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ABSTRACT

UNDERSTANDING VARIATION IN THE ADOPTION OF AN
UNCONVENTIONAL PRACTICE: THE DIFFUSION OF ENGLISH-MEDIUM
INSTRUCTION IN THE TURKISH HIGHER EDUCATION FIELD

AYSE BASAK TOPALER

Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2016

Dissertation Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Behliil Usdiken

Keywords: diffusion, practice variation, institutional theory, imprinting, Turkish higher

education

Increasing evidence shows that both the content and extent of diffusing practices may
vary across organizations and over time. Although there have been recent efforts
towards identifying the organizational and field-level determinants of this variation, the
emergence of practice variation is considered as an essential aspect of the
implementation process. Yet, the determinants of implementation likely to be different
than those of adoption. Current study contributes to the diffusion literature by
identifying the institutional, competitive and organizational factors that may explain
variation in the extent to which a diffusing practice is adopted by the members of an
organizational field.

Focusing on the diffusion of English-medium instruction in the Turkish higher
education field, the study finds considerable support for the proposed mechanisms.
Study hypotheses are tested through analyses conducted by using multilevel (mixed
effect) models. The findings overall suggest that institutional processes lead to
heterogeneity in the acceptance of a diffusing practice across the members of an
organizational field, which is an important yet neglected determinant of practice
variation in diffusion processes. Variation in the extent of adoption is also shaped
through competitive interactions among similar organizations and the degree to which
organizational resources are compatible with the diffusing practice.
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OZET

GELENEKLERE UYMAYAN BIiR PRATIGIN BENIMSENMESINDEKI
FARKLILASMANIN INCELENMESI: INGILiZCE EGITIMIN TURKIYE’DEKI
YUKSEKOGRETIM ALANINDA YAYILIMI

AYSE BASAK TOPALER

Doktora Tezi, Ocak 2016

Tez Danismant: Prof. Dr. Behliil Usdiken

Anahtar Kelimeler: orgiitsel pratiklerin yayilimi, orgiitsel pratiklerin farklilagmasi,

kurumsal kuram, damga etkisi, Tiirkiye’de yiiksekdgretim

Orgiitsel alanda yayilan pratiklerin uygulanma bi¢imi ve diizeyinin orgiitler arasinda ve
zaman boyunca farklilik gosterdigine iliskin bulgular artmaktadir. Bu farkliligin
orgiitsel diizeyde ve alan diizeyinde belirleyicilerini ortaya koymaya yonelik son
donemli caligmalar esasen pratigin Orgiit igerisinde uygulanma siirecine
odaklanmaktadir. Ote yandan, orgiitsel bir pratigin uygulanmasina (tatbik edilmesi)
iliskin belirleyicilerin pratigin benimsenmesine iligkin belirleyicilerden farklilik
gostermesi beklenir. Bu ¢alismada orgiitsel alanda yayilim gosteren pratiklerin orgiitler
tarafindan farkli diizeyde benimsenmesini agiklayict kurumsal, rekabete dayali ve
orgiitsel etmenler 6nerilmektedir.

Calismada onerilen mekanizmalar Ingilizce egitimin Tiirkiye’deki yiiksekdgretim
alaninda yayilimi iizerine yapilan ampirik incelemede biiyiik dlciide destek goérmiistiir.
Analiz yontemi olarak cok diizeyli modelleme kullanilmistir. Bulgular, kurumsal
stireclerin Orgiitsel alanda yayilim gosteren bir pratigin Orgiitler tarafindan farkli
diizeyde kabul gormesinde 6nemli bir rol oynadigina isaret etmektedir. Pratigin rgiitler
tarafindan benimsenme diizeyini belirleyen diger etmenler ise benzer kosullara sahip
orgiitler arasindaki rekabet¢i etkilesimler ve Orgiitlerin sahip oldugu kaynaklarin
pratigin gerekleri ile ortiisme diizeyidir.
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INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I begin by setting out the motivation behind the study that
constitutes the basis of the dissertation. In the following sections, I first provide a brief
description of the context of this research. Next, I state my research propositions and

give an outline for the rest of the dissertation.

1.1. Motivation for the Study

The diffusion of organizational practices has been an attractive topic examined
from both economic and sociological perspectives in organizational research. Yet, most
diffusion stories assume that practices are adopted uncritically and in foto (Burns &
Wholey, 1993; Strang & Meyer, 1993; Strang & Soule, 1998). Taking a critical stand
vis-a-vis this assumption, there have been recent efforts geared towards accounting for
how the extent and the content of the diffusing practice may vary across organizations
and over time (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010).

Practice variation in diffusion has been shown to be related to variation in
organizational motivations for adoption (Kennedy & Fiss, 2009; Westphal, Gulati, &
Shortell, 1997), organizational ties to institutionally critical actors (Lounsbury, 2001),
and perceptions of implementing managers (Dokko & Gaba, 2012). In their theoretical
piece, Ansari et al. (2010) conceptualized how such variation may also be associated
with the compatibility of organizational characteristics with those of the diffusing
practice.

Despite this growing interest in variation, the aforementioned studies have mainly

focused on variation in the implementation of the diffusing practice following adoption



by organizations. Recent studies that draw a clear theoretical and empirical distinction
between the decision to adopt and the decision to implement (Gondo & Amis, 2013;
Chandler, 2015) suggest that the determinants of ‘variation in adoption’ may be
different from those identified for implementation.

Further, recent advances towards conceptualizing institutional environments not
necessarily as uniform but rather as multiple and fragmented has directed attention to
the impact of such contexts on organizational and practice variety (Lounsbury, 2001;
2007). As Hambrick et al. (2005) have suggested, variation in the adoption of diffusing
practices is likely to be related to the heterogeneity inherent in the institutional

environments of organizations.

In this dissertation, I aim to contribute to this expanding literature on variation in
the adoption of a diffusing practice. Towards this aim, I focus on the diffusion of an
unconventional practice that is in violation of certain institutionalized norms in the
organizational field, which provides a richer ground in terms of the forces at play.
Extant research increasingly shows that practices and structures may diffuse widely
despite violating institutionalized norms and values, or while they are facing persistent
objections from certain stakeholders (Fiss & Zajac, 2004; Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Kraatz,
Ventresca, & Deng, 2010; Sanders & Tuschke, 2007). Further, as identified by Fiss,
Kennedy, and Davis (2012), the diffusion of contested practices presents an appealing
context for understanding practice variation due to population-level and organizational
manifestations of the contestation (Schneiberg & Soule, 2005).

The spread of English-medium instruction within the Turkish higher education
field provides the empirical context for the study. Since its first introduction to Turkish
higher education in the mid-1950s, instruction in English has generated controversy not
only in sociopolitical terms, but also with respect to cognitive-pedagogical and
educational policy perspectives (Selvi, 2014). Nevertheless, there has been a rapid
increase in the English-medium programmes offered by Turkish universities, especially
after early 1990s. Yet, the extent of adoption has varied significantly among universities
and over time. Despite the importance of the issue and the involvement of various
parties including policy makers, academics, students and parents, there is a lack of
empirical research with respect to how widespread English-medium instruction has
become within Turkish higher education and the mechanisms through which it has
diffused. An additional contribution of this dissertation will, therefore be to provide

empirical insights into this issue.



1.2.  The Context

Language of instruction has been a very long-standing debate in Turkish higher
education. The hegemony of Arabic and Persian in the Ottoman educational system had
gradually begun to diminish towards the mid-nineteenth century, as the idea of
modernization and Westernization led to an increased interest in French and French
institutions (Demircan, 1988). In the latter part of the century, there was an increasing
expansion of private foreign schools both in the capital of the Empire as well as its other
parts (Tozlu, 1991). These schools were at primary and secondary school levels, and the
main language of instruction was that of the country where they originated from (see
e.g., Kocabasoglu, 2000). Some of these have survived to the present day, including
highly prominent ones such as Robert College established in 1863, which, as will be
discussed in the following chapter, also served as the seedbed for instruction in English
in this country at the higher education level (Freely, 2009). Notably, it was towards the
end of the same decade that the present day Galatasaray Lycée then entitled as Mekteb-i
Sultani was established by Imperial initiative to provide secondary education where
teaching was to be both in Turkish and French (Tekeli & ilkin, 1993).

A move towards Turkish had also started in the second half of the nineteenth
century (Tekeli & Ilkin, 1993). Turkish was used as the language of instruction in the
newly established public professional schools patterned after French exemplars as well
as the Ottoman House of Sciences (Dariilfiinun), which was opened in 1900 after a
number of aborted attempts, as the first full-fledged university within the Empire
(Délen, 2009).

Following the downfall of the Ottoman Empire, in the young Turkish Republic,
Turkish as the national official language was the target of all language and educational
planning (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998), and it was the medium of instruction in all public
schools (Karahan, 2005). The secondary level foreign schools did persist however, as
their survival was guaranteed by the Lausanne Treaty with teaching as a mixture of
Turkish and their indigenous languages. So did the Galatasaray Lycée in the same
manner. Nevertheless, this period witnessed the increasing dominance of Turkish
compared to Ottoman language and Western languages, and increasing importance of
Turkish as a language of science, politics and literature (Ahmad, 1995).

With the University Reform in 1933, Dariilfiinun was reconfigured under the



name of Istanbul University and continued Turkish-medium instruction. This was
despite the employment of a sizeable number of foreign (mainly German) professors
fleeing from the Nazi regime. They did their teaching through translators and their
contracts stipulated that they should be learning Turkish to be able to teach in this
language (Dolen, 2009). Notably though, there had always been great attention to
teaching Western languages to university students as well, which is likely to have been
motivated by the Westernization and modernization project that characterized even
more strongly the young Republic (Dédlen, 2009).

The origins of Istanbul University were in an imported version of the Continental
European ‘classical’ university model, comprising faculties of sciences, letters,
theology, law and medicine (Délen, 2009; Giiriiz, 1994). Established in 1944, istanbul
Technical University became the second university of the Republic. Although initially
inspired by the French grandes écoles, it had then become modeled after the German
Technische Hochschule model in the late 1920s (Tekeli, 2010; Ulucay & Karatekin,
1958). The number of universities increased to three in 1946 when Ankara University
was created as a replica of Istanbul University.

The first university law enacted in 1946 provided extensive autonomy to these
initial three universities within the Turkish higher education field. Together with the
perceived higher status of university compared to various professional schools in the
field endorsed with the new law (Tekeli, 2010), Istanbul University, Istanbul Technical
University and Ankara University constituted the center of the higher education field
(Usdiken, Topaler, & Kogak, 2013).

Increasing economic and military power of the United States (US) in the
aftermath of World War II, and the economic and political rapprochement between
Turkey and the US, enhanced the American influence as well as the spread of English in
the country (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998; Usdiken, 2011). The establishment of Middle
East Technical University (METU) in 1956 not only introduced the ‘American’
university model into the Turkish higher education field, but also became the first
instance of English-medium instruction in higher education. Following this, Robert
College obtained a governmental license to open a higher education branch in 1957,
called Robert Kolej Yiiksek Okulu, admitting its first cohort of students in 1959 (llkin,
1972). It was converted into a Turkish public university in 1971 under the name
Bogazi¢i University (Freely, 2009). The new university maintained to a very large

degree the traditions and practices of its predecessor, including instruction in English



(Ergtider, 2015). These two American-modeled universities have since their founding
been characterized by a narrow range of professional faculties (architecture, engineering
and business) together with a faculty of arts and sciences. They have also been distinct
with respect to their academic structures, such as having departments rather than chairs
as it was in the older universities inspired by Continental European universities (Oncii,
1993).

Turkish higher education underwent a major regime change in the early 1980s.
Foreign language-medium instruction in universities was for the first time formally
regulated under this new institutional and legal framework, in 1984. Accordingly,
universities were given leeway to adopt the practice with the permission of the Higher
Education Council. Yet, there have been ongoing changes in this framework (for further
details see Table 2.1).

The new higher education law was also constitutive of the private university,
which could only be established by non-profit foundations and could not be for-profit.
Although subject to the same higher education law in the country as public universities,
private universities represent a distinct sub-population as they are governed by lay
boards, their main source of revenue is the tuitions they charge, and their employment
relationship with faculty members and administrative staff is not one of civil service but
of a contractual nature (Topaler et al., 2015).

Public and private universities as organizational sub-populations within Turkish
higher education field have differing founding conditions and early formations with
respect to language of instruction as well. The early public universities were born to an
environment where instruction in Turkish was the only legitimate option under the
influence of the new Republic’s nation-building project. Although teaching foreign
languages had been an important element of Turkish higher education from the very
beginning, instruction had predominantly been in Turkish. Except the two, above
mentioned, American-modeled universities that pioneered English-medium instruction
in this field, a vast majority of public universities have been committed to instruction in
Turkish for a long period of time.

Private universities, on the other hand, followed a quite different pattern. The
early examples of the sub-population were established in the mid-1980s and early
1990s. There was in that particular context, first and foremost, the highly visible
attractiveness of Bogazi¢i University and the Middle East Technical University to

students aspiring to enter the university. This period also corresponds to Turkey’s



encounter with neoliberal policies, and the early steps towards greater integration into
the global economy. A wider interest in English emerged in this period as it served the
linguistic infrastructure for international business, science and technology (Demircan,
1988). In this kind of a context, the very first examples of private universities (i.e.
Bilkent and Kog¢ University) became the initial followers of METU and Bogazigi
University, and adopted English-medium instruction in all of their programs.

Despite the increasing diffusion of English-medium instruction especially after
early 1990s, there is significant variation in the extent of adoption both among
universities, and even across the programs of a particular university. Moreover,
instruction in foreign language continues to be a somewhat controversial issue in the
Turkish higher education field, which is also evident from the continuous changes in the
related regulations (Table 2.1). Foreign language-medium instruction has also almost
always been in English, instruction in other foreign languages is very limited within the
Turkish higher education field. As of 2014, only four universities adopted (entirely or in

part) instruction in German or French.

1.3. Theoretical Framework

As mentioned at the beginning, some recent research has been critical of the neo-
institutional assumption that equates increasing diffusion of a practice with its cultural
acceptance and taken for grantedness (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2001). These
studies suggest that widespread diffusion does not suggest uniform acceptance
throughout the field (Kraatz, Ventresca, & Deng, 2010; Fiss, Kennedy, & Davis, 2012).
Indeed, practice variation in diffusion processes seems to be the rule rather than the
exception (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010). The theoretical framework I propose builds on
this core idea that diffusion incorporates variation during adoption. That I deal with a
practice that was clearly unconventional at least at the outset further justifies the
examination of adoption in varying forms. The theoretical frame I develop incorporates
three sets of factors, namely, (a) institutional influences, (b) the effects of competitive
processes and (c) organizational characteristics.

The initial institutional argument relates to the imprinting of institutional

conditions at the time of founding on organizational practices (Johnson, 2007; Marquis



& Huang, 2010). Here, I consider temporal changes in the cognitive and normative
institutional framework regarding the practice and the resulting imprints on
organizations founded in these periods.

Second, I consider the potential heterogeneity in the institutional environments of
organizations (Hambrick et al. 2005; Lounsbury, 2001, 2007), and propose the
existence of alternative organizational models in the field as a further source of diversity
(Schneiberg & Clemens, 2006). More specifically, I argue that variations in the extent
of adoption will be shaped by emulation processes towards alternative organizational

models with associated templates on the practice in question.

Research suggests that templates previously adopted by highly visible
organizations or highly successful counterparts would provide references for emulation
(Hambrick et al. 2005; Heugens & Lander, 2009). As mentioned in the previous section,
there have been two rather distinct university models that have historically existed in
the Turkish higher education field. American-modeled universities (METU and
Bogazici) had been the pioneer adopters of English-medium instruction as well as the
unique exemplars of this practice until mid-1980s. On the other hand, Continental
European-modeled universities (Istanbul, Ankara and Istanbul Technical) have been
strongly dedicated to Turkish as the medium of instruction for a long period of time,
with very limited and late-coming adoption.

Further, representatives of both models have been highly prominent, visible
universities. The Continental European-modeled universities constituted the center of
the higher education field in its early history (Ozbay, 1990) and still continues to be
highly prestigious in certain major disciplinary areas such as medicine and law.
American-modeled universities, on the other hand, gained increasing prestige and
moved to the center of the higher education field starting from the early 1970s mainly in
the disciplines in which they had faculties; most notably, in engineering, sciences,
business and economics. Thus, both models represent a reference point for other
universities in the field. Universities that identify with either model will be likely to feel
more sympathetic for their associated templates.

