82.4% 3 17.6% 0 0.0%  

5. Conducting periodic assessment of my 

university ‘s research performance 

 
15 88.2% 1 5.9% 1 5.9%  

6. Creating performance indicators for my 

university research function 

 
9 52.9% 5 29.4% 3 17.6%  

 

5.4.6 Factors Constraining University C’s IQA Practices for Improving in Research 

Outputs 

5.4.6.1 Qualitative analysis: Document and interview analysis 

From an analysis of the interview transcripts, constraints to IQA practices were identified. These 

were broadly categorised as internal constraints to the university such as constraints from 

university staff or university management, and external constraints such as those from the 

government or its agencies. These are discussed below. 

• Constraints from staff 

One of the constraints to IQA at University C was what may be described as a culture of 

compromise among staff. The Director of Quality Assurance described the phenomenon this way:  

I just want to read the Nigerian factor, as it is in government, so it is in most people who 

don’t want to do things in the right way and then when you insist, they get supporters 

(Director, QAU:15). 

Unpopularity of assurance practices among staff was one of the constraints to the quality assurance 

practices at University C. Staff of the university were very apprehensive of the IQA Unit. Some 

statements from the Director of the QA Unit of University C suggested this as highlighted below.  
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At this University, when they hear that the director of quality assurance or staff of quality 

assurance is in your department, everybody begins to worry and become restless….ehhhhh, 

as if we are policemen, we are not policemen (Director, QAU:4).  

This apprehension led to non-involvement of the Unit in other relevant sectors of the University:  

We have not been involved; in students’ admissions, we have not been involved, staff 

promotion we have not been involved, and even in employment, we have not been involved. 

That’s what I am trying to tell you. So far, they just say: ‘This Unit could be very dangerous 

if we lose a hand on it; let’s watch it. This is precisely what they are doing to me’ (Director, 

QAU:13).  

For a Unit that was expected to be involved in all aspects of the University functions, this exclusion 

would adversely affect IQA.  

• Constraints from university management and the government  

Leadership ambivalence had to do with the Vice-Chancellor’s claim to support IQA and a lack of 

courage to support practices that promoted it. This was presented as a challenge facing the practices 

of IQA at this university and was probably common in other universities as stated below: 

I made a request to the Vice-Chancellor that I want to carry out research on the quality of 

students we produce. I rolled out modalities which included appraising the lecturers because 

the quality of students depends on the quality of lecturers. It startled him and he said: ‘This 

will bring more problem. If the result turns out to be bad and the third party sees it, it may 

destroy the university.’ He said that I should leave that one, as the time is not yet ripe 

(Director, QAU:10). 

There was a common belief that Directors of Quality Assurance would be in trouble if they tried 

to enforce all the requirements of IQA. One of the Directors was quoted saying:  

Look, if you want us to do all these things [discussed in meetings of Quality Assurance 

Directors], the Vice-Chancellor will sack us. 

However, the Director noted that leadership commitment was key to success of IQA.  
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Insecurity leading to limited time for research activities was identified as a challenge to 

undertaking research at University C as reported by the Director of Research.  

The time is 1:30, and by the time it is 4 o’clock, everywhere the place looks deserted. It is 

important for research which I do in the lab; you can see the problem. It is a big challenge. 

But where you see staff resident on campus, you will not be in a hurry to go anywhere, and 

then you can walk to your house, come back and continue the work. Then another challenge 

is insecurity. Once the place is disserted, you cannot stay in your office and say you are 

carrying out research. So, that is a big challenge for us here (Director, CRID:14). 

• Constraints from government and its agencies 

Inadequate funding and bureaucracy in TETFund Research Grants Release were identified as 

problems at University C. The Director Research expressed this as follows:  

Funding is another very big challenge here. We are trying to address that squarely now by 

helping our staff to learn how to write better ground-breaking proposals. While the 

University is striving to strengthen the capacity of its scholars to access TETFund grants, 

it is constrained further by the delay in the release of research grants they had already 

won.  

The Director of Research further elaborated:  

…in 2016, there was a TETFUND national research grant and the result came out late last 

year, after two years. Though one of us here won the award anyway, even last month, I don’t 

think he received the money. So, tell me how we would be encouraged. Such things should 

come annually… There are so many bureaucratic bottlenecks here (Director, CRID:15). 

5.4.6.2 Quantitative results 

The results in Table 5.24 show that the factors that highly constrained University C’s IQA practices 

were a lack of clarity of IQA policies and information; a lack of structures to support; inadequate 

commitment top management/university administration; inadequate commitment of academic 

staff; and insufficient technical support as shown by mean ratings ranging from 3.7 to 4.4. The 
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moderate constraints were resistance by academic and non-academic staff and poor motivation by 

the university as shown by the mean ratings of 2.8–3.4.  

Table 5.24: Mean ratings on factors that constrain University C’s IQA practices that support 

improvement in research outputs 

   Mean SD Remark 

1. Lack of clarity of IQA policies and information 4.2 1.0 High 

2. Resistance by non-academic staff 2.8 1.1 Moderate 

3. Resistance by academic staff 3.4 1.2 Moderate 

4. Lack of structures to support IQA 4.4 0.9 High 

5. Inadequate commitment of top management / university 

administration 
3.9 0.7 High 

6. Inadequate commitment of academics 3.7 0.8 High 

7. Poor motivation by the university 3.1 0.9 Moderate 

8. Insufficient technical support 3.9 0.9 High 

 

5.4.7 Findings – University C 

An analysis shows that: 

1. There were limited policies and structures (36%) to guide research activities at University C. 

Similarly, only two (29%) out of the seven policies and documents that could be used to 

support research activities were present. 

2. IQA practices for improving the quality of research input, process and output were limited at 

University C. The practices such as providing research training for postgraduates and 

academics; providing access to funding sources; and reporting research progress through 

seminar presentation were not supported by the quantitative data.  

• Lack of enough rigour and focus on research competence during recruitment 

Human resources are the key input in the knowledge production function and recruiting those 

who have the capacity to engage in research is essential to success in research endeavours. This 

may be thwarted by basing employment on paper qualification, a lack of clear, merit-based 
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processes and recruiting mostly at a lower level. University C’s academic staff recruitment 

practices seemed to be counterproductive to research improvement efforts.  

• Providing limited access to sources of research funds  

University C had no strong strategy that enabled academics to have access to diverse research 

funding sources. The major source of funding was internal, ranging from N200,000 to 

N500,000.  

• Absence of comprehensive workload policy and practice 

Time is one of the key inputs for research. There should be a workload policy that allots a 

percentage of total hours to research and strategies that would allow them some time for that. 

However, this was absent at this university. The idea was that:  

it is difficult for management to allot standard time to academics for research because of 

many factors and dynamics” (Director, CRID:8). 

• Insufficient focus on internal peer review/monitoring of research process:  

The results from both the qualitative and quantitative data suggest that internal peer review of 

research proposals or manuscripts was lacking. The responses from academics indicated that 

internal peer review of proposals by a committee was not in place at the University. 

3. The effects of practices increased research output among lecturers due to joint publication with 

postgraduate students. 

4. The qualitative results showed that NUC had a positive influence on research by motivating 

academics through the NUDTAS award; however, its lack of follow-up had a negative effect. 

Some of the positive effects included making the university create the IQA office; procuring 

facilities for research; developing research policies and guidelines; allocating funds for 

research; conducting periodic assessment of its research performance; and creating indicators 

for the university research function. 

5. University C had many factors that hampered its QA efforts, namely a lack of clarity on IQA 

policies and information; a lack of structures to support IQA; insufficient commitment of top 
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management/university administration; inadequate commitment by academics; and 

insufficient technical support. From the perspective of Directors of Quality Assurance and 

Research, other constraints included a culture of compromise among university staff and 

unpopularity of quality assurance among staff. The constraints emanating from the University 

Management and government included leadership ambivalence, a lack of security around 

campus, limited time for research as the University did not staff accommodation, and lack of 

continuity in pursuit of quality as a result of leadership change.  

5.5 WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS – UNIVERSITY D 

5.5.1 University D Context 

University D is a specialised university in the middle belt part of Nigeria. It was set up in the 1980s 

and was 30 years old in 2018. According to the statistics from the Resource and Statistical Planning 

Unit of NUC, as at 2018, the University had a total student enrolment of 18 529 which consisted 

of 17 769 undergraduates and 760 postgraduates. It had a total of 811 academic staff composed of 

632 males and 179 females, leading to a student-lecturer ratio of 23:1 (Resource and Statistical 

Planning Unit, NUC, 2019). 

University D’s research output for a period of 10 years (2008–2017) based on Scopus database 

showed a total of 529 publications which was distributed as follows over this period: 21, 47, 64, 

77, 76, 61, 44, 35, 53 and 51 for 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 

respectively (Afolabi et al., 2019:151). This university came 21st and in the last position among 

the federal universities assessed and fourth among the case universities. Regarding the university’s 

access to TETFund institution-based research funding, it was able to draw 17.7% of the total 

research fund to the tune of N27 million. From the National Research Fund, it had not won any 

research grants in this category. It came fourth among the federal universities that participated in 

the maiden institutional accreditation that took place in 2011.  

5.5.2 Background Information of Participants 

5.5.2.1 Qualitative data 

All the three participants targeted for the interview, namely the Director of Research, the Director 

of Quality Assurance and Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) participated in the study. 
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5.5.2.2 Quantitative data 

Out of the 70 questionnaires distributed, 34 were retrieved representing a 48.6% return rate. The 

characteristics of respondents are presented in Table 5.25.  

Table 5.25: Respondents’ background information – University D 

Background Information N =34 % 

Faculty:   

 Veterinary Medicine 3 8.8 

 Management Sciences 12 35.3 

 Animal Science 12 35.3 

 Agriculture & Science Education 7 20.6 

Length of Stay in Current University: 
  

 Below 6 years 3 8.8 

 6 – 10 years 12 35.3 

 11– 15 years  7 20.6 

 16 years & Above 4 11.8 

 Non-Response 8 23.5 

Rank:   

 Professor 3 8.8 

 Reader/Associate Professor - - 

 Senior Lecturer 10 29.4 

 Lecturer I 10 29.4 

 Lecturer II 11 32.4 

 Non-Response 1 2.9 

Current Post:   

 Associate Dean 2 5.9 

 Head of Department 2 5.9 

 None 24 70.6 

 Non-Response 6 17.6 

Previous Post Held:   

 Head of Department 4 11.8 

 None 25 14.7 

 

As shown in Table 5.26, most respondents came from the faculty of management sciences and 

animal sciences, each accounting for 35.3%. The Faculty of Agriculture and Science Education 

accounted for 20.6% of the participants, while Veterinary Medicine was the least represented 

school at 8.8%. In terms of length of stay in the current university, a significant percentage of 
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respondents had been at the university for 6–10 years, while 8.8% had a duration of less than 6 

years. A sizeable number of respondents did not respond to this question. 

Senior Lecturer and Lecturer I were the most represented ranks among the respondents, each 

accounting for 29.4% respectively. The professor rank had 8.8% respondents, while the associate 

professors were not represented at all. As Table 5.27 reflects, most respondents (85.7%) did not 

hold any positions, while 7.1% were Heads of Departments and Associate Deans respectively. 

Only 2 (5.9%) of the respondents held the post of Associate Dean and Head of Department 

respectively, while over 70% did not hold any position. Similarly, most respondents (73.5%) had 

held no previous positions, while only 11.8% had previously held the position of Heads of 

Departments.  

5.5.3 Internal Quality Assurance Policies, Structures, Processes and Tools Available to 

Support Research Outputs at University D 

5.5.3.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses 

This section includes a thematic analysis of documents and interview transcripts from the 

university. No policy document was available at University D and only three documents related to 

the progress report of research activities were collected. However, in one of the documents, a 

research policy statement articulated the University’s main research objective as to run a research 

system that was dynamic and responsive to the changing societal needs and providing the milieu 

for generating new scientific knowledge for improved technologies (Strategic Plan for Research 

Development and Academic Staff Training Development Programmes 2009–2014:2). 

In terms of structures that supported research, the following were identified from the documents: 

• University Research Board; 

• Institutional Committee on Research; 

• Directorate of Research and Development; and 

• College Research Board. 

An analysis of the interview transcripts from three participants at University D shows that there 

were few policies and structures to support research. The Research Policy and Plan was the only 

document mentioned by two participants. In this respect, the Director of Research reported: 
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We have the university policy on research. We have the University-wide Research Board 

which is the highest policy-making body on anything about research” (Director, R&D:1).  

Apart from research policy, the Director of Research reported that the university also had a 

research plan which guided the research focus for academics: 

We have a research plan which expired a year ago and we are working on a new one. We 

have called for inputs from different groups and departments because the focus that we 

had last year may not be the same. The challenges are changing over time, and so, some 

of them are refocusing based on the past experiences (Director, R&D:3). 

The above information, however, contradicts documentary evidence showing that there was no 

policy document. The Director of Research also identified the structures listed in the documents. 

• Directorate of Research and Development: Established in 2000, the Directorate of Research 

and Development was responsible for the implementation of decisions taken by the University 

Research Board. The Director clarified this thus: 

“At the implementation level, we have the Directorate of Research which oversees all aspects 

of research within the university in terms of implementation as directed by the University 

Research Board” (Director, R&D:2). 

• Directorate of Quality Assurance: The Quality Assurance Unit at University D was barely two 

years old as reported by the Director: 

“I came on board as the Director in April 2018. The first person was appointed in 2017, 

and shortly afterwards, he resigned from the University. There was nobody until I came on 

board in 2018” (Director, DQA:1).  

Being newly established, it had no policy, handbook or manual. However, the current 

Director’s desire was to put a policy in place:  

I will be happy if I am able to develop a policy that would go through Council and becomes 

the document of the University. Once I do that, I would be satisfied, knowing that at least 

I have done some thing. That is my target now” (Director, DQA:9).  
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Regarding the focus of quality assurance at University D, the Director believed that quality 

assurance covered virtually all aspects of University activities; however, he did not mention 

the research function:  

Quality assurance is not about teaching only. It should even cover the Vice-Chancellor’s 

Office, the bursary office, the library and everywhere. It is an omnibus. It covers the whole 

system; from the beginning to the end. Even the graduates that we produce – are they 

worthy ambassadors? However, because we do not understand and know what it is, people 

are looking at it in a different way (Director, DQA:4). 

The above excerpt indicates that the QA Unit of the University had not taken off even though it 

had been in existence for two years. 

5.5.3.2 Quantitative results  

As shown in Table 5.26, the academics agreed that the university had the following policies and 

structures: Research Policy (61.8%) and Research and Development Directorate/Research 

Management Office (58.8%). Half of the academics (50%) were not sure whether the University 

had a Quality Assurance Directorate or a Patent/Commercialisation Office. Participants’ responses 

also indicated that other policies and structures were not available at the university. 

Table 5.26: IQA policies and structures for research at University D  

  Yes No Don’t know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Quality Assurance Policy (including 

university research function) 

 
4 11.8% 16 47.1% 14 41.2%  

2. Research Policy  21 61.8% 4 11.8% 9 26.5%  

3. Research Ethics Review Policy  14 41.2% 5 14.7% 15 44.1%  

4. Research Ethics Review Board  14 41.2% 3 8.8% 17 50.0%  

5. Quality Assurance Directorate/ office / 

unit 

 
16 47.1% 7 20.6% 11 32.4%  

6. Research and Development Directorate / 

Research Management Office 

 
20 58.8% 5 14.7% 9 26.5%  

7. Patent / Commercialisation office  8 23.5% 9 26.5% 17 50.0%  
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  Yes No Don’t know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

8. Quality Assurance Officers at Central 

Administration 

 
16 47.1% 5 14.7% 13 38.2%  

9. Quality Assurance Committees at the 

central administration 

 
15 44.1% 6 17.6% 13 38.2%  

10. Quality Assurance committees in 

Faculties / departments/ units 

 
1 2.9% 19 55.9% 14 41.2%  

11. Senate Research Committee  15 44.1% 6 17.6% 13 38.2%  

12. Senate Research Grant  8 23.5% 11 32.4% 15 44.1%  

13. Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence 

Award 

 
1 2.9% 18 52.9% 15 44.1%  

14. Academic Staff Workload Policy / 

Guidelines 

 
10 29.4% 11 32.4% 13 38.2%  

 

5.5.4 How University D Engaged in IQA Practices to Improve Research 

University D’s IQA practices were categorised into input, process and output dimensions, which 

are discussed in detail in subsequent sections. 

