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Abstract 		
In recent years, education reform in Nepal, world’s most aided developing nation, has been heavily driven by policies and institutions associated with capitalist, market-driven economic systems of the West. The ongoing higher education reform in Nepal brings about a profound ideological shift in education by aid agency in their attempt to reform higher education institutions through a vaguely defined ‘decentralization’ strategy by converting those institutes already operational under the central university into decentralized autonomous campuses whose aim is to make them financially sustainable so to compete with private providers, enforcing English as a global language of instruction and introducing such controversial measures as ‘cost-sharing’ and other strategies for integrating a country which developed out of a particular historical condition into the knowledge economy. The World Bank, which is a major source of educational policy advice in Nepal and which has been actively supporting higher education reform argues that in an age of globalization, universities should increasingly look for new managerial and entrepreneurial approach in their operation. Such an approach places decentralization on the top of the reform agenda in Nepal which calls for steady withdrawal of the state from its role of providing both funds and leadership to education there by leading to partial denationalization of the state or disempowered  national state. Through the study of the World Bank’s recently introduced Second Higher Education Project (2007) in Nepal under its ‘structural adjustment policy’ supported by the government, this paper examines the forces shaping the national policy decisions of the government and the consequences they give rise to reforming the university.


Introduction 
As Nepal suddenly opened to the outside world in the 1950s after a 104-year-old isolation, a large majority of Nepalis looked for changes (sometimes synonymously used as development or ‘bikas’) and since the 1990s, most Nepalis had a ‘revolutionary rising expectations’ (e.g., Mihaly, 2009). But the state’s capacity to provide such a thing or fulfil those ‘rising expectations’ was severely limited leading to frequent political breakdown. This is seen in the two ‘revolutions’ or ‘Jana Andolan’ witnessed in Nepal in 1990 and 2006, including the recent Maoist armed insurgency. 

The period following the 1990 democracy movement in Nepal-- that follows the epoch-making global events such as the fall of Berlin Wall and the wave of democratization and globalization phenomena-- is characterized by increased demands for higher and continuing education often outstripping the available resources and capacity of the resource-starved nation. The aid agencies interest in the pedagogy became explicit soon after the fall of Berlin Wall when political democratisation became a buzz word (e.g., Tabulawa, 2003)[endnoteRef:1]. For Nepal, where the public funding for education is no longer feasible at the previous levels due to sudden increase in the demand for education from the population, funding for the universities and HE institutions are being channelled in new ways and supplemented increasingly by donor aid and what the World Bank calls ‘non-public’ resources. The ‘non-public resources’ refer to the tuition fee and such other contributions as income generated by institutions from its rented shops and land.   [1:  Tabulawa, Richard, (2003), “International Aid Agencies, Learner-Centere Pedagogy and Political democratization: A Critique.” Califax Publishing, Comparative Education Volume 39 No. 1, 2003, pp. 7-26).] 


Since 1990, more Nepalis, mostly the youths, see modernization as a perceived immediacy and necessary to respond to globalization or a new world order. The new glamorous concepts such as globalization, privatization and liberalization have come to conquer the minds of many Nepali youths. Globalization is premised on the notion that nation-states have neither borders nor rulers[endnoteRef:2]. Globalization is the ultimate ruler, and therefore the pedagogical process of governance of education takes international stage. Similarly, decentralization, sometimes used synonymously as ‘globalization’ is seen as a remedial measure for the empowerment of the people and equitable distribution of powers and wealth that had hitherto concentrated in the hands of the powerful ruling elites.  [2:  Burbules, N.C. & Torres, C.A. (2000, eds), “Globalization and Education: An Introduction, in Globalization and Education: Critical Perspectives, New York: Routledge, pp. 1-26. 
] 


Globalization is conceived in many different ways. Some fear it would see a peripheral nation’s religion, culture, language and history in ruin under the hegemonic control of the North, while others see it as democratizing and modernizing phenomenon. In Nepal, with the exception of a small number of politically oriented people such as the hardcore Communists who are resisting or are sceptical about the inevitability of what they term ‘western cultural invasion’ in the wake of globalization, the desire for rapid modernization is on everyone’s lips, and the expectations of the people, mostly the younger generation, regarding the transformation of the state, politics, and society are rising. Educational policies are formed in the matrix of these two opposing pressures. 

While being too enthusiastic about being globalized, there is a broad general agreement that globalization is a highly uneven process bringing enormous wealth in one country or region and miseries in another. The historical specificity of the process of globalization does not necessarily guarantee a symmetrical or homogenous impact worldwide (see Burbules & Torres, 2000, eds). An example from Nepal illustrates the capital city of Kathmandu, where more larger and sweeping changes are coming up; in the rural areas, however, it looks as though a cataclysmic disaster is awaiting the residents. The difference is clearly visible on scale and one being just the opposite of other.  Such effects of modernization and social change in the wake of globalization are more obvious in Nepal’s capital Kathmandu, the only modern city in the nation where even schools and colleges are named after American past presidents, British princess and football clubs. 

With all the inherent tensions, Nepal is undergoing a social and political transition and is in its most critical and formative period. Such a change can arguably be traced to the choice of the people for an open society and a liberal democracy to which a host of factors are responsible, most notably the theory of ‘failed development’ which argues that popular discontentment with the successive governments post-1990 democratic movement arose as a result of uneven, incomplete, or poorly executed development efforts. On the other hand, the theory of globalization which primarily means emergence of new global cultural forms, media, and ICT which exerted formative influence on the minds of the people to liberate from century old feudalism and aristocracy.  

While Nepal struggles to modernize with globalization taking particular forms shaping the educational policies and practices, what we are experiencing now is, for instance, supranational organizations establishing their control over the national government through economic aid and educational policy. In recent years, through the World Bank, the government is not only looking forward to borrowing an educational system organized around the economic needs of the society in the West but also the capitalist, market-driven model of economic policy to meet those rising ‘revolutionary’ expectations of the populace. 
As part of the democratisation movement, including the movement towards greater political accountability, economic development is perceived by the donors and ruling elites alike in Nepal as only possible under the condition of liberal democracy which calls for greater participation and accessibility of local communities in the national development efforts, including the management and ownership of educational institutions. There is now new educational vocabulary being coined and increasingly used in the discourses on education such as ‘community management’, ‘decentralization’, ‘autonomy’ ‘cost-efficiency’, ‘performance-based funding’ or ‘performability’ and ‘cost-sharing’.

Since 1990, after the restoration of democracy in Nepal, more Nepalis, mostly the youths, see modernization as a perceived immediacy and necessary to respond to globalization or a new world order.  Senior education planners in Nepal hold the view that the 1990’s educational policy shift in Nepal follows such global events as the fall of Berlin wall, globalization, democratization, liberalization and privatization, prompting the government to follow the international vision of development and decentralization and human capital approach to education. But it is unknown how the notion of decentralization of educational institutions understood mostly as steady withdrawal of the state from its role of providing funds and leadership to education, can help augment investment in human capital seen as one of the keys to meeting the goals of the ‘knowledge economy’. Nor is it clear how the private sector or the community can complement the role of the state in a society where almost one quarter of the population lives on less than a dollar a day and is emerging out of a decade long virulent armed conflict by limiting the role of the state as a mere ‘facilitator’ and the local community as ‘financier’ of the educational institutions which are already deprived of even chalk and duster. In a country where teachers are poorly equipped, in a country where there is little physical facilities other than classrooms, how can the local community invest in large and expensive equipment, especially in science and engineering programs? There are many such questions in the aftermath of Nepal embracing the ‘decentralization’ approach to reform the higher education sector synonymous with the central university. 