At this point, I also propose a moderating influence of differential imprinting
processes experienced by organizational sub-populations in the field. Extant thinking
suggests that organizational collectives bear the imprints of their founding environment,
including the stamp of economic, technological, and institutional conditions (Marquis &

Tilcsik, 2013). It has been argued that founding environmental conditions serve as



constraints for early entrants of the collective, and the patterns that are established at
that time are then perpetuated by subsequent organizations’ emulation of the
collective’s older members (Stinchcombe, 1965). Due to these imprinting processes at
the level of organizational collectives, the above stated founding conditions and early
examples of public and private universities are likely to have shaped these sub-
populations’ practice norms regarding language of instruction such that private
universities have a threshold level of conceivability for English-medium instruction.
Accordingly, I expect the strength of the modelling influences mentioned above to be
different for these sub-populations.

Next, I consider the influence of competitive processes in the local environment
on the extent to which universities adopt English-medium instruction. As mentioned in
the previous section, English-medium has been increasingly perceived as a higher-status
practice. Thus, it is likely to be adopted with the motivation for attaining social and/or
economic gains (Kennedy & Fiss, 2009). In this context, both competitive mimicry
(Lieberman & Asaba, 2006) and differentiation in response to increased competitive
intensity (Hannan & Freeman, 1977) may be influential and lead to variation in the
extent to which this particular practice is adopted.

Finally, I propose that heterogeneity in the extent to which organizations are
compatible with the diffusing practice will lead to variation in the extent of adoption.
Existing research suggests that organizations are concerned about the availability of
required resources for implementation (Compagni, Mele, & Ravasi, 2015). I argue that,
higher levels of compatibility between the characteristics of the practice and available
resources at the university are likely to foster higher levels of adoption (Kang &

Yanadori, 2011; Ansari et al., 2010).

1.4. Dissertation Outline

Chapter 2 introduces the context of the study. The chapter first depicts the
diffusion of English and English-medium instruction in the world. I then describe the
Turkish case, but this time with a wider lens considering the evolution of the Turkish
higher education field, the role of Western languages, and historically existing

alternative university models and associated language templates. The chapter concludes



with a description of the institutional framework of English-medium instruction in the
Turkish higher education field. I pay special attention to illustrating why English-
medium instruction has originally been ‘unconventional’ in the context of the Turkish
higher education field.

Chapter 3 presents the theoretical framework of the study. The first section
discusses the related literature on practice variation in diffusion and the central question
that is addressed in this the dissertation. Section 3.2 introduces the theoretical model. In
the following three sections, the institutional, competitive and organizational processes
that are proposed to influence the outcome are discussed, and the study hypotheses are
developed.

Chapter 4 describes the methods, models and the estimation procedures used. The
use of multilevel modelling methodology is justified and the related background in the
methodology is provided.

Chapter 5 presents the findings. The chapter also assesses the robustness of the
findings, first removing the sample restriction that is applied in the main analyses. Next,
I consider a relaxed operationalization of the dependent variable to see whether it leads
to an inconsistency in results.

Finally, Chapter 6 presents a discussion of the significance of the results with
respect to hypotheses that were advanced, together with theoretical as well as empirical
contributions of the study. The chapter concludes with the limitations and related

directions for future research.



ENGLISH AS A MEDIUM OF INSTRUCTION IN TURKISH HIGHER
EDUCATION

The first section of this chapter discusses the spread of English and English-
medium instruction more broadly in the world. In the second section, I expand on the
evolution of the Turkish higher education field with an eye to the issue of learning and
teaching of Western languages, and in particular, English. The following sections focus
on the emergence and dynamics of English-medium instruction in the context of

Turkish higher education field.

2.1. Spread of English and English-medium Instruction in the World

Although in history many other languages served as lingua franca, spread of
English has been striking more recently in terms of its geographical reach and depth
affecting millions of people (Kachru, 1992; Phillipson, 1992). The spread started with
the British colonial expansion in North America, Oceania, West Africa, South Asia, and
South America (Fisman, Cooper & Conrad, 1977). In many post-colonial nations,
English has continued its spread in an institutionalized form (Kachru, 1992). Especially
with the rise of United States (US) in the aftermath of World War II, English gradually
became the lingua franca for banking, trade, popular media, science and technology,
and as Kachru (1992) puts it has turned into an ‘international language’. This led to a
second, more global wave, and English began to spread in the non-colonized areas of
the world as well.

The presence of English and its effects may vary depending on the context.

According to Kachru’s (1992) well-known three concentric circles model, speakers of
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English can be divided into three distinguishable circles. Members of the ‘inner circle’,
namely the United States, Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, are old variety
English-using countries where English is a native language. The ‘outer circle’ includes
those countries where English has a major role in education, governance, literature and
popular culture due to its long history and its institutionalized functions. It is thus
learned by non-natives as a second language. Members of this second circle represent
the institutionalized non-native varieties of the regions of colonization periods, namely
Bangladesh, Ghana, India, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Singapore,
Sri Lanka, Tanzania, and Zambia. The ‘expanding circle’ represents those countries
where English has come to be used essentially as a foreign language. China, Egypt,
Indonesia, Israel, Japan, Korea, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, Russia, Turkey, and those
European countries where English is not the native language are included in this
category.

The widespread use of English is a sociolinguistic reality in the globalizing world,
where international participation in the global economy is blended with discourses
about English. Kirkpatrick (2011) suggests that efforts through internationalization
often result in ‘Englishization’. There appears to be a fast-moving shift from English
being taught as a foreign language to English being the medium of instruction for
academic subjects.

Global motivations behind the greater value attached to English-language
proficiency has influenced local educational practices in many ‘expanding circle’
countries. In the higher education context, there has been a marked increase in the
provision of English-medium courses in Europe starting from the 1990s (Coleman,
2006; Wachter & Maiworm, 2014) and other non-English-speaking countries (Byun et
al. 2011; Dearden, 2015).

A recent report by the British Council suggests that English-medium instruction is
considered as an obvious way of global competition and, in many countries its teaching
is promoted by policy makers, administrators, teachers and parents (Dearden, 2015). In
the context of European higher education, the introduction of English-medium
programmes seems to be driven by three main factors. The first one is the desire to
remove language obstacles for the enrollment of foreign students as well as to improve
the international competences of domestic students. A second stated driver is the
intention to create ‘brain-gain’, through attracting future PhD students and international

faculty who could contribute to the future work force. Finally, higher education
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institutions are also motivated by sharpening of the international profile of the
institution, not only for fostering partnerships with institutions from other countries, but
also for getting the upper hand in comparison to other institutions in their own country
(Wachter & Maiworm, 2014). English-medium instruction is often considered as
providing an international image, prestige and reputation to the institution in question
(Dearden, 2015).

The same report also states that the practice is more prevalent in private than
public education (Dearden, 2015). Part of the reason may be that private education
institutions are more sensitive to the above stated market pressures relative to their
public counterparts. Given the value attached to English-language proficiency, and
English-medium instruction per se, the practice is likely to have been a way of
increasing competitiveness.

The growing hegemony of English in the 20th and early 21st century has led to
gradually emerging reactions in many countries including post-colonial nations. And
various countries have tried to establish language policies that aims to raise the status of
local languages in competition relative to English (Crystal, 2003). Arguably, English-
medium instruction is likely to be more controversial in those countries of the
‘expanding circle’, due to the lack of institutionalization processes experienced by
previously colonialized nations. Beyond being perceived as a threat to indigenous
languages and cultures, pedagogical effectiveness of English-medium instruction is also
debated, as the practice is criticized for causing an unproductive educational experience
and increasing the cost of education (e.g., Doiz, Lasagabaster, & Sierra, 2011; Vinke,
Snippe, & Jochems, 1998).

There may be a myriad of geographical, historical and political conditions, which
make each country’s adoption of instruction in English different in nature and extent
(Dearden, 2015). For instance, although Turkey and Germany are both located in the
‘expanding circle’ according to Kachru’s (1992) model, the spread of English may be
different in these two countries. This may be because English carries a deeper
interpersonal function in Germany as the language of contact with other European
nations and, and with a better education system, enjoys more penetration into many
layers of the society (Berns, 1988).

Turkey has never been colonized by foreign powers and was herself the colonial
power in the Balkans and the Arab peninsula for 500 years (Inalcik & Quataert, 1994).

Therefore, English is not institutionalized as a second language as in the colonial
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nations (Dogangay-Aktuna, 1998). It is neither a widely spoken foreign language in
which a significant number of citizens have sufficient skills, which is the case in some
member countries of the European Union (European Commission, 2006).

In the following, I turn to a brief historical overview of the development of
secondary and higher education beginning from the late Ottoman Era to the present day.
I focus particularly on the expanding role of instruction in a foreign language,
eventually culminating in the dominance of English and the diffusion of English-

medium instruction in Turkey.

2.2. The Early Development of Secondary and Higher Education and the
Beginnings of Instruction in a Western Language in Turkey

2.2.1. Late Ottoman Empire

2.2.1.1. Educational initiatives and the question of language

The medium of instruction in the Ottoman educational system was Arabic, except
in the Enderun', where the ‘Ottoman Language’, a mixture of Arabic, Persian and
Turkish prevailed (Akytiz, 2006).

The idea of modernization and Westernization through education has its
antecedents in the late eighteenth century. In this very early period, purportedly higher-
level military professional schools modeled after the French grandes ecoles were
established and attached to related government ministries (Giiriiz, 2008). Turkish was
for the first time used as the language of instruction in the Imperial School of Naval
Engineering (Miihendishane-i Bahri-i Hiimayun), and the Imperial School of Military
Engineering (Miihendishane-i Berri-i Hiimayun) established in 1773 and 1795
respectively (Koksal, 2006). There had been an increased interest in French in this
period too, as it was the lingua franca at large of bureaucracy and science in many parts
of the world during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Wright, 2006). The
teaching of French instead of Arabic and Persian within the Ottoman Empire also

started with these military training institutions in the late eighteenth century (Koksal,

" The school that trained the various functionaries of the Imperial Palace
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2006).

Westernization efforts and the accompanying interest in French institutions and
the French language were accentuated starting with the Tanzimat Period (1839-1876).
French was included, for example, in the curricula of the Imperial School of Medicine
(Mekteb-i Tibbiye-i Sahane) and the Imperial School of Political Science (Mekteb-i
Miilkiye-i Sahane) around the mid-1800s (Saricoban, 2012).

Beginning in the second half of the nineteenth century, a move towards Turkish
had also started, especially among bureaucrats and writers (Tekeli & Ilkin, 1993). It was
in 1870, when the language of instruction at the Imperial School of Medicine had to
change from French to Turkish in response to growing reaction to what was seen as an
unproductive education experience (Dolen, 2009). Turkish was established as the
official language of the Empire in the Ottoman constitution of 1876 (Nielsen, 2012).

Yet, in parallel, the population of private schools of foreign or minority groups
started to increase, especially after the Ottoman Reform Edict (Islahat Fermani) of
1856 (Uygun, 2003). These included American, French, German, Italian and British
schools, some of which have persisted until the present day (Sisman, 2006). As
mentioned in the preceding chapter, particularly notable among these schools has been
the American Robert College, which was established in 1863. After it became a
secondary school, it also expanded its activities by establishing a technical
(engineering) school in 1912 (Sakaoglu, 2003).

The growth of foreign and missionary education in the mid-nineteenth century
served to expand the teaching of and in Western languages. At the same time, they
posed a challenge to Ottoman officials. The establishment of Galatasaray School
(Mekteb-i Sultani, 1868) and Istanbul High School (Istanbul Erkek Lisesi, 1884) were
direct responses to this situation (Nielsen, 2012). These schools adopted French and

German as the medium of instruction, respectively together with Turkish.
2.2.1.2. Early initiatives in higher education

The second half of the nineteenth century was also the period when steps were
taken to develop the rudiments of higher education in the country. On the one hand,

civilian schools such as in commerce and civil service were established (Usdiken,

2004). The concomitant attempts to establish a university, though failing in a number of
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initial attempts, eventually resulted in the founding of the Ottoman House of Sciences
(Dar'iil-Fiinuni Sahane) in 1900 (Giiriliz, 2008). Dariilflinun was an imported version of
the ‘Continental European’ university model, comprising faculties of sciences, letters,
theology, law and medicine (Ddlen, 2009).

Similar to the engineering and medicine schools mentioned above, Dariilfiinun
adopted Turkish as the medium of instruction. In the context of close political and
military ties with Germany during the World War I (1914-1918), faculty members from
this country were invited and started lecturing at Dariilflinun. These foreign professors
were employed with five-year contracts, and required to start teaching in Turkish

following a one-year period of transition (Ddlen, 2009).

2.2.2. Early Decades of the Turkish Republic

2.2.2.1. Turning to Turkish in education

The Turkish Republic was established in 1923 in lieu of the Ottoman Empire.
After the proclamation of the new Republic, a series of reforms on national, social,
cultural and educational levels were initiated in order to establish an independent and
modern nation (Ahmad, 1995). An important landmark was the Law on Unification of
Education (Tevhid-i Tedrisat, 1924), which closed down all district schools and
madrasas, and placed all colleges, foreign language schools and private schools under
the control of the Ministry of Education.

The Turkish language reform (1932) aimed to purify Turkish from Arabic and
Persian borrowings, and intended to aid the modernization of the language to better
meet the needs of a developing nation. It was strongly believed that a distinct national
culture could only be achieved by linguistic unity. Turkish, as the national official
language, was the target of all language and educational planning (Dogangay-Aktuna,
1998), and it was the medium of instruction in all public schools (Karahan, 2005).
There existed broadly based institutional pressures, or norms, in favor of publishing in
Turkish. This early period of the new Republic witnessed increasing importance of
Turkish as a language of science, politics and literature (Ahmad, 1995). In line with the
idea of building the new nation based on Western principles, Turkish state included

Western languages, instead of Arabic and Persian, as part of the foreign language
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curriculum in the education system (Bear, 1985).

Private schools of foreign or minority groups continued to be an issue in this
period. Atatiirk and the then prime minister Inonii pioneered the foundation of Turkish
Education Association (7iirk Egitim Dernegi - TED) in 1928. TED aimed to establish
qualified schools that provide intensive English education, and to be an alternative to
private foreign schools. The first one of these, TED Yenigehir College, was opened in
1931 in Ankara (Uygun, 2003). Together with schools like Galatasaray and istanbul
Erkek dating from the late Ottoman period as well as the American, French, German,
British and Italian high schools that continued to exist, instruction in a foreign language,
albeit in part and at the secondary education level was becoming legitimized. Indeed,
these schools were increasingly perceived as the way to learn a foreign language. While
the private foreign schools were more likely to be socially selective due to the tuition
that they charged, the public ones were providing access for a larger part of the

population in the country.

2.2.2.2. Restructuring higher education and expanding the university

The first major higher education reform of the Turkish Republic had been the
1933 University Reform that reconfigured Dariilfiinun, under the name of Istanbul
University. The reform had been a major turning point in the creation of a full-fledged
university (Oncii, 1993). Soon after the inauguration of Istanbul University, Turkish
government turned to employing a sizeable number of primarily German professors in
exile or fleeing from the Nazi regime. Just as the previous experience with German
professors in Dariilfiinun, professors with longer-term contracts were asked to teach in
Turkish following a period of transition. There was a strong commitment to Turkish as
the language of instruction, and lectures by foreign professors were translated by
assistants (Doélen, 2009). Still, teaching Western languages has been an integral part of
higher education, which is evident from the founding of the school of foreign languages
immediately after the establishment of the university. Proficiency in foreign languages
(especially German, French, English, Italian and Russian) was considered as a
requirement for a proper university education and advancement in the profession
(Délen, 2009).

In an effort to expand higher education in the country, Istanbul Technical
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University was established in 1944 as the second university of the Turkish Republic
(Barblan et al., 2008). As mentioned in the preceding chapter, this university was
founded by converting the previously existing engineering school in Istanbul and was
patterned after yet another ‘Continental European’ model, the German technische
hochschule (Atatinal, 1993).

On the eve of Second World War, again as indicated above, the simultaneous
arrival of prominent professors from German universities and their formative influence
had shaped Istanbul University as well as scattered faculties in Ankara, which later
formed the nucleus of Ankara University founded in 1946. These two universities, that
bear the imprints of this German influence in their institutional structures, are also
typically referred to as classical’ universities (Oncii, 1993).

As a response to increasing demand for higher education, there had also been an
increase in the number of ‘non-university institutions of higher education’ in this
period, in the form of teacher colleges and technical schools (Giirliz, 2008). The
commercial schools also remained outside the university sector (Usdiken, 2004). In line
with the principles of Unity of Education, all higher education institutions were under
the control of the Ministry of Education.