5.5.4.1 Input dimension 

5.5.4.1.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses 

Themes identified under the input dimension are recruiting academics with less rigour and more 

attention to teaching capacity; providing and encouraging research training for 

academics/researchers; and providing opportunities to access diverse sources of research funds. 

However, little documentary evidence was available on these themes. 

• Recruiting academics with less rigour and more attention to teaching capacity 

University D did not have any discernable, merit-based process of employing only people who had 

the potential to do research or had research track records. It focused mainly on the capacity to 

teach:  
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Nobody ever asks any question about the pedigree, or what an applicant has done before. 

They just ask: can you teach this course at this level? When the person says “yes” and he 

has evidence to show, he is employed. So, there is not so much emphasis on the grants’ 

aspect… For the professorial cadre, a question on your research focus is asked, but in terms 

of scoring, it doesn’t count. We just look at a list of publications (Director, R&D:5). 

This information regarding the top rank was contrary to the views presented by the Director of 

Quality Assurance who noted: 

For higher academic positions, publications are critically evaluated by a team of 

academics in that discipline. For junior academics, the class in which you passed your 

degree is important” (Director, DQA:3).  

What seems clear is that academic qualifications counted most in employment at this university 

since most of the academic staff were employed at lower levels. Even in this area, it seems like 

there was a culture of compromise. This could be gleaned from the following statement by the 

Director of Quality Assurance:  

If the policy is in place, every interview that is supposed to be done, it should cover quality 

assurance, but now, the interview is going on and I am not there…These are some of the 

problems and because there are no jobs in the country, now everything goes. It’s not 

properly filtered – political interests, clannish interests, sect interests, religious interests, 

and everything comes into play. It becomes difficult, and the person at the helm of affairs 

has his hands tied (Director, DQA:2). 

• Providing and encouraging research training for academics/researchers 

The University articulated that developing the research capacity of academics to improve its 

research capacity would be implemented. As indicated in one of the documents, the university 

sought to: 

Strengthen the capacity of all cadres of academic staff for research through training for 

higher degrees and intellectual enrichment through local and international conferences to 

continually ensure quality assurance in research delivery systems and quantum incremental 

gains in agricultural output…. Capacity building and staff training for higher degrees [would 
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be provided] to improve the competences in teaching and research delivery system (Strategic 

Plan for Research Development and Academic Staff Training Development Programmes, 

2009–2014:35).  

An analysis of the interview transcripts of participants from this university showed that one of the 

practices was providing opportunities for conferences/workshops. In the words of the Deputy 

Vice-Chancellor (Academic):  

We grant staff both teaching and non-teaching; we grant them permission to go out, 

embark on a short workshop, conferences, and then to carry out short extension services 

and research” (DVC, Academic:1).  

Although the DVC addressed general workshops and conferences, one that was more directly 

related to research was the grant writing workshops which were carried out specifically to deal 

with the issue of poor grant writing and the inability to win the much-needed grants by this 

university:  

I was on the Technical Committee of proposal writing, and if you see what some people 

write! They require a lot of training, extensive training. We have had two workshops in 

writing winning proposals…From that first workshop we had, 25 people submitted for 

Institution Based Research and 16 got it straight..., N2 million. They next batch was about 

14, and then 8 got it, and then we have other applications here. We had a second workshop 

on writing winning proposals because these things are coming in different dimensions. We 

said, we will not focus only on TETFund, we can focus on other bodies, external bodies. You 

know each body wanting to give you a grant has its own template for writing a proposal 

which you must strictly follow… (Director, R&D:9).  

The training on grant writing was propelled by the need for research grants and most academics’ 

inability to prepare proposals capable of attracting grants for research funding. Many of them 

seemed to have benefitted from these workshops, which improved their capacity to write effective 

proposals.  

Another area of development for scholars is through postgraduate students where they learn 

research methodologies and engage in independent research. This is meant to help people develop 
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as independent researchers. To achieve this, University D tapped into the TETFund for sponsoring 

academics for further studies both locally and internationally. Describing this aspect of academic 

staff training and development, the Director, R&D said: 

The training is very good here because it has two components. One is through our linkages 

and the second one is through the TETFund. The TETFund has two components of training, 

which are handled by the Director of Linkages. A lot of students and staff have travelled out 

for Master’s and PhD and then came back; and some are what we called in-breeding, being 

trained at this University, and some are being trained in other universities in Nigeria 

(Director, R&D:8). 

• Providing opportunities to access diverse sources of research funds 

From a document analysis, it could be seen that there was little or no internal funding as reported 

in one of the documents. 

Staff had continued their research activities with little or no external funding principally due 

to inability to write wining research proposals. The Vice-Chancellor being concerned about 

this situation released N3 million research grant to academic staff to start off a competitive 

scheme based on selection of winning proposals. Twelve academic staff benefitted from that 

[between 2010 and 2012] (Brief History of the Directorate of Research and Development, 

2019:8) 

Internal funding to the tune of N250,000 is insufficient. This explains an overdependence on the 

TETFund which most academics could access and possibly compounded the problem of research 

funding at this University.  

Participants mentioned several research funding sources available at the University. However, 

what emerged from their responses was that there was a great reliance on the TETFund.  

…we have our sources of finance for research. The first one is internally generated revenue 

(IGR). The second is from the TETfund. In fact, that is the main source of funding for all 

tertiary institutions now in Nigeria, and we use that to fund short service, short courses, 

conferences and workshops. Then for the long-term fund from the TETund that gets to 

Linkages, we use it to train our staff abroad and internally, that is, for master’s and PhD. In 
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addition to that, we also source funds from the philanthropists during our convocation. You 

know, we bring in people, the well-to-do, who can sympathise with us financially. We also 

collaborate with external agencies and so those are the basic sources. IGR translates into 

nothing, yet we set aside a fraction, a percentage for training, but we rely more on the 

TETfund and donations from philanthropists (DVC, Academic:4). 

The source of research funding for this university could be summarised as internally generated 

with external sources from industries, philanthropists and TETFund as the main funders. Breaking 

down the funding sources by percentage, the DVC (Academic) outlined as follows:  

From the TETfund, we receive about 85% of the revenue. As I discuss with you, I have just 

signed cheques for people in the UK and US that amounted to millions today. From the IGR, 

it’s about 65%; from the external donors like Cadbury and others, we receive about 15%. 

The proposals written by some lecturers also attract fund as I have told you, and that’s about 

5% currently.  

The dominant role of the TETFund in research funding at this university was confirmed by a 

statement of the Director of Research and Development thus: 

You know the problem facing universities, especially Federal universities, is a lack of 

funding for research. As of now, it is almost zero, and any fund for research activity we have 

now will come from TETFund. The TETFund has two major components of research: The 

first one is the national research fund. That one the highest and it is about 40 to 50 million 

they can give to each staff, and it’s highly competitive. Like this last one, there were about 

1,390 people who applied, but they couldn’t give to more than 39… and then there is the 

Institution Based Research for N2 million (Director, R&D:9). 

Although the TETFund provides the highest opportunities to access funds for research, very few 

scholars at universities access them as shown by the preceding statement. 

• Providing access to facilities for research activities 

Resources such as facilities, library, equipment and laboratory are important inputs that make 

quality research possible, particularly for a university that is technologically focused. University 

D showed that it had mechanisms to ensure that scholars had access to some of these facilities.  
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You can see it this way, we have a central equipment laboratory system where have 

something like AAAS… We have a molecular Biology Laboratory which also serves the 

entire University. Those ones are very much equipped. Then if you go to the Colleges or 

Departments across along disciplines, they have equipment relating to what they are 

teaching or researching, and those things are domiciled in the Colleges or Departments. 

Those ones that are centrally in use, are at central equipment laboratory (Director, R&D:8).  

The availability of facilities was reiterated by the DVC (Academic) who indicated that: 

In terms of facilities, we don’t have serious challenges… In terms of building, yes, we have 

enough buildings put up by the TETfund. When you get to mechanical and Electronic 

Engineering, our workshop is well equipped. However, in as much as we have that, we still 

need more. The Central Bank has just granted us an MOU and they have just agreed to 

improve the facilities we have in poultry production. They just sent an MOU; they said it is 

a loan, but it runs into billions. In terms of facilities, we are OK. But we need more, we are 

still improving on what we have (DVC, Academic). 

Regarding the adequacy of facilities, the Director responded: 

Nobody has enough facilities. No university has enough facilities; it depends on which area 

you are working on. No university can say they are self-sufficient” (Director, R&D:8).  

However, the Director of Quality Assurance at the university presented a different picture of a 

deplorable state of facilities. He revealed: 

We have problems because the university is not funded. When I was an undergraduate, if I 

had some practical I didn’t finish, I had an opportunity to go to the lab anytime, but 

nowadays, by 3 o’clock the labs are locked up. Students cannot do anything. Even those who 

are doing their research, they cannot even have access to the lab any time they like. There 

are no lights for 3 to 5 hours running – no single light unless you use the generator. The 

whole place becomes noisy; you can’t teach, you can’t do anything, you can’t carry out any 

research… (Director, DQA:8). 

He presented a different angle on the issue as it concerned the functionality of available facilities, 

which others did not address. From his perspective, access and use of available facilities were 
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limited due to several factors such as a lack of electricity and limited opening hours of the 

laboratories.  

5.5.4.1.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

As Table 5.27 reflects, the mean responses of academics at University D on the practices intended 

to improve research inputs indicate that they were generally undecided on this aspect. They 

disagreed that “Each lecturer receives research fund/sponsorship at least once every year” and that 

“There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here”. Academics at this 

university equally disagreed that “The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ 

research activities”. 

Table 5.27: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices to improve research input at University 

D 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

A RESEARCH INPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University …    

I Recruiting Competent Researchers    

1. Quality of research output is one major criteria for recruitment of 

academics/ researchers 
2.8 1.1 U 

2. Candidates’ track record in research is a major attraction to the 

management for recruitment of lecturers 
2.8 1.1 U 

3. Candidates’’ potentials and future prospects in research performance is a 

common consideration for employing academics 
2.8 1.3 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.8 1.1 U 

II Providing Funds for Research    

4. Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to sponsor lecturers’ 

research 
2.6 1.2 U 

5. Each lecturer receives research fund / sponsorship at least once every year 2.2 1.1 D 

6. There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here 2.3 1.1 D 

 Subscale Mean 2.4 1.1 D 

III Providing Facilities for Research    

7. Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, Springer, Sage, 

EBSCO, etc. are easily accesses in our library 
2.9 1.1 U 

8. There has been steady improvement in provision of equipment/facilities for 

research 
2.8 1.1 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.9 0.9 U 

IV Mentoring and Research Training    

9. Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring by senior colleagues with 

more research experience and expertise 
3.0 1.1 U 
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

10. Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and provide feedback to 

junior colleagues on research output 
2.9 1.2 U 

11. Research training is provided for academics regularly, particularly for 

inexperienced researchers 
2.6 1.1 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.8 1.0 U 

V Providing Time for Research    

12. There is clear policy on the allocation of time for research, teaching and 

community service 
2.8 1.2 U 

13. The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ research 

activities  
2.4 1.1 D 

14. Lecturers embark on research leave from time to time 2.7 1.1 U 

15. Sufficient time is devoted to research activities 2.8 1.1 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.7 0.9 U 

 

5.5.4.2 Process dimension 

5.5.4.2.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses  

A number of quality assurance measures could be taken before finalisation of any research, that is, 

at a process level. Some of these are discussed in the next subsections.  

• Monitoring the commencement and completion of research projects 

Another aspect involved monitoring research grant implementation to ensure that the process was 

smooth as explained below. 

We have a Monitoring Committee to ensure that: (1) you commence the research, and (2) 

that you carry out the research to completion. The University may assist depending on the 

quality or type of the publication. The condition again is that, by the time you finish the 

research, you should be able to publish at least one or two papers (Director, R&D:10). 

This perspective, however, is different from the one given by the Director of Quality Assurance at 

the same university who said:  

There is nothing like that in place [a mechanism for monitoring research process]. It is 

only when this office comes into place that we are going to have that within the units, 

departments and colleges with quality assurance committees that will be reporting that 

[monitoring of research implementation]” (Director, DQA:4). 
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Although this latter presentation contradicted the narrative of Director, R&D, a document analysis 

shows that the mandate of the Directorate of Research & Development is to “document and 

monitor all research activities approved by the URB and prepare overall progress reports” 

(Directorate of Research and Development, 2019:5). 

The Monitoring Committee of this University is expected to assess and report the status of the 

University’s sponsored research projects. However, as indicated by the Director of Research and 

Development, the report is not published.  

The Monitoring Committee normally gives the reports from the Colleges to the Senate. You 

know that is a Committee of the Senate and they report to the Senate” (Director, R&D:11).  

5.5.4.2.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perception 

As shown in Table 5.28, the mean responses of University D academics on the practices that could 

improve research indicate that they were generally undecided on the research input, process and 

output practices. However, they clearly disagreed that the university provided funds for research 

(Mean = 2.4) and that “workload policy provides sufficient time for lecturers’ research activities” 

(Mean = 2.1). 

Table 5.28: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices to improve research process at 

University D 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

C RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION    

 At this University …    

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research Process    

16. There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by colleagues to 

improve the research process 
3.2 1.2 U 

17. Results from the Results from the peer review are used for improving 

research performance of academics 
3.2 1.2 U 

18. Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers within the 

university through which they receive feedback to improve their work 
3.0 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.2 1.1 U 
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

VI Providing Forum for Interaction among Academics on their Research 

19. There is forum for academics to discuss their research results with colleagues 

in the department / faculty 
2.9 1.3 U 

20. There is opportunity for discussions of ongoing research among colleagues 3.1 1.2 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.0 1.2 U 

VIII Review of Research Proposals by Ethics Committee    

21. Research proposals by lecturers at this university go through the Research 

Ethics Committee / Board 
2.8 1.2 U 

22. Research proposals by doctoral students go through the approval by the 

Research Ethics Committee / Board 
2.9 1.4 U 

 Subscale Mean 2.9 1.3 U 

 

5.5.4.3 Output dimension 

5.5.4.3.1 Qualitative results: Document and interview analyses  

The output dimension of IQA practices relate to all activities undertaken by the university after 

the research has been completed and published. The themes identified here are self-assessment of 

research performance; assessing publication for promotion; and limited or no researcher visibility, 

which are discussed below. 

• Self-assessment of research performance 

Self-assessment is one of the ways of assuring quality. It is a strategy used by a university to assess 

its progress towards achieving its goals and it is different from an assessment by EQA agencies or 

professional bodies. With respect to research performance, it relates to all the practices used to 

check if the university meets its targets relating to research outputs. A response from the DVC 

(Academic) shows how this University carried out this activity:  

We do assessment of research outputs, that is, the data bank is kept in both the DVC’s 

office, in Directorate of Research and Development Centre and Directorate for Linkages 

because the two centres are under my supervision. So, we have a data bank for self-

assessment” (DVC, Academic:9).  
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• Assessing publications for promotion  

Appraisal and promotion have been identified as some of the major avenues for assuring quality 

of research outputs by scholars in the university system. The appointment and promotion 

guidelines showed the points for each of the following six areas of assessment: academic 

qualification – 15 points; publication and creative/innovative works – 30 points; teaching and 

cognate/professional experience – 25 points; current research/extension – 10 points; administrative 

experience – 10 points; and community service 10 points. Specifically, the contribution of 

publications to the aggregate promotion score was distributed as follows for different ranks: 31% 

(Professor), 28% (Association Professor), 20% (Senior Lecturer), and 6% (Lecturer I). Publication 

was not required for promotion from the Assistant Lecturer to Lecturer II (Revised Conditions and 

Scheme of Service for Senior Staff, 2015:53). These percentages suggest less emphasis on 

publication for promotion purposes at University D. 