This paper argues that due to the effects of globalization, nation states are no longer conceived as sovereign agent, but rather as arbiters attempting to balance a range of internal and external pressures in their move to education reform. The internal pressure, for instance is exerted by those political parties who continue to hold the 1950s vision of ‘fully meeting the expenses of higher education by the government’ and a broad category of modernizing intellectuals whose minds are possessed with imposed discourse on development and who are completely obsessed with the notion of globalization and modernization, while the external is exerted by the aid agencies who support the concept of ‘decentralization’ or ‘denationalization’ of state authority in the move to global governance of  education.

The paper argues that the recent shift in higher education policy in Nepal is a complex interplay of various interest groups and factors and guided and imposed by the supranational organizations (e.g., the World Bank) and is not the country’s own.   What is sought is a loosely defined concept of ‘decentralization’ at the higher education level that is aimed at achieving the efficiency of educational administration without any research evidence. Further, the government policy documents pay little attention to the theoretical underpinnings and definitions, or to the assumptions concerning decentralization in higher education setting. Anchored in field work in Nepal of six months, this study pursues the following research questions central to understanding the relations between globalization, decentralization and higher education reform. First, what forces are shaping the national policy decisions of the government in decentralizing higher education institutions in Nepal? Second, what are the consequences for institutions, in particular Tribhuvan University, of those shifting policies? 

Project output
· Analysis of the relationship between globalization, decentralization and higher education reform.
· Enhanced theoretical understanding of the concept of globalization, decentralization and higher education reform and the role the donors, especially the World Bank, play in the process of social change in developing countries with special focus on Nepal. 
· Policy recommendations on higher education.  

Personal qualification 
This research is new for me although I have gained theoretical knowledge from the course on European Masters in Lifelong Learning: Policy and Management (MA LLL) as well as my first master’s degree in Nepal.  The title of my master thesis completed at Aarhus University, School of Education, is self evidence of my interest in this project. I have also written two of my semester exam papers on higher education with special focus on Nepal.   Further, I have a solid experience of working in the education sector as an education journalist in Nepal for last six years from 2000 to 2006 which has exposed me to academic interest and help acquire fundamentals of how education, especially higher education is being organized in Nepal. I have also widely traveled in Nepal on accounts of field works related to educational monitoring and school inspection with the officials of the Department of Education, Education Sector Advisory Team, Ministry of Education and various other INGOs/NGOs including Save the Children Japan, Save the Children Norway, Room to Read, UNICEF and so on. Finally, I have worked as a research assistant on a Nepali school project at the School of Education, Aarhus University, which helped me acquire knowledge about the field. 

Publication and dissemination 
· Presentations and discussions of preliminary findings with academics and practitioners
· Receiving feedbacks from researchers, policy makers and practitioners both in Nepal and Denmark 
· Writing feature articles in Nepal leading dailies, weeklies and annual magazines.  
· Publication in scientific journals. 
· Organizing dissemination seminars.

Project activities  
· Field work (2x3 months) in Kathmandu, Nepal, from April 1, 2012—October 2012.
· Document studies/data organization, analysis and theory development
· Presentations and discussions of findings   
· Participating at conferences 
· Dissemination seminars 
· Publication in scientific journals    

Risks and critical assumptions 
· Funding or grants is available on a sustainable basis. 
· Research permit is granted 
· Rapport and trust can be established with informants 
· All stakeholders and key actors can be consulted 
· Relevant policy documents are available   


Theoretical & empirical background  
The view that globalization is compelling the central university to opt for decentralization and to produce skilled graduates to compete in the ‘global market’ is reflected in recent Nepal government policy documents (see SSRP, SHEP, and CSSP). These phrases are uncritically borrowed from the policy documents of the supranational and transnational organizations which play a pivotal role in mediating and shaping Nepal’s development policies irrespective of the context of Nepal (see Carney & Rappleye , 2011: Forthcoming). This research will then explore the notions of globalization, cutting across its political, cultural and economic aspects, as expounded by the new regime under the hegemonic control of the donors. How do young graduates imagine their future wellbeing? As expounded on the government new policy on higher education reform, the policy documents seem to ignore ‘local’ and promote ‘global’ thereby indicating that decentralization is for global employment thereby privatizing the vitally important social sector – education—and leading to brain-drain of skilled personnel from low-income countries to serve the industrialized nations. 

Going through the policy documents, a question will inevitably arise as to how a country like Nepal suffering from exclusion and deep-rooted socioeconomic cleavages will integrate into the global economy with its imposed policy on decentralization understood as lessening the control of the state towards meeting the socially-inclusive economic and social development? A few Nepali and foreign scholars argue how the imported discourse of development had long possesed the mind of the national ruling class, and how such a mindset had, in turn, played a major role in deepening the social roots of poverty (e.g., Shrestha, 1995, p. 266). Likewise Sutton (2001)[endnoteRef:3] has shown that the educational policy imposed from outside underplays the importance of social, cultural and historical context of the borrowing countries which needs to be borne in mind when conceptualizing education policy geared towards decentralization and production of skilled graduates. Similarly, Samoff (1994) has shown that structural adjustment policies underplay the local realities encouraging an emphasis on inappropriate reform thereby reproducing social and economic inequalities. However, Hallak (2000) has shown that more global the world becomes, the more local the policy and action – where communities i.e., civil society, including teachers, students, parents, families –play their role in designing and producing more relevant and effective education models that match their local needs and reality in their local community. But a certain section of the population, including the political party leaders and acadmecians in Nepal argue that instead of involving the community, the World Bank and other supranational lending agencies are aggressively imposing global policies irrespective of the local reality of Nepal. In addition to the Second Higher Education Project (SHEP 2007-2014), this has been confirmed by two similar ambitious strategies – the National Curriculum Framework (2005) and School Sector Reform (2007) – which states, ―globalization is compelling schools in Nepal to opt for decentralization to compete in the ‘world market’. Most of these assertions are untested and do little to clarify the conceptual confusion surrounding the definition, nature or types of decentralization strategies required in Nepal. (Note: These documents talk about global competitiveness, not local). They also do not answer what kind of education will deliver such skills and learning competencies required by graduates in Nepal for national employment and improved life conditions.  [3: ] 


Therefore, conceptual confusions persist and do little to clarify the meaning, definition, nature and types of decentralization policies needed in Nepal. These phrases are inevitably drawn from international policy documents, in particular that of the World Bank’s ‘Structural Adjustment Policies’, which have no uniform meaning when applied to a highly differentiated society historically been characterized by marked disparity in access to education and persistently widespread social inequality and exclusion. 

Recently, much of the education literature in Nepal has come to constitute a large proportion of consultancy activity around education what Sutton (2001) calls ‘agency research’ preventing critical perspectives on contemporary policy and practices (ibid, pp. 77-99). Studies have shown that imposed policy fails to capture the specific context from which the original policy developed and the success of such policy is doubtful (Finegold, Farland & Richardson, 1992, eds). Politicians in countries undergoing post-war reconstruction and social transformation when seeking solutions to complex domestic problems historically look abroad for policy innovations and in the process fall easy prey to policy conditionality of the donors. 

The likelihood of borrowing further increases the exclusive power of the international organizations and a selected class of powerful elite in developing countries. 