The first university law in 1946 brought in a framework that was very much along
the lines of the ‘Humboldt’ university model (Tekeli, 2010), which rest on the idea of
organizational autonomy and academic independence from ideological, economic,
political or religious influences. Accordingly, Turkish universities were provided
extensive autonomy (Giiriiz, 2008). Further, there was a perceived higher status of the
university compared to non-university institutions of higher education (Tekeli, 2010). In
this context, the initial three universities of the higher education field (istanbul
University, Istanbul Technical University and Ankara University) gained a
distinguished position and moved to the center of the higher education field (Usdiken,
Topaler, & Kogak, 2013). The non-university institutions, on the other hand, remained

under the purview and the supervision of the ministry of education (Tekeli, 2010).

2.3. Instruction in English in Higher Education: The Beginnings

Starting in the early 1950s, there have been significant changes in the political and
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economic panorama of Turkey. Increasing economic and military power of US in the
aftermath of World War II enhanced the American influence and spurred the spread of
English in Turkey, similar to other non-colonized areas of the World. English started to
get an edge over German and French, which historically had been the most influential
foreign languages in the Turkish context (Dogangay-Aktuna, 1998). More importantly,
the second half of the 1950s witnessed the expansion of English-medium instruction in
secondary education and its entry into higher education.

It was in 1952 when TED Ankara College started to use English as the medium of
instruction in part as in the previously established Galatasaray and Istanbul Erkek as
well as the foreign high schools (Demirel, 2004). Beginning from mid-1950s, the so-
called Maarif Colleges (later renamed as Anatolian High Schools) were established in
various cities in the country, as an expanding public alternative to the private foreign
schools. Instruction in these public schools that soon became highly regarded was like
their predecessors a mixture of English and Turkish and they provided intensive
education in English (Selvi, 2004).

A liberal turn in the economy, new linkages to international markets, and the
beginning of US aid with the Democrat Party (DP) government (Onis, 1992) lent the
ideological content of 1950s a markedly different tenor. The DP led governments at the
time began to cherish an ‘American’ model of higher education, an approach facilitated
not least by the American technical aid that had begun to flow into the country (Giriiz,
2008; Usdiken 2011). This reorientation was accompanied by intensions to expand
higher education, which resulted in the founding of four new universities between 1955
and 1957, in Trabzon, Izmir, Ankara and Erzurum.

Of the four, Middle East Technical University (METU) established in 1956,
differed not only from the others but also the way the Turkish university had come to be
shaped in the first three decades of Republican history (Usdiken et al., 2013). What
distinguished this university was that it was patterned after an ‘American’ model
(Barblan et al., 2008; Giirliz, 2008) rather than a Continental European one as its
predecessors had been. Unlike the others in the country, its separate charter stipulated
lay governance. The university had a contractual employment relationship with faculty
members and administrative staff. Further, it was composed of a narrow range of
professional faculties (architecture, engineering and business) and a faculty of arts and
sciences to serve the former (Reed, 1975).

Middle East Technical University was also distinct as it adopted English as the
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medium of instruction, for the first time in the history of the Turkish higher education
field. This was initially criticized for being degrading to national honor and even being
against the constitution (Payaslioglu, 1996). As Payaslioglu (1996: 331) notes,
‘teaching in English was a political choice’ and its adoption can be considered as the
sociopolitical legitimation of the practice in the Turkish higher education field
(Suchman, 1995). Payaslioglu (1996) also points out that the question of instruction in
English had turned into an international issue in that there were pressures towards
having French, for example, as its language of instruction. Still, the preference for
English prevailed and METU became the first public university where teaching began
to be carried out almost entirely in English. In the same year (1957) that METU was
converted from an ‘institute’ to a university, one of the the American high schools in
Istanbul (Robert College) obtained a governmental license to open a higher education
branch akin to a liberal arts college (ilkin, 1972) with English as its’ medium of
instruction. Robert College was then transformed into a public university in 1971 and
kept English as the medium of instruction under the name of Bogazi¢i University.

More broadly, growth in the higher education institutions that started in the mid-
1950s, with the aim of expanding university outside the metropolitan areas and through
the influence of ‘populist’ government policies (Oncii, 1993), continued in the
following two decades. The number of universities increased to nineteen in the late
1970s. This was also when the various commercial and technical schools outside the
university were turned into so-called academies, which increasingly emulated the
universities that were still enjoying higher status within the higher education field

(Giiriiz, 2008; Usdiken et al., 2013).

2.4. The Post-1980s

2.4.1. Changes in the Legal Regime

Following the military coup in 1980, there have been radical changes in the
institutional context of Turkish higher education. A major overhaul in legislation
governing higher education took place in the early 1980s, with two main aims. The first

one was to bring uniformity into the higher education field, which was then composed
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of universities together with a non-university sector including vocational schools,
teacher colleges (Egitim Enstitiileri) and the so-called academies (Barblan et al., 2008).
The second aim was to bring in a centralized governance regime. The Council of
Higher Education (Yiiksekogretim Kurulu - YOK) was established as a constitutional
body in charge of the planning, coordination and governance of all higher education
institutions. The dismantling of the universities’ corporate autonomy proceeded
concomitantly with the installation of centralized controls. Immediately after its
establishment in 1981, YOK prepared prototype organization charts, and developed
detailed procedural regulations to ensure standardization (Oncii, 1993). Most indicative
of the strict governance was that a governmental decree in 1982 specified one by one
what faculties and graduate institutes each university will have and any academies

and/or vocational schools that will be incorporated into them.

2.4.2. The Creation of ‘Foundation’ Universities

The new higher education law also brought about another major change that was
to have major ramifications with respect to the structuring of the higher education field
in the country, as well as the trajectory in the diffusion of English-medium instruction
in the years to come. The new legal regime enabled the founding of private universities
by foundations. Although, these universities could not be for-profit, as pointed out in
the previous chapter, they were private with respect to their governance, major funding
sources, and the employment relations with their faculty. The creation of the private (or
the so-called foundation) university was a radical alteration in the prior trajectory of the
development of higher education in the country, which had until then been viewed as a
public good. The only exception in this history was the emergence of ‘private higher
schools’ (6zel yiiksek okullar) in 1962 in professional disciplines such as commerce,
engineering, dentistry and pharmacy. Run by private corporations, these schools had
seen fast expansion their total number reaching around 40 in the late 1960s (Tekeli,
2010). Eventually, however, they had to be closed down in 1971 after a Constitutional
Court ruling that profit-oriented private higher education was against the Constitution.

The grounds of their establishment and the ways in which private universities
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needed to be structured and governed was formulated by a law in 19837, Subject to the
same higher education law in the country as public universities, they were also to be
founded by a parliamentary act and required governmental approval for establishing
new faculties.

The very first private university in the Turkish higher education field, Bilkent,
was established in 1984. Soon after its establishment, a controversy arose around
whether what foundations established could be called universities. The statement in the
constitution was that charitable foundations could establish ‘private institutions of
higher education’ rather than ‘private universities’ (Barblan et al., 2008).

Yet, towards the end of the 1980s, university reform had once again arrived on the
national agenda. With limited investment in human and material resources in the public
university system due to the fiscal problems of the state during the decade, the limits of
further expansion were reached. The issue of privatization in higher education was
brought into the foreground as a solution to the need for ‘excellence’ particularly in
scientific and technological fields (Oncii, 1993).

In line with these emergent tendencies, the issue with Bilkent was finally resolved
in 1992 when the Constitutional Court decided that private universities had to have
public corporate status, and, therefore, that they had to be founded by individual acts of
Parliament, not by decisions of YOK (Barblan et al., 2008). In the same year, a
parliamentary act (no. 3785) officially registered the establishment of the first three
private universities in Turkish higher education, namely Bilkent, Kog¢ and Kadir Has".
The passage of this act can be considered as the sociopolitical legitimation of the private
university in the Turkish higher education field. Twenty-one new private universities

were established in the following one-decade period (Tekeli, 2010).

2.5.  Alternative University Models and Associated Language Templates

2.5.1. The Emergence of Alternative Models

As succinctly phrased by Oncii (1993: 144-145):

2 Law No. 2880; available from http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/default.aspx#
? Kadir Has University could not start operating until it was refounded by a new law in 1997 (no. 4263).
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‘Academic reforms in the Turkish context have all been legitimized
on the basis of ‘Western models’, and the political choices have been
formulated in the language of alternative ‘Western models’. ... Depending
upon Turkey’s shifting political alignments, different Western university
models have been directly influential — beginning during the First World
War, with the German model followed in the 1950s by the American model.
Such direct influence has been channeled through students sent abroad,
foreign academics invited to teach in Turkish universities as well as
selective adoption of institutional arrangements from different countries. ...
Hence the construction and reconstruction of an ideal Western-type
university has been a continuous part of the discourse of academic reform
throughout the Republican era.’

As mentioned in the previous sections, the initial three universities of the Turkish
higher education field were configured based on the ‘Continental European’ university
model (Giirliz, 1994), and characterized by the faculties of ‘classical’ or ‘technical’
European tradition. In a taken-for-granted manner they all adopted Turkish as the
medium of instruction. The ‘American’ model, on the other hand, was introduced, as
mentioned above, in the mid-1950s with the founding of the Middle East Technical
University. Again as pointed out, this was followed by the American Robert College,
which was also turned into a public university in 1971 following the Constitutional
Court ruling referred to above. Both of these universities were composed of a narrower
range of professional faculties. In terms of faculty composition, therefore, they were
unlike both versions of the Continental European-based preexisting universities in the
country. And particularly significant with respect to the central concerns of this study,
both adopted English-medium instruction, encouraged and facilitated by the political
and economic context at the time of their founding.

In broad terms, the legal framework brought in by the post-1981 military regime
represented a disengagement from the ‘Continental European’ model and the
endorsement of the ‘American’ model (Giiriiz, 1994; Oncii, 1993). Yet, the architects of
the new regime were constrained by the historical legacy of the field with respect to
both the different models that it embodied, and the status that old and well-established
universities had accrued (Tekeli, 2010). Both the Continental European- and the
American-modeled universities preserved their faculty composition to a great extent,
despite direct interventions of YOK both in the initial steps towards the re-structuration
of the higher education field as well as in later stages (Topaler et al., 2015).

Again as mentioned above, Continental European-modeled universities were

distinguished in the pre-1981 history of the Turkish higher education field (before the
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YOK regime), both with their historical heritage, the autonomy granted to them and the
status they enjoyed by being located in the two major cities of the country. As Ozbay
(1990) has argued, there was a well-established distinction between what were
considered as developed universities (such as Istanbul University, Ankara University,
Istanbul Technical University, and Hacettepe University) and the other universities. The
former ones were expected to be influential at the national level and assume the role of
developing or underdeveloped universities (e.g. Atatiirk University, Karadeniz
Technical University, and Ege University). The latter ones were expected to develop
under the patronage of the developed universities and serve the needs of a particular
region in which they were established (see also Sengiil, 2014).

The emergence of the ‘American’ model, and the rising prestige of METU
(Giirliz, 2008) and Bogazig¢i University (Ergiider, 2015) however, seem to have led to
shifts in the status order. This is evident from high selectivity enjoyed by these two
universities starting from mid-1970s in the disciplinary areas in which they had
faculties. The related evidence is provided in Appendix A. Starting from 1974,
universities in the Turkish higher education field have accepted students through a
centralized university examination (OSS) administered by the Student Selection and
Placement Center (OSYM). Entrance scores in OSS provides a reliable data for
comparing universities in terms of selectivity. Appendix A presents the minimum
entrance scores, between the years 1974 and 1984°, for all Turkish universities that
were established up to 1974. I made a comparison for the selected three disciplines (i.e.
chemical engineering, business administration, and mathematics) that most commonly
exist across these universities. The associated rankings show that Bogazi¢i University
had been the most selective university across all three disciplines that I chose for
comparison. Though METU moves between the 2" and the 6™ ranks depending on the
discipline and the year, it settles on the second rank towards the mid-1980s.

As stated above, the comparison in Appendix A is based on a set of common
disciplines across these universities. It does indicate however that by the mid-1980s the
two American modeled universities had gained superiority in student recruitment in
professional disciplines such as engineering and business. That they have come to enjoy
and maintain these positions has, it has been argued, due not least to English-medium

instruction (see e.g., Ergiider, 2015). Notably though, in disciplines in which the two

* Archival data for the years 1980 and 1981 are not available.
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American-modeled universities had no faculties, such as medicine, law and some of the
engineering domains, the Continental European-modeled universities (Istanbul, Ankara

and Istanbul Technical in particular) have continued to maintain their leading positions.

2.5.2. Early Dispositions in Public and Private University Sub-populations with
regard to Language of Instruction

The 1980s corresponds to Turkey’s encounter with neoliberal policies and
Washington consensus that suggested the privatization of critical sectors in the
economy (Onis, 2011). The country started to become more integrated into the global
economy, and the need to progress in technology and to improve trade relations
intensified. In this context, a wider interest in English emerged as it served the linguistic
infrastructure for international business, science and technology. Proficiency in English
has increasingly been perceived as essential for a successful career in virtually any field,
which reinforced societal demand for the learning and teaching of foreign languages,
particularly English and especially in the urban areas of the country (Dogancay-Aktuna,
1998). Moreover, as indicated above, the high prestige enjoyed by the two pioneer
adopters of English-medium instruction has been often attributed to this distinctive
characteristic (Ergiider, 2015; Kurdas, 2004; Mizikact, 2010; Ozbay, 1990).

In this kind of a context, the very first examples of private universities (i.e.
Bilkent and Kog¢ University) became the initial full-fledged followers of METU and
Bogazici University, and adopted English-medium instruction in all of their programs.
This initial pattern likely to have spurred further association between private
universities and English-medium instruction. The Association of Private Universities
(VUB), for instance, emphasizes in its web site foreign language-medium instruction as
a distinguishing characteristic of private universities”.

Public universities, on the other hand, might be more sensitive to the co-existing
normative pressures towards teaching not in a foreign but in the native language.
Especially early public universities were born to an environment where instruction in
Turkish was the only legitimate, indeed thinkable, option, due not least to the strong
influence of the nation-building movement of the new Republic. As noted above, the

early universities inspired by the ‘Continental European’ model were characterized by

3 “Neden vakf iiniversitesi?” Vakif Universiteleri Birligi (VUB) web site. June 2015
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Turkish as the medium of instruction and they have been dedicated to instruction in
Turkish for a long period of time. Especially Istanbul Technical University has been a
strong advocate of instruction in Turkish and provided significant efforts towards
producing and using Turkish translations of many technical words (Ozdemir, 1992;
Saritosun, 1994). Recent move towards more extensive use of English-medium
instruction throughout this university found sharp reactions® from various parties
including faculty members and graduates. Accordingly, even the university rector felt

the need to make a statement’ on the issue.

2.6.  Institutional Framework of English-medium Instruction

The governance of instruction in a foreign language has gone through a number of
phases after the change in the legal regime in the early 1980s. English had previously
become a defining characteristic of an elite or privileged class of universities in Turkey
(Dearden, 2015; Selvi, 2014). In the pre-1980 context of Turkish higher education, a
few universities whose medium of instruction was English were expected to produce the
growing managerial and technocratic class (Ahmad, 1995; Ozbay 1990). The practice,
introduced to the field with METU and Bogazi¢i University, was not replicated until
mid-1980s, and diffusion in this full form (across all programs of the university) came
only after the early 1990s.

The new institutional regime that was set up in the early 1980s stipulated no
explicit rule on language of instruction, and in this way implicitly accepted the status
quo in the Turkish higher education field. Yet, the law on foreign language education
enacted in 1983 states that higher education institutions that will adopt foreign
language-medium instruction will be determined by the Higher Education Council
(YOK).

The principles of foreign language education and foreign language-medium
instruction in higher education institutions were, for the first time, regulated in 1984.
Accordingly, universities were given leeway to adopt foreign language-medium

instruction with the permission of the Higher Education Council (see Table 2.1). Yet,

¢ «“IT(' de Ingilizce egitime geis karari tepkilere yol agt” Milliyet Blog. April 2009.
7 Sahin, M. “ITU’de %100 Ingilizce programna gegis. ITU web site. June 2009.

25



the idea of a distinguished group of universities in the Turkish higher education field
(Ozbay, 1990) appears to have continued to be influential in the distribution of foreign
language-medium instruction across universities in the so-called ‘Dogramac1 period’.

An indicator of the ongoing conception of instruction in foreign language as a
characteristic of a privileged class of universities within the field is the YOK regulation
that was put into effect in 1994. With this regulation, the use of foreign language-
medium instruction in undergraduate studies was restricted only to those five
universities that had at the time of their founding started out with this practice, namely
METU, Bogazigi, Bilkent, Ko¢ and Galatasaray University®. Remaining universities
were allowed to do their graduate teaching in a foreign language, subject however to
approval by YOK.

The attempt to restrict foreign language-medium instruction to a privileged class
of universities in the field in 1994 found serious reactions from various parties
including students and academics’. A reinstatement came only after two years, in 1996
which liberated the adoption of foreign language-medium instruction in some or all
programs of a university. This relaxation was the beginning of a more liberal period that
continued for more than a decade, until the enactment of a new regulation in 2008°.