An analysis of interview transcripts revealed the following process for promotion of the 

professorial cadre:  

The Board will scrutinise all the papers during the assessment. During the prima facie 

stage in the assessment year, the professionals and the professors in the Department will 

look at the quality and credibility of papers at the Department Board; from the 

Departmental Board they go to the College Board because we operate the collegiate system 

here. Then they will come to central A&PC (the Appointment and Promotion Committee) 

to look at them, and thereafter make recommendations to Council, and then, at that stage, 

we take a final decision. After that, for associate professors and professors, we send the 

candidates’ papers to external bodies after the result of the prima facie. Afterwards, then 

we now send them again for full assessment for either associate professor or professor. 

These are the processes that justify the quality of the papers people have published (DVC, 

Academic:7). 

There is another dimension to the appraisal which is seen as mere counting of the number of journal 

articles rather than examining their quality. The promotion process practised at University D did 

not seem to assure people that the quality of research output was high. This could be gleaned from 

the following narratives of the Director of Quality Assurance: 
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What the lecturers are interested in is solo effort because most of their research is 

personally funded, and because of that, at times, a person will do work that you think 

should be at most one publication that can take about 5 or 6 pages; he will break it down 

to five publications so that he can count the number, not quality. There are some internal 

mechanisms that we can put in place to check that. Since we are not funding them, at least 

we can look at the quality of what others are doing…. At the promotion level, what we also 

do is count (Director, DQA:2). 

Enforcing strict compliance with the university’s recommended high-quality journals is central to 

assuring the quality of publications by academics. The major way to enforce it is not to accept 

articles published in low-impact and predatory journals for promotion. However, there was no 

strict enforcement of the University’s list of acceptable journals. The scenario presented below 

suggests that there was no such enforcement: 

…a lot of people still publish online, in online journals…It depends on the University. We 

will say that, from your publications, we will not accept more than two online papers or 

more than three. You can easily see journals publishing 12 issues in a year. For example, 

one paper reflected, “Submitted 10th of March; Accepted 15th of March; Published 20th of 

March”. We do not accept it. That means there is no clear review. [Are Lecturers 

discouraged from publishing there?] Yea, now, they are now picking up, like these other 

journals I said, we are getting from NUC and from my own internal ones referred to as 

distinguished journals or reputable journals (Director, R&D:15). 

• Limited or no researcher visibility  

Making research visible to stakeholders and other people is one of the ways of assuring the quality 

of research and research activities. According to the DVC (Academic), there was a platform for 

showcasing the research outputs of the professors at the university.  

We have created a platform that is internationally accepted, and all our papers are on the 

internet now. We have created profiles for all the professors, their passport photos, their 

resumes and all their papers…. The University is about internet accessibility; we are widely 

accessible. So, when you google now [mentions the University website], you will see all our 
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papers, from one College to the other because it is chronologically arranged according to 

Colleges... (Director, Academic). 

However, there was a different perspective to this as presented by the Director, DQA. As a 

professor of many years in good standing at the University, he reported: 

No, we do not have it [Report of research output]. We are trying to see how, but our website 

has been giving us a lot of troubles. The other time we say that staff should bring in their 

soft and hardcopies so that we can upload to the university website, but we went on strike. 

There was a students’ crisis here, but that thing died down. We have not been able to do it 

because when we came back, everybody was trying to do exams. So, everybody is so engaged, 

and we couldn’t do it (Director, DQA:3). 

There were some contradictions on the narratives of the three participants at University D 

concerning the internal practices that related to research.  

5.5.4.3.2 Quantitative results: Academics’ perceptions 

As shown in Table 5.29, the mean responses by academics at University D shows that they were 

undecided about the practices that could improve research output.  

Table 5.29: Mean responses of academics on IQA practices to improve research output at 

University D 

S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

C RESEARCH OUTPUT DIMENSION    

 At this University …    

IX Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Progress in Research Outputs 

and Using the Results 
   

23. Research performance indicators are developed and used to assess its 

progress in research Outputs 
3.2 1.2 U 

24. Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are used to guide research 

funding and provision of facilities 
3.0 1.1 U 

25. Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of research productivity 

are used for staff motivation 
3.0 1.0 U 
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S/N Items Mean SD Rmk 

26. Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in 

research guide decisions on research training for academics 
3.1 1.0 U 

27. Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports on our progress and 

areas of deficiency 
2.9 1.1 U 

 Subscale Mean 3.0 0.9 U 

 

• The effects of IQA practices 

The only effect of the IQA practices reported by the participants was an increase in the number of 

successful research proposals and more grants. Narrating this success, the Director of Research at 

University said:  

We have had two workshops in writing winning proposals…. From that first workshop we 

had, 25 people submitted to the Institution Based Research and 16 got funds straight away. 

The next batch was about 14, and 8 got them (Director, R&D:9).  

5.5.5 How External Quality Assurance Mechanisms Influence Nigerian Universities’ IQA 

Practices for Improving Research Outputs: University D 

5.5.5.1 Qualitative results  

Some of the ways in which external quality assurance practices influenced University D’s internal 

practices are discussed below. 

• Showcasing and motivating scholars through NUC’s NUDTAS scheme  

The NUDTAS was regarded as a means of showcasing scholars’ work as well as motivating them 

in their research endeavours. Expressing his perception on this matter, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

(Academic) said: 

When I was the Deputy Dean of the postgraduate school, I led a delegation from here to 

Sokoto for the NUDTAS. Then they gave award to two lecturers based on the publications 

from their theses from this University… It is making a positive impact because it is a 

practical way of embarking on both summative and formative assessment of lecturers and 

students and to showcase your intelligentsia (University D, DVC Academic:12 Page).  
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• Incorporating NUC’s journal list in university’s list of reputable journals 

One of the ways of assuring research quality is the quality of journals where academics publish. 

Incorporating the NUC’s list of reputable journals was a means to assure the quality of research at 

the University. This was articulated in the following manner by the Director of Research and 

Development:  

We have a committee that was set up to bring up what we call a list of high-quality 

international journals, and we circulated this across Colleges. So, we try as much as possible 

to publish in those journals. The NUC also gave us information about reputable journals in 

Nigeria and outside. There are some journals in Nigeria which they have been blacklisted 

because of their questionable credibility and poor quality (Director, R&D:10). 

Although this University used the NUC’s list of journals, it was not strictly enforced (Director, 

R&D:15). One thing that influenced the adoption of the NUC’s journal list was a perception that 

it was a recommendation which could either be accepted or refused. In this regard, the Director of 

Quality Assurance expressed his views this way:  

To me that is a recommendation because it is not just publishing in high-ranking journals 

that matters… It is not a journal; it’s what you put in it that is the most important thing” 

(Director, DQA:1).  

• Lack of follow-up from NUC impedes progress  

There appeared to be no positive impact on the QA unit of this university because NUC did not 

follow up on the framework developed to build IQA. Describing this situation, the Director of 

Quality Assurance said: 

Maybe NUC needs to step up to the plate because the last time we went for a workshop, 

they said they were going to send us some materials so that we can review them, but up to 

now, they have not done so. I tried to get in touch with the Director in charge of quality 

insurance. I called him twice and he didn’t pick up the phone and he has not responded. 

So, there are a lot of things going on. It seems that we are not serious about quality 

assurance. We are not serious yet, starting from the national level down to the 
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universities…. Yes, they receive our phones and emails, yet nothing is happening (Director, 

DQA:5). 

The above account suggests a lack of progress in IQA at University D due to a lack of follow-up 

and direction from the EQA agency, namely NUC.  

5.5.5.2 Quantitative results  

Table 5.30: NUC’s QA mechanisms influence University C’s IQA practices for improving 

research 

 Frequency Percent (%) 

 Yes 7 20.6 

No 17 50.0 

I Don’t Know 10 29.4 

Total 34 100.0 

 

The results presented in Table 5.30 show that half of the respondents disagreed that the EQA 

practices of NUC influenced their university while only 20.6% agreed. In Table 5.31, 70% to 100% 

of this group indicated that the ways EQA mechanisms impacted the IQA practices for improving 

research in the university included creating an IQA unit; procuring facilities for research; 

developing research policies and guidelines; allocating funds for research; and conducting periodic 

assessment of my university’s research performance. Over half of them identified “creating 

performance indicators for university research function” as one of the ways NUC’s EQA 

mechanisms influenced IQA practices in their university.  

Table 5.31: Ways EQA mechanisms influence IQA practices at University D 

  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

1. Making my university create IQA 

unit 

 
5 71.4% 0 0.0% 2 28.6%  

2. Procuring facilities for research  7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

3. Developing research policies and 

guidelines 

 
7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

4. Allocating funds for research  7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  
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  Yes No Don’t Know  

  Freq % Freq % Freq % Remark 

5. Conducting periodic assessment of 

my university ‘s research 

performance 

 

7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  

6. Creating performance indicators for 

my university research function 

 
4 57.1% 3 42.9% 0 0.0%  

 

5.5.6 Factors Constraining University D’s IQA Practices that Support Improvement in 

Research Outputs 

5.5.6.1 Qualitative results 

Constraints identified from the interview transcripts could be broadly categorised as internal and 

external constraints. While the internal are those relating to the university and university 

management, external constraints are those emanating from the government. These are presented 

in the following sections. 

• Constraints from staff 

One of the constraints to IQA at University D was what may be described as a culture of 

researching for promotion. One of the participants, the Director of Quality Assurance identified 

this as a hindrance to IQA. 

Plagiarism is the most serious problem going on now. Due to the common mantra that ‘if 

you don’t publish, you perish’, people try by all means – by hook or by crook to get published 

so that they can get promoted (Director, DQA:).  

One of the constraints to quality assurance at University D can be characterised as the unpopularity 

of quality assurance practices among staff. Staff of the university were described as apprehensive 

of the IQA Unit. Some statements from the Director, Quality Assurance suggest this.  

Now let me tell you this, if you want to do the quality assurance job properly, you will be an 

enemy to virtually everybody. Just like E.F.C.C (Economic and Financial Crimes 

Commission) is not wanted by anybody in this country. If they pass, people run away. It’s 
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the same thing here. If you are to work in that office properly, you will be an enemy to 

everybody… then, you will be hated, and nobody will come near you (Director, DQA:9). 

This situation has the capacity to instil fear and a lack of motivation to work and change the system. 

• Constraints from the government  

Some of the practices from the University Management and the Government that can negatively 

influence the progress of internal quality systems are discussed below. 

All the participants identified inadequate funding as a problem that slowed down the university’s 

internal quality mechanisms. This problem was succinctly stated by one of the participants. 

I put the blame squarely on the federal government because it does not want to fund 

universities properly and that is why the staff morale is so low. They are interested in making 

political gains out of it. (Director, DQA:5).  

Bureaucracy in government’s financial regulation was another problem. The inclusion of 

universities in civil service bureaucracy in terms of financial management was identified as one of 

the problems that negatively impeded their capacity to undertake QA mechanisms to improve the 

system. This was elaborately described as follows:  

… You see all the bottlenecks... Once a thing is not budgeted for, even if there is a need, 

you cannot do it, you have to wait for another year…. By that time, it will have slowed 

down the processes. Universities are not supposed to be located within the government 

bureaucracy (Director, DQA:10). 

5.5.6.2 Quantitative results  

The results presented in Table 5.32 shows the factors that constrained University D’s IQA 

practices. The university was highly constrained by a lack of IQA policies and information; a lack 

of structures to support IQA; inadequate commitment of top management/university 

administration; poor motivation by the university; and insufficient technical support as shown by 

the mean responses which ranged from 3.6 to 4.00. On the other hand, resistance by academic and 

non-academic and inadequate commitment by academic staff were moderate constraints to IQAs 

for improving research in the university. 
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Table 5.32: Mean ratings on factors that constrain University D’s IQA practices that support 

improvement in research  

   Mean SD Remark 

1. Lack of clarity of IQA policies and information 3.9 0.9 High 

2. Resistance by non-academic staff 2.7 1.1 Moderate 

3. Resistance by academic staff 2.8 1.2 Moderate 

4. Lack of structures to support IQA 4.0 1.1 High 

5. Inadequate commitment of top management / university 

administration 
3.6 1.0 High 

6. Inadequate commitment of academics 2.8 1.0 Moderate 

7. Poor motivation by the university 3.6 .96 High 

8. Insufficient technical support 3.7 1.1 High 

 

5.5.7 Findings – University D 

The results show that: 

1. There were limited policies and structures to support research at University D as shown by the 

qualitative and quantitative data. It had only 2 (14%) out of 14 policies and structures relevant 

for guiding research activities.  

2. IQA practices to improve the quality of research inputs, processes and outputs were limited. In 

terms of research input, the only clear practice supported by academics at University D was 

using the policies available to guide research activities. Other practices related to research input 

such as providing research training for postgraduates and academics, providing access to 

funding sources and recruiting competent researchers were not supported by the quantitative 

data. Academics neither agreed nor disagreed with most areas of the university management’s 

IQA practices. The practices meant to improve research process were also few. Self-

assessment of research performance and assessing publications for promotion were some of 

the practices at the output level. There was no clear support from the quantitative data on the 

assessment of research performance. Several deficiencies highlighted below were identified. 
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Lacking a rigorous recruitment process that emphasises research competence: University D 

did not emphasise the candidates’ research capacity before recruitment. This made it possible 

to employ those with little or no research potential or capacity. 

Providing limited access to sources of research funds: The University had no strong strategy 

to enable academics access diverse research funding sources. The internal research grants were 

as little as N250,000. Therefore, there was overdependence on the TETFund grants which were 

not regular. The statistics from the TETFund confirm a paucity of grants from this source.  

Absence of comprehensive workload policy and practice: The University believed that it was 

not feasible to use a comprehensive work policy.  

In terms of the individual research, it is not totally feasible to allocate time because it also 

varies, depending on the type of research you are carrying out… It is not too feasible to 

allocate time per se” (DVC, Academic:9).  

There was equally no provision for research leave for academics. People were left to manage 

their time.  

People just take ordinary leave. Honestly, they have forgotten about the research leave 

(Director, R&D:7). 

Regarding the use of information obtained from quality assurance mechanisms, reports were 

submitted to the Senate and little or no information was provided to the external stakeholders.  

3. The effects of quality assurance practices included the increased number of successful research 

proposals and more grants. 

4. The qualitative result showed that NUC had a positive influence on the university’s internal 

process by motivating quality scholarship through its NUDTAS scheme and guiding 

promotion process through its catalogue of journals. On the other hand, the NUC’s lack of 

direction on quality assurance impeded progress in IQA at University D. However, quantitative 

results from academics showed that most of them believed that NUC had no influence on the 

university’s IQA practices.  
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5. Quantitative results indicated that factors that constrained quality assurance efforts at this 

university were a lack of clarity on IQA policies and information; a lack of structures to support 

IQA; inadequate commitment of top management/University administration; poor motivation 

by the University; and insufficient technical support. Other constraints identified from the 

qualitative results were related to staff such as researching for promotion and unpopularity of 

quality assurance among staff. The constraints emanating from the university management and 

the government included inadequate resources (fund, material and human), bureaucracy in the 

government’s financial regulations. Another constraint identified by one of the respondents 

was the administrative bottlenecks involved in accessing research funds.   

5.6 INTEGRATION OF QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE RESULTS AND CROSS-

CASE ANALYSIS  

This section brings together evidence from previous sections of this chapter and examines IQA 

practices used at four case universities to improve research. This is compared with the results 

obtained from qualitative and quantitative components across high- and low-performing 

universities.  

5.6.1 Comparison of High and Low Performing Universities’ IQA Policies and Structures 

Available to Support Research Outputs 

Table 5.33 presents a cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative results on policies and 

structures for improving research at high- and low-performing universities. Nineteen policies and 

structures were identified. Although some of the structures overlapped on roles, they diverged in 

terms of nomenclature. Of the two high-performing universities, University A had most of the 

structures and policies relevant for assuring the quality of research within the university system. 