Nepal has particularly been blamed a victim of policy reform imported from the international donor agencies. Nepal’s policy makers, who are criticized far and wide as ‘incapable’, ‘corrupt’ and often not grounded in research, look for quick solutions to the multifarious problems facing the society. Robertson (1989) and Waltman (1980) have shown us that in countries, which are emerging from a conflict situation, or recuperating from armed violence and civil war, readymade overseas policies have a great appeal to politicians as they often look for quick fixes to problems. Sutton & Levinson (2001) have similarly shown that the educational policy imposed from outside underplays the importance of social, cultural and historical context of the borrowing countries which needs to be borne in mind when conceptualizing educational policy. The project undertakes a six-month-long field works in Nepal to investigate the current policy of the government and the World Bank towards reforming higher education through decentralized approach in the development of the workforce aiming at participating in the global economy. 

The research will take into account human capital theory of David Baker, institutionalist theory of Francisco, Torres’ Marxist theory, John Krejsler’s discursive/post-structuralist theory and Ferguson’s ‘De-composing modernity’. Theories of colonialism, development and globalization’ will also be taken into account. 

Rationale/Objective 
The rationale of this research is to identify the evidence from research which could inform 
educational policy and practice in Nepal geared towards decentralization. The specific objective of the project is to produce new knowledge about education decentralization in the context of developing countries in the light of globalization. The project contributes to the Second Higher Education Project (SHEP) in Nepal as recent efforts of the government and the donors to conceptualize decentralization as an important vehicle for higher education reform in the light of globalization. 


Methodology and research plan 
The project spans for three years (June 20, 2011- July 30, 2014) and will be based on six months of fieldwork devoted to documents study in Nepal which will be conducted in Kathmandu. Study in Kathmandu is important as the political and cultural centre of Nepal, with decision-making power centralized in Kathmandu, the nation's administrative capital and the concentration of manufacturing and service industries, schools, colleges and universities, where large number of students and youths from all over the country attracted for their education, employment and their striving for improved life conditions. To answer the research question -1, a systematic search of the literature and documents will take place in Kathmandu to identify relevant studies including those undertaken in higher education area in order to understand the forces shaping the education policy, especially the concept of decentralization, as transmitted by the Nepal government and the World Bank’s policy documents, namely the Second Higher Education Project (SHEP).  This will take three months. 

To answer the research question no-2, I will interview a selected group of political leaders, policy makers, campus chiefs, principals, students, professors and vice-chancellors to examine the consequences for stakeholders and institutions, in particular Tribhuvan University, of those policy shift brought about by decentralization reform. This will take two months. The final 30 days of the field work will be further focussed on examining the form and effects of the structural changes brought about by the decentralization reform for institutions and sectors involved through independent observation and interview methods.

Institutional affiliation 
The project will be hosted by the Department of Psychology and Educational Studies, Ruskilde University, Denmark. The preparation of this project proposal was widely consulted with high-profile researcher on Nepal, Associate Professor Stephen Carney. Earlier, at DPU, I had consulted my plans with Prof. Susan Wright (my master thesis supervisor), and Stavros Moutsios and Karen Valentin, who had solidly supported me to undertake this research. Moutsios is currently undertaking Research of policy and research for policy in an era of transnational education policy making. Similarly, Valentin on Youth, education and migration: The case of young Nepalese in North India. I have had not only opportunities to establish linkages with these high-profile researchers since I joined the school in August 2006 to pursue my European Masters in Lifelong Learning, but also worked as research assistant.  
Enrolment in Ruskilde University, School of Education as the responsible institution is mainly because research areas in the Graduate School of Education, especially the doctoral programs on educational policy (international), have greatly sparked my interest. Second, I am working with Prof. Stephen Carney as my supervisor for he has worked and researched enormously on Nepal, chiefly focusing on educational reform and has higher education in Nepal as his special areas of interest.   I have also visited various schools in Nepal along with Stephen in course of his educational research. An opportunity to undertake this research with such a high-profile researcher with solid knowledge about Nepal would provide me with top quality research-based knowledge about education and educational policy. Nepali institutions substantially lack such a level of knowledge required to contribute to the quality of the project. Therefore, the knowledge accessible in Ruskilde University, School of Education unit, will be highly valuable for the research capacity building in Nepal. Finally, RUC’s excellent research environment as well as Prof. Carney’s expertise in education reform and policy research in Nepal will be solidly useful for me to get the kind of supervision I look forward to in this ambitious study. 






Tracing the literature 
There is a dearth of reliable information on higher education in Nepal which explains the fact of being not conducted enough research on higher education or its research papers cited in the renowned scientific journals. Given the void of scientific journals and the absence of modern library facilities and unavailability of files and records, a researcher is thrown from pillar to post to locate the information which either do not exist or are scattered here and there in the form of opinion pieces in newspapers or conference papers to recommendations and reports made to the government or the Ministry of Education from time to time. The concept of library is very new, let alone online journal or research publications that are still on a rudimentary stage of evolution in Nepal. With the exception of Tribhuvan University Central Library, which has about 2.7 million collections, albeit in a tattered state, collections in most other libraries are scanty not exceeding 50,000. And even if there are limited collections, a good number of them are either stolen or gathering dust at teachers’ houses. However, in my frantic search for the information on higher education, I have found a few references in the form of personal essays, conference or discussion papers and periodicals by former rectors, vice chancellors and scholars from Nepal found in antique form at the central library in Nepal which shed some lights into how at different periods of time the ruling elites in Nepal pronounced their educational policy and viewed education. Particularly useful were the works of Kamal P. Malla “The Road to Nowhere,” Bishwa Kesher Maskay’s “Higher Education in Nepal: Perspective and Retrospective,” Soorya Bahadur Shakya’s “Establishing and Development of Tribhuvan University (1955—1973)”, Stephen Carney’s “Negotiating Policy in an Age of Globalization: Exploring Educational “Policyscapes” in Denmark, Nepal, and China,” Bhola Lohani’s “Emerging Trend of Education in Nepal” and Theodore C Wagenaar, and Janardan Subedi’s, “Internationalizing the Curriculum: Study in Nepal”. Though they were outside my subject area, Michael Hutt’s “Monarchy, Democracy and Maoism in Nepal,”  Bishnu Raj Upreti’s “Resource conflicts and Conflict Resolution in Nepal”, Lauren Leve’s "Failed Development  and Rural Revolution in Nepal”, and Joanna Pfaff-Czarnecka’s, “Geopolitical and Comparative Perspectives: High Expectations, Deep Disappointment: Politics, State and Society in Nepal after 1990” were nevertheless insightful in understanding Nepal’s contemporary politics. 

Also refereed were Alok K Bohara, NEIL J. Mitchell, & Mani Nepal’s “Opportunity, Democracy, and the Exchange of Political Violence: A Sub-national Analysis of Conflict in Nepal”, and Bhuwan Lal Joshi and Leo E. Rose’s “Democratic Innovations in Nepal: A Case Study of Political Acculturation.”  

However scanty information they provided, these references nevertheless contained information on how Nepal had been consistently relying on both funding and policy perfections on donor agencies right from the overthrow of the Rana regime in 1951. However, these references were too sketchy as to who really controlled or shaped Nepal’s educational policy. 

In Nepal, no one knows who is in charge of educational policy decisions, if there is such a thing. Who controls education in Nepal? It is partly the SLC board, partly the Ministry of Education, partly the National Planning Commission, partly the Higher Education Committee, and partly the university with its own paraphernalia of Senate, Syndicate, Academic Council and the Planning Committee. 
· Kamal P. Malla (former rector, TU, cited in “The Road to Nowhere”, 1979).