YOK’s 2008 regulation provided a more detailed framework regarding various
forms in which foreign language-medium instruction could be implemented in a
program, as well as the corresponding conditions for implementation''. Equally notably,
the regulation, for the first time, stated that the quality of foreign language-medium
instruction will be monitored'?, and that YOK has the right to terminate foreign
language-medium instruction in a program based on this evaluation. Although such a
termination has not come out publicly' yet, this particular clause can be viewed as a
preemptive step on the part of those governing higher education towards limiting the

spread of teaching in a foreign language.

¥ Galatasaray Education and Training Institution was established in 1992 following a bilateral agreement between
Turkey and France signed in 1992, and adopted French as the medium of instruction. The institution was transformed
into a university with an Act (no. 3993) published in the Official Gazette on June 6th, 1994 (issue. 21952), and
received the name of Galatasaray University as a state university in accordance with its legal status.

% “YOK kararina tepki yagiyor” Milliyet Egitim. 02.10.1994

10 A previous YOK member that I interviewed stated that liberalization actually started after Kemal Giiriiz’s
presidency, starting from 2004.

" The next regulation in 2009 includes some minor changes and states the conditions for foreign language-medium
instruction which was omitted in the 2008 regulation (see Table 2.1)

12 «“Yabanci dil egitimi denetlenecek”. Milliyet Egitim. 04.12.2008

" The interviewed YOK member also stated that there is an increased YOK monitoring especially after 2010, and
there have been some terminations in universities outside the big cities.

26



Table 2.1 Regulations regarding instruction in foreign language in Turkish higher education institutions

1996 (regulation)

2008 (regulation)

1984 (regulation) 1994 (regulation)

Scope of Foreign language-medium  Foreign language-medium
foreign instruction can be adopted instruction can continue in
language-  in higher education those programs that are
medium institutions (partially or instructed in a foreign
instruction  fully) with the permission of language since their

the Higher Education establishment as well as in

Council. five universities (METU,

Bogazici, Bilkent, Koc and
Galatasaray) provided that
they increase focus on
graduate education.

Foreign language-medium
instruction can be adopted in
some or all graduate and
undergraduate programs of
an higher education
institution (partially or fully)
with the permission of the
Higher Education Council.

Foreign language-medium
instruction can be adopted in
some or all graduate and
undergraduate programs of
higher education institutions
with the permission of the
Higher Education Council.
Those programs that adopt
Turkish-medium instruction
may also provide selective
courses instructed in a
foreign language (i.e.
marginal adoption of foreign
language-medium
instruction). Revision in
2009: In programs where
course are instructed in
Turkish together with a
foreign language (i.e.
partially in foreign language)
at least 30% of the total
credits should be instructed in
that foreign language
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1984 (regulation)

Table 2.1 (cont’d)

1994 (regulation)

1996 (regulation)

2008 (regulation)

Necessary
conditions
for foreign
language-
medium
instruction

The university should ensure
that: 1) Instructors have the
qualifications determined by
the Inter-University Board
(Universitelerarast Kurul-
UAK), 2) the required material
for foreign language education
is present and readily available
for students' use

The university should ensure
that 1) there is a proper
foreign language preparatory
program, 2) The instructors of
partial or full foreign language
instruction programs satisfy
one of the following
conditions: a) graduated from
a foreign university where the
foreign language is native, b)
has an undergraduate or
graduate degree from a
Turkish university which has
full instruction in that foreign
language, c) certificated from
either one of German,
American, French or British
Culture or the Foreign
Language Examination for
Civil Servants, 3) the required
material for foreign language
instruction in either central
library or faculty libraries, 4)
other requirements of YOK

The university should ensure
that 1) there is a proper
foreign language preparatory
program, 2) The instructors of
partial or full foreign language
instruction programs satisfy
one of the following
conditions: a) graduated from
a foreign university b) has an
undergraduate or graduate
degree from a Turkish
university which has full
instruction in that language c)
certificated from an
international language
proficiency test d) min 90%
success in the Foreign
Language Examination for
Civil Servants ) minimum 2
semesters experience in a
higher education institution
with foreign language
instruction, 3) the required
material for foreign language
instruction in either central
library or faculty libraries, 4)
other requirements of YOK.

Revision in 2009: Instructors
should satisfy one of the
following conditions: 1) be a
native speaker of that
language, 2) graduated from a
foreign university or a Turkish
university which has full
instruction in that language, 3)
80% success in one of the
listed foreign language
proficiency tests
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1984 (regulation)

Table 2.1 (cont’d)

1994 (regulation) 1996 (regulation)

2008 (regulation)

Aim of Giving the ability to follow

foreign
language-
medium
instruction

scientific  and  technologic
developments as well as
publications in that foreign
language, and the ability to
make contributions to
international  meetings and
discussions

Monitoring
of foreign
language-
medium
instruction

The quality of foreign
language-medium instruction
is monitored by YOK. YOK
has the right to terminate
foreign language medium-
instruction in a program based
on this evaluation. In the case
of a termination, ongoing
students can continue the
program with Turkish-medium
instruction or can  be
transferred to  equivalent
program in another university
that has instruction in the same
foreign language.

29



THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

In this chapter, I develop the hypotheses empirically examined in the study.
Section 3.1 gives a background on the related literature and positions the problematic
that is addressed by the dissertation. Section 3.2 introduces the theoretical model. In the
following three sections (3.3, 3.4 and 3.5), I theorize each of the mechanisms proposed

in this study and build up the hypotheses.

3.1. Background

An extensive body of research has examined the diffusion of administrative and
organizational practices among corporations (see Strang & Soule, 1998). ‘Rational
accounts’ of diffusion emphasize that growing information regarding the economic or
technical benefits of a practice spread and encourage new adoptions (Rogers, 1995).
‘Social accounts’, on the other hand, emphasize that diffusing practices will frequently
be inefficient or even harmful (Abrahamson, 1991; Strang & Macy, 2001), and what
mainly drives diffusion is the growing levels of pressure towards social conformity
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2001; Tolbert & Zucker, 1996).

More recent literature on diffusion recognizes that a diffusing practice is hardly
ever adopted in foto and that there is significant variation both across adopters and
throughout the diffusion process (Lounsbury, 2007; Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010).
Certain field-level and organizational factors are proposed to effect this variation in

diffusion processes.
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Lounsbury (2007), for example, considered the existence of competing
institutional logics in the organizational environment as a source of practice variation in
diffusion. The study demonstrates that trustee and performance logics that were rooted
in different locations (Boston and New York) led to variation in how mutual funds

established contracts with independent professional money management firms.

Other researchers identified organizational processes that may lead to variation in
the implementation of the diffusing practice across adopters. Following the two-stage
diffusion idea of Tolbert and Zucker (1983), one stream of research focused on the
relationship between social and economic motivations for practice adoption and the
extent of implementation (Kennedy & Fiss, 2009; Westphal, Gulati, & Shortell, 1997).
Others considered intra-organizational processes such as organizational climate
emanating from ties to social movement organizations (Lounsbury, 2001) and
implementing managers’ experiences with the practice (Dokko & Gaba, 2012). Ansari,
et al. (2010) proposed that the diffusion process across time and across adopters should
be assessed as an issue of dynamic ‘fit’ (or compatibility) between the practice and the

adopter.

Another important insight provided by the diffusion literature is that acceptance of
a diffusing practice is not necessarily uniform across the members of the organizational
field. Practices may diffuse widely despite violating certain institutionalized norms and
values, or while they are facing persistent objection from important actors in the
organizational environment (Fiss & Zajac, 2004; Kraatz, Ventresca, & Deng, 2010;
Sanders & Tuschke, 2007). The extent of attachment to a diffusing practice is likely to
vary both across organizations (Kraatz & Zajac, 1996) and during the course of the
diffusion process (Fiss, Kennedy, & Davis, 2012).

Based on these exemplary studies, I propose certain institutional, competitive and
organizational processes that are likely sources of this variation in practice adoption. In
the following section, I present the theoretical model of this study. The sections to
follow include more specific reasoning for each theoretical idea and state the related

hypotheses.
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3.2. The Theoretical Model

Extant research suggests that organizations are embedded in a system of
institutional and competitive processes (Dacin, 1997; Granovetter, 1985; Oliver, 1996;
Zukin & DiMaggio, 1990). The theoretical model that I employ in this study rests on
this core idea, as I consider both institutional and competitive effects on the diffusion of
an organizational practice. In addition, I include organizational characteristics as yet
another factor that may influence adoption. As stated at the very beginning, my focus in
this study is on the ‘extent of adoption’ of a practice and not issues that pertain to its
implementation following adoption. As is often the case, when a novel practice is
introduced into a field it involves unconventional ways, which in some instances remain

contested to different degrees during the diffusion process.

Figure 3.1 below sets out the specific variables that are included in the study
within the theoretical framing mentioned above. The variables incorporated into the
model attempt to capture the institutional, competitive and organizational factors that

are likely to impinge upon the extent of adoption of a diffusing practice.

The institutional effects that I consider are threefold: Firstly, I include imprinting
by founding conditions to examine the relationship between institutional imprints on
organizations and the extent of attachment to a diffusing practice. Secondly, I theorize
on the influence of emulation processes emanating from organizational identification
with alternative organizational models that are associated with different approaches
with respect to the diffusing practice. And thirdly, I consider how differential early
dispositions of organizational sub-populations within the field towards the practice may

moderate these emulation processes.

Next, I theorize how extent of adoption for a diffusing practice is shaped by

competitive interactions between organizations.

Finally, I discuss how variation in the extent of adoption may be linked to the
heterogeneity among universities in terms of the compatibility between the diffusing
practice and organizational resources. I also propose that the degree to which
organizations are concerned with this compatibility will be moderated by the level of

competition.
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Figure 3.1 Theoretical model
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3.3. Institutional Processes

3.3.1. Imprinting of Founding Conditions

Imprinting theory has its origins in Stinchcombe’s (1965) study that emphasized
the importance of external environmental forces in shaping firms’ initial structures and
the persistence of these patterns over time. While Stinchcombe’s primary focus was at
the industry level, most subsequent studies have examined how individual organizations

bear a lasting imprint of founding conditions.

The characteristics of an entity shaped during a sensitive moment of its existence
(usually the founding period) can persist for decades, in spite of subsequent
environmental changes. Significant evidence suggests that imprinted organizational
structures, strategies, capabilities and practices become persistent (Marquis & Tilcsik,
2010; Simsek, Fox, & Heavey, 2015).

Organizations may adopt particular structural features that are legitimated by the
founding institutional environment, which become ingrained due to processes of
institutionalization and inertia (Marquis & Tilcsik, 2013). Stinchcombe (1965) showed,
for example, that in the US university fraternities established in three different periods
(secularization of Northern liberal arts colleges in the 1840s, post-Civil War
reconciliation in the latter half of the 1860s, and the first quarter of 1900s when
marginalized populations of students established ‘anti-fraternity’ fraternities
emphasizing anti-discrimination goals) reflect the mark of their founding period in their

current structures.

Johnson (2007) illustrated how institutional conditions such as existing
organizational templates and the powerful authority of the monarch shaped and
constrained the strategic choices of the Paris Opera’s founder, with persistent
consequences for the organization. Similarly, Marquis and Huang (2010) showed that
institutional conditions present in a focal firm’s state within the US at the time of
founding powerfully influenced organizational capabilities such that firms that were
founded in states where regulatory and political and cultural conditions promoted intra-
organizational coordination were more likely to subsequently acquire other

organizations.
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Following this idea of imprinting of founding institutional conditions, I argue that
the institutional environment that is present at founding will likely shape universities’
understandings and perceptions of English-medium instruction and thus the degree to

which they engage in its use.

As identified by Scott (2001), there exist regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive pillars of institutions. The regulative view of institutions asks how various
regulative rule systems, manipulating sanctions and incentives can affect the behavior
of actors as they pursue their interests. The normative pillar stresses the centrality of
normative rules that introduce a prescriptive, evaluative, and obligatory dimension into
social life. Finally, cultural-cognitive elements of institutions represent the shared
conceptions that constitute the nature of social reality and create the frames through

which meaning is made.

Section 2.6 above described the changes in the cognitive and regulative
institutions regarding foreign language-medium instruction (and English-medium
instruction in particular) in the context of the Turkish higher education field. As
discussed in that section, a cognitive conception that foreign language-medium
instruction is a characteristic of a privileged class of universities within the field has
prevailed until 1996. Both historical conventions until the set up of the new institutional
regime (in the early 1980s), and the governance policy followed by the major actors of

the new regime are likely to have had a role in the build up of this conception.

The law on teaching in and of foreign language education, enacted in 1983 has
principally been ‘constitutive’ rather than ‘regulative’. Again as mentioned in the
preceding chapter, together with the regulation in 1984, these early efforts in the post-
1980 era implicitly accepted the status quo in the Turkish higher education field. The
restriction of foreign language-medium instruction to the selected five universities of
the field in 1994 also indicated the continued influence of the above mentioned early
cognitive conception regarding the practice.

The end of this period can be considered as the reinstatement in 1996, which
opened up a more liberalized phase continuing until the next change in the regulative
framework in 2008. The new regulation in 2008 brought in a monitoring mechanism for
foreign language-medium instruction and identified sanctions to put in place in the case
of inappropriate conduct.

Law and society theorists identify that laws (or regulations) not only bring in
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coercive and material enforcement, but a broader framework that influences
organizations normatively (Scott, 2001; Suchman & Edelman, 1997). The new
regulative framework set up in 2008 is also likely to have led to a normative
prescription of appropriate behavior with regard to foreign language-medium
instruction such that it becomes increasingly deliberative, requiring a more careful
assessment of resources and capacities with respect to its proper implementation.
Following the above mentioned literature on the imprinting of founding
institutional conditions on organizational behavior, I expect that the cognitive and
regulative institutional framework regarding foreign language-medium instruction that
is present at the time of universities’ founding will have a long lasting impact on their
engagement with the practice. Based on the above mentioned temporal changes in this
institutional framework, I expect that extent of English-medium instruction will be
lower in those universities founded in the pre-1996 period where foreign language-
medium instruction is perceived as a characteristic of a privileged class of universities
within the field, as well as the post-2008 period where the adoption of the practice
requires greater caution and deliberation due to the more extensive monitoring and

sanctioning mechanisms.

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Extent of English-medium instruction will be lower in
universities that were founded in ‘pre-1996 (English for privileged)’ and ‘post-
2008 (monitoring)’ periods.

3.3.2. Emulation of the Continental European-modeled Universities

Following the early insight by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), research has focused
on how organizations sample from available models in their environment, managing
ambiguity and uncertainty by emulation. There may be visible alternative organizational
models that simultaneously exist in a field, and even directly contradictory alternatives
may have the imprints of legitimacy and become likely candidates for emulation

(Hambrick et al. 2005; Heugens & Lander, 2009).

Studies demonstrate that organizations draw on identity elements, organizational
repertoires, and templates previously made available to organizers in their local context

(King, Clemens, & Fry, 2011; Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2003). King et al. (2011)
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demonstrate that variation in the availability of institutional resources constrains
differentiation, leads to certain collective patterns in kinds of identity elements used by
organizations, and thus the process of identity realization leads to clusters of

convergence on similar identity elements.

As explained in the context chapter, the ‘Continental European’ and the
American-modeled universities are clearly distinguished on a set of critical structural
and procedural characteristics, and in this way have come to represent alternative
organizational models in the Turkish higher education field. Again as explained, the
exemplars of both models still continue to be visible either with their size, leading status
in important disciplinary domains or prestige. Thus, the organizing templates
characterizing these central and prominent exemplars of both models are likely to
provide references for emulation (Baum, Li, & Usher, 2000; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;
Haunschild & Miner, 1997; Haveman, 1993; Terlaak & Gong, 2008).

The process of imitation involves both self-identification and recognition of what
one would like to become (King et al., 2011; Sevon, 1996). Kostova and Roth (2002)
showed that when a foreign subsidiary identified with the parent, it preferred to become
more similar to the parent by adopting its practices and reported higher levels of
implementation. There is also evidence for organizational tendency to exhibit archetypal
coherence, which implies operating through structures and systems that are
manifestations of a single, underlying interpretive scheme (Greenwood & Hinings,

1996).