This was followed by University B, University C and lastly University D. Specifically, only 

University A had a quality assurance policy covering research, a Research Ethics Review 

Board/Committee and Annual Research Reports, whereas only University B had the Vice-

Chancellor’s Research Excellence Award. A Directorate of Research and Development/Research 

Management Office, internal research grant, University Research Board/Institutional Research 

Board (a structure under which the Directorate of Research & and Development operates), and 

Academic staff appointment and promotions guidelines were available at all four case universities. 
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The cross-case analysis of available policies and structures to support research-based academics’ 

perceptions shows that University A had 13 (93%) of the listed policies and structures, University 

B had 10 (71%), University C had 6 (43%), while University D had 2 (14%) of the listed policies 

and structures. A close look at the quantitative and quantitative results reveals that high-performing 

universities (Universities A and B) had more policies and structures to support research, with 

University A having the highest score on this criterion. 
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Table 5.33: Cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative data on IQA polices and structures for improving research outputs 

Components/ 

Themes 

High Performing Universities Low Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data 

Available 

policies to 

support 

research 

improvement 

*Quality 

assurance policy 

& strategy 

covering 

research) 

*Research policy  

*Research ethics 

policy  

*Academic staff 

appointment & 

promotion 

guidelines 

*Quality Assurance Policy 

covering research (84.4%) 

* Research Policy (82.8%) 

*Research Ethics Review 

Policy (84.4%) 

Academic Staff *Workload 

Policy / Guidelines (70.3%) 

*Research & Development 

Directorate/ Research 

Management Office (98.4%) 

*Patent 

/Copyright/Commercialisation 

office (53.1) 

*Quality Assurance Officers 

at Central Administration  

(76.6%) 

*Quality Assurance 

Committees at the central 

administration (75%) 

*Quality Assurance 

committees in faculties/ 

departments/ units (57.8%) 

*Senate Research Committee 

(70.3%) 

*Senate Research Grant 

(81.2%) 

*Research 

policy 

*Academic 

staff 

appraisal and 

promotion 

guidelines 

*Research Policy 

(94.3%). 

*Academic Staff 

Workload/Guidelines 

(62.9%) 

*Research Ethics 

Review Board 

(57.1%). 

*Research & 

Development 

Directorate/Research 

Management Office 

(85.7%) 

*Quality Assurance 

Directorate (94.3%), 

*Patent / 

Commercialisation 

office (54.3%) 

*Quality assurance 

officers at the central 

administration 

(97.1%), 

*Quality assurance 

committee at the 

Central 
administration 

(82.9%) 

*Research 

policy 

*Academic 

staff 

appraisal & 

promotion 

guidelines 

*Research Policy 

(91.4%) 

*Quality Assurance 

Directorate (88.9%), 

*Research & 

Development 

Directorate/Research 

Management Office 

(90.1%) 

*Quality assurance 

officers central 

administration 

(92.6%) *Quality 

Assurance 

Committees at the 

Central 

Administration 

(95.6%) 

* Senate Research 

Committee (81.5%). 

Research plan 

(with research 

policy 

statements) 

*Academic 

staff appraisal 

& promotion 

guidelines 

*Research 

policy 

(61.8%) 

*Research 

and 

Development 

Directorate/ 

Research 

Management 

Office 

(58.8%) 

Available 

Structures to 

support 

research 

improvement 

*Office of the 

Vice-Chancellor 

(Research, 

Innovation & 

Strategic 

Partnerships). 

*University 

Research 

Management 

Sub-Committee. 

*Research 

Management 

Office (RMO) & 

its subunits. 

 

*Board, 

Directorate 

of Research, 

Innovation 

and 

Development 

*Directorate 

of Research, 

Innovation 

and 

Development 

and it 

subunits 

*Senate Research 

Committee 

*University 

Research 

Committee 

*Grants 

Committee 

University 

*Research 

Fund 

*Centre for 

Research, 

Innovation 

and 

Development 

 

*University 

Research 

Board 

*Institutional 

Committee on 

Research. 

*Directorate 

of Research 

and 

Development. 

*College 

Research 

Board 
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Components/ 

Themes 

High Performing Universities Low Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data 

*Ethical 

Research Review 

Board (ERRB). 

*Research Ethics 
Committees 

(REC). 

*Research 

Foundation 

* Centre for 

Entrepreneurship 

& Innovation 

*Research 

Project 

Appraisal 

Committee 

*Monitoring 

and 

Evaluation 

Committee 

*Senate 

Research 

Grant 

*Intellectual 

Property 

Transfer 

Office 

*Office of 

Quality 

Assurance 

and 

Productivity 

*University 

Board of 

Research’ 

*Quality 

Assurance 

Unit 

*Directorate 

of Quality 

Assurance 

(yet to take 

off) 
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5.6.2 Comparisons of Differences between High- and Low-Performing Nigerian 

Universities in IQA Practices for Improving Research 

An analysis of the universities’ IQA practices in Table 5.34 shows that high-performing 

universities especially University A had more robust and better practices to improve research 

inputs. One such practice was recruiting with rigour and focus on research and teaching capacity. 

Another was providing research training for academics and postgraduates which was a common 

practice among the four case universities. Engaging in collaborations and partnerships to improve 

resources for research was one of the good practices associated with high-performing universities 

(A & B). Overall, University C performed below others in terms of improving research input.  

On the practices of assuring the quality of research process, University A was equally leading by 

encouraging academic staff to engage in collaborative, interdisciplinary and team research. With 

regard to assuring the quality of research process, University C was behind others since it only 

monitored research progress through research reports and seminars. University A also engaged in 

more diverse practices for improving research quality at the research output stage compared to the 

other three universities. Four practices unique to University A included tying monetary incentives 

to good publications; encouraging researchers to translate their research outputs into projects or 

some form that would have an impact on communities; monitoring and reporting research 

productivity through annual research reports; and promoting researcher visibility through diverse 

media. The quantitative results also confirmed the university’s claim of monitoring and evaluation 

of research outputs and using the results.  

Some of the practices associated with the two high-performing universities (A & B) were setting 

and executing stringent appraisal and promotion standards and processes that emphasised the 

quality of publications and rewarding and showcasing high-performing researchers. The two low-

performing universities (C & D) fell below the other two in practices related to research output. 

On the whole, high-performing universities had more comprehensive and diverse practices to 

improve research.  

The practices of using information drawn from the quality assurance processes to improve the 

existing situation and inform stakeholders are vital in the quality assurance system. University A 

was also leading in terms of using information and providing information to stakeholders. It did 
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this through research reports and website. All the universities used information for decision-

making.  

University A reported two unique positive effects of their IQA practices, namely an increase in the 

ranking and research outputs. The effects common to the three universities (A, B & D) out of the 

four case universities was an increase in research grants.  

The quantitative results showed that to improve research input dimension, only University A had 

a definite policy of recruiting competent researchers, had a steady improvement in the funding of 

research and allowed lecturers to embark on research leave. Academics from the two top-

performing universities (Universities A and B) indicated that they were provided with mentoring 

opportunities but were undecided on whether they were provided with regular research training. 

Generally, high-performing universities, especially University A, were better in deploying 

practices that sought to improve research input than low-performing universities. 

University A was the only university that engaged in practices that targeted research output, 

namely monitoring, assessing and evaluating progress, and using the results for various 

improvement purposes. On the other hand, University B was unique in engaging in IQA practices 

related to the research process dimension like internal peer review of research process and 

providing opportunities for academics to discuss their ongoing research among colleagues. High-

performing universities employed better practices to improve research compared to the low-

performing ones.  
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Table 5.34: Cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative data on IQA practices for improving research outputs 

Components/ 

Themes 

High Performing Universities Low Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan 

Data 

Qual Data Quan 

Data 

Input-Related 

Practices 

- Recruiting 

competent 

researchers 

- Providing 

research facilities  

- Providing 

research funds 

- Developing/ 

training 

researchers 

- Providing time 

for research 

*Recruiting with rigour 

and focus on research and 

teaching capacity 

*Providing access to 

research facilities 

*Providing opportunities 

access diverse sources of 

research funds 

*Engaging in 

collaborations and 

partnerships  

* Providing research 

training for 

lecturers/researchers and 

Postgraduates 

Lecturers agreed that 

these statements depict 

the situation in their 

university: 

*Quality of research 

output is one major 

criteria for recruitment 

(M=3.8; SD=1.1) 

* Candidates’ track 

record in research is a 

major attraction to the 

management for 

recruitment of lecturers 

(M=4.0; SD=1.0) 

* Candidates’’ 

potentials and future 

prospects in research 

performance is a 

common consideration 

for employing 

academics (M=3.9; 

SD=1.1) 

*There has been steady 

improvement in the 

funding for research 

here (M=3.7; SD=1.1) 

*Junior lecturers here 

benefit from mentoring 

by senior colleagues 

with more research 

experience and 

expertise (M=3.7; 

SD=1.1) 

* Senior colleagues in 

the department/ faculty 

assess and provide 

feedback to junior 

colleagues on research 

output (M=3.8; 

SD=1.0) 

*Recruiting with 

more focus on 

teaching capacity 

*Providing access to 

facilities  

*Providing 

opportunities to 

access sources of 

research funds 

* Engaging in 

collaborations/ 

partnerships to 

improve resources 

* Providing research 

training for lecturers/ 

researchers and 

postgraduates 

 

*Junior lecturers 

here benefit from 

mentoring by senior 

colleagues with 

more research 

experience and 

expertise (M=4.0) 

* Senior colleagues 

in the department/ 

faculty assess and 

provide feedback to 

junior colleagues on 

research output 

(M=3.6) 

 

*Recruiting with 

less rigour and 

more focus on 

teaching capacity 

*Providing and 

encouraging 

research training 

for Academics 

and Postgraduates 

 

Recruiting with 

less rigour and 

more attention to 

teaching capacity 

* Providing 

access to 

facilities for 

research 

activities 

*Providing 

opportunities to 

access diverse 

sources of 

research funds 

*Providing and 

encouraging 

research training 

for academics/ 

researchers 
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*Lecturers embark on 

research leave from 

time to time (M=3.6; 

SD=1.4) 

Process-Related 

Practices 

- Internal peer 

reviewing of 

research process 

- Providing a 

forum for 

interaction among 

academics on 

their research 

- Reviewing of 

research 

proposals by 

ethics committee 

*Reviewing/ evaluating 

research proposals/ 

protocols 

*Monitoring research 

progress through 

researcher reports and 

seminar presentations 

*Encouraging 

collaborative, 

interdisciplinary and team 

research 

*Research proposals 

by lecturers at this 

university go through 

the Research Ethics 

Committee / Board 

(M=3.8; SD=0.9) 

*Research proposals 

by doctoral students go 

through the approval 

by the Research Ethics 

Committee / Board 

(M=4.0; SD=1.0) 

*Evaluating research 

proposals 

* Monitoring and 

evaluating the 

implementation of 

research 

proposal/projects 

*There is a forum 

for peer review of 

research proposal by 

colleagues to 

improve the research 

process (M=3.9; 

SD=1.1) 

*Results from the 

Results from the 

peer review are used 

for improving 

research 

performance of 

academics (3.7; 

SD=1.0) 

*There is 

opportunity for 

discussions on 

ongoing research 

among colleagues 

(M=3.6; SD=1.2) 

*Research proposals 

by doctoral students 

go through the 

approval by the 

Research Ethics 

Committee / Board 

(M=4.1; SD=1.1) 

*Reporting 

research progress 

through seminar 

presentation 

   

Output-Related 

Practices 

* Monitoring research 

productivity and reporting 

through annual research 

reports 

* Setting and executing 

stringent appraisal and 

promotion process that 

emphasises quality of 

publications 

* Tying monetary 

incentives to good 

publications 

*Recognising and 

showcasing high-

performing researchers 

*Research performance 

indicators are 

developed and used to 

assess its progress in 

research Outputs 

(M=3.6; SD=1.2) 

* Findings from 

periodic assessment 

and evaluation are used 

to guide research 

funding and provision 

of facilities (M=3.6; 

SD=1.2) 

* Outcomes from 

research monitoring 

* Recognising and 

rewarding quality 

research outputs 

*Ensuring stringent 

appraisal and 

promotion guidelines 

 

*Assessing 

publications for 

promotion 

 

*Assessing 

publications for 

promotion 

*Self-assessment 

of research 

performance 
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*Encouraging translation 

of research output into 

impact on communities 

*Promoting researcher 

visibility 

and assessment of 

research productivity 

are used for staff 

motivation (M=3.8; 

SD=1.1) 

* Results from 

monitoring, assessment 

and evaluation of our 

progress in research 

guide decisions on 

research training for 

academics (M=3.7; 

SD=1.1) 

Using 

Information 

*Internal ranking and 

using information for 

decision-making 

*Use of research reports 

and website as sources of 

information to 

stakeholders 

 

*Tracking, ranking 

performance and 

using information for 

decision-making 

     

Effects of IQA 

Practices 

* Improved research 

output, research grants 

and university ranking. 

 

*Increased awareness 

of and motivation for 

research proposal 

writing among 

lecturers 

*Increased access to 

TETFund research 

support and grants 

*Winning of 

international 

fellowships: 

 

*Increased 

research output 

due to 

postgraduate 

student-lecturer 

joint publication 
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5.6.3 How External Quality Assurance Mechanisms Influence High- and Low-Performing 

IQA Universities’ Internal Quality Assurance Practices for Improving their Research 

Outputs 

Little qualitative data addressed the impact of external quality mechanisms on the Nigerian 

universities’ internal quality practices to improve research. Universities A and B mentioned that 

the NUC’s mandate had influenced the setup of IQA units in universities. However, University A 

was motivated to set up its QA unit by the global trends in QA. A participant at University C 

further mentioned that the NUC’s NUDTAS was a source of motivation for researchers. Another 

positive influence was providing support to Research Directorates through meetings with the 

Directors of Research. One negative impact was delaying IQA process at universities due to a lack 

of follow-up.  

The quantitative results provided more information. Except for University A, which indicated that 

the NUC’s practices did not affect how it allocated funds for research, all the universities agreed 

that the NUC’s EQA mechanisms enabled them to create IQA unit, procure facilities for research, 

develop research policies and guidelines, allocate funds for research, conduct periodic assessment 

of their universities’ research performance, and create performance indicators for their 

universities’ research function.  
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Table 5.35: Cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative data on how EQA impacts IQA practices for improving research 

Components/ 

Themes 

High-Performing Universities Low-Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data 

How EQA 

Mechanisms 

affect IQA  

Setting up IQA 

Office 

Making my 

university create 

IQA unit 

(87.1%) 

Setting up IQA 

Office 

 

Making my 

university create 

IQA unit (100%) 

Motivating 

quality 

research 

through 

NUDTAS 

Making my 

university create 

IQA unit (100%) 

 

Making my 

university create 

IQA unit (71.4%) 

 

Procuring 

facilities for 

research (61.3%) 

 

Procuring 

facilities for 

research (72%) 

 

Procuring 

facilities for 

research (64.7%) 

 

Procuring 

facilities for 

research (100%) 

Providing 

support via 

meetings of 

Directors of 

Research 

Developing 

research policies 

and guidelines 

(93.5%) 

 

Developing 

research policies 

and guidelines 

(72%) 

 

Developing 

research policies 

and guidelines 

(100%) 

 

Developing 

research policies 

and guidelines 

(100%) 

 

Allocating funds 

for research 

(41.9%) 

 

Allocating funds 

for research 

(64%) 

 

Allocating funds 

for research 

(82.4%) 

 

Allocating funds 

for research 

(100%) 

 

Conducting 

periodic 

assessment of my 

university’s 

research 

performance 

(61.3%) 

 

Conducting 

periodic 

assessment of my 

university’s 

research 

performance 

(72%) 

 

Conducting 

periodic 

assessment of my 

university’s 

research 

performance 

(88.2%) 

 

Conducting 

periodic 

assessment of my 

university’s 

research 

performance 

(100%) 

 

Creating 

performance 

indicators for my 

university 

research function 

(67.7%) 

 

Creating 

performance 

indicators for my 

university 

research function 

(76%) 

 

Creating 

performance 

indicators for my 

university 

research function 

(52.9%) 

 

Creating 

performance 

indicators for my 

university 

research function 

(57.1%) 
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5.6.4 Factors Constraining High and Low Performing Universities’ IQA Practices that 

Support Improvement in Research Outputs 

In this section, the cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative analysis of constraints 

to universities’ IQA practices to improve research are presented.  