A few other Nepali scholars had continuously been pressing the national government for spelling out a long-term policy vision and allow ‘autonomous’ institutions to thrive instead of the fully state-owned centrally controlled campuses.  

If we are to be anywhere near the international competitiveness, we should start investing in our human capital. Our higher education system has turned into an ever expanding bureaucracy that has taken a life of its own. Somewhere, it seems to have forgotten its priority, which is to create a productive academic environment for the purpose of learning, training and disseminating new knowledge. Although the permission to open private universities is long overdue, it is a giant step in the right direction. It will add vigour and spark competition in our education system. More private universities should be allowed to open in the future. However, a government supported autonomous academic institution should serve as a model and be able to prosper and provide healthy competition…

· Alok K. Bohara[endnoteRef:4]  [4:  Higher Education in Nepal: Time for a Change (March 27, 1993), a concept paper delivered at the University of New Mexico. 
] 


If Nepal is to effectively compete in the world economy, it needs to ensure that its entire education system is more attuned to the characteristics of the new global environment, by creating an enabling environment that promotes creativity, improves the quality of all levels of education, and provides opportunities for lifelong learning.  
 
The World Bank, SHEP (pp. 65 –66)[endnoteRef:5].    [5:  World Bank (1995). “Nepal Higher Education Project, IDA Review Mission, Feb., 12, 1995”, Kathmandu: Tribhuvan University.   ] 


While a group of elites in Kathmandu argue that education system should give greater diversity and choice to students, the World Bank argues that to help lessen the burden on public purse, educational institutions should mobilize additional resources from students and their families, and accept donations from third party contributors. What is also being discussed is the notion of ‘competition’ among tertiary education providers or ‘national competitiveness’. Much of the discussions on the SHEP centres on competition and emulation than on collaboration and cooperation or an exchange of faculties and joint research exercises or for instance exchange of students, scholars and researchers and organization of joint-degree programs such as the one being undertaken in EU. It is believed that educational institutions should be able to compete with each other like business enterprises to sustain themselves. Finances of the university are to be met by ‘cost-sharing’ mechanism, tuition, endowment and donations. Majority of cost-sharing is borne by students and the student fee is seen as a major source of funding for the 21st century ‘decentralized and autonomous’ universities.  

Since its very foundation, Nepali scholars have been talking of changes in the university. But their vision has been changing with each political change. For instance, one of the changes they had been pressing for prior to 1990 was introducing a stricter, selective and competitive admission policy to replace the open admission policy—something the Nepali politicians or the government is yet to deliver. Come 1990, there have been demands for ‘decentralization’ or ‘devolution’, ‘increased accountability of the system’, the quest for ‘educational quality, standards’ and increasing demands for ‘academic achievement’ and ‘efficiency’ or ‘performativity’ of schools and colleges.  

The recent tenth plan document of the government of Nepal further states that the government aims to reduce poverty by developing a ‘quality professional work force’, and building ‘knowledge’ and a technological base capable of supporting economic growth by enabling Nepal to participate in the ‘global economy’. But it is unexplained what kind of participation in the global knowledge economy and what kind of human resources Nepal envisages that it needs. Should the universities in Nepal prepare what Robert Reich[endnoteRef:6] calls ‘symbolic analysts’ or middle-level workers to steer the nation into the path of economic development? How well are the universities equipped to generate such human resources in the age of globalization? How should Nepal position its university system to take full advantage of the potential contribution of the R&D towards knowledge economy for her economic and social development?  Answers to these questions are not provided in the World Bank documents or in the government policy pronouncements.   [6:  Reich, R.B. (1991). The Work of Nations: Preparing Ourselves for 21st-Century Capitalism, New York: Vintage Books.
] 


Irrespective of the conceptual confusions and contextual realities, there is now a whole new rethinking on higher education where globalization has become an ideological discourse and a driving force for reform and change. 

Robertson and Dale (2008, ed)[endnoteRef:7] have shown that one of the key effects of globalization on education is an evident shift away from a predominantly national education system to a more fragmented, multi-scalar and multisectoral distribution of activity that now involves new players, new ways of thinking about knowledge production and distribution, and new challenges in terms of ensuring the distribution of opportunities for access and social mobility.  [7:  Robertson, Susan L & Dale Roger (2008, ed). “Researching Education in a Globalising Era,” University of Bristol: Centre for Globalisation, Education and Societies., in J. Resnik (ed), “The Production of Educational Knowledge in the Global Era”, Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 
] 


Writers also disagree as to how to define globalization and what consequences it may have for countries. It is also equally challenging to look at the impact of globalization in Nepal from the Western perspective. Nevertheless, according to King (2004, p. 62)[endnoteRef:8], the forces affecting higher education around the world are strikingly similar –expanding enrolment, less public funding (per student), and more private investment. Globalization is primarily a perceived set of changes, a construction used by state policy makers to inspire support for or oppress opposition to changes because greater forces (implying to global competition, responses to IMF or World Bank demands, obligation to regional alliances, and so on) leave the nation-state no choice (e.g.,  Burbules & Torres, 2000, eds). With decentralization as policy thrust, the ongoing higher education restructuring in Nepal illustrates some generality of those claims with the government succumbing to the demands of the aid agencies and pulling back from its role of providing both funds and leadership for higher education.    [8:  King, R. (2004). The University in the Global Age, New York: Palgrave McMillan.
] 



Changing vision of education in Nepal: Tracing the history 
1846- 1951  
The period between 1846 and 1951 can best be described as the period of darkness and isolation. Nepal as a nation-state was surrounded by high walls or borders. It is also interesting to note in this period how the British rulers had introduced the concept of modernity—schools, roads and hospitals, railways, dams and industries—in neighbouring India. But it is ironical to note how the rulers in Nepal deprived the citizen of the very facilities.  

During this period, few rulers in Nepal perhaps none, regarded education as responsible for, or connected to the economic wellbeing of its population. The ruling elite continued to regard the masses as revenue-generating subjects rather than citizens with rights (see Hutt, 2004, p. 2). The government then led by the Ranas believed that education was not an essential part of nation-building. Instead, the period saw state opposition to education. 

Rana rulers, who then lived in what Malla[endnoteRef:9]  describes as “dream castles”, feared that opening schools or educating the masses could invite the same political awakening going on in neighbouring India against the British rule which could also threaten them and thus to secure their permanency on the throne of Nepal, they discouraged education for the general populace. Various Nepali scholars maintain the same line of argument that the old feudal rulers who ruled Nepal for 104 years feared an educated public. It is said that Chandra Shumsher on his visit to India in 1917 had remarked that one reason why Nepal did not have revolutionaries like Bal Gangadhar Tilak and Gopal Krishna Gokhle was because Nepal lacked educated public (Satish Kumar, in Shakya, 1984:2009)[endnoteRef:10].  [9:  Kamal P. Malla (1979), “Kathmandu Your Kathmandu.” (pp. 211-255), in “The Road to Nowhere: A Selection of Writings 1966-1977, The Sajha Publication Nepal.  ]  [10:  Shakya, Soorya Bahadur (1984:2009). “Establishment and Development of Tribhuvan University (1955-1973)”, Kathmandu: Tribhuvan University, Research Division.
] 