Even though an organization is not necessarily in a complete state of fit with an
existing archetype in the field (Greenwood & Hinings, 1988), it is likely to be more
oriented towards a certain model. Following the above lines of reasoning, I argue that
universities with greater levels of identification with either the Continental European- or
the American-modeled universities, will be likely to feel more sympathetic for their
associated templates, one of which is the language of instruction. Considering that the

former model is characterized by Turkish-medium instruction, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Extent of English-medium instruction will be lower in those
universities with greater levels of identification with the Continental European-

modeled universities.
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3.3.2.1. Moderating role of imprinting of organizational collectives

As explained in Chapter 2, public and private universities in the Turkish higher
education field have differing founding conditions and early formations on the language
of instruction. Early public universities were born to an environment where instruction
in Turkish was the only legitimate option, under the strong influence of the nation-
building movement of the new Republic. Turkish, as the national official language, was
the target of all language and educational planning (Dogangay-Aktuna, 1998), and it
was the medium of instruction in all public schools (Karahan, 2005). Not surprisingly,
instruction in early public universities was in Turkish, and with no exceptions (other

than the two American-modeled universities) until early 1980s.

Again as mentioned, the establishment of the private university in Turkish higher
education corresponds to a period where the increasing importance of English as the
lingua franca intensified as the country started to become more integrated into the
global economy. Increasing societal demand for this foreign language was vehemently
felt, especially in urban areas (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998). In this kind of a context, the
very first examples of private universities (i.e. Bilkent and Kog¢ University) became the
initial followers of METU and Bogazi¢i University, and adopted English-medium

instruction in all of their programs.

Research suggests that structures established by the early entrants of
organizational collectives are influential on the subsequent structures in the following
members of the collective (Marquis & Tilcsik, 2013; Stinchcombe, 1965). The above
stated patterns established in early public and private universities are likely to have had
an influence on the perceptions regarding appropriate language of instruction in these
sub-populations such that the conceivability of English-medium instruction will be
higher among private universities. Again as explained in Chapter 2, English-medium
instruction is even presented as a distinguishing characteristic of private universities.

Due to these imprinting influences English-medium instruction is likely to be
more alien to public universities. Thus, I consider that further aloofness from English-
medium instruction emanating from a university’s identification with the ‘Continental

European’ model hypothesized in H2 will be weaker for public universities.

Moreover, given the early tendency among private universities towards the

‘American’ model, identification with the ‘Continental European’ model might be a tool
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used by private universities for the purposes of distinguishing themselves from their
counterparts and creating a novel identity (King et al., 2011; Sahlin-Andersson, 1996).
Private universities with this kind of a mindset will be especially committed to the
organizing templates of the ‘Continental European’ model. Accordingly, I hypothesize

that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): The negative effect of identification with the Continental
European-modeled universities on the extent of English-medium instruction (H2)

will be stronger for private universities.

3.4. Competitive Processes

As explained in Chapter 2, English-medium instruction has been ‘theorized’
(Strang & Meyer, 1993) as a high-status practice in the Turkish higher education field,
starting from early 1980s. Both the discourse on integrating with the global market
where English is the lingua franca and the high prestige of the two universities that
pioneered English-medium instruction in the Turkish higher education field played a

major role in this trend.

Stated motivations for the adoption of English-medium instruction suggest that
the practice is to a great extent used as a tool for competition in the local and/or global
market. Universities adopt English-medium instruction with the intention to improve
the international competences and English-language proficiency of domestic students,
respond to parental demands, as well as increasing the number of international students
(Selvi, 2014). The practice is also used to signal that the school has a high profile, is
international and provides an elite education, very much like in the context of Europe or
other non-English-speaking countries (Dearden, 2015).

Given this background, adoption is likely to be motivated by achieving social
and/or economic gains (Compagni, Mele, & Ravasi, 2015; Lounsbury, 2007; Kennedy
& Fiss, 2009), such as attracting students and increasing selectivity. Still, the benefit of
adoption is at best uncertain due to the gap between means and ends, particularly
prevalent in the production of complex social or public goods such as higher education

(Bromley & Powell, 2012). Further, there is significant variation in the selectivity of
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universities that adopt English-medium instruction.

Studies show that organizations act upon behavior of other organizations that they
are in direct competition (e.g., Porac et al., 1995). Rivalry-based theories of mimetic
behavior predict that firms will imitate the behavior of other firms with comparable
resource endowments and market positions, in order to avoid loosing ground in the
competition (Lieberman & Asaba, 2006). Studies in the strategic group literature (e.g.
Fiegenbaum & Thomas, 1995; Haunschild & Miner, 1997; Peteraf & Shanley, 1997,
Rhee, Kim & Han, 2006), for instance, show that firms are likely to imitate a ‘reference

group’ of strategically similar organizations, in an effort to maintain competitive parity.

In line with the rivalry-based theories of imitation, I expect that the extent of
English-medium instruction in a university will be positively influenced by extent of
adoption in a reference group of competitor organizations. Yet, the more organizations’
domains (e.g., goods and services, technologies) overlap, the more they require similar
resources to thrive, and the more strongly they compete (Baum & Mezias, 1992;
Hannan & Freeman, 1977, 1989). The intensity of competition among organizations is
predicted to be mostly a function of the similarity in organizational resource
requirements (Baum & Singh, 1994). Therefore, I consider that the above stated
tendency for imitation will be weakened as the extent of adoption among the members
of a focal university’s reference group increases above a certain threshold and results in
intensified competition. Accordingly, I predict an inverted-U-shaped relationship
between the extent of English-medium instruction among the reference group of

competitor universities and the extent of adoption in the focal university.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Extent of English-medium instruction will have an inverted-U-

shaped relationship with the (mean) extent of adoption among a reference group of

competitor universities.

3.5.  Organizational Compatibility with the Practice

Research suggests that the extent to which a practice is implemented in an

organization is influenced by the degree to which organizational characteristics are
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compatible with those of the practice (Kang & Yanadori, 2011; Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac,
2010). This concern for ‘fit’ (Ansari et al., 2010) with the practice is likely to be
influential even at (or before) the stage of adoption. Compagni, Mele, and Ravasi
(2015), for instance, show that the decision to adopt robotic surgery was influenced by
hospitals’ early concern for the availability of required resources for implementation.
Other studies considered economic well-being, financial resources and technological

advancement as predictors of innovation adoption (Wejnert, 2002).

Following this line of reasoning, I expect that the extent to which English-medium
instruction is adopted by a university will be influenced by the compatibility between
organizational resources and the requirements of this practice. The existence of relevant
infrastructure as well as the background and experience of organizational members and
executives (e.g., Palmer, Jennings, & Zhou, 1993; Wejnert, 2002; Zeitz, Mittal, &
McAulay, 1999), are important components of this “fit’.

British Council’s recent report mentioned in Chapter 2 suggests that in many
countries, including Turkey, the educational infrastructure does not support proper
provision of English-medium instruction. It is emphasized that there is a shortage of
linguistically qualified teachers, stated expectations of English language proficiency,
and organizational or pedagogical guidelines for English-medium instruction (Dearden,
2015). Due to potential barriers to resource mobility (Barney, 1986), there is also likely

to be an unequal distribution of these resources across universities.

As stated above, I expect that universities will be concerned about the degree to
which they ‘fit’ with the characteristics of English-medium instruction, an important

component of which is having the required academic resources. Therefore, I argue that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Extent of English-medium instruction will be higher in those

universities with higher levels of academic fit with English-medium instruction.

Another important component of this ‘fit” with English-medium instruction is the
background and capabilities of a university’s students, as ‘receivers’ in the education
process. Students in Turkish higher education, even those in highly selective
universities, seem to have significant problems with English-medium instruction
(Erdem, 1990; Ugoluk, 2002). Universities provide an English preparatory year with the

intention to bring students to a level at which they can operate through English-medium
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instruction. Yet, these programs are usually not successful in terms of achieving the
desired ends due to a number of reasons including the entrants’ very low proficiency in
English, and the pressures towards passing students towards their degree programs'®.
Thus what becomes important for a university that intends to adopt English-medium
instruction is the degree to which the entrant students are compatible with English-

medium instruction. Hence, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 6 (H6): Extent of English-medium instruction will be higher in those

universities with higher levels of student fit with English-medium instruction.

3.5.1. Moderating Role of Competition

Researchers in the field of strategy as well as organizational ecology studied how
organizational responses are shaped in the face of intensified competition and the
associated risk of failure (e.g., Baum & Mezias, 1992; Baum & Haveman, 1997; Smith,
Grimm Gannon, & Chen, 1991). In the context of higher education, Kraatz and
colleagues illustrate how liberal arts colleges, faced with increasingly competitive
environments, changed in line with the market demands (Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Kraatz

etal., 2010).

Although universities may be motivated to adopt English-medium instruction in
line with market expectations, I expect that they are also concerned with the degree to
which they are compatible with the practice (as identified in hypotheses H5 and H6). I
further predict that this concern for ‘fit’ with the practice will be stronger under higher
levels of competition, since the likelihood of failure increases. Accordingly, I

hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 7 (H7): The positive effect of academic fit on the extent of English-

medium instruction (H5) will be stronger under higher levels of competition.

Hypothesis 8 (HS8): The positive effect of student fit on the extent of English-

medium instruction (H6) will be stronger under higher levels of competition.

' Bayraktaroglu, S. “Egitim sistemindeki yabanci dil sorunsali”. Milliyet. 14.07.2013
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METHODS

4.1. Variables and Measurement

4.1.1. Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in this study is the extent to which a university adopts

English-medium instruction (see Chapter 3).

As stated in Table 2.1 (in the context chapter), foreign language-medium
instruction can be adopted in some or all of the programs in a Turkish higher education
institution. Further, in a particular program, foreign language-medium instruction can
be fully, partially or marginally adopted. When English-medium instruction is partially
adopted in a program, at least 30% of the total courses (or credits) are instructed in
English. Marginal adoption refers to the case where instruction is mainly in Turkish, but
there is a compulsory foreign language preparatory program together with selective

courses with foreign language-medium instruction.

I operationalize the extent of English-medium instruction in a university as the
proportion of programs, belonging to the faculties of the university, that adopt
instruction in English in full. Yet, as will be shown below, additional analyses were
also carried out for an alternative measure of the dependent variable where I also take
into account those programs that partially or marginally adopt English-medium
instruction. In calculating the average extent of English-medium instruction in a
university, this alternative measure counts the extent of English-medium instruction in

the former type of programs as 30%, and in the latter type of programs as 10%.
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I purposefully focus on faculties, since vocational schools do not exist in some of
the universities. Graduate programs are also excluded since longitudinal data on their

language of instruction and other study variables is not available.

Two types of programs where teaching is by definition in English were excluded
from these calculations. The first one is those programs are ones that are carried out in a
foreign language due to disciplinary requirements'”, and the second one is international
dual degree programs (UOLP) that are taught in English due to international

collaborations.

4.1.2. Independent Variables

Based on the design of this study described in Chapter 3, I have eight independent

variables.

Hypothesis 1 states that universities that are founded in ‘English for privileged’
(pre-1996) and ‘monitoring’ (post-2008) periods will less extensively adopt English-
medium instruction. I created university-level dummy variables to identify the period of
foundation so that the two periods mentioned above were coded as 1 for universities

founded in these periods and 0 otherwise.

Hypothesis 2 argues for the effect of the degree to which a university identifies
with the ‘Continental European’ model on the extent of English-medium instruction.
Since fields of activity is an important facet of identity (King, Clemens, & Fry, 2011), a
university that takes Continental European-modeled universities as a role model may
have a tendency to establish those faculties founded by these universities before the
advent of the YOK regime. Accordingly, the operationalization I use is the percentage
of faculties in a university that characterize the ‘Continental European’ model, and I

measure this variable in two alternative ways.

As explained in Chapter 2, Continental European-modeled universities were
established with faculties of the ‘classical’ or the ‘technical’ European tradition and thus
were uni-disciplinary. The early exemplars of the American-modeled universities, on

the other hand, were composed of professional faculties that had a multidisciplinary

'3 These programs are ‘Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati’, ‘Amerikan Kiiltiirii ve Edebiyat’, ‘Ingiliz Dili Ogretmenligi’, and
‘Ingilizce Miitercim Terciimanlik’.
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nature as well as the faculty of arts and sciences.

Again as mentioned before, Continental European-modeled universities have
widely been devoted to this Continental European tradition, though they experienced
some deviation from their initial faculty composition in the early 1980s and afterwards
with the influence of the YOK regime. Accordingly, my first measure ‘identification
with the ‘Continental European’ model (1981)’ is the percentage of faculties in a
university that correspond to the faculty composition of Istanbul University, Ankara
University and/or Istanbul Technical University as at 1981, just before the legislative
overhaul (see Appendix B for a complete set of these faculties). The pre-1981 set of
faculties that existed within the Turkish versions of the ‘American’ model (faculty of
administrative sciences, faculty of engineering, and faculty of arts and sciences) were
excluded. I did not also include the faculty of architecture which existed both in Middle

East Technical University and Istanbul Technical University.

The second measure, ‘identification with the ‘Continental European’ model
(logic)’, relates to the idea of a uni-disciplinary faculty structure that is inherent in the
‘Continental European’ model. 1 constructed the set of faculties that satisfy this
condition with the following criteria: a) the name of the faculty does not contain the
conjunction ‘and’, and b) the name of the faculty does not contain the plural expressions
of ‘sciences’ or ‘arts’ (see Appendix C for a complete set of faculties). Based on these
criteria, I constructed an alternative measure for identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model as the percentage of faculties in a university that satisfy these
conditions. In addition to this rule, those faculties that were introduced and to a great
extent diffused with the provisions of the YOK regime (i.e. faculty of education, faculty
of vocational education, faculty of technical education, and faculty of engineering and
architecture) were not included in this second version of the ‘Continental European’

faculty set.

Testing Hypothesis 4 requires identification of a reference group of competitor
universities. Geographic location is a key defining characteristic that influences the
degree of overlap among opportunities and constraints, and therefore inter-
organizational competition (Carroll & Huo, 1986). In the context of Turkish higher
education, universities under the same geographical context are more likely to compete
for a similar student base and affected by similar structural constraints. Accordingly, I

define a university’s reference group as those universities in the same region based on a
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classification by Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK)'® that takes into account the
geographical location, size of the population, developmental plans, statistical indicators
and socioeconomic status (see Appendix D for the exact categorization). I further
consider having the same ownership structure (i.e. being a public or private university)
as an additional criterion for sharing similar resource bases, since the socioeconomic
profile of potential students may vary for public and private universities. Thus, the
extent of English-medium instruction among a reference group of competitor
universities is operationalized with two alternative measures: a) average extent of
adoption among universities in the same region (‘English in the same region’), and b)
average extent of adoption among universities in the same region and with the same

ownership (‘English in the same region and same ownership”’).

As discussed in the preceding chapter, a university’s academic fit with English-
medium instruction is the degree to which the university possesses academic resources
for the proper implementation of this practice. Here I use the international publication
performance of a university’s academic staff as an indicator of their English language
proficiency. The exact measure that I use is the ratio of the total number of articles in
English that were published each year in journals covered in the Web of Science
database'” to the total number of undergraduate programs within the university. Since
the tendency for international publications has increased over time, I z-standardized the

values within each year.

Again as explained in the preceding chapter, student fit is the degree to which a
university’s entrant students are potentially amenable to English-medium instruction.
Existing evidence indicates that students that are most successful in the central
university examination are graduates of foreign private schools and public ones like
Anatolian High Schools that provide extensive foreign language (mostly English)
education (Kose, 1999; Mih¢ioglu, 1969). Thus there is likely to be a strong positive
correlation between university entrance scores and the students’ background in English.
Accordingly, I measure the degree to which a university’s entrant students are

compatible with English-medium instruction as the relative selectivity of the university.

In order to identify a university’s relative position in terms of selectivity among

16 Classification of statistical regional units
http://tuikapp.tuik.gov.tr/DIESS/SiniflamaSurumDetayAction.do?surumld=164

7 Web of Science is an online scientific citation indexing service maintained by Thomson Reuters. Though most of
the journals covered by the database publish in English, some of them also publish in other foreign languages as well
as in Turkish. The searching options allow choosing language of the publication.
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other universities in the higher education field, I first coded the maximum and minimum
of the (minimum) entrance scores in each available type (e.g. verbal, numerical,
language, equal weighted) for each faculty under the university. Then, I z-standardized
the whole set of scores in a particular category throughout the field within each year.
Then I calculated an overall selectivity score (relative to other universities in the field)

for each university as the mean z-score of its faculties.

Finally, I operationalized the level of competition at the local level, and measured
it as the total number of universities in the region (based on TUIK’s classification that

was mentioned above) where the university is located.