From the qualitative data in Table 5.36, the common internal constraints to the four case 

universities’ mechanisms for improving research was unpopularity of IQA practices. Another 

common constraint from the university management was inadequate funding. From the perspective 

of quantitative data, two factors that presented significant constraints to the both high- and low-

performing universities as perceived by the academics were a lack of structures to support IQA 

and insufficient technical support. Insufficient commitment from the top management/university 

administration distinguished low-performing universities (Universities C & D) from the two top-

performing universities (Universities A & B). Overall, three factors that constrained high- and 

low-performing universities were internal factors, namely a lack of structures to support IQA, 

insufficient technical support and unpopularity of IQA practices 
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Table 5.36: Cross-case joint display of qualitative and quantitative data on constraints to IQA practices for improving research outputs 

Components/ 

Themes 

High Performing Universities Low Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data 

Internal 

Constraints  

 

Lack of clarity of 

IQA policies and 

information 

(M=3.3; SD=1.4) 

Moderate 

 

Lack of clarity of 

IQA policies and 

information 

(M=3.7; SD=1.4) 

High 

 

Lack of clarity of 

IQA policies and 

information 

(M=4.2; SD=1.0) 

High 

 

Lack of clarity of 

IQA policies and 

information 

(M=3.9; SD=.0.9) 

High 

Unpopularity of 

IQA practices 

among academic 

staff 

 Resistance by 

non-academic 

staff (M=2.7; 

SD=1.4) Moderate 

unpopularity 

of IQA 

practices 

among 

academic staff 

Resistance by 

non-academic 

staff (M=2.7; 

SD=1.3) Moderate 

Unpopularity 

of IQA 

practices 

among 

academic staff 

Resistance by 

non-academic 

staff (M=2.8; 

SD=1.1) 

Moderate 

unpopularity 

of IQA 

practices 

among 

academic staff 

Resistance by 

non-academic 

staff (M=2.7; 

SD=1.1) 

Moderate 

Less compliance 

due to academic 

freedom 

Culture of 

compromise 

Resistance by 

academic staff 

(M=2.3; SD=1.0) 

Low 

 

Resistance by 

academic staff 

(M=2.3; SD=1.2) 

Low 

Culture of 

compromise 

Resistance by 

academic staff 

(M=3.4; SD=1.2) 

Moderate 

Culture of 

researching 

for promotion 

Resistance by 

academic staff 

(M=2.8; SD=1.2) 

Moderate 

Inadequate 

human /material 

resources 

Lack of structures 

to support IQA 

(M=3.6; SD=1.1) 

High 

Inadequate 

human 

/material 

resources 

Inadequate 

staff leads to 

Heavy 

Workload 

Lack of structures 

to support IQA 

(M=3.7; SD=1.1) 

High 

Insecurity 

leads to limited 

time for 

research 

activities 

Lack of structures 

to support IQA 

(M=4.4; SD=0.9) 

High 

No confidence 

in idea of 

quality 

assurance 

Lack of structures 

to support IQA 

(M=4.0; SD=1.1) 

High 
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Components/ 

Themes 

High Performing Universities Low Performing Universities 

University A University B University C University D 

Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data Qual Data Quan Data 

Inadequate 

implementation 

of policies 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

top management / 

university 

administration 

(M=3.2; SD=1.1) 

Moderate 

 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

top management / 

university 

administration 

(M=3.1; SD=1.2) 

Moderate 

Leadership 

ambivalence 

Lack of 

continuity in 

the pursuit of 

quality 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

top management / 

university 

administration 

(M=3.9; SD=0.7) 

High 

 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

top management/ 

university 

administration 

(M=3.6; SD=1.0) 

High 

Inadequate 

funding 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

academics 

(M=2.9; SD=1.1) 

Moderate 

 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

academics 

(M=2.7; SD=1.1) 

Moderate 

 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

academics 

(M=3.7; SD=0.8) 

High 

 

Inadequate 

commitment of 

academics 

(M=2.8; SD=1.0) 

Moderate 

 

Poor motivation 

by the university 

(M=3.1; SD=1.3) 

Moderate 

 

Poor motivation 

by the university 

(M=3.2; SD=1.2) 

Moderate 

 

Poor motivation 

by the university 

(M=3.1; SD=0.9) 

Moderate 

 

Poor motivation 

by the university 

(M=3.6; SD=1.0) 

High 

 

Insufficient 

technical support 

(M=3.6; SD=1.2) 

High 

 

Insufficient 

technical support 

(M=3.6; SD=1.2) 

High 

 

Insufficient 

technical support 

(M=3.9; SD=0.9) 

High 

 

Insufficient 

technical support 

(M=3.7; SD=1.1) 

High 

External 

Constraints 

Government 

bureaucracy on 

employment 

affects 

recruitment 

   

Government 

bureaucracy on 

financial 

regulation  

 

*TETFund 

bureaucracy 

on release of 

grants 
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5.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter presented within-case and cross-case analysis of the data collected. Different contexts 

in which the four case universities operated were highlighted. From the data analysis, it could be 

gleaned that most of the universities had research policies, while most did not have quality 

assurance policies and other relevant policies. The most common structure set up to support 

research at the four universities was the Directorate of Research and Quality Assurance, even 

though in all the four universities, this tended to concentrate on the teaching function. Research 

and QA were common structures at the universities, but the latter’s activities excluded research. 

Another finding was that most universities neglected essential practices in the input, process and 

output dimensions to research quality. However, high- and low-performing universities differed 

on the practices they used to improve research. High performers (Universities A & B) tended to 

adopt more comprehensive and better practices that took into account the input, process and output 

dimensions of research quality improvement than low-performing ones (Universities C & D). 

Furthermore, high-performing universities reported more impact of their practices than low-

performing ones. The findings further revealed that external quality assurance mechanisms used 

by NUC positively affected the universities’ IQA practices. These mechanisms were also found to 

have a negative impact on the IQA processes at low-performing universities due to a lack of 

follow-ups. A lack of IQA structure, insufficient technical support, unpopularity of QA 

mechanisms, inadequate commitment of top university management and inadequate funding were 

internal constraints while government bureaucracy and inadequate funding were identified as some 

of the external constraints to the universities’ IQA practices meant to improve research. The next 

chapter presents a summary of the study, the conclusions and recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION  

The aim of this study was to describe the IQA practices for improving research and the influencing 

factors at Nigerian universities. In the previous chapter, the within-case and cross-case analyses of 

both the qualitative and quantitative data were presented highlighting quality assurance aspects 

intended to improve the quality of research and teaching. The chapter indicated that top-

performing universities with clear quality assurance structures and polices, competitive staff 

appointment policies fared better than low-performing universities in research outputs and quality 

teaching. The current chapter seeks to draw conclusions from the results of the data analyses and 

present recommendations for the improvement of IQA of university research and for further 

research. It presents an overview of the study, summaries of the literature and the findings and the 

concluding remarks. 

6.2 SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

Chapter 1 unveiled the context of the research problem and outlined the aims of the study and the 

guiding research questions. The methodology and methods for addressing the research questions 

and the outline of the entire study were presented.  

Chapter 2 explored local literature on relevant aspects of IQA of university research. This chapter 

exposed the poor state of research and IQA in Nigerian universities and the causative factors. It 

further presented the influences of external quality assurance on the IQA practices. The gaps in 

IQA of research and the theoretical framework that anchored the study were also identified.  

Chapters 3 discussed the international perspectives on IQA of research. It drew mainly from South 

Africa and the UK to highlight the internal practices that enhanced research and the enabling 

factors. It unveiled the impact of external quality assurance on IQA mechanisms for improving 

research in universities outside Nigeria. 
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Chapter 4 addressed the research methodology and designs and the philosophies undergirding their 

use. Quality dimensions such as reliability and trustworthiness of the methods were outlined. The 

ethical considerations for participants were also addressed in this chapter. 

Chapter 5 presented the results from the analyses of the data collected through documents, semi-

structured interviews and questionnaires.  

In Chapter 6, the conclusions from the findings of the study are drawn, recommendations for 

practice are proposed and areas for further research are suggested. 

6.3 SUMMARY OF LITERATURE  

Nigerian universities are lagging behind other comparator countries in research output (Faborode, 

2015: 21; Okebukola, 2014:184) as discussed in Section 2.4. Existing literature shows that factors 

impeding their research performance can be categorised into input, process and output dimensions 

(Section 2.5). There is also a lack of strong IQA (Mafiana, 2014:120) and absence of a framework 

to guide its establishment calls for attention (NUQAN, 2018:4–6) as shown in Section 2.7. 

Literature also shows that EQA practices of NUC have a positive influence on the input of 

universities generally, but no literature exists on its specific impact on their IQA practices 

regarding research (Section 2.10.2). There is neither empirical literature on IQA practices 

generally nor IQA practices focused on university research.  

Literature from international perspective, particularly from South Africa and the UK revealed 

stronger research outputs and enabling factors (Sections 3.2, 3.3 & 3.4). Existing literature also 

showed that South African universities have more established, comprehensive and systematic IQA 

systems than Nigerian universities while the UK universities have established separate but 

systematic IQA systems. In the context of South Africa, this was facilitated by the HEQC’s 

institutional audit framework (Sections 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.7 & 3.8). These countries also adopt more 

systematic internal quality practices to improve their research.  

Furthermore, the international perspectives on EQA practices such as the research assessment 

regimes in South Africa, UK, New Zealand and Australia were found to impact both positively 

and negatively on IQA mechanisms for improving research (Sections 3.10). Some of the positive 

impacts included increased quality research outputs; improved measures for assessing research 
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quality; strategies for internal allocation funds for research; and improved mechanisms for 

reviewing research plans and strategies, among others. The negative impacts included focusing 

researchers on short-term research; internal research management controls that breed tension; and 

an erosion of academic freedom to mention a few. Literature in Section 3.9 revealed that the 

presence or absence of some factors enhanced or constrained IQA practices. These included 

leadership quality and commitment; clarity of policy; clarity of information; and technical support 

among other factors. 

6.4 SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS  

An analysis of qualitative and quantitative data presented in the preceding chapter revealed major 

findings. These are presented based on the main research question and sub-questions. 

Main Research Question 

How do Nigerian universities carry out IQA to improve their research outputs? 

Sub-questions 

The above main research question gave rise to the following sub-questions:  

• What IQA policies and structures are available in Nigerian universities to improve their 

research outputs? 

• How do Nigerian universities engage in IQA practices to improve their research outputs?  

• How do external quality assurance mechanisms influence Nigerian universities’ IQA practices 

with regard to improving their research outputs? 

• What factors constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices that support improvement in 

research outputs?   

• How do universities of different performance levels compare in IQA practices for improving 

research, EQA influences and constraints? 

• What model of IQA practices can be recommended to improve research outputs in Nigerian 

universities? 
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6.4.1 Findings relating to Main Research Question 

The findings relating to the main research question are presented through the findings related to 

sub-questions covered in Sections 6.4.1.1 to 6.4.1.5.  

6.4.1.1 Findings relating to sub-question 1  

What IQA policies and structures are available in Nigerian universities to improve their research 

outputs? 

Research policy was available in three of the four case universities (cf. Table 5.34). Structures 

available in all the universities were Directorates of Research and Directorates of Quality 

Assurance, although quality assurance directorate in one of the universities was not yet functional. 

This result suggests that there is an improvement in creating policies and structures to support 

research in Nigerian universities (Section 2.8.2.1). However, it was found that directorates of QA 

at selected universities did not include the research mandate in their quality assurance activities. 

The University A’s IQA policy covered the university research function but did not include 

research in the directorate’s QA practices while University B’s IQA practices included the 

university research function but were not guided by any policy (cf. Sections 5.2.3, 5.3.3, 5.4.3 & 

5.5.3). 

6.4.1.2 Findings relating to sub-question 2 

How do universities in Nigeria engage in IQA practices to improve their research outputs? 

The universities generally tended to engage in IQA practices that did not comprehensively cover 

input, process and output dimensions of research quality. The practices common of the universities 

related to input and process dimensions excluding the output dimension (cf. Sections 5.2.4, 5.3.4, 

5.4.4 & 5.5.4) 

. In terms of input, universities engaged in the following practices: 

a) Providing research training for academics and postgraduate students. 

b) Providing access to research facilities. 

c) Providing opportunities for academics to access diverse sources of research funds. 

d) Engaging in collaborations and partnerships to improve resources for research. 
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Recruiting quality researchers, a key element of research input, was absent in most of the 

universities. There were also no strategies to improve the allocation of time to researchers.  

Practices relating to process dimension were:  

a) Evaluating/peer reviewing research by the Committee/Directorate of Research. 

b) Monitoring research progress through researchers’ reports and/or seminar presentations. 

c) Monitoring and evaluating the implementation of research proposals/projects by the 

Monitoring Committee.  

In terms of using information derived from evaluation of various aspects of research at selected 

universities, the two common practices were to circulate the information internally and use the 

information for decision-making. It was also found that the common impact of the universities’ 

IQA practices relating to research was an increase in research grants (cf. Table 5.34). 

6.4.1.3 Findings relating to sub-question 3 

How do external quality assurance mechanisms influence Nigerian universities’ IQA practices for 

improving their research outputs? 

EQA mechanisms of NUC influenced universities’ IQA practices positively across most of the 

universities by making them create IQA units, procuring facilities for research; developing 

research policies and guidelines; allocating funds for research; conducting periodic assessment of 

their research performance; and creating performance indicators for research function (cf. Table 

5.35). It also provided support through regular meetings of Directors of Research. This finding 

was supported by previous studies (Olabanji & Abayomi, 2013; Umeh & Oguejiofor, 2017) that 

suggested that NUC programme accreditation exercises have positive impacts on educational 

inputs like library resources (Section 2.10.2). Previous findings by Ekpoh and Edet (2017) 

suggested that accreditation exercises provide academic units the rare opportunity to obtain funds 

from university management to purchase necessary equipment. It is expected that aspects of the 

exercise could have some positive impact on universities’ research improvement efforts.  

It was equally revealed that the NUC’s lack of follow-up on QA matters delayed universities’ IQA 

activities (cf. Table 5.36). This conforms to the findings from an international large-scale study by 

Martin (2017) which showed that EQA practices were the key drivers of formal IQA systems in 
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HEIs. Consequently, any weakness in EQA systems and process weakens IQA systems and 

practices at universities.  

6.4.1.4 Findings relating to sub-question 4 

What factors constrain Nigerian universities’ IQA practices that support improvement in research 

outputs? 

Universities’ IQA efforts to improve research were affected by several internal and external 

factors. Some of the internal factors included inadequate commitment of top university 

management and a lack of clarity of IQA policies/information. These were major constraints at 

low-performing universities. This finding confirmed previous findings that the success of IQA 

depended on leadership quality and commitment (cf. Section 3.9). 

A lack of IQA structure and insufficient technical support were general major constraints at all 

case universities. This aligned with Martin’s (2017) findings from her large-scale international 

study that a lack of solid technical support was a constraint to most of the universities she studied 

(Section 3.9). Other factors that constrained the IQA capacity of all the universities included 

unpopularity of QA practices and inadequate funding. Government bureaucracy on employment, 

financial regulations and bureaucracy in the release of TETFund grants were mentioned by three 

of the case universities as shown in Table 5.37.  