During the inaugural of Tri-Chandra College, the first college of Nepal, Rana Prime Minister Chandra Shumshere remarked to the new principal, “You need not congratulate me. This day I have sealed the doom of my future generations”[endnoteRef:11]. Thirty-two years after the inaugural of the college, the Rana system was brought down by an alliance between the monarchy and the ‘modernizing intellectuals’ with decisive backing from the newly independent India. The policy of seclusion from the outside world that the country followed thus ended with the 1951 revolution.  [11:  Horace B. Reed & Marry J Reed (1986), “Nepal in Transition”, Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh University Press.   
] 


1950-1990 
The ‘rising expectations’ of Nepalis found vent in the 1951 ‘revolution’ in Nepal after which education had been viewed as a central project to fulfil those revolutionary expectations. Thus, the period following the 1950 ‘Revolution’ in Nepal, saw several efforts being made for educational planning by setting up committees and commissions. The Nepal National Education Planning Commission (NEPC) was set up in 1954 for drawing up a plan for the systematic development of education (Maskay, 1980, p. 4, in Agrawal). The government had sought the help of the United States to draw up a programme of education in Nepal. The US sent Dr Hugh Wood of Oregon University in the United States as a consultant to the proposed NEPC. The Commission recommended that a ‘strong centrally located’ national university be established in the nation. The pressing need for a higher education institution was also felt due to the increase in the number of secondary school graduates. During that time, Nepal as a nation state was conceived as a sovereign agent capable of determining her own educational policy and finances. The period saw nationalistic vision of education in which the vision of education was to develop a system suited to the local (national) context. Educational system remained organized under the aegis of the nation-state that controlled, regulated, coordinated, and financed. It was believed that education should preserve national identity and ‘serve as a panacea for national and individual development’ (see University Grants Commission & UNESCO, 2008)[endnoteRef:12].  [12:  University Grants Commission & UNESCO (2008), “Higher Education in the Global Context”, UNESCO: Kathmandu. ] 


The general view of education was that it was a major responsibility of state, and should be made available for free. It makes a country strong, developed and culturally rich as well as promotes national unity and strength. 

One notable achievement of this period was the establishment of Tribhuvan University, nation’s first institution of higher education, in 1959. Prior to this, all examinations in Nepal were conducted by Indian boards. The Tri-Chandra College and seven other colleges set up later on had to follow the syllabus of Patna University in India. Nepal Sanskrit College -- then called Rajkiya Sanskrit Mahavidhyalaya, established in 1948-- was similarly affiliated to Banaras Hindu University in India. The Queens College of Banaras conducted the examinations for the students of Sanskrit colleges in Nepal.  

Nepali was adopted as the medium of instruction to preserve cultural heritage and national unity. With regard to management and financing, higher education was to be mainly financed by the state and one strong central university envisioned, fully funded by state though doors were kept open for assistance from donors—‘friendly governments’ and various ‘foreign agencies’.   

This period saw the involvement of the United States as policy think-tank and academic program advisor, later the role was taken over by India. Nepal National Educational Planning Commission in 1952 had recommended the government that a strong centrally located university be established. In 1955, an agreement was signed between GON and USOM, under which Oregon University academics were invited as part of the US government-supported initiative to chart out the future of a national university and implement education program. Charles D. Byrne, who was the first senior educational advisor to Nepal was to assist in the development of a national university, arrived in Nepal on December 4, 1955 (see Shakya, 2009, p. 19).  But the Nepal National Commission which had members newly schooled in India wanted the Nepali university to follow Indian model. But those favouring American system wanted an American-led reform movement. The tug-of-war ended in favour of India and the US abandoned its entire plan to guide Nepali higher education during the inception of the national university. 
 

1990: A major shift in education policy 
With the 1990 ‘people’s movement’ in Nepal, there has been a whole new rethinking on higher education where globalization has become an ideological discourse and a driving force for reform and change bringing a profound ideological shift in educational policy. Ever since, there are a number of policy pronouncements vis-à-vis setting up commissions and committees on higher education. The foremost among them was a Royal Commission set up in 1982 to review the organization of higher education in Nepal and make recommendations regarding its future structure. The commission suggested a ‘multi-university’ concept to downsize what they described as ‘unwieldy’ TU and bring ‘quality’ improvement in higher education through ‘competition among the universities’. Accordingly, new universities came into existence. 

Until the establishment of new universities, Nepali higher education system was synonymous with the TU. But this university became unmanageable, and suffered from acute funding and dismal physical environment. In his own words, Biswa Keshar Maskay, former rector, describes the problem facing Nepal’s oldest and then the only university, “His Majesty’s Government has failed to pursue a rational goal oriented policy of financing higher education. They seem to be content with providing a bare minimum assistance to the university...” 

Like Maskay, many past administrators and academics criticized the government’s handling of Tribhuvan University. 

Writes Alok K Bohara, another US-educated Nepali intellectual, “As compared to any average university in any industrialized nation, it (Tribhuvan University) practically falls behind in all categories: infrastructure (classrooms, faculty offices, student lounges, sports facilities, furniture, etc), laboratories (scientific equipment, lab assistants, etc), basic services (lightening, communication, transportation, heating and cooling system, etc), and the most important computers. Consequently many students are dissatisfied with the ‘quality’ of education, and the faculty suffers from low morale. It costs money to operate a successful academic institution. So, there is no easy alternative but to share the burden.”[endnoteRef:13]    [13:  Bohara, Alok K (1993), “Higher Education in Nepal: Time for a Change.” University of New Mexico, Department of Economics.  
] 


The National Education Commission of 1992 was the first commission appointed after the restoration of democracy. It was formed to recommend the government an appropriate education policy and programs. It recommended that the education in Nepal should be made comparable with those of the SAARC countries or with those of the industrialized nations. 

Many such commissions had pointed out an acute funding need labelling what they described as ‘overdependence of the university’ on the government for both policy perfection and its financial efficiency as causing all the ills. And, thus, they recommended that a long-term planning and reform of the higher education sector be made urgently. 

Remarks Kamal P. Malla, a UK-educated former rector at the central university, “Each fiscal year the planning division asks the institutes and their campuses to exercise their minds on long-term planning, particularly of the physical and capital facilities, and each year the campus budgets end up in grants for the barest and absolute minimum necessities a wall here, a room there, a story here and an extension there” (p. 26). 

Enters the World Bank
Efforts to reform the Nepali higher education took a new turn with the entry of the World Bank in Nepal as both policy advisor and financier of education. The first major shift in the policy towards higher education as pronounced by the Bank shifts the previous vision of a strong, centralized, and fully state-funded single university to a ‘variety of providers’ competing each other (see Project Appraisal Document, SHEP, 2007, p. 14). This vision was implemented, albeit in a limited scale or as a pilot project, through the six-year Higher Education Project worth USD 23.1 million credit in 1988. The project, among other things, included ‘decentralization of higher education administration’ of three selected Tribhuvan University campuses aimed at increasing the organizational efficiency of the TU system. 

In 1995, an IDA mission comprising Grant Sinclair (team leader of the World Bank), Helen Abadzi (World Bank’s education specialist) and Weifang Min (World Bank’s higher education finance specialist) visited Nepal from February 4 to 11 to review the progress of the project. The World Bank mission met with the vice chancellor, the secretary of education, member secretary of National Planning Commission, among others, with a mission to support the implementation of a package of policy changes in higher education. They suggested a ‘systemic change’ in the administrative, financial, and management processes of the university (see: Nepal Higher Education Project, IDA Review Mission, Feb. 12, 1995).  The World Bank team had had showed major dissatisfaction with the higher education system (synonymously known as TU) as stemming from the problem of bureaucratization and centralization of educational management. While it had argued that this university had fallen victim to the ‘weak and insufficient central management’, including the uncontrolled enrolments of students, low graduation success rates, and thus recommended that the government restructure it to meet the demands of the global knowledge economy. 