4.1.3. Control Variables

Beyond the hypothesized effects within the theoretical framework of this
dissertation, I consider the below mentioned alternative factors that may lead to

variation in the adoption of English-medium instruction.
Private ownership

Public organizations are likely to be more influenced by institutional pressures,
whereas their private counterparts are more sensitive to market considerations (e.g.
Casile & Davis-blake, 2002). Since English-medium instruction in the Turkish higher
education context represents an aspiration for status and selectivity, private universities
may be more motivated for adoption just because of revenue considerations. Private
universities are also likely to use English-medium instruction as a way of justifying
tuition, since the practice is widely perceived as a tool for learning English (Selvi,
2014). Therefore, I consider private ownership beyond the moderating influence
hypothesized in H3, and control for it in each model. I use the dummy variable

‘private’, which is coded 1 for private universities and 0 for public universities.
Location

The diffusion of English-medium instruction might be influenced by the local
environmental conditions including the demand for the practice and availability of
academic resources. In order to capture regional variations in market structures and

resource bases (Carroll & Wade, 1991; Dacin, 1997; Kraatz & Zajac, 1996), I control
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for the developmental status of the city where a university is located (‘city

development”).

The developmental status of the city where the university is located is controlled
with a categorical variable (‘city development’) coded 3 for three largest cities (i.e.
Istanbul, Ankara and izmir), 2 for other large cities and 1 for other cities. Thirty of the
cities in Turkey are designated metropolitan municipalities'®. Istanbul, Ankara and
Izmir is a separate category since they are the first three large cities and still the most

populated ones in the country.
Organizational size

Organizational size is an important predictor of organizational attributes and
behavior (Josefy et al. 2015; Kimberly, 1976; Scott, 2003). Size may lead to greater
organizational ability to acquire and retain resources. On the other hand, inertial
tendency is considered to be higher in larger firms (Hannan & Freeman, 1977, 1984). I
control for university size to remove its potential explanatory power on the extent of
English-medium instruction. Size is measured as the total student intake of the

university in a particular year.
Monitoring effect

As explained in the preceding chapter, English-medium instruction has become
increasingly demanding to adopt since the introduction of monitoring and sanctioning
mechanisms in 2008 regulation. Hypothesis 1 states the imprinting effect of the
resulting regulative influence on universities founded in this period. Yet, there may also
be a concurrent effect of this regulative influence such that universities not confident
with their compatibility with the practice may have chosen to reduce or eliminate the
use of this practice altogether. I control for this effect using a dummy variable
indicating the years after 2008 (‘post2008”).

In addition to the above stated controls, I created dummy variables for the years in
which there were either batches of public university founding or reconfigurations in
existing universities. The first wave was in 1992. 23 public universities were established
at a time, some of them as spin offs from former universities in the field. The second

wave was in the years 2006, 2007 and 2008, where 41 public universities were

'8 {stanbul(1984), Ankara(1984), Izmir(1984), Adana(1986), Bursa(1987), Gaziantep(1987), Konya(1987),
Kayseri(1988), Antalya(1993), Diyarbakir(1993), Eskisehir(1993), Erzurum(1993), Mersin(1993), Kocaeli(1993),
Samsun(1993), Sakarya(2000), Sanliurfa(2012), Hatay(2012), Manisa(2012), Balikesir(2012),
Kahramanmarag(2012), Van(2012), Aydin(2012), Denizli(2012), Tekirdag(2012), Mugla(2012), Mardin(2012),
Ordu(2012), Malatya(2012), Trabzon(2012)
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established in succession.

I also control for the years 1995 and 1996 where instruction in foreign language
was restricted to only five universities in the Turkish higher education field. As
indicated in Table 2.1, this restriction came with a regulation towards the end of the

year 1994 and continued until mid-1996.

4.2. Data Sources

Following the two pioneer adopters mentioned above (METU and Bogazici
University), the diffusion of English-medium instruction started in 1982 with its’
adoption in two medicine faculties (Marmara University and Hacettepe University).
Accordingly, the data span of this dissertation starts in 1983 and continues up to 2014.
Data have been coded annually for all universities that have existed in the Turkish
higher education field over this period, and come from three main archival sources: (a)
the Law on Organization of Higher Education Institutions (Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar:
Teskilati Kanunu, No. 2809), (b) the manual of higher education programs and quotas
published annually by the Student Selection and Placement Centre (OSYM), and (c) the
Web of Science database. The manual of higher education programs and quotas lists
each and every associate and undergraduate degree programs under universities together
with detailed information on their geographical location, years of study, type of
entrance score, previous years’ minimum entrance scores, medium of instruction,
foreign language preparatory programs, special requirements for entry, tuition, and

scholarships. Web of science database is the source of publications in indexed journals.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing

4.3.1. Analysis Strategy

The data of this dissertation is a panel of all universities in the Turkish higher

education field that are observed at regular time intervals (i.e. annually). In such kind of
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panel data there is time-serial dependency among the observations belonging to the
same unit. This also represents a special case of multilevel data where observations at
Level 1 (observations at the smallest level; here years) are clustered in (nested within)
Level 2 units (termed as groups or clusters; here universities). This nested structure of
multilevel data violates the assumption of uncorrelated errors which may lead to severe
bias in the estimation of F statistics and standard errors (SEs) in traditional analysis
methods such as ordinary least squares regression (OLS) (Skinner, Holt, & Smith,
1989). This brings in the necessity to apply other methods that take into account the

nested structure of the data.

One method is to run separate classical regressions in each group, yielding
estimates of intercept and slope for each cluster. It is possible to analyze the variance of
intercepts, the variance of slopes, their covariance, as well as the effects of Level 1
predictors on the dependent variable and the effects of Level 2 predictors on the
intercepts and slopes. However, this method involves the estimation of a large number
of parameters, and is impractical if there are many Level 2 units. It is also infeasible
when there are groups with small sample sizes. Further, the estimates of slopes and
intercepts may be unreliable and there is no partitioning of variance (Gelman & Hill,

20006).

An alternative method is the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), where the unit of
analysis is the Level 1 units. The purpose is to test for an effect of Level 2 units on the
dependent variable, after removing the effect of Level 1 covariates. Intercepts can vary
across clusters, but slopes cannot. ANCOVA is useful for accommodating overall group
effects, but it does not permit inclusion of Level 2 predictors of intercepts, and does not

impose a distribution for intercepts (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

A third method is the fixed-effects approach, which ‘corrects for’ nestedness, by
including group indicators (but no group-level predictors). This method controls for all
group differences. However, the grouping variable is treated as ‘fixed’, meaning that
generalizability is restricted to only those groups represented in the sample. Further, the
results of aggregation analyses cannot be generalized to Level 1 units. This procedure
can result in a massive loss of information. Interpretation is limited to Level 2, which
can be misleading. In addition, there are many estimated parameters, so this model is

not parsimonious.

Multilevel models (equally termed as multilevel regression analysis, hierarchical
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linear models, or mixed models) are extensions of linear regression in which data are
structured in groups and coefficients (usually intercepts and possibly slopes) that are
allowed to vary by group. Multilevel models of longitudinal data have similar goals to
those of the repeated measures ANOVA. Yet, they expand the investigation of effects to
include not only the fixed variables considered in the ANOVA but also the coefficients
of individual subjects’ equations predicting the dependent variable as random
independent variables. This method treats clusters as if they are sampled from a larger
population of clusters, enhancing the generalizability of results. Cluster-level effects are
not estimated separately for each cluster. Instead, regression weights are assumed to
have a particular distribution across clusters, summarized by a limited set of parameters

(mean and variance).

The choice between fixed-effects approach and multilevel modelling may depend
on the number of groups, the sample size per group, the distribution of the Level 1 and
Level 2 residuals, assumptions about how groups were sampled, the resulting
generalization one wishes to make, and the focus of the analysis (Snijders & Bosker,
1999). Multilevel modeling permits more complex and appropriate tests of theoretical
predictions. It models nestedness (rather than just controlling for it), which gives the

opportunity to examine both Level 1 and Level 2 effects.

In this dissertation, I use multilevel modelling for longitudinal data where yearly
observations constitute the Level 1 units and universities constitute the Level 2 units
(clusters or groups). The primary reason behind this choice is that I am also interested in
the effect of a cross-level interaction (i.e. interaction among Level 1 and Level 2
variables), which cannot be directly estimated in the fixed-effects approach. In addition,
my data is quite unbalanced due to almost continuous establishment of new universities.
The ability to deal with very unbalanced data structures is a key reason for adopting
multilevel modeling. Multilevel regression models can cope with many kinds of
unbalanced data problems, in particular those of attrition for some subjects, variable
timing of assessments or missing observation points (Cohen et al., 2003). In multilevel
modelling, between-group differences in sample size have little or no effect on results
(Browne & Rasbash, 2009; Raudenbush et al., 2002). It is even acceptable to have one

observation in many of the groups.

It is also important to note that the classical regression method and multilevel

approach coincide in various limiting cases. When there is very little group-level
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variation, the multilevel model reduces to classical regression with no group indicators,
and conversely when group-level coefficients vary greatly, multilevel modelling

reduces to classical regression with group indicators (Gelman & Hill, 2006).

4.3.2. Multilevel Modeling for Longitudinal Data

In longitudinal data with time-series observations for multiple units, Level 1 units
corresponds to the individual measurements at each point in time, whereas Level 2
corresponds to the units from whom these time-series observations have been gathered.
The methodology is to fit a regression equation at Level 1 while accounting for group
effect through allowing the parameters of the regression equation to vary by group
membership (Goldstein, 2002; Snijder & Bosker, 1999). The key idea behind multilevel
models is that regression coefficients at lower levels can serve as dependent variables at
higher levels. Coefficients are not literally computed for each group in the multilevel
model, we just impose structure on them by saying they have distributions (Snijder &

Bosker, 1999).

In statistical terminology, the single-level regression model assumes that all cases

come from a population with the same intercept:

yi = Bo+ Bix; + e, e; ~N(0,0¢) 4.1)

where;

i indexes smallest items of measurement,

y; represents the dependent variable for the i™ observation,
x; represents the predictor variable for the i observation,
B, represents the intercept,

P, represents the slope of the predictor variable x,

e; represents the random error term.

Multilevel modelling permits individual Level 2 units to have their own
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distribution of intercepts and slopes. Rather than estimating each one individually, we
assume a distributional form for these terms we do for e; in the classical regression.

When there is only one predictor variable, the Level 1 equation turns out to be:

Yij = Boj + Bijxij + eij, e;; ~N(0,0%) (4.2)
where;
i indexes observations nested within groups indexed by j,
yi; represents the dependent variable for the i observation nested within the j™ group,
x;j represents the Level 1 predictor for the i observation nested within the j™ group,
e;j represents the Level 1 residual,
o represents the random intercept that is allowed to vary among groups,
p1; represents the random slope that is allowed to vary among groups.

The intercept and slope terms become the dependent variable in Level 2 equations

such that they vary around their grand means with 7, and 7, respectively:

Boj =Yoo + Ugj,  Ugj ~ N(0,7g0) (4.3)

ﬁ1j =%Yoot Uiy, Uy~ N(0,740) (4.4)

The amount of variation in the response variable due of random factors can be
assessed by variance components analysis. The main random components in a
multilevel model are Level 1 residual variance Var(ej;)= 02 and the residual intercepts
variance Var(ug;)= 7oo. The proportion of the total variance that is between-groups can
be calculated as Tyo/(Too + 02), and is termed as the intra-class correlation (ICC). ICC
provides a measure of the clustering and dependence of the data, and it is sometimes
used to decide if multilevel modelling would be worthwhile. It ranges from 0 if the
grouping conveys no information (highly independent) to 1 if all members of the group

are identical (highly dependent).

Multilevel modelling typically proceeds by adding predictors at the individual-
and group-level, and reducing the unexplained variance at each level. Group-level

predictors play a special role in multilevel modelling by reducing the unexplained
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group-level variation and thus reducing the group-level standard deviation u;. This in
turn increases the amount of pooling done by the multilevel estimate, giving more
precise estimates of the fy;’s, especially for groups with small sample sizes (Gelman &

Hill, 2006). When there is only one Level 2 predictor, Level 2 equations have the

following form:

Boj =Yoo+ Yor Wj + Uy, Ugj ~ N(0,7g0) (4.5)

,311' =Yoo T V11w t+ Uy, Uyj ~ N(0,740) (4.6)

where;

w; represent the Level 2 predictor for the ™ group.

When the Level 2 equations in (5) and (6) are substituted into the Level 1

equation (2), it gets the following form:

Yij = (Voo + Y1oXij +Yo1r Wj + V11 Xiwp) + (Uoj + Uy ;X5 + €;5) (4.7)

In multilevel models, interactions may occur between two Level 1 predictors,
between two Level 2 predictors, or between Level 1 and Level 2 predictors (cross-level
interaction). In cross-level interactions, either the Level 1 or Level 2 predictor may be
chosen as the focal predictor, however typically it is the Level 1 predictor. An omnibus
test of the interaction effect between x;; and w;, is the test of the coefficient 714 in

equation (7) (Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006).

4.3.3. Estimation Procedure and Theoretical Models

I use multilevel random intercept models where yearly observations (Level 1) are
nested within universities (Level 2). The dependent variable (i.e., the extent of English-
medium instruction) is operationalized at Level 1, while the independent variables are

measured at both Level 1 and Level 2.

As identified by Wang and Maxwell (2015), multilevel modelling for longitudinal
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data requires special consideration two methodological issues: centering and detrending.
Following Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), and Wang and Maxwell (2015), I use within-
group centering (equally termed as group-mean centering) for all time varying (i.e.
Level 1) predictors in the analyses. Within-group centering removes all between-group
variation from the predictor and yields a pure estimate of the Level 1 regression

coefficient (Enders & Tofighi, 2007).

Another motivation for using within-group centering is my interest in analyzing a
cross-level interaction (i.e. interaction between Level 1 and Level 2 variables) in this
study. Hofmann and Gavin (1998) states that differences between grand-mean and
group-mean centering become even more critical when moving to models that include
cross-level interactions, and Enders and Tofighi (2007) recommend using within-group
centering as it leads to a more natural interpretation of the cross-level interaction

effects.

For Level 2 variables (except dummy coded ones), I applied grand-mean

centering, following Aiken and West (1991), and Enders and Tofighi (2007).

Further, following the suggestions of Curran et al. (2012), and Wang and Maxwell
(2015) on detrending, I control the linear effect of time by including year as a Level-1
covariate (Year).

When the data is not balanced, the use of maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
is recommended (e.g., Cohen et al., 2003; Jamshidian, 2009). Moreover, MLE is
appropriate when comparing models with different fixed-effects specifications via

likelihood-ratio tests, and has the advantage of being easy to explain. Thus, I preferred

MLE against restricted maximum likelihood (REML).
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FINDINGS

5.1.  Descriptive Statistics

Turkish higher education has been a fast growing field. Number of public
universities increased from 28 in 1983 to 103 in 2014 (see Appendix E for a complete
list of universities established in Turkey until 2014). There has also been a significant
growth in the private sector since the very first establishment in 1984. Number of

private universities reached 68 in 2014 (see Figure 5.1).

My data consists of yearly observations for all universities in the Turkish higher
education field between 1983 and 2014. A university is included in the panel data set

only if it had an intake of students at the faculty level in a particular year.

Figures 5.2 and 5.3 present the the number of programs with foreign language-
medium instruction (in marginal, partial and full forms) among public and private
universities respectively. For both sub-populations, instruction in foreign languages
other than English has been very limited. For public universities, number of programs
with marginal English-medium instruction had been significantly higher than partial and
full forms up to 2009. The pattern in private universities is quite different. Figure 5.3.

shows the dominance of full adoption over partial and marginal forms.

As explained in the methods chapter, the variable extent of English-medium
instruction among a reference group of competitor universities was measured as the
average extent of adoption among universities in the same region (or alternatively for
those universities in the same region and that has the same ownership structure). This
variable cannot be calculated when there exist no other universities in the focal

university’s region for a particular year.
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All independent and control variables are lagged by one year to mitigate the
possibility of simultaneity. After these calculations, the initial data became 1870

university-year observations, belonging altogether to 160 universities.

Bogazi¢i University and Middle East Technical University as the pioneer adopters
of English-medium instruction in the Turkish higher education field, as well as
Galatasaray University that adopt French-medium instruction due to an

intergovernmental agreement were excluded from the analyses.

Istanbul University, Ankara University, and Istanbul Technical University as the
representatives of the ‘Continental European’ model were involved in the measurement
of the degree to which a university identifies with the ‘Continental European’ model.
Therefore, these three universities are also excluded from the analysis sample. Yet, I did
further analyses (explained in the additional analyses section below) that included them

in the sample to see whether their exclusion has an effect on the results.

After exclusion of the above mentioned six universities (Bogazi¢i University,
METU, Galatasaray University, Istanbul University, Ankara University and Istanbul
Technical University) the final data set consists of 1695 university-year observations,
belonging altogether to 154 universities. Table 5.1 displays the means, standard
deviations, and correlations of the study variables. The table shows that alternative
measures of the degree to which a university identifies with the ‘Continental European’
model (i.e. ‘identification with the ‘Continental European’ model (1981)’, and
‘identification with the ‘Continental European’ model (logic)’) turned out to be very
strongly correlated (Table 5.1, .93, p<.001). I used ‘identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model (1981)’ in the main set of analyses, but also checked for the
consistency of the results for the variable ‘identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model (logic)’.