A lack of commitment of university management was a high constraint to IQA practices of low-

performing universities. This was corroborated by the findings from earlier studies that 

management commitment, and indeed, commitment of all relevant stakeholders, was a key success 

factor in IQA (Lekskulchai, 2013; O’Mohany & Garavan, 2012; Saketa, 2014). The common 

situation in low-performing universities where neither quality assurance policy nor structures were 

available after several years of existence of IQA unit suggested low commitment by the 

management.  

6.4.1.5 Findings relating to sub-question 5 

How do universities of different performance levels compare in IQA practices for improving 

research, EQA influences and constraints?  
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High-performing universities had more policies and structures to support research than low-

performing universities (cf. Table 5.33). There were differences in IQA practices for improving 

research of low- and high-performing universities. High-performing universities tended to exhibit 

more systematic approaches to IQA practices to improve their research than low-performing ones 

by engaging in better and more comprehensive practices that target research input, process and 

output. They applied relevant information to improve research and reported more positive impacts 

of their practices as highlighted below.  

a) High-performing universities, particularly University A, had more and a better mix of practices 

directed at improving research input, process and output dimensions than other universities. In 

terms of research input, recruiting academics with research capacity through rigorous approach 

and improving on research funding University A fared better than other universities. These 

were supported by both qualitative and quantitative data (Section 5.6.2; Table 5.34). This 

finding confirms previous report in Section 3.3.1.2.1 that recruiting quality researchers is the 

strongest driving force for research quality.  

The two high-performing universities were found to be unique in “engaging in collaborations 

and partnerships to improve resources” (cf. Table 5.35).  

b) High-performing universities had more internal practices to improve research process than 

other universities. The practices included setting and executing stringent appraisal and 

promotion process that emphasises quality publication and rewarding and showcasing high-

performing researchers. However, some practices were unique to the two universities. For 

University A, this meant “encouraging academic staff to engage in collaborative, 

interdisciplinary and team research” and for University B, it meant “providing opportunities 

for peer reviewing of research proposals by colleagues and discussions of ongoing research 

among colleagues” (cf. Table 5.35).  

c) The highest-performing university (University A) was distinguished from others by its 

practices that targeted research output dimension such as tying monetary incentives to good 

publications; encouraging translation of research output to impact on community; promoting 

research visibility; monitoring and reporting research productivity through annual reports; and 

using information obtained to improve research activities at the university (cf. Table 5.35). 
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These were similar to practices associated with high-ranking universities in South Africa 

(Section 3.7) and in the UK (Section 3.8). 

d) In terms of using information, Universities A and B applied such information for “internal 

ranking and decision-making” while “internal circulation and use of information for decision-

making” was common at Universities A and B. Furthermore, University A published this to 

the public through its research reports and website. 

e) More positive effects of IQA practices were reported by high-performing universities. The 

impacts reported by University A were improvement in international ranking, an increase in 

external research grants and academics’ increased awareness and motivations. University B 

reported increased research grants, securing a centre of excellence and increased awareness of 

research proposal writing among academics (cf. Table 5.35).  

High- and low-performing universities were positively influenced by EQA mechanisms while 

low-performing universities reported that a lack of follow-up from NUC on QA matters 

impacted them negatively (cf. Table 5.35).  

Regarding factors constraining internal quality practices, insufficient commitment from the top 

management/university administration distinguished low-performing universities from top-

performing universities. Overall, three factors that constrained high- and low-performing 

universities were internal factors such as a lack of structures to support IQA, insufficient 

technical support and unpopularity of IQA practices. Low-performing universities tended to 

report more external financial constraints from the either the government or TETFund (cf. 

Table 5.36).  

6.4.1.6 Findings relating to sub-question 6 

What framework for IQA practices is recommended for the improvement of Nigerian universities’ 

research outputs? 

The study recommends a Systematic University Research Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) 

that incorporates three properties of research improvement: research transformation process, 

system’s self-regulation properties and continuous improvement cycle. This model is discussed in 

more detail in Section 6.7. 



 

 

264 

 

6.5 CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY 

From the findings of the study, the following conclusions were drawn. 

• A research policy was available in most of the case universities while directorates of research 

were available in all the case universities. High-performing universities had more policies and 

structures to support research activities in their universities than low-performing ones. 

• Most of the case universities did not adopt a comprehensive and systems approach to quality 

assurance of research. Essential elements in the input, process and output dimensions of 

research quality were not addressed. This applied particularly to practices aimed at improving 

research input such as recruiting academics with research potential or proven track record, 

providing time for research through workload allocation and funding research, among others.  

• High-performing universities differed from low-performing universities because they tended 

to have more balanced, comprehensive and better practices directed at improving research 

input, process and output. 

• External quality assurance mechanisms had positive impacts on the universities. However, a 

lack of follow-up on QA issues from EQA mechanisms has a negative impact on QA processes 

at low-performing universities. 

• A combination of internal and external factors highly constrains universities’ efforts to 

improve their research outputs. Poor commitment of university management and a lack of 

clarity of QA policy and information set low-performing universities apart from the high-

performing ones. Internal factors such as unpopularity of QA and a lack of technical support 

were common constraints to all the universities while funding and government bureaucracy 

were the common external constraints.  

• High-performing universities in Nigeria distinguished themselves from the low-performing 

universities by adopting more comprehensive IQA practices to improve their research. Despite 

the common internal and external constraints, they were more successful than their 

counterparts. This suggests that the practices instituted to improve research in their universities 

mitigated, to some degree, the external constraints and influences. Therefore, the Systematic 

University Research Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) was proposed for improving 

research outputs in Nigerian universities. 
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6.6 RECOMMENDATIONS  

Drawing from the findings and participants’ suggestions, recommendations are addressed to these 

groups: academic and administrative staff, academic leaders at departments and faculties, quality 

assurance and research managers, university management, NUC and TETFund, government and 

policy makers. 

6.6.1 Academic and Administrative Staff of Universities 

To achieve success in assuring the quality of research in universities, the commitment of all staff, 

especially the academic staff is required. Although academic freedom and self-regulation are 

important features of academic life, implementation of IQA mechanisms is an essential ingredient 

for a successful organisation. A common belief held by academic leaders interviewed was that 

quality assurance is a collective responsibility. As one participant noted: “when you water down 

quality, you are watering down the quality of everybody… So, that drives me to do right” 

(University A, DVC, RISP: 21). Since poor quality affects everybody within the system, it is, 

therefore, the responsibility of all in the system to commit to the QA efforts of the university. 

6.6.2 Academic Leaders at Departments and Faculties  

Academic leaders at the departmental and faculty levels should provide the leadership required to 

motivate the support of academic staff under them for better IQA practices. This cannot be done 

without academic leaders themselves being competent, committed and willing to provide 

technical, financial and material support. Academic leaders in different disciplines should 

articulate and implement clear plans, evaluate progress and improve their research input, process 

and output based on the evaluation report. 

6.6.3 Quality Assurance and Research Managers  

In view of the unpopularity of IQA practices, quality assurance and research managers should take 

measures to create awareness of the relevance of QA. These would help garner staff support. 

Moreover, QA generally requires all the leaders and managers to be persistent in the face of 

aversion and hostility from staff. There is also a need to reduce the practice of using IQA reports 

for punitive purposes. Staff confidence in the system should be built by using IQA reports more 

for counselling and rewarding positive behaviours. This has the potential to reduce unpopularity. 
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6.6.4 University Management 

Research shows that leadership commitment is a key to all IQA efforts anywhere. One of the ways 

to show such commitment is by providing policy, structural and technical support for 

implementing the stipulated policies and strategies relating to quality assurance of research. For 

instance, IQA Directorate in University C has existed for over two years without office space and 

personnel support. Providing the necessary financial and material support moves IQA system 

beyond policy to actual practices that yield result.  

The university vision for QA may benefit by winning over academic staff and others who would 

be affected by the IQA systems and practices. Once the staff understand that all the IQA practices 

are beneficial to them and to the system, they would more likely give their support. Evidence of 

management commitment is also required to sustain the support. 

There should be an integration of all university research functions into the university’s IQA 

system. The role of the IQA Directorate in the entire research function of the university should be 

clearly articulated in the IQA policy and manual.  

University management should work towards developing a comprehensive IQA information 

system and creating databases of IQA processes and practices of research. This would not only 

facilitate universities’ self-assessment of research activities, but also provide a means to give 

relevant information to external stakeholders. It would also help in providing feedback for 

improving the system. 

6.6.5 National Universities Commission  

The Directorate of Quality Assurance at NUC should provide guidelines and technical support to 

the IQA Directorates of universities to support their QA systems and processes at early stages. The 

absence of follow-ups at early stages leads to lethargy in IQA at universities. As shown in Section 

2.6, directorates of IQA rely on NUC for direction. NUC should, therefore, play a role similar to 

that of South Africa’s HEQC that gives direction to IQA by its institutional audit framework, 

manuals, procedures and guidelines.  

Accurate databases of universities’ quality assurance directorates and challenges should be made 

available considering the necessity of data and information for promoting all quality assurance 
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systems and practices. The NUC’s project of network for quality assurance is an initiative in the 

right direction. However, little success could be recorded if there is no QA information 

management system at the national level to help universities share their best practices and 

benchmark their research focused on IQA practices.  

6.6.6 TETFund  

TETFund provides the highest research funding opportunities to academics in Nigeria. The agency 

is burdened by over-subscription, over-centralisation and bureaucratic bottlenecks. 

Decentralisation is, therefore, needed to improve efficiency and speed up service delivery. This 

could be done by opening semi-autonomous branches at the six geopolitical zones of the country. 

This would reduce the delays and frustrations researchers and universities experience in accessing 

the funds. Moreover, the agency should provide timely information to researchers and universities 

to facilitate access that ensures timely execution of research projects.  

6.6.7 Government and Policy Makers 

The Government of Nigeria should allow university autonomy to thrive by reducing centralised 

and hierarchical management structures, especially in relation to financial and staff management. 

For instance, the current policy and practice that enforce a centralised payment system of 

university staff salaries from the office of the Accountant General of the Federation could be 

frustrating operations, including research, at universities.  

It is also recommended that the Nigerian Government should develop a national research policy 

and establish a National Research Council to drive that policy. This would help give focus to IQA 

of research in Nigerian universities. 

6.7 A MODEL FOR ADDRESSING IQA IN UNIVERSITY RESEARCH 

The Systematic University Research Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) is recommended to 

improve research outputs at Nigerian universities. The model takes cognisance of a systems 

approach in quality assurance in research by building into quality assurance, all aspects of the 

university research transformation process (research input, process and output) and the self-

regulation properties of a system described in control theory and extended in continuous 
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improvement cycle. This model, therefore, emerged from the empirical implementation of the 

theoretical framework that undergirded this study.  

Drawing from the theoretical framework reviewed in the previous chapters, the researcher 

collected and analysed data, and presented the results to capture the practices related to three 

elements of a university system with research as a core purpose. These are research inputs, research 

process and research outputs. An analysis of these revealed that the influences of an external 

environment impact on the success or failure of the university’s IQA practices for improving 

research as depicted by the systems and control theories. Furthermore, the self-regulatory process 

depicted in control theory enabled the researcher to identify appropriate practices of a university 

concerning research inputs, processes and outputs. Appropriate practices such as planning, 

implementation, evaluation and improvement with regard to research inputs, process and outputs 

have a bearing on self-regulatory components of control theory.  
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Figure 6.1: Systematic University Research Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) 

The model illustrates that to achieve significant improvement in university research outputs, 

university management and academic leaders should integrate research input, process and output 

dimensions in a continuous cycle of planning, implementing, evaluating and application of results 

for improvement. These can be facilitated or constrained by some internal and external factors. 

The components of this model are briefly described in the following sections.  
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6.7.1 University Internal Systems & Subsystems 

The university’s internal systems and subsystems may be loosely categorised into a hierarchical 

structure, namely the central management, the faculties/schools/colleges, centres, institutes and 

departments. These are mostly headed by academic leaders or professional administrators whose 

responsibility is to improve research quality by using the continuous quality improvement cycle. 

An annual cycle is the most common which implies each new cycle begins every new academic 

session.  

6.7.2 Continuous Quality Improvement Cycle  

At the core of the model are the continuous and cyclic practices identified in Section 3.6 of: 

• Plan: setting clear plans to improve research input, process and output. It is expected that the 

standards, the objectives, strategies, procedures and structures should cover the three 

dimensions of research quality. 

• Implement: putting into practice the research input, process and output related strategies and 

procedures. 

• Evaluate: appraising the extent the objectives and standards relating to research input, process 

and output have been achieved; and  

• Improve: using the results and information to improve research input, process and output.  

6.7.3 Internal Facilitators and Constraints  

The key factor in IQA of research is management or leadership commitment at all levels of the 

system (central, faculty and department). This was highlighted by both literature and empirical 

findings. There is also technical, financial and staff support. The extent of availability of these 

supports determines how successful universities would be in engaging in the continuous cycle of 

planning, implementing, evaluating and improving activities that integrate research input, process 

and output. However, these depend largely on the level of commitment devoted to assuring quality 

of research at all levels.  
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6.7.4 External Facilitators and Constraints 

External factors can also facilitate or inhibit a university’s capacity to achieve continuous 

improvement in research. The major external forces revealed in this study are the government, 

NUC and TETFund. Academic leaders and managers should balance these forces to harness the 

positive influences and mitigate the negatives in order to succeed in improving research input, 

process and output of their universities. All the elements within the external environment receive 

and are impacted by the quality of research outputs from the university system.  

6.7.5 High- and Low-Performing Universities 

The convergent and divergent arrows demonstrate that if a university were to adopt the facilitating 

elements of the SURQIM, the more it would achieve a high performer status, and the less a 

university were to adopt them, the more it would drop to a low performer status. This has been 

demonstrated to some extent by the empirical evidence from this study.  

6.8 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

This study has several limitations which I acknowledge here. There was low return rate (47%) of 

the questionnaire distributed to the academics at selected universities, which affected the 

representativeness of the faculties and departments in the survey. For the qualitative dimension, 

two participants who could not participate in the interviews affected the richness of the qualitative 

data for those universities. Furthermore, a lack of documentary evidence from some universities 

affected the robustness of results for universities. 

There was also a challenge with the scaling of the questionnaire. Some scholars argued that using 

undecided midpoint in a 5-point Likert scale is susceptible to being used by respondents as a cover 

for unwillingness to respond to some items of the questionnaire. This could introduce bias in 

responses. This may have been the reason for the neutral indecision. A previous study by Kleijnen, 

Dolmans, Willems and Hout (2011:148) also reported that academics tend to be neutral on the 

extent to which their departments implement IQA. Future research could consider using a 4-point 

Likert scale or an in-depth interview to engage intensively with academics on this matter.  
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The scope of this study was limited to the research mandate of universities. It did not bring into 

focus teaching and community service functions. The relations between the three may impact on 

IQA practices as suggested by Minstrom (2008). 

6.9 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY 

This study makes contributions to knowledge and to practice. In terms of contributions to 

knowledge, it provides a major study for scholars interested in working on IQA of university 

research to consult, and by so doing, it addresses the gap of empirically grounded literature in the 

field.  

This study makes contributions to practice by providing a relevant guide to university management 

and directors of IQA units. Such a guide could help them to develop comprehensive IQA systems 

that accommodate the research mandate of the university by applying the recommended model. 

Academic leaders at the level of faculties and departments can be guided by the model to develop 

a comprehensive framework for improving the quality of faculty and departmental research that 

clearly incorporates actions to be taken at the input, process and output stages. The work is equally 

a tool for academics from diverse disciplines to think through their research methodologies and 

sharpen their research practices by examining the research transformation process (input, process 

and output) and the quality assurance practices related to each.  

6.10 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Drawing from the limitations of the study and the proposed framework, the following 

recommendations for further research are suggested: 

• This research can be taken further by conducting a social validation of SURQIM at the 

departmental, faculty and management levels at Nigerian universities.  