The World Bank team in particular had recommended regulating what it described as ‘explosive enrolment’, citing it as major bottleneck to achieving quality higher education, through entrance examinations.  Two other key recommendations were regarding affiliating private campuses to TU and decentralizing administrative authority to TU institutes and faculties. The World Bank provided USD 500,000 for this. The fund, which was named ‘Policy Implementation Fund’, was given as an incentive to campuses on a voluntary basis to become decentralized. It was designed to help improve accountability and encourage local initiatives (p. 109). Though many stakeholders in Nepal question the veracity of this claim  due to unavailability of empirical studies, one of the lessons learnt from HEP I, according to the Bank’s own assessment, is that Campus Management and Development Committee (CMDC) formation has helped develop a “sense of campus ownership” by the stakeholders and increased the accountability of administration. It further argues that decentralization helped introduce “full fee programs” in several campuses and internal resources mobilization has improved. It further argues that cost-sharing increased in Pulchowk Engineering Campus, IoM and Nepal Commerce Campus—the three campuses where decentralization was imposed.  

The decentralization approach parted with the earlier vision of free education fully funded by the state. Even before this, the obligation to ensure free and equitable education rested with the national government, but it was not always implemented in Nepal. The level of political commitment to implementing state-aided free education legislation remains marginal. Instead, the local commitment to improving education and provision of sufficient levels of resources through tuition fee and others are seen as more important contributing factors than the mere legislation of ‘Education for All’ or basic and free compulsory education.  Building on this understanding reinforced by various donors, mostly the World Bank, and Nepali academics, the government, under the World Bank-funded 60-million dollar Second Higher Education Project (SHEP), is currently attempting to redefine and reform the total higher education sector. 
 

Decentralization: The policy thrust  
With the fall of the Rana regime in the 1950, efforts are on to integrate the country politically, administratively and culturally. One such project devised to achieve this integration in the late 1960s was the concept of ‘Panchayat’ democracy or decentralization of administration in the campaign called ‘Back to the Village’ launched by King Mahendra (see Pigg, 1992, p. 493). However, the experiment with the Panchayat democracy, a unique vision and understanding of democratization then conceived by the rulers  of Nepal, was short-lived with the 1990 democracy movement and since then, educational response to globalization as part of the wider democratization movement is dominated by the discourse on decentralization, community participation and ownership and a whole new set of educational vocabulary such as ‘cost-effectiveness’, ‘cost-sharing’, ‘performance-based funding’, ‘markets or marketability’, ‘competitiveness’ and so on.  Much of these new phrases seem to have been borrowed from policy documents of the supranational organizations and from the discourses on international development. 
 
Globalization is premised on the notion that nation states have neither borders nor rulers[endnoteRef:14]. Globalization is the ultimate ruler, and therefore the educational policy making shifts from the national to the international stage. Nocholas C. Burbules and Carlos Alberto Torres (2000) argue that nation-states have become increasingly internationalized, in the sense that their agencies and policies become adjusted to the rhythms of the new world order. Nepal represents a classic case in which educational policymaking has seen a shift away from the national to the international stage and from state control to lending agencies. The same holds true of the pedagogical process of governance of education, which moves from the state to the private individuals or from Kathmandu to the outlying local communities and villages. This is confirmed by the current policy thrust on ‘decentralization’ in Nepal that emerged increasingly in the form of programs in which parents and local groups played prominent roles in decisions about school finance, staffing, and overall educational ‘quality’ (see Carney & Bista, 2009)[endnoteRef:15].  [14:  Burbules, N.C. & Torres, C.A. (2000, eds), “Globalization and Education: An Introduction, in Globalization and Education: Critical Perspectives, New York: Routledge, pp. 1-26.]  [15: 
 Carney, S & Bista M (2009). “Community Schooling in Nepal: A Genealogy of Education Reform Since 1990”, Comparative Education Review, Vol. 53, no. 2.  ] 


The view that globalization and the knowledge economy are compelling phenomena –compelling schools and universities to equip students with skills to compete in the global market— is confirmed by Second Higher Education Project (SHEP) supported by the World Bank and implemented by the government. Further to the SHEP, this is confirmed by two similar strategies in Nepal – National Curriculum Framework (2005) and the School Sector Reform Plan (SSRP, 2007-2015)—suggesting that more international development agencies are in collusion with the government to impose international education reform in Nepal. Global, not local is the policy thrust of the government. For instance, the Three Year Interim Plan (2007-2010) says key objective of education in Nepal is to enhance national economic competitiveness and to enable Nepal to participate in the global economy. 

The ongoing higher education reform in Nepal aims at achieving such a ‘global’ vision of education  through a vaguely defined ‘decentralization’ strategy by converting those institutes already operational under the central university into autonomous campuses whose aim is to make them financially sustainable so to compete with private providers, enforcing English as a global language of instruction and introducing such controversial measures as ‘cost-sharing’ and other strategies for integrating a country which developed out of a particular historical condition into the global knowledge economy. 

In Nepal, the World Bank in particular focuses on ‘decentralization’ as driving force of education reform. In doing so, the Bank draws upon and reinforces an international discourse about how best to improve schools (ibid, p. 190). It argues that as opposed to centralized institutions, decentralized and autonomous institutions freely determine their own employment such as hiring and firing of staffs, and fixing their remuneration, offering financial incentive, among others.   

Though decentralization as a strategy was devised in the late 80s for granting some degree of power to local units to make decisions, albeit on a limited scale, the ultimate aim of the strategy devised under the 2007 SHEP is intended at devolution of significant powers from the central university administration to the local campus authority. Seen in this light, like community schooling, the ongoing higher education reform is an attempt by powerful actors, including the World Bank, to impose international education reforms in Nepal irrespective of the political, social and historical context of the country. 

Decentralization applies market principles in the operation of higher education institutions, focusing on such business concepts as ‘cost-efficiency’, ‘market-relevance’ or ‘performance-based funding’ and ‘accountability’ employed by profit-seeking business enterprises in academia. 

In the words of Rajendra Dhoj Joshi, the World Bank education specialist and the chief architect of ‘decentralization’ strategies at the nation’s Institute of Engineering (IOE) from the late 1980s to mid-1990 assisted by the World Bank, ‘decentralization’ is referred to as such powers enjoyed by the faculties as ‘staff recruitment and promotion’, ‘decision-making’ on budget allocations, determining fiscal priorities for campuses, accepting any grants or endowments, or taking any disciplinary action against students and staffs (see Joshi: “Reforms at the Institute of Engineering, Tribhuvan University, Nepal”)[endnoteRef:16]. It also implied to ‘capabilities’ of TU faculties to effectively manage their own affairs.  [16: 
 Joshi, Rajendra D. (2001), “Political Economy of Higher Education Reform: A Case Study of Cost Sharing Reform in Institute of Engineering’. Kathmandu: The World Bank (June 2001).
] 


Joshi argues that strengthening campus leadership by transferring power to the department heads was a major step towards reforming IOE (ibid, p. 9). The transfer of power facilitated the departments to generate the income through ‘student fee’, seen as raising the quality of education. 

According to Joshi, who considers himself to be a reformer par excellence, student fee constituted the most important sources of funding for the resource-strapped IOE that was on the verge of closure. Raising student fee is seen as the ultimate goal of achieving financial efficiency of academic institutions and the ultimate aim of decentralization strategy. 