Table 5.1 also shows that alternative measures of the extent of English-medium
instruction among a reference group of competitor organizations (i.e. ‘English in the
same region’, and ‘English in the same region and same ownership’) are very strongly
correlated (Table 5.1, .86, p< .001). I prefer using ‘English in the same region’ since
‘English in the same region and same ownership’ has a very strong correlation also with

the ownership variable ‘private’ (Table 5.1, .90, p<.001).

Table 5.1 shows that pairwise correlations range from strong (between .40 and

.69) to negligible (below .10), except that the extent of English-medium instruction
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among a reference group of competitor universities’ (‘English in the same region’)
strong correlation (above .70) with the level of competition (‘competition’) and the
developmental status of the city where the university is located (‘city development’). As
explained in the methods chapter, I use all Level 1 covariates as within-university
centered. Level 2 variables (except dummy coded ones) are grand-mean centered. The
time variable ‘year’ and ‘size’ of the university is rescaled (divided by 1000) in order to

better comprehend the potential meaning of the coefficient estimate.

5.2.  Results of Hypothesis Testing

As mentioned in the methods chapter, I developed a set of multilevel random
intercept models to test the study hypotheses, by using the incremental improvement

procedure that Hox (2010) demonstrated.

At Level 1; the degree to which a university identifies with the ‘Continental
European’ model (‘identification with the ‘Continental European’ model (1981)’, here
after called ‘identification with the ‘Continental European’ model’), the extent of
English-medium instruction among a reference group of competitor organizations
(‘English in the same region’), the squared root of the extent of English-medium
instruction among a reference group of competitor organizations (‘sq_English in the
same region’), ‘academic fit’ and ‘student fit’ are used as the predictors of English-
medium instruction, whereas ‘size’ and dummy variables ‘year1992’, ‘year1995-1996°,
‘year2006-2008’°, ‘post2008” are used as control variables. The variable ‘year’ is also
included to control for a potential time trend. At Level 2; dummy variables for the
periods ‘English for privileged’, and ‘monitoring’ are used as predictors, and ‘city

development’ and ‘private’ are used as control variables.

I estimated the models using the ‘xtmixed’ option in Stata 12 with maximum
likelihood estimation method. The estimated effects, standard errors and variance
components are presented in Table 5.2. In order to partition the variance for the
outcome variable into Level 1 (within-university) and Level 2 (between-university)
components, I first ran a null model that had no predictors at either level (Model 1).

Here, I calculated the intra-class correlation (ICC), which reflects the proportion of the
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total variance that is between-groups, as 96 percent. This value shows that yearly
observations nested within universities are highly dependent, and 96 percent of the

variance in the dependent variable is between universities.

Model 2 in Table 5.2 is the random intercept model with Level 1 variables. In
Model 3, all the Level 1 and Level 2 variables enter in the random intercept model.
Next, I add the interaction terms at Level 1 in Model 4. Finally, Model 5 presents the
full model including the cross-level interaction. The hypotheses where I predict a main
effect of predictor variables (i.e. Hypotheses 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6) are tested in Model 3,
whereas the interaction hypotheses (i.e. Hypotheses 3, 7, and 8) are tested in Model 5.

Hypothesis 1 states that the extent of English-medium instruction will be lower in
those universities that are established in ‘English for privileged (pre-1996)’ and
‘monitoring (post-2008)’ periods. Estimates in Model 3 show that the estimated effect
of being founded in ‘English for privileged’ period turned out to be positive but not
significant (Model 3, f= .03, n.s.). Yet, the effect of being founded in the ‘monitoring’
period is, as predicted, negative and significant (Model 3, f= -.20, p < .001). Thus,
Hypothesis 1 receives partial support. I also run this model using a categorical measure
of founding period that takes 0 for those universities founded in ‘English for privileged’
period, takes 1 for those universities founded in the ‘liberalization’ period (i.e. between
1996 and 2008) and takes 2 for those universities founded in the ‘monitoring’ period. In
this additional analysis, I tested for an inverted-U-shaped relationship between this
categorical founding period variable and the extent of English-medium instruction
following the prediction in Hypothesis 1. Estimate for the first order effect of this
founding variable turned out to be positive but not significant (= .06, n.s.), whereas
estimates for the effect of its squared term is negative and significant (= -.09, p <.05).

These results further validate the partial support for Hypothesis 1.

In Hypothesis 2, I argue that the extent of English-medium instruction will be
lower in those universities with greater levels of identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model. The effect of the variable ‘identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model’ is negative and significant (Model 3, f= -.04, p < .05). Therefore,
Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Hypothesis 3 states that the hypothesized negative relationship with the degree to
which a university identifies with the ‘Continental European’ model and the extent of

English-medium instruction will be stronger for private universities. In line with this
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prediction, the estimate for the interaction between ‘identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model and ‘private’ is negative and significant (Model 5, p=-.33, p<.001). I
further probed the interaction relationship following the procedures set forth by
Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006). The traditional approach to probing significant
interaction effects is to choose several conditional values of the moderator variable at
which to evaluate the significance of the simple slope for the regression of dependent
variable on the main effect (Aiken & West, 1991). In order to employ the simple slopes
method, conditional values of the moderator must be chosen. For dichotomous
moderators, these are values of the dichotomy (usually 0 and 1). The graph of the
interaction effect presented in Figure 5.4 shows that the effect of ‘identification with the
‘Continental European’ model’ is negative for private universities. Unexpectedly,
however, it is positive for public universities. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is partially supported.
I also ran these analyses for the alternative measure ‘identification with the ‘Continental

European’ model (logic)’, and found that the results are consistent.

Hypothesis 4 states that the extent of English-medium instruction will have an
inverted-U-shaped relationship with the extent of adoption among a reference group of
competitor universities. The positive significant effect of ‘English in the same region’
(Model 3; p= .38, p< .001) together with the negative significant effect of its squared
term ‘sq_English in the same region’ (Model 3, p= -.77, p< .001) lend support for
Hypothesis 4.

In Hypotheses 5, I predict that the extent of English-medium instruction will be
higher in those universities with higher levels of academic fit with English-medium
instruction. Hypothesis 5 is supported as the estimate for the effect of ‘academic fit’ is

positive and significant (Model 3, = .02, p<.01).

Hypothesis 7 states that the positive effect of academic fit on the extent of
English-medium instruction will be stronger under higher levels of competition. The
interaction between ‘academic fit” and ‘competition’ is positive and significant (Model
5, p= .00, p<.001) as predicted in Hypothesis 7. I again applied the simple slopes
approach described above to further probe this interaction relationship. For continuous
moderators, the specific choices for these values are less obvious and may be any value
of scientific interest. In the absence of theoretically meaningful values, Cohen et al.
(2003) recommend choosing moderate (at the mean), high (at 1 SD above the mean)

and low (at 1 SD below the mean) values of the moderator variable. Figure 5.5 shows
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that the relationship between academic fit and extent of English-medium instruction
becomes positive and significant as the level of competition increases. Therefore,
Hypothesis 7 is also supported.

The estimate for the effect of ‘student fit’ on the extent of English-medium
instruction is not significant (Model 3, p= .01, n.s.). Thus, Hypothesis 6 is not
supported. In Hypothesis 8, I further predict that the positive effect of student fit will be
stronger under higher levels of competition. The interaction between ‘student fit’ and
‘competition’ is also not significant (Model 5, = -.00, n.s.). Therefore, there is no

support for Hypothesis 8.

With regard to control variables, the estimated effect for ‘post2008’ is not
significant (Model 3, = -.01, n.s.). Size of the university has a negative effect on the
extent of English-medium instruction (Model 3, p= -.01, p < .001), whereas the
developmental status of the city where the university is located (Model 3, f= .03, p <

.01) and private ownership (Model 3, p= .45, p <.001) have significant positive effects.

5.3. Additional Analyses

To increase the confidence in the above analysis results, I did a set of further
analyses. The results of these additional analyses are provided in Table 5.3 and Table
5.4. The same five-model procedure used in the main set of analyses (presented in Table
5.2) is employed in these additional analyses. Yet, I only present the results for Model 3
and Model 5, as they are the relevant models for hypothesis testing.

As explained above, the Continental European-modeled universities are excluded
from the main set of analyses due to their involvement in the measurements of certain
study variables. The first additional analysis (the results of which is presented in Table
5.3) is a replication of the main set of analyses, this time without excluding these three
universities. The direction and significance of the hypothesized effects are to a great
extent consistent with the main set of analyses presented in Table 5.2. The only change
is the estimate for the effect of ‘academic fit’ that was significant in the main analysis

becoming insignificant (Table 5.3, Model 3, f=.01, n.s.).

The second additional analysis (the results of which is presented in Table 5.4)
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considers a relaxed operationalization of the extent of English-medium instruction to
see whether there is a significant change in the findings. In this analysis, the extent of
English-medium instruction in a university is operationalized as the average extent of
English-medium instruction across the programs belonging to the faculties of the
university, this time taking also into account those programs that partially and
marginally adopt the practice. The extent of English-medium instruction in the former
type of programs is counted as 30%, whereas the latter type of programs is counted as
10%.

The resulting estimates for the models with this alternative dependent variable
(presented in Table 5.4) are to a great extent consistent with the main analysis. The only
change is the estimate for the effect of ‘identification with the ‘Continental European’
model’ that was significant in the main analysis becoming insignificant (Table 5.4,

Model 3, = .02, n.s.).
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Figure 5.1 Number of universities in the Turkish higher education field
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Figure 5.2 Language of instruction (public universities)
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Figure 5.3 Language of instruction (private universities)
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Figure 5.4 The interaction of identification with the ‘Continental European’ model

and private ownership
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Figure 5.5 The interaction of academic fit and competition
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Table 5.1 Means, standard deviations and correlations

Study Variables Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 English for privileged .64 48
2 Monitoring .06 23 8 Ulaloa
3 Identification with 'Continental European' (1981) 32 .23 A40*** 203
4 Identification with 'Continental European' (logic) .36 .24 36 -03 93wk
5 English in the same region 16 A8 =34k 13k _01*F* -03
6 English in the same region and same ownership .20 .26 S 50Kk QgEAE [ 3HEE [ SHRE - ROH*RH
7 Academic fit .01 .98 22%%% - 02 J0EE Qe¥EE 4wk (gF*
8 Student fit -05 53 27FkE - Q]F* 24%Fkx | QFEE L qwEkE JRER S 4THER
9 Competition 8.88 10.75  -46%*xx 25%Ex [ 2%xEk _JQ*EE BOFE*  63*%**F  (06%*
10 Year/1000 2.00 .01 -A8FEE - QoFEE L 09**F 03 Jd4EEx o 12%kE 04+
11 Year1992 .02 14 06%*  -.02 .02 .01 -.01 -.03 .00
12 Year1995-1996 .04 21 06%%  -.04+ .00 -.01 S LFEER L 11FEEE 202
13 Year2006-2008 A3 .34 .02 -09**  -.04 -.02 .05* .06* .01
14 Post2008 37 A48 - 44w QpFEx 03 .00 07**% .03 .03
15 Size/1000 3.90 3.50 AGFEE [ gFaE - Ak FSEEx L J4xEER 348k 00
16 City development .99 .90 S 18FEE - Je*Ex 04% MO Sk 7 Y L VG B
17 Private 25 43 S SQFE L FAAE D4Rk [ gERE 68k *E gOHEER (5%
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Table 5.1 (cont’d)*

Study Variables 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1 English for privileged
2 Monitoring
3 Identification with 'Continental European' (1981)
4 Identification with 'Continental European' (logic)
5 English in the same region
6 English in the same region and same ownership
7 Academic fit
8 Student fit
9 Competition 5%k
10 Year/1000 -.02 3w
11 Year1992 -.00 -.05+ - 19HH*
12 Year1995-1996 -.02 S EEE S 20%** - 03
13 Year2006-2008 .03 -.02 dex*x -.04 -.08%*
14 Post2008 -.04+ 24kxk 4Rk Q8xEk L ]9k L3Rk
15 Size/1000 dpEEE 3%k 09*kx 00 -.05% .02 05%*
16 City development A3xxE 0 62%F*k 03 -.03 =07 -.04%* O1** - 10%**
17 Private .06+ O0%*E - TR 04+ - 10%** 06* JOFEE S ghrrx SoHk*

a. N= 1695 ; Private: 1=private, O=public
+p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed test
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Intercept
Level 1
Identification with Continental European
English in the same region
sq_English in the same region
Academic fit
Student fit
Competition
Year/1000
Year1992
Year19951996
Year20062008
Post2008
Size/1000
Level 2
English for privileged
Monitoring
City development
Private
Level 1 interactions
Academic fit X Competition
Student fit X Competition
Level 1*2 interactions
Identification with Continental European X Private
Random components
var(intercept)
var(residual)
Model fit
Log Likelihood
Wald (x2)

Table 5.2 Multilevel random intercept models®

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
estimate SE  estimate SE  estimate SE  estimate SE  estimate SE
22%*F% (3 -6.4 1.3 -5.6%** [ 4 -62%** ][4 -5.8 1.4
-.04* .02 -.04* .02 -.04%* .02 .03+ .02
39¥kx 09 38%** (09  37¥Ex [0 36*** (9
S8IFEE 8 L 7TRER (8 J73FEX O ([8 - 65%FF (8
O1** .01 02%* .01 .01* .01 .01* .01
.01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
-.00%* .00 -.00%* .00 -.00%* .00 -.00 .00
3.3%%k 66  2.8%¥F* 68  3.0¥** 69  209¥k* 67
.00 .02 .00 .02 .00 .02 .01 .02
-.00 .01 -.00 .01 -.01 .01 .00 .01
-01+ .01 -.01+ .01 -01%* .01 -.00 .01
-01+ .01 -.01 .01 -01+ .01 -.01+ .01
S01*k* 00 - 01*** 00 -.01*** 00 -01*%** 00
.03 .05 .03 .05 .03 .05
S20%%* 06 -20%%* 06 -20%** 06
03%* .01 .02%* .01 .02* .01
AS¥Ekx 05 A5¥** (05 46%** (5
00%** 00 .00%** 00
-.00 .00 .00 .00
-33%Ekx (04
12 .01 A1 .01 .06 .01 .06 .01 .06 .01
.005 .00 .004 .00 .004 .00 .004 .00 .004 .00
2282.6342 1800.1197 1844.4894 1851.1076 1883.6829
NA 84.34 203.24 21765 287.42

a. N= 1695 (154 universities); Private: 1=private, O=public

+p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed test
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Table 5.3 Multilevel random intercept models without excluding Istanbul, Ankara, and
Istanbul Technical University®

Model 3 Model 5
estimate SE  estimate SE
Intercept  -6.1%** 3 5.6%** 13

Level 1
Identification with Continental European ~ -.06*¥** (2 .01 .02
English in the same region ~ .38*** ]  39%**  [(
sq_English in the same region ~ -.79***  [§  -79¥**  ]§
Academic fit .01 .00 .01 .00
Student fit -.00 .01 -.00 .01
Competition .00 .00 .00 .00
Year/1000  3.0%** 65  2.8*¥*%* 64
Year1992 .00 .02 .00 .02
Year19951996 -.01 .01 -.00 .01
Year20062008 -01+ .01 -01+ .01
Post2008 -.01 .01 -.01 .01
Size/1000  -.01*%** .00 -01*** .00
Level 2

English for privileged .03 .05 -.03 .06
Monitoring ~ -20%** 06  -20%** 06
City development .03* .01 .02+ .01
Private ~ .45%*%* 05  46*%** 05
Level 1 interactions
Academic fit X Competition .00* .00
Student fit X Competition -.00 .00
Level 1*2 interactions
Identification with Continental European X Private =348k 04
Random components
var(intercept) .06 .01 .06 .01
var(residual) .005 .00 .005 .00
Model fit
Log Likelihood 1902.6785 1938.9756
Wald (x2) 201.58 278.89

a. N= 1791 (157 universities); Private: 1=private, O=public
+p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed test
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Table 5.4 Multilevel random intercept models for the alternative operationalization of
the dependent variable®

Model 3 Model 5
estimate SE  estimate SE
Intercept  -6.4%** |3 -6.4%kx |3

Level 1
Identification with Continental European .02 02 10%* 02
English in the same region ~ 37*** 0§  34*** (8
sq_English in the same region ~ -.40%* /4 -31* A4
Academic fit ~ .02*%** 0]  .02*** (0]
Student fit .01 .01 01+ .01
Competition  -.00%¥** .00 -.00*¥** .00
Year/1000  3.2%%* 66  3.2%¥** 65
Year1992 -.00 .02 .00 .02
Year19951996 -.01 .01 -.01 .01
Year20062008 -01%* .00 -01%* .00
Post2008 -01+ .01 -01+ .01
Size/1000  -.01*%** .00 -01*** .00
Level 2

English for privileged .03 .05 .03 .05
Monitoring ~ -.16** .05  -16** .05
City development ~ .03*** (0] Q3% .01
Private  .46%** 05  AS¥** (5
Level 1 interactions
Academic fit X Competition 00%*% 00
Student fit X Competition .00 .00
Level 1*2 interactions
Identification with Continental European X Private -35%E 04
Random components
var(intercept) .06 .01 .06 .01
var(residual) .00 .00 .00 .00
Model fit
Log Likelihood 1903.3942 1952.1129
Wald (x2) 321.98 434.00

a. N= 1695 (154 universities); Private: 1=private, O=public
+p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed test
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DISCUSSION

The early literature on diffusion implicitly assumed homogeneity of diffusing
practices across time and space, treating them as essentially invariant. Accordingly,
practice adoption is considered as an either-or proposition and efforts concentrated on
explaining the determinants of the decision to adopt a diffusing practice.