• Further research is required on IQA of teaching and community service functions of the 

university which should target the development of a comprehensive framework for all 

mandates of Nigerian universities. 
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6.11 CONCLUSION  

The poor research output of Nigerian universities has been a source of concern to universities, the 

government and quality assurance and funding agencies. Strong IQA is essential to achieving 

improvement in all university functions including research. However, there is no framework to 

guide IQA in Nigerian universities. This study was aimed at appraising the IQA practices of 

Nigerian universities so as to develop a model for better IQA of university research and research 

output. International perspectives showed the use of comprehensive and systematic approaches to 

IQA of university research. Empirical findings from this study showed that high-performing 

universities adopt more comprehensive and better IQA practices to improve their research than the 

low-performing universities. It was also revealed that the NUC’s QA practices have a positive 

impact on the quality of university research, and that several internal and external factors 

negatively affect the IQA practices of universities. Finally, a Systematic University Research 

Quality Improvement Model (SURQIM) was recommended to help universities adopt a 

comprehensive approach to IQA that considers research transformation process (input, process and 

output), the continuous element in quality improvement (plan, implement, evaluate and improve) 

and possible influences of external stakeholders.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I: SAMPLING FRAME 

Distribution of Federal Universities in Nigeria Based on Performance in Research and 

Institutional Management 

S/N  

*University 

Performance of 

Universities in 

Institutional 

Accreditation (2011) 

 

University 

  

Research Output 

(2008–2017) 

Score (%) Rank   Average 

Number 

Rank 

1 University B  83. 50 1st University A 849. 00 1st 

2 University of Ilorin  80. 13 2nd University of Nigeria 

Nsukka (UNN) 
467. 40 2nd 

3 University of Lagos 77. 75 3rd Obafemi Awolowo 

University, Ife (OAU) 
426. 40 3rd 

4 University of Uyo  77. 75 3rd University of Lagos 

(UNILAG) 
366. 30 4th 

5 University of Agriculture, 

Abeokuta  

76. 50 4th Ahmadu Bello University, 

Zaria (ABU) 
304. 70 5th 

6 University of Agriculture, 

Makurdi  

76. 50 4th University of Ilorin 

(UNILORIN) 
280. 90 6th 

7 Bayero University, Kano 71. 10 6th Federal University of Tech, 

Akure (FUTA) 
191. 80 8th 

8 Usmanu Dan Fodiyo University, 

Sokoto 

68. 93 7th University of Port Harcourt 

(UNIPORT) 
186. 30 9th 

9 University of Nigeria, Nsukka  68. 00 8th Nnamdi Azikiwe 

University, Awka (NAU) 
132. 90 11th 

10 Michael Okpala University, 

Umudike 

67. 30 9th University of Uyo 

(UNIUYO) 
125. 80 12th 

11 University of Ibadan (UI) 66. 67 11th Bayero University, Kano 

(BUK) 
105. 50 13th 

12 Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria 

(ABU) 

66. 40 12th Federal University of 

Agriculture, Abeokuta 
92. 80 15th 

13 Federal University of Tech, Yola 66. 25 13th Federal University of Tech, 

Minna (FUTMINNA) 
87. 90 16th 

14 Nnamdi Azikiwe University, 

Awka  

64. 50 15th Federal University of Tech, 

Owerri (FUTO) 
77. 90 17th 
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15 Federal University of Tech, 

Akure  

63. 25 16th Usmanu Dan Fodiyo 

University, Sokoto (UDU) 
77. 00 18th 

16 University of Port Harcourt  60. 00 17th Michael Okpala 

University, Umudike 

(MOUAU) 

60. 60 20th 

17 University of Jos  59. 00 18th University D 52. 90 21st 

18 Obafemi Awolowo University, 

Ife  

57. 75 19th   
 

19 University C  56. 25 21st    

*A federal university must meet two criteria to be qualify for inclusion in the study. 1. NUC’s Institutional accreditation of 2011 

(See NUC, 2012b for eligibility criteria), 2. University is indexed in Scopus. Federal University of Tech, Yola & University of 

Jos were not indexed in Scopus (See Afolabi etal, 2019) 
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APPENDIX II: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. Research is one of the three traditional mandates of the university. What are the roles of your 

office in improving the quality of research carried by academics at this university? 

2. Some scholars are of the view that internal mechanisms for improving research quality should 

include the input, process and output dimensions of university research? What do you think? 

And how does your university approach research quality in this regard? 

a) Let us begin with research inputs. What are the current status and practice in your 

university? (Probes: research funds, time allocated for research, research facilities, 

research policy, objectives/strategies, recruitment and training of researchers, 

lecturers’ workload, etc. ). If you wouldn’t mind, May I have these policies/documents you mentioned? 

b) What about internal mechanisms to improve research process? What is the current 

practice in your university? (Probes: Internal peer review of research proposal, 

discussion of ongoing research with colleagues, monitoring and assessing the 

implementation of research projects, data collection and data quality, etc).  

c) What about IQA practices at the research output level? (Evaluation of research 

output using performance indicators, internal peer review, external peer review of 

publications, using results obtained to improve future research, etc. )  

3. What do you think about the common belief that the university needs to keep the stakeholders 

informed about its IQA efforts in order to gain their confidence? How does your university 

publicise information about its research quality assurance efforts? 

4. Would you say the IQA practices have improved the research output of your university? Why 

do you say so? 

5. a) Are you aware of any policies and steps the National Universities Commission (NUC) has 

taken to improve research in Nigerian universities? (Probes: university research assessment 

and ranking, assessment, ranking and cataloguing of journals used by academics in Nigerian 

universities, universities research fair, etc.).  

b) How have these external quality assurance mechanisms benefitted your university?  
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6. What factors do you feel affect your universities’ capacity to build and maintain IQA system 

that would improve your university’s research? 

7. What do you think universities should do to improve their IQA systems regarding research in 

the universities? 

  



 

 

319 

 

APPENDIX III: RESEARCHER DOCUMENT COLLECTION CHECKLIST 

University __________________________________ 

S/N Documents  Available  Not Available 

Collected Not Collected 

A Policy Documents    

1 Quality Assurance Policy    

2 Research Policy    

3 Research Ethics Review Policy/Guidelines    

4 Academic Staff Workload Policy/Guidelines    

5 Academic Staff Promotion Guidelines    

B Progress Reports    

6 Annual Research Report    

7 Other Annual Reports related to research     

C Quality Assurance Instrument(s)    

8 Quality Assurance Instruments/Tools     
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APPENDIX IV: IQA OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE (IQAURQ) FOR 

LECTURERS 

Part I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Instructions: Please fill in the spaces provided and tick ( ) inside the boxes as they apply to 

you 

Faculty _______________________ Department: _______________________  

Length of Stay in Current University _________________________________ 

In the following table, please tick the relevant boxes: 

Rank:  Professor 

Reader/ 

Associate 

Professor 

 Senior 

Lecturer  

 Lecturer I  Lecturer 

II  

Current Post:  Dean   Associate 

Dean  

 Head of 

Department  

 None 

Previous Post(s) Occupied (You may 

tick more than one):  

Dean    Associate 

Dean  

 Head of 

Department  

 None  

PART II: IQA OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH 

Section A: Availability of Internal Policies and Structures for supporting Research Quality 

Below are some information on IQA and research. Please tick (√) inside the column that 

represents your opinion 

I. Which of the following policies and structures are available in your university?  

S/N Policies & Structures for university research Yes No I do not 

Know 

1 Quality Assurance Policy (including university research function)    

2 Research Policy    

3 Research Ethics Review Policy    

4 Research Ethics Review Board    

5 Quality assurance directorate/office/unit    

6 Research and Development Directorate/RMO    

7 Patent/Commercialisation office    

8 Quality Assurance Officers at Central Administration    
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9 Quality assurance committee at the central administration    

10 Quality Assurance committees in Faculties/departments/units    

11 Senate Research Committee    

12 Senate Research Grant    

13 Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence Award    

14 Academic Staff Workload Policy/Guidelines    

 

Others, please specify 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Section B: IQA Practices to Improve University Research  

Instructions: Below are ideas on IQA, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 

with them by ticking (√) inside the column that represents your opinion 

 

S/N 

 

IQA Practices to Improve Research 
S

tr
o

n
g

ly
 A

g
re

e 

A
g

re
e 

U
n

d
ec

id
ed

 

D
is

ag
re

e 

S
tr

o
n
g

ly
 

D
is

ag
re

e 

N
o

t 
A

p
p

li
ca

b
le

 

 At this University…       

A RESEARCH INPUT DIMENSION       

I Recruiting Competent Researchers       

1.  Quality of research output is one major criteria for 

recruitment of academics/ researchers 

      

2.  Candidates’ track record in research is a major attraction 

to the management for recruitment of lecturers 

      

3.  Candidates’ potentials and future prospects in research 

performance is a common consideration for employing 

academics 

      

II Providing Funds for Research       

4.  Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to 

sponsor lecturers’ research 

      

5.  Each lecturer receives research fund / sponsorship at 

least once every year 

      

6.  There has been steady improvement in the funding for 

research here 
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III Providing Facilities for Research       

7.  Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, 

Springer, Sage, EBSCO, etc. are easily accesses in our 

library 

      

8.  There has been steady improvement in provision of 

equipment/facilities for research 

      

IV Mentoring and Research Training       

9.  Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring by senior 

colleagues with more research experience and expertise 

      

10.  Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and 

provide feedback to junior colleagues on research output 

      

11.  Research training is provided for academics regularly, 

particularly for inexperienced researchers.  

      

V Providing Time for Research       

12.  There is clear policy on the allocation of time for 

research, teaching and community service 

      

13.  The workload policy provides for sufficient time for 

lecturers’ research activities  

      

14.  Lecturers embark on research leave from time to time       

15 Sufficient time is devoted to research activities       

B RESEARCH PROCESS DIMENSION       

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research Process       

16.  There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by 

colleagues to improve the research process 

      

17.  Results from the peer review are used for improving 

research performance of academics 

      

18.  Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their 

peers within the university through which they receive 

feedback to improve their work 

      

VII Providing Forum for Interaction among Academics 

on their Research 

      

19.  There is forum for academics to discuss their research 

results with colleagues in the department / faculty 

      

20.  There is opportunity for discussions of ongoing research 

among colleagues 
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VIII Reviewing of Research Proposals by Ethics 

Committee 

      

21.  Research proposals by lecturers at this university go 

through the Research Ethics Committee / Board 

      

22.  Research proposals by doctoral students go through the 

approval by the Research Ethics Committee / Board 

      

C RESEARCH OUTPUT DIMENSION       

IX Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Progress in 

Research Outputs and Using the Results 

      

23.  Research performance indicators are developed and used 

to assess its progress in research Outputs 

      

24.  Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are 

used to guide research funding and provision of facilities 

      

25.  Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of 

research productivity are used for staff motivation 

      

26.  Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of 

our progress in research guide decisions on research 

training for academics 

      

27.  Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports 

on our progress and areas of deficiency 

      

 

Section C: External Quality Assurance and its influence on university research function 

Do you think the NUC’s quality assurance mechanisms influence your university’s IQA of 

research?  

S/N Items Yes No I don’t 

Know 

If yes, in what ways has it 

influenced it? 

1 Making my university create IQA unit     

2 Procuring facilities for research     

3 Developing research policies and guidelines     

4 Allocating funds for research     

5 Conducting periodic assessment of my 

university’s research performance 

    

6 Creating performance indicators for my 

university research function 
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Section D: Constraints to IQA of University Research 

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following is a constraint to the IQA of your research 

in your university by ticking (√) in the appropriate column.  

S/N  

V
er

y
 h

ig
h

 

H
ig

h
 

lo
w

 

V
er

y
 l

o
w

 

N
o

t 
a

t 
a

ll
 

1.  Lack of clarity of IQA policies and information      

2.  Resistance by non-academic staff      

3.  Resistance by academic staff      

4.  Lack of structures to support IQA      

5.  Inadequate commitment of top management/university administration      

6.  Inadequate commitment of academics      

7.  Poor motivation by the university       

8.  Insufficient technical support      

 

Any other? Please specify 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX V: INITIAL CODE LIST  

Category  Subcategory Codes 

Research Input Support 

practices 

Research Funding Practices 

Multiple Innovative external 

Research funding practices 

Dependence on government/TETfund 

allocation  

Dependence on researchers’  

Research Facilities 

provision/maintenance practice 

External sources collaborations 

practices  

No apparent internal strategies 

Researchers/lecturers recruitment 

practices 

Excellence-oriented 

Mediocre-oriented 

Doctoral Students’ admission 

practices 

Merit/selective approach 

Non-selective approach  

Research Process quality 

assurance practices 

Peer review practices 

Presence of peer review of research 

proposal  

Absence of peer review of research 

proposal 

Rigorous peer review process 

Proposal implementation 

monitoring 

Presence of research proposal 

implementation monitoring 

Absence of research proposal 

implementation monitoring 

Quality assurance of research 

output practices 

External Peer for formative 

Evaluation 

External peer review for formative 

purposes 

External peer invited for promotion 

purpose only 

Internal research assessment using 

Performance indicators  

Period internal research output 

assessment exercise 

Absence of internal research output 

assessment  

Influence of External Quality 

Assurance 

Impact on Research input 
Improved research input 

No visible impact on research input 

IQA structures and policies for 

research 

Building of IQA structures for 

research 

Developing IQA policies for research 
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APPENDIX VI: MODIFIED CODE LIST  

Category Subcategory Subcategory Code 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Be part of growing quality assurance culture 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Academics’ Moonlighting 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Lecturers don‘t come for classes 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Extortion of students 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Poor student services 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 Inadequate and worn facilities 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Motivations for 

Establishing IQA 
 PG programme - Low completion/Delay 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Availability of QA 

Policy 
 QA policy available 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Availability of QA 

Policy 
 IQA Policy not available 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 

Availability of QA 

Policy 
 IQA Handbook not available 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  IQA office has not taken off 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
QA Focus  Teaching Assessment only 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
QA Focus  Teaching, research and community service 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  Office of the DVC Research 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  Research Ethics available 

   Research policy available 

   Research policy not available 

   Intellectual property not available 
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IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

Intellectual Property Technology Transfer 

Office 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  M and E Unit  

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  Directorate of Research/RMO 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  Research Policy Available  

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

DOR/RMO - Guiding researchers on 

proposal writing 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

DOR/RMO - Searching and providing 

information on funding opportunities 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

DOR/RMO - Managing grants for 

researchers 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

DOR/RMO - Packaging and submitting 

proposals for researchers 

IQA for Research 

Structure & Policy 
  

Setting up structure to support research 

impact 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  

Recruiting at lower level - Lect. II - PhD 

Holder 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  

Recruiting qualified people by objective, 

rigorous multilevel process 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  

Research influenced appointment at higher 

levels 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  
Recruiting only PhD holders or PhD in view 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  

Recruitment–Vice-Chancellor gives 

appointment 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  

Recruiting at lower level - Best graduating 

students as GA 

IQA Practices Input 
Recruiting quality 

researchers  
Recruitment considers teaching not research 

IQA Practices Input Time for research Time - Not assigned based on duties 

IQA Practices Input Time for research Time- personal time management 

IQA Practices Input Time for research 
Time - controlled through teacher-student 

ratio 
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IQA Practices Input Time for research 
Difficult/impracticable to allot time to 

research 

IQA Practices Input Time for research Research leave not implemented 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Informal mentoring - PhD supervisor-

supervisee 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Women disadvantage > Formal mentoring for 

women 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Informal Mentoring -Onus on researcher to 

seek mentors 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Providing mentorship to students and 

colleagues 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 
Focus on practical - workshop not effective 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

PhD Research - Encouraging impactful 

research 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Providing opportunities for 

conferences/workshops 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 
Tying incentives to attendance to conference 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 
Providing Scholarship via TETFund 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 

Tying proposal collection to attendance to 

grant-writing workshop 

IQA Practices Input 
Training & 

Mentoring 
Organising grant-writing workshop 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research 
Having Collaborations/partnerships with 

other org  

IQA Practices Input Funding Research Funding - Encouraging grant writing 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research 
Out-of-pocket funding - TETFund not 

adequate 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research Targeting patents and commercialisation 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research Senate Research Grant/Internal Funding 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research 
TETFund Institution-based research grant - 

source 

IQA Practices Input Funding Research 
Research Grants from proposals–minor 

source 
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IQA Practices Input Funding Research TETFund - dominant source 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 