However, Joshi argues that decentralization is not limited to raising student fee but also aimed at diversifying academic and research programs. “Over 15 years, since the implementation of the decentralization and cost-sharing’ strategy, IOE is able to transform itself from an average engineering school teetering on the brink of ‘serious decline’ to a robust institution steadily enhancing and diversifying its academic and research programs,” writes Joshi in an interview with this researcher earlier last month. He argues that this was possible with the decentralized decision making power given to the IOE. It must be recalled here that the decentralization drive in the late 80s at IOE had drawn widespread uproar and protests from many different quarters, in particular student unions,  who then argued that such decision (decentralization) was leading to introduction of ‘full fee’ for the students and privatization of the school. However, after a prolong dialogue, student protests were withdrawn as the ruling elites, the political parties, quelled down the student fury. 

Decentralization is ultimately conceived by the powerful elite in Nepal who controls education policy-making as introduction of tuition fee so as to raise the quality and standard of the institution. It compels public institutions to compete with their private counterparts. This helps to improve quality and efficiency of both private and public institutions (see Joshi, 2001). References to the term ‘quality’ and the meaning it conveys are incomprehensible for they are not defined in this World Bank document. The document niggardly conveys to us that they meant to say ‘semester’ or ‘pass rate’. The rationale for decentralization reform according to the Bank is improved quality of education and financial efficiency of institutions. While semester system in itself is seen as a panacea for poor ‘quality education’ which remains to be defined in the context of Nepal, the ‘full-fee-paying system’ is taken for granted to contribute substantially to the reform efforts of the resource-starved public institutions.  

In paragraph 32 (p.8), the SHEP document states, “Despite strong resistance from some stakeholders, HEP I was able to introduce decentralization in TU’s Engineering Campus by offering decentralization as an option. A similar approach was adopted for transferring management of public schools to communities with assistance from the IDA-supported Community School Support Project (CSSP). Drawing lessons from these operations, the reforms to be supported under the project are offered as options.” 

From the analysis of the document, it appears that the World Bank is pushing for privatization reform, albeit indirectly in the name of decentralization. For instance, in page 121, the document says, “Opening higher education to the private sector in early 1980s was a significant step in the higher education reform process in Nepal.”  

Though more Nepalis have access to higher education, with the restoration of democracy, much of this increase has been accruing in the urban fringes of Kathmandu. For instance, from 22 colleges in 1969, the total number of for-profit colleges located in the Kathmandu Valley alone had increased to 320 by the year 2009 (Ministry of Education, 2005). The trend has emerged as a result of dissatisfaction with the public education system (synonymously known as government schooling system). The inefficiency of operation of public institutions despite huge state funding and annual budgetary support from a myriad of donor agencies, has called for the private ownerships of educational enterprises in Nepal. With a variety of fee structure, market-based curriculum and flexible learning environment, private schools are thriving on the principles of demand and supply generated by the market forces suggesting that a few rich in Kathmandu alone had the access to higher education, with a large majority of students in the rural areas confined to poorly funded ‘campus of last resort’. The education levels of people in Nepal differ widely according to their income level: Higher the income greater the opportunity and access to higher and continuing education and vice-versa. Given this reality, the World Bank push for decentralization reform with increased ‘cost-sharing’ and ‘full-fee program’ will further marginalize the poor segment of Nepalis. Yet, the SHEP document, through more quantitative data, shows rationale for autonomy and decentralization reform. The document (in p. 23) showed the enrolment in autonomous or decentralized campuses was better than the non-autonomous schools and colleges. It pitted 118,000 students at higher secondary schools against 73,000 students of TU proficiency Certificate Level to justify the rationale for decentralized, autonomous institutions. Apart from being economically sound, it tries to justify decentralization as a ‘politically safe strategy,’ in the same page (23). It argues that community or autonomous or decentralized institutions often synonymously used in the documents are untouched by conflicts and perform even in adverse situation affecting Nepal from time to time.  

In most documents, the World Bank connects decentralization to student’s outcome measured in terms of their employability, but it doesn’t say what skills or competencies must the decentralized campuses teach or what should be the content of teaching or course look like. In page 63, it talks about “markets for HS and tertiary education skills”, and says education institutions are to supply skills for the labour markets. It wants “returns from investment in HE.” This confirms to the rhetoric that educational institutions should act like businesses, or make profits to survive.  

Another controversial thing to note in the World Bank policy document is the conditionality attached to the Bank’s grants (see p. 29). It reads, “This commitment involves acceptance of: (a) autonomous status in the case of decentralized campuses; (b) decentralized status in the case of regular campuses....” It says that Mahendra Sanskrit University can get performance grants if it aligns with the World Bank’s policy thrust. 

Going through the World Bank policy documents, a question will inevitably arise as to how a country like Nepal suffering from exclusion and deep-rooted socioeconomic cleavages will integrate into the global economy with its imposed policy on decentralization understood as lessening the control of the state towards meeting the socially-inclusive economic and social development?  

Views of the stakeholders 
In recent years, academic discourses in Nepal are rife with the use of the term ‘decentralization’ but have aired mainly the opinion of the World Bank, UN representatives, and the politicians that are not sufficiently curious enough to inquire further. The policy documents on decentralization and autonomy of higher education in Nepal also do not seem to adequately research what ramifications such policies will have for the country, the graduates themselves and the societies at large. The World Bank considers one host country at a time to assume that results in one country are equally applicable to another. In doing so, it tends to sideline the institutional and historical factors, concerned local stakeholders, geographical, political and social systems and the government structures. In short, going through the ongoing World Bank strategy for higher education reform in Nepal, it gives rise to a number of questions, most importantly, what does the World Bank mean by ‘decentralization’ and what actually eventuates because of/ in spite of the Second Higher Education Project (SHEP)?  

Senior curriculum officials and ex-secretary at the Ministry of Education in Nepal hotly debated during a recent conference in Kathmandu that the 1990’s educational policy shift in Nepal followed such global events as the fall of Berlin Wall, globalization, liberalization and privatization, prompting the government to follow human capital approach to education. But it is unknown how the notion of ‘cost-sharing’ and ‘decentralization’, understood mostly as steady withdrawal of the state from its role of providing funds and leadership to education, can help augment investment in human capital which is seen as one of the key strategies towards meeting the goals of the ‘knowledge economy’.  Nor is it clear how the private sector or the community can complement the role of the state in a society where almost one quarter of its population lives on less than a dollar a day and is emerging out of a decade long virulent armed insurrection by limiting the role of the state as a mere facilitator and the local community as financier of the educational institutions which are devoid of even chalks and duster.   In a country where more than 90 percent of the population is rural, teachers are poorly equipped, in a country where there is little physical facilities other than classrooms, how can the community afford to invest in large and expensive equipment especially in science and engineering programs? 