The subsequent realization of variation in the form and extent of practice
implementation, redirected research on understanding the dynamics of this variation in
diffusion processes (Lounsbury, 2007; Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010). Although
researchers have made significant advances in identifying the organizational as well as
field-level determinants of this variation, they substantially considered the emergence of
practice variation as an essential aspect of the implementation process (Gondo & Amis,
2013; Chandler, 2015). Accordingly, the main focus has been on explaining how the
content or extent of the practice may vary once it is adopted by organizations.

Yet, widespread diffusion of a practice does not necessarily imply greater
homogeneity of organizations. Increasing evidence shows that full convergence is not a
necessary or even likely outcome of diffusion (Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Fiss, Kennedy, &
Davis, 2012; Klingler-vidra & Schleifer, 2014). In this dissertation, I explored the
dynamics of this variation in the adoption of a controversial practice violating certain
institutionalized norms of the field, which provides a richer ground in terms of the
forces at play.

Existing research primarily attributes variation in practice adoption to the
purposeful adaptation by those implementing them. Though 1 expect these
organizational evaluations of market conditions or consistency with organizational
characteristics, I additionally propose institutional processes that lead to variation in the

extent of embracement for a diffusing practice. Accordingly, I developed a theoretical
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framework that included institutional, competitive and organizational mechanisms that
are likely sources of heterogeneity in the extent of practice adoption.

The first institutional argument concerns the long-lasting impact of the
institutional framework that is present in the founding period of organizations. Drawing
on imprinting theory, I argued that organizations founded in periods where there was a
more restrictive cognitive or regulative institutional framework were likely to adopt the
practice to a lesser extent.

Next, I proposed that the existence of alternative organizational models as a likely
source of diversity in the field. Emulation towards an organizational model that is
characterized by resistance to the diffusing practice was, I argued, likely to lead to
lower levels of adoption by the organization.

Then, I considered the influence of competitive processes on the extent to which
organizations adopted the diffusing practice. Here I predicted an inverted-U-shaped
relationship; the extent of adoption first increasing then decreasing with the extent to
which competitor organizations adopt the diffusing practice.

Finally, I argued that organizations will be concerned about the compatibility
between the characteristics of the diffusing practice and organizational resources such

that lower levels of compatibility will lead to lower levels of adoption.

6.1.  Discussion of Findings

Empirical analysis on the diffusion of English-medium instruction in the Turkish
higher education field lend considerable support for the above stated predictions.

In line with the imprinting argument, I find that universities founded in the post-
2008 period where English-medium instruction is made subject to monitoring of the
Higher Education Council adopted the practice less extensively. Yet, the related
prediction for universities founded in the pre-1996 period where English-medium
instruction was perceived as a characteristic of a privileged class of universities within
the field did not hold. An underlying cause for this unexpected finding may be that there
is some degree of fading in the imprinted patterns in this group of relatively early
established universities. Though imprinted characteristics are expected to be quite

persistent, there is also evidence that imprints may fade under certain conditions
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(Bamford, Dean, & McDougal, 2000; Marquis & Tilcsik, 2013). Another interpretation
may be that cognitive restrictions regarding the use of the practice in the period before
1996 are not as influential as regulative restrictions that became effective in the period
after 2008.

The findings also show that universities with greater levels of identification with
the ‘Continental European’ model engage in lower levels of English-medium
instruction. This further indicates that emulation of an alternative organizational model
may work like a barrier in the diffusion of organizational practices. My prediction
regarding the moderating effect of imprinting of early dispositions in the organizational
collectives also find support. I find that the blocking effect of identification with the
‘Continental European’ model on the extent of English-medium instruction is stronger
for private universities. What was unexpected is the finding that the effect of
identification with the ‘Continental European’ model on the extent of English-medium
instruction is not only weaker but even positive for public universities.

The results provide strong evidence for the predicted effect of competitive
processes as well. The results suggest that universities more extensively adopt English-
medium instruction as the practice is increasingly adopted by a reference group of
competitor universities. Yet, this tendency for rivalvary-based imitation dies down as
the extent of adoption among these competitors go beyond a certain threshold, where
incentives for differentiation come into prominence.

The final set of predictions regarding the effect of organizational compatibility
with the practice find mixed support. In line with the prediction, the availability of
academic resources is strongly related to the extent of English-medium instruction in a
university. This concern for academic ‘fit’ with the practice gets even stronger in the
presence of higher levels of competition. Notably though, the additional analyses I
conducted by including the three earliest universities in the country (Istanbul, Ankara
and Istanbul Technical University) did not produce significant results with respect to the
effects of the availability of academic resources. It may well be that there are
differences in the extent to which these three universities as opposed to their
counterparts took into consideration their academic resources in moving towards
instruction in English. That the decisions to do so in these three universities were not
sensitive to academic resources may have had to do more with the motivation to recover
some of the lost ground to the two American-modeled universities in the country.

Moreover, in moving in that direction they may have relied on their presumed capacities
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as the oldest universities in the country to carry out instruction in English at least in
some of their departments.

I failed to find support for the corresponding predictions for the student profile.
One potential reason for this finding may be that universities are more concerned with
the degree to which they possess the required academic resources which are emphasized
in the related regulations, compared to the background of their students. An alternative
explanation may be that universities share the common perception that English
preparatory programs will be effective in bringing in a satisfactory proficiency in
English, regardless of the background of the entrant students.

As explained in the previous two chapters, the main operationalization for the
extent of English-medium instruction only counts those programs that use the practice
in full. The results of the additional analysis for an alternative operationalization of the
dependent variable that also takes into account those programs with marginal or partial
forms of adoption shows that universities’ level of identification with the ‘Continental
European’ model does not show the predicted negative influence on extent of English-
medium instruction. This observation, although unexpected, is valuable in that it may
infer a conceptual distinction between the original form of the diffusing practice that is
introduced with the pioneer adopters (all courses instructed in English) and other forms
that have evolved over time (some of the courses are instructed in English). In the
presence of market pressures towards the increased use of English-medium instruction,
those universities that were cognitively more distant to the practice (those having higher
degrees of identification with the ‘Continental European’ model) might be heading
towards these alternative forms of usage in an effort to stay committed to Turkish-

medium instruction at the same time.

6.2. Theoretical Contributions

The current study expands the extant literature on diffusion by shifting attention
away from convergence models and provides a more detailed understanding of the
mechanisms that create variation.

The findings overall suggest that heterogeneity in the acceptance of a diffusing

practice across the members of an organizational field is an important yet neglected
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determinant of practice variation in diffusion processes. As identified by Ansari, Fiss
and Zajac (2010), new practices and ideas do not diffuse into a cultural void but, rather,
into a preexisting cultural universe that delineates the boundaries of appropriate
behavior. Accordingly, many diffusing practices may not be in line with the theories
and values of the potential adopters and prevailing norms (Klingler-vidra & Schleifer,
2014).

One source of heterogeneity in the acceptance of a diffusing practice is inter-
organizational variation in the founding institutional environment and resulting
imprinted influences on organizations. This mechanism likely to be especially effective
in growing organizational fields that incorporate variation in organizational founding
periods, and when there are changes in institutional environment.

A second source of this heterogeneity is inter-organizational variation in the level
of identification with alternative organizational models existing in the field. Even
directly contradictory models in an organizational field may have the imprints of
legitimacy and become likely candidates for emulation (Hambrick et al. 2005; Heugens
& Lander, 2009). Given widespread adoption and the resulting pressure for further
diffusion of a practice, the presence of a visible alternative organizational model that is
characterized by resistance seem to work as a barrier since the members of the field that
identify with this model likely to have lower levels of acceptance for the practice.

Beyond these organization-level influences, the present study offers institutional
processes operating at the level of organizational collectives. It is considered that
patterns established in the early entrants of the collective under the constraints of the
founding economic, technological, and institutional conditions have imprints on the
practice norms of the following members of the collective (Stinchcombe, 1965). In the
context of Turkish higher education, public and private universities represent distinct
sub-populations that also have differing founding conditions and early formations on
language of instruction. As discussed in Chapter 3, the finding that the above mentioned
hindering effect of identification with the ‘Continental European’ model is stronger for
private universities may indicate that a cognitive rapprochement with an alternative
organizational model leads to a disengagement from what became the normatively
accepted pattern within an organizational sub-population. Alternatively, members of the
collective who identifies with the alternative model might be more committed to its
elements to get the benefits of differentiation from the dominant orientation within the

sub-population which is towards the ‘American’ model.
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The study also strengthens the previous evidence on the role of competitive
processes on practice adoption (Lieberman & Asaba, 2006). Competitive interaction is
shown to be influential in the diffusion of controversial practices as well (Kraatz &
Zajac, 1996; Kraatz, Ventresca, & Deng, 2010). Yet, rather than validating a linear
effect of competitive mimicry predicted by these studies, I show that the tendency for
mimicry of competitor organizations dies off at a certain point when increased extent of
adoption within the reference group increases intensity of competition.

The final theoretical contribution of the study is to show that the concern for
organizational compatibility with a diffusing practice is an important determinant of
extent of adoption. Previous research indicates that organizations are concerned about
the availability of required resources for implementation (Compagni, Mele, & Ravasi,
2015), and the diffusion process across time and across adopters should be assessed as
an issue of dynamic ‘fit’ between practice and adopter (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010).
This study is an effort towards a better understanding of the relationship between this
practice-organization ‘fit” and extent of practice adoption, and provides initial empirical
evidence in support of this effect.

Overall, this study demonstrates that institutional, competitive and organizational
processes are altogether likely to lead to practice variation in diffusion. The degree to
which organizations accept a diffusing practice is influenced by cognitive and regulative
institutional processes as well as the mimicry of alternative organizational models that
visibly exist in the field. Extent of adoption is also shaped through competitive
interactions among similar organizations and the degree to which organizational
resources are compatible with the diffusing practice.

Beyond the diffusion literature, the study also contributes to the recently growing
studies on institutional sources of practice variation. This stream of research
demonstrates how ambiguity in the institutional environment (Edelman, 1992), active
promotion of an organizational practice by field-level associations (Lounsbury, 2001),
and the existence of competing institutional logics (Lounsbury, 2007) lead to variation
in practice adoption. What this study adds is to show that practice variation may also be
emanating from temporal variations in the cognitive and regulative institutional
framework regarding the diffusing practice as well as the existence of visible
organizational models with alternative templates for the practice in question.

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) emphasized that legitimate organizational models in

an organizational field will diffuse to other organizations through imitation. More recent
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research draw attention to the potential existence of alternative organizational models in
place (Hambrick et al., 2005; Heugens & Lander, 2009). An additional contribution of
this study is to provide a mechanism through which existence of alternative legitimate

organizational models in a field may lead to organizational heterogeneity.

6.3. Empirical Contributions

Reinforcing these theoretical contributions, this study also makes a number of
empirical contributions to the literature. As stated in the previous chapters, language of
instruction has been a very long-standing debate in the Turkish higher education field.
The diffusion of English-medium instruction started in early 1980s, after about three
decades after its first introduction to Turkish higher education with Middle East
Technical University. There has been a rapid increase in the number of English-medium
programmes offered by Turkish universities, especially after early 1990s. Despite the
perceived higher status of the practice both among the receivers and the producers in the
higher education system, it continues to be controversial not only in sociopolitical
terms, but also with respect to cognitive-pedagogical and educational policy
perspectives (Selvi, 2014).

Given this background, it is important to see how widespread English-medium
instruction became in the field, as well as potential heterogeneity in its distribution.
Empirical analyses conducted in this dissertation show that the extent of adoption has
varied significantly among universities and over time. Though private universities, on
average, have higher levels of adoption compared to public universities, there seems to
be a recent move towards Turkish-medium instruction within the former sub-
population. This finding is in line with the global trend presented in a recent report by
British Council on the size of English-medium instruction in countries, where the first
language of the majority of the population is not English (Dearden, 2015). Yet, there
also exist significant variation among the members of both private and public university
sub-populations in the context of the Turkish higher education field.

Another important observation is that universities located in larger and developed
cities also have higher extent of English-medium instruction. The opposite is true for

larger universities; they adopt the practice to a lower extent.
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There is also notable variety in the forms of medium of instruction present in
programmes offered by Turkish universities. Though English is the most common,
other foreign languages such as German and French are also used as the medium of
instruction. Moreover, beyond programmes using foreign language medium instruction
in full, the share of adoption in marginal or partial forms is significant. These latter type

of applications is more common among public universities.

6.4. Study Limitations and Directions for Future Research

In testing the predictions put forth by this study, I controlled for certain alternative
factors that may lead to variation in the extent to which universities adopt English-
medium instruction. These are the ownership structure, location and size of the
university as well as some field-level events concerning the use of the practice. Yet,
archival methodology applied in this study did not allow for the direct examination of
intra-organizational processes such as political and social interests of the members
(Compagni et al., 2015; Fiss & Zajac, 2004).

Moreover, though the study considers the imprinting of founding environmental
conditions and imprinting of the organizational collective, it does not capture the
characteristics of the founding rector or the founder (in the case of private universities)

which might also have a lasting impact on university practices.

Although decision making in universities is expected to be highly centralized in
the context of Turkish higher education, the initiative for foreign language-medium
instruction may begin from the faculties or programs in certain instances. Yet, the
ultimate decision has to be made by the university. Moreover, this bottom-up process is
less likely to be present in those universities following a uniform language of
instruction policy.

Some disciplinary dynamics might also be influential in the adopted language of
instruction in universities. Certain disciplines such as engineering and sciences may be
more amenable to foreign language-medium instruction, when compared to other
disciplines such as law. There may be value in understanding these kind of disciplinary
dynamics, perhaps with a qualitative approach, and considering the potential

implications on language of instruction.
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In addition to above stated concerns, some contextual conditions might have
influenced my observations. Turkish higher education is a highly structured field under
the influence of strong institutional pressures. The empirical analyses suggest that
universities have strong inertia in the medium of instruction, they are to a great extent
committed to initial choices at founding. Thus, the decision to adopt and the extent of
adoption is very much shaped at the founding stage. Other researchers have focused on
contexts where organizational change is more common (e.g., Kraatz & Zajac, 1996).
Inertial tendency present in the context of this study provides a ground for the
hypothesized imprinting processes both at the organization and collective levels, which

may not be that strong in more volatile populations of organizations.

Next, unique features of the practice I studied may have influenced my findings.
The concern for technical compatibility with the diffusing practice may be less
prevalent in other contexts such as the diffusion of corporate governance practices (Fiss
& Zajac, 2004; Fiss et al., 2012). Future studies, may investigate whether the dynamics

I have observed occur in the case of other controversial or legitimate practices.
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Appendix A
0SS Minimum Entrance Scores in Selected Disciplines (1974-1984)

1974

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 401696 2 NA
ITU (1944) 425489 2 NA NA
Ankara (1946) NA NA 352687 5
Ege (1955) NA NA 384104 2
KTU (1955) 392643 5 NA NA
METU (1956) 418605 4 398784 3 360282 4
Atatiirk (1957) NA 338915 4 340145 6
Hacettepe (1967) 424400 3 NA 366993 3
Bogazigi (1971) 431963 1 426262 1 397363 1
1975

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 477912 3 NA
ITU (1944) 503830 2 NA NA
Ankara (1946) NA NA 422532 5
Ege (1955) NA NA 442363 2
KTU (1955) 468858 5 NA NA
METU (1956) 493004 4 478652 2 430104 3
Atatiirk (1957) NA 405076 4 412444 6
Hacettepe (1967) 503018 3 NA