Facilities not adequate - Collaborate to make 

up 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 
Having facilities - Laboratory 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 
Linking researchers to Facilities/labs 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 

Having Collaborations/partnerships with 

other org 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 

Facilities not adequate - Collaborate to make 

up 

IQA Practices Input 
Providing 

Facilities 
Providing equipment through grants 

IQA Practices Process  
Research progress report - Presenting 

seminar 

IQA Practices Process  
Monitoring - Faculty Research 

Administrators 

IQA Practices Process  Research Proposal Evaluation Committee 

IQA Practices Process  Research Proposal Evaluation Committee 

IQA Practices Process  Research progress report by research groups 

IQA Practices Process  
Research Progress Report - Presenting 

quarterly/annual report 

IQA Practices Process  
Encouraging collaborative/interdisciplinary 

research 

IQA Practices Process  
M and E Unit–Monitoring research grant 

implementation 

IQA Practices Process  No monitoring of research activities 

IQA Practices Process  
Publication Cottee - Review manuscript 

before publication 

IQA Practices Output  
Showcasing research - Publication of 

research report 

IQA Practices Output  Incentives - tying incentives to publication 

IQA Practices Output  
Enforcing researcher visibility - Google 

Scholar/Institutional Repository 

IQA Practices Output  
Recognising and showcasing good 

researchers 
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IQA Practices Output  
Encouraging translation of research output to 

impact on community 

IQA Practices Output  Promotion as internal quality control 

IQA Practices Output  
Promotion - Insisting academic publish in 

quality journals 

IQA Practices Output  Promotion - goes through different levels 

IQA Practices Output  
Setting and executing stringent/objective 

promotion Guidelines 

IQA Practices Output  
scrutinising publications by internal and 

external peer reviewers 

IQA Practices Output  
Promotion - Insisting academic publish in 

quality journals 

IQA Practices Output  Using policies/rules to check abuses 

IQA Practices Output  
Promotion based on counting number of 

journals articles 

IQA Practices Output  Setting up and executing stringent Promotion 

IQA Practices Output  Assessment: External Peer Assessment 

IQA Practices Output  Researcher visibility as quality assurance 

IQA Practices Output  No enforcement of researcher visibility 

IQA Practices Output  Internal Assessment/ranking of departments 

IQA Practices Output  
Enforcing researcher visibility - Google 

Scholar/Institutional Repository 

IQA Practices Output  commercialisation of university products 

IQA Practices Effects  Effect - Numerous sponsored projects 

IQA Practices Effects  
Effect of Reward and recognition - Improved 

webometric ranking 

IQA Practices Effects  Improve ranking 

IQA Practices Effects  Increase in number of research grants 

IQA Practices Effects   More research impact on communities 

IQA Practices Effects  Teaching responsibility taken seriously 

IQA Practices Effects  Showcasing researchers>Motivation to others 

IQA Practices Effects  Gingered People 

IQA Practices Effects   Exposed areas of weaknesses 

IQA Practices Effects   research for promotion to impact 

IQA Practices Effects  Winning Centre for Excellence 
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IQA Practices Effects  
Drawing from TETFund Research 

intervention 

IQA Practices Effects   Improved quality proposal writing 

IQA Practices Effects  
More Awareness>Diverse submission of 

proposal 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 

Providing Information via research reports 

and website 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 Internal Assessment/ranking of departments 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 Providing information internally via bulletin 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 Results sent to management 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 Result Used for internal decision-making 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 Limited information on website 

IQA Practices 
Using QA 

information 
 

Student assessment and monitoring report - 

used to discipline offenders 

Constraints   
Academic Freedom>low response to Google 

Scholar call 

Constraints   Culture of compromise 

Constraints   Inadequate funding 

Constraints   
Non-residential nature - limited time for 

research activities 

Constraints   Encroachment into campus>Insecurity 

Constraints   Poor proposal writing 

Constraints   
Bureaucracy and delay in TETFund research 

grant 

Constraints   
Lack of consistency in quality assurance by 

VCs 

Constraints   
Government Bureaucracy in financial 

regulations 

Constraints   Leadership ambivalence 

Constraints   
Government approval and bureaucracy>No 

recruitment 
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Constraints   Collective responsibility for quality 

Constraints   Culture of compromise 

Constraints   Inadequate funding 

Constraints   Inadequate implementation of Policy 

Constraints   Lack of vehicle for mobility 

Constraints   Inadequate staff 

Constraints   Inadequate staff 

Constraints   Lack of research Equipment/ facilities/lab 

Constraints   
Brain drain through TETFund foreign 

training 

Constraints   Inadequate funding by government 

Constraints   Resistance from academics 

Constraints   
Heavy workload affects Information 

dissemination 

Constraints   Quality assurance role - unpopular 

External - NUC   
Promotion to include funded research 

proposals 

External - NUC   NUC - no manual to guide QA establishment 

External - NUC   NUC - List of journals not used 

External - NUC   
Emphasising publication beyond promotion 

to impact 

External - NUC   No external Evaluation of Research 

External - NUC   NUC research supports not known 

External - NUC   NUDTAS > Scholar motivation 

External - NUC   No follow-up from NUC 

External - NUC   NUC Journal list incorporated 

External - NUC   List of journals available - Not enforced 

External - NUC   NUC Journal list - a recommendation 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Collective responsibility for quality 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Persisting in doing the right thing 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Implementing laid down research policy 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  More training for QA Officers 
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Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Provide more funds 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Recruit more staff 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Provide vehicle for mobility 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Mentor colleagues and students 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Collective responsibility for quality 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Persisting in doing the right thing 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  

Invest TETFund foreign training fund in 

provision of facilities 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Change negative perception IQA 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Transparency 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Implementing laid down research policy 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Government give attention to funding needs 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Build a culture of research 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  Grant real autonomy to universities 

Suggestions for 

strong IQA 
  

consistency in quality assurance by 

subsequent VCs 
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APPENDIX VII: RELIABILITY ANALYSIS  

Section A: Availability of Internal Policies and Structures to Support Research  

S/N Policies & Structures for university research Kappa coefficient 

1 Quality Assurance Policy (including university research function) . 85 

2 Research Policy . 73 

3 Research Ethics Review Policy . 68 

4 Research Ethics Review Board . 81 

5 Quality Assurance Directorate/office/unit . 69 

6 Research and Development Directorate/RMO . 85 

7 Patent/Commercialisation office . 87 

8 Quality Assurance Officers at Central Administration . 88 

9 Quality assurance committee at the central administration . 74 

10 Quality Assurance committees in Faculties/departments/units . 89 

11 Senate Research Committee . 72 

12 Senate Research Grant . 75 

13 Vice-Chancellor’s Research Excellence Award . 84 

14 Academic Staff Workload Policy/Guidelines . 87 

 

Section B: IQA Practices to Improve University Research 

S/N  Kappa 

coefficient 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

I Recruiting Competent Researchers   

. 95 1.  Quality of research output is one of the major criteria for recruitment of 

academics/researchers 

. 79 

2.  Candidates‘ track record in research is a major attraction to the management for 

recruitment of lecturers 

. 85 

3.  Candidates‘ potentials and future prospects in research performance is a 

common consideration for employing academics 

. 81 

II Providing Funds for Research   

. 84 4.  Funds are set aside from internally generated revenue to sponsor lecturers‘ 

research 

. 85 

5.  Each lecturer receives research fund/sponsorship at least once every year.  . 88 

6.  There has been steady improvement in the funding for research here . 90 
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III Providing Facilities for Research   

. 73 7.  Current journals from such databases as Jstor, Emerald, Springer, Sage, 

EBSCO, etc are easily accessed in our library  

. 76 

8.  There has been steady improvement in provision of equipment for research  . 81 

IV Mentoring & Research Training   

. 77 9.  Junior lecturers here benefit from mentoring from senior colleagues with more 

research experience and expertise 

. 73 

10.  Senior colleagues in the department/faculty assess and provide feedback to 

junior colleagues on research output 

. 75 

11.  Research training is provided for academics regularly, particularly for 

inexperienced researchers.  

. 71 

V Providing Time for Research   

. 83 12.  There is clear policy on the allocation of time for research, teaching and 

community service  

. 78 

13.  The workload policy provides for sufficient time for lecturers’ research activities . 76 

14.  Lecturers embark on research leave from to time to time . 80 

15.  Sufficient time is devoted to research activities . 77  

VI Internal Peer Reviewing of Research process   

. 91 16.  There is a forum for peer review of research proposal by colleagues to improve 

the research process 

. 95 

17.  Results from the research assessment are used for improving research 

performance of academics  

. 89 

18 Lecturers present their ongoing research projects to their peers within the 

university through which they receive feedback to improve their work 

. 93 

VII Providing Forum for Interaction among Academics on their Research   

19.  There is forum for academics to discuss their research results with colleagues in 

the department/faculty 

. 88  

. 93 

20.  There is opportunity for discussions of ongoing research among colleagues  . 82 

VIII Reviewing of Research Proposals by Ethics Committee   

. 78 21.  Research proposals by lecturers at this university goes through the Research 

Ethics Committee/Board  

. 76 

22.  Research proposals by doctoral students go through the approval by the Research 

Ethics Committee/Board 

. 83 

IX Monitoring, Assessing and Evaluating Research Productivity and Using the 

Results  

  

. 88 
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23.  Research performance indicators are developed and used to assess its progress in 

research 

. 81 

24.  Findings from periodic assessment and evaluation are used to guide research 

funding and provision of facilities 

. 87 

25.  Outcomes from research monitoring and assessment of research productivity are 

used for staff motivation  

. 85 

26.  Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in research 

guide decisions on research training for academics 

. 77 

27.  Results from monitoring, assessment and evaluation of our progress in research 

guide decisions on research training for postgraduate students 

. 79 

28.  Most efforts to improve research are guided by reports on our progress and areas 

of deficiency 

. 81 

 

Section C: External Quality Assurance and its influence on university research function 

S/N Items Kappa 

coefficient 

1 Making my university create IQA unit . 81 

2 Procuring facilities for research . 95 

3 Developing research policies and guidelines . 82 

4 Allocating funds for research . 73 

5 Conducting periodic assessment of my university’s research performance . 84 

6 Creating performance indicators for my university research function . 69 

 

Section D: Constraints to IQA of University Research 

S/N  Kappa 

coefficient 

1.  Lack of clarity of IQA policies and information . 75 

2.  Resistance by non-academic staff . 83 

3.  Resistance by academic staff . 76 

4.  Lack of structures to support IQA . 90 

5.  Inadequate commitment of top management/university administration . 83 

6.  Inadequate commitment of academics . 68 

7.  Poor Motivation by the university  . 92 

8.  Insufficient technical support . 77 
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APPENDIX VIII: LETTER OF INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY AND 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Department of Educational Leadership & Management 

      School of Educational Studies 

     College of Education 

     University of South Africa 

     30th June, 2019.  

Dear prospective participant, 

Invitation to Participate in a Study Titled: Quality Assurance Practices to Improve Research Outputs at 

Nigerian Universities  

My name is Christiana Obiageli Odimegwu. I am doing research under the supervision of Prof. 

Mapheleba Lekhetho in the Department of Educational Leadership and Management towards a 

PhD at the University of South Africa. We are inviting you to participate in a study entitled: IQA 

practices to improve Research Outputs at Nigerian Universities. This is expected to collect 

information that could provide a deeper understanding and enhance application of IQA by 

providing information on how IQA is practised to improve research output in Nigerian universities 

and by developing an IQA framework for enhancing research outputs in Nigerian universities.  

You are invited because of your position as a researcher in your university. About 467 participants 

will be involved in this study, 455 for survey and 12 participants for the interview parts. You are 

among the 455 that will be involved in filling a questionnaire as part of this study. This 

questionnaire will take about 25 minutes to be completed. The questionnaire is attached.  

Your participation in this study is voluntary and you are under no obligation to consent to participate. There 

are no foreseeable risks or discomfort anticipated to any participants. If you do decide to take part, you will 

be given this information sheet to keep and be asked to sign a written consent form. You are free to withdraw 

at any time and without giving a reason. You have the right to insist that your name will not be recorded 
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anywhere and that no one, apart from the researcher and identified members of the research team, will know 

about your involvement in this research. There will be no disbursement or any incentives for participation 

in the research. This study has received written approval from the Research Ethics Review Committee of 

the University of South Africa. A copy of the approval letter can be obtained from the researcher if you so 

wish.  

On completion of this study, a summary of findings will be sent to you through your email and full copy of 

the thesis will be sent to you on request through my contact 55716296@mylife. ac. za or on my mobile 

phone, +2348039331802. If you have any questions or concerns about how the study has been conducted, 

you can reach me on the above contact details or my supervisor via his phone number,+27797448090 or 

his email, lekhem@unisa. ac. za.  

Thank you for taking time to read this information sheet and for participating in this study.  

Christiana Obiageli Odimegwu 

.......................................................................................................................................................................  

CONSENT/ASSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY 

I _______________________________________________(Participant Name), confirm that the person asking my 

consent to take part in this research has told me about the nature, procedure, potential benefits and anticipated 

inconvenience of participation.  

I have read (or had explained to me) and understood the study as explained in the information sheet.  

I have had sufficient opportunity to ask questions and am prepared to participate in the study.  

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without penalty 

I am aware that the findings of this study will be processed into a research report, journal publications and/or 

conference proceedings, but that my participation will be kept confidential unless otherwise specified.  

I agree to the audio recording of the interview.  

I have received a signed copy of the informed consent agreement.  

__________________________________  __________________________________ 

Participant’s Name & Surname (please print)  Participant’s Signature & Date 

_____________________________  ___________________________________ 

CHRISTIANA OBIAGELI ODIMEGWU    Researcher’s Signature & Date 

mailto:55716296@mylife.ac.za
mailto:lekhem@unisa.ac.za
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APPENDIX IX: DOCUMENTS COLLECTED FROM CASE UNIVERSITIES 

Table 1. Documents Collected from University A 

S/N Nature of Document 

A Policy Documents 

1 Quality Assurance Policy & Strategy (2013) 

2 Research Policy (2010) 

3 Ethics Policy - including Research Ethics (Revised Vision 2013) 

4 Academic Staff Appointment & Promotion Guidelines - 2019 

B Progress Reports 

5 Annual Research Reports: 2014 - 2018 

6 Annual Report by Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) on One Year in Office: March 13 2017–March 12, 

2018 

C Quality Assurance Instrument 

7 Students’ Assessment of Lecturer Effectiveness 

 

Table 2. Documents Collected from University B 

S/N Nature of Document 

A Policy Documents 

1 Research Policy (2015) 

2 Academic Staff Appointment & Promotion Guidelines 

C Quality Assurance Instrument 

3 Assignment of Responsibilities (AOR) for tracking lecturers’ teaching, research & community service 

 

Table 3: Documents Collected from University C 

S/N Nature of Document 

A Policy Documents 

1 Research Policy (nd) 

2 Research Ethics Policy (Part of the Research Policy Document) 

3 Academic Staff Appointment and Promotion Guidelines 2017 

C Quality Assurance Instrument  

4 Student Assessment of Lecturers 
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Table 4. Documents Collected from University D 

S/N Nature of Document 

A Policy Document 

1 Academic Staff Appointment & Promotion Guidelines 

2 Strategic Plan for Research Development and Academic Staff Training Development Programmes 

(2009–2014) 

B Progress Reports 

3 Current Status of Affairs and some Notable Research Breakthroughs and Innovation, April 2019 

4 Research Activities at University D–Major Achievements and Some Notable Breakthroughs April, 2019 

5 History of Directorate of Research & Development 2019 
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APPENDIX X: ETHICAL CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE 
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APPENDIX XI: CONFIRMATION OF PROFESSIONAL EDITING 
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APPENDIX XII: TURNITIN  ORIGINALITY REPORT 

 