As a World Bank education specialist (Leonie Lee) puts in during a national conference on higher education policy in Kathmandu, “Nepal must draw inspiration from Chile, Columbia and Vietnam”. Presenting a case study from Chile during the conference entitled “Shaping the Counters of a Higher Education Policy in Nepal”, she showed how a new legal framework allowed the establishment of new private institutions, including universities. She said that the poor institutions (hinting at TU campuses) must shut down and give way to privatization. She also showed what she said a ‘significant cost-sharing’ at Vietnamese and Chilean public universities (see Lee, “Improving Access and Equity in Higher Education in Developing Countries—Lessons Learnt”, Kathmandu: World Bank, 2/10/2011).  Though researchers reject this claim and say education reform in those countries has been heavily driven by policies and institutions associated with capitalist, market-driven economic systems of the West,[endnoteRef:17] they fail to answer why these countries are economically prospering in recent years. [17:  Terrence C. Mason, Robert F. Arnove, Margaret Sutton. ‘Credits, Curriculum, and Control in Higher Education: Cross-National Perspectives’, Higher Education, Vol. 42, No. 1 (Jul., 2001), pp. 107-137: Springer.
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During the same conference, views on who should control the higher education in the context of reforms in Nepal were divergent. While the World Bank representatives outlined a diminished direct role of the state in funding and provision of higher education, UNESCO representative NV Varghese said, “Nepal need more government action to ensure equity and effective governance to ensure efficiency in its operation.” 

The World Bank move towards ‘diminishing’ role of the state is contradicted by the national vision of education as outlined in the proposed constitution of Nepal under its Directive Principles of State Policy. It calls for “enhanced public financing for education” and stricter regulatory mechanism for private investment in education while discouraging marketization/commercialization of education. However, the World Bank argues that with the advent of globalization and entry of market forces, educational governance can no longer become a monopoly of the nation-state; rather it should be diversified and opened to private competitors. More specifically, in relation to the decentralization move in Nepal, the Bank argues that education should increasingly look for new managerial and entrepreneurial approach in their operation. Such an approach, according to the bank, places decentralization on the top of the reform agenda in Nepal. 

Argues a prominent academician in Nepal, “I agree, decentralization and autonomy are good –but what I don’t like is that they contradict with the local Nepali cultural reality.”

“The World Bank wants to promote private sector,” added another prominent academician. However, one official at the University Grants Commission, which is implementing the SHEP, said number one problem before the university in Nepal, in particular TU, is lack of financial resources. “Nepali higher education institutions are comparatively week. So to compete with the world, they lag behind in financial resources. Financial resources are the strengths of any institution.” He argued that decentralization is a need of the hour to mobilize local resources. When asked to elaborate on ‘local resources’, he said, “It could be use of land resources, renting, or collecting student fees by campuses.”

Professor Surya Lal Amatya, rector at the Tribhuvan University, however objected, “Without taking TU in confidence, the government singly went with the decision of decentralization. The government made the regulations without asking the university.” While acknowledging a serious lack of coordination between the TU and the government, he, however, said the decentralization move is unstoppable and it aims to ensure optimum resources to higher education institutions. “We have given authority to decentralized campuses. We are on the move to give decentralized campuses autonomy”. 

When asked to elaborate on ‘autonomy’, he said, “We have given them the full authority to conduct exams and publish results. Once they have autonomy, the role of the present Office of the Controller of Examinations in Balkhu will be reduced to simply record-keeping.” 

One vehement critique of the World Bank move towards decentralization is the Maoist which sees it as an attempt to impose neoliberal education reform which will help just the elite and middle class thereby further dividing the poor and rich in a society characterized by a very uneven income distribution among its population and high class distinctions. 

“Officially our party has not supported the SHEP of the World Bank and there is no broader political backing,” says Gunaraj Lohani, president of the Maoist teachers’ union. The Maoists are the largest political party in the country. 

He argues that the World Bank, which is under the UN, is guided by the powerful nations like America, and so it wants to invest in Nepal and produce human resources at cheap rates otherwise costly to produce in the US to serve that industrialized nation. 

Likewise, various interest groups have resisted the ongoing reforms. At some points, the World Bank’s documents refer them as ‘interested stakeholders’. However, through ‘policy dialogue’, one of the World Bank’s strategies, which according to the Bank involves sharing its experiences and knowledge with the ‘interested stakeholders’ or ‘counterparts’, it claims that the reform is somehow sailing through. The Bank further argues that it has comparative advantage over other donors in policy dialogue in client countries so its approach is bound to achieve successful results.   



Conclusions 
The 1950s vision of a strong central university makes a u-turn in the 1990 vision of ‘decentralization.’ 


Come 1990 and we see the emergence of what Burbules & Torres (2000, eds, p. 1) prefer to call “supranational institutions” shaping and constraining educational policy in less developed nations. The World Bank is one such institution that enters the scene in Nepal reversing the country’s earlier nationalistic visions and centralized educational policy to decentralization. 

Though the decentralization strategy aims at carrying out the transfer of administrative management of campuses locally in the local communities, such policy reinforces the international development and universalizing vision of aid agency, mainly that of the World Bank irrespective of the historical and political context of Nepal. But the World Bank, through the quantitative data, seems to support the rationale of the policy. The effectiveness of such an approach to educational reform needs to be examined scientifically before a firm conclusion can be drawn. The move to decentralization is built on dominant western thinking on globalization and human capital theory that education should be left to the choice of the markets or should be determined by the market forces. 

The present education is regarded as an economic investment for individuals rather than a public good. The cost of education and its returns are calculated in terms of money and fees are raised by the educational institutions thereby making access more difficult for the large majority of rural population. From a strong central university funded and managed by the state, the present move is towards ‘multi-varsity’ with a range of providers, both private and public autonomous institutions.

From the analysis of the World Bank policy documents, it becomes clear that the donor agencies tend to govern the weaker peripheral countries through their policies and aid conditionality. And in the process, they create conditions conducive to market-driven capitalist system of the West irrespective of the contextual realities and needs of the peripheral nations. 

To conclude, it is important to recall the inherent tensions and controversies concerning the decentralization of education, its analytical and theoretical debates. The definition, meaning and the indicators of decentralization strategy need further analytical work and theoretical debates.  As understood mainly from the World Bank policy documents, under the conditions of decentralization, the national state is conceived no longer as sovereign agent, but rather as a ‘facilitator’ relegated to the position of an arbiter attempting to balance a range of internal and external pressures. The current educational reforms in Nepal is thus shaped and constrained within the matrix of these two opposite pressures. As seen in our analysis, decentralization is an attempt to identify the current weaknesses in the central educational bureaucracy and deregulate the educational services thereby ending the long held vision of nationalized, free, and state-run education in Nepal. While it appears that the new political elites in Nepal are showing a considerable readiness to address the challenges posed by gobalization and the knowledge economy, does it posses the means to do so? We have seen how the government of Nepal has articulated its policy and vision to decentralize higher education as to promote the global vision  of knowledge economy. But, are such ambitions within reach? Is the government really having necessary financial as well as human resources and political will to implement decentralization reform to achieve those strategic targets and visions? How far can the present education policy informed by the global discourse on globalization and knowledge economy help to generate highly skilled, curious, ambitious, talented and creative researchers in Nepal who will not only work constantly in research institutes, laboratories and innovative firms but also in research projects in the developed countries that will help to transfer the knowledge and key technology to the Third World? Is there a hope for the large majority of the poor in Nepal, a country  which we have categorized into less developed, to have increased access to higher and contnuing education so as to accede to the knowledge economy under the shifting vision of education? Will the education policy as outlined in our analysis enable greatest possible number of individuals in the society to have access to higher and continuing education or deprive them through increased fee structure and reduced government funding? Who should frame the higher education policy in Nepal? Should Nepal, an economically weaker country, be forced to accept an education model or policy by the lending agencies, or, should her education policy decisions are informed by a genuine participatory public debate as opposed to imposed model offered by the supranational organizations like the World Bank? These are some of the unresolved questions. 
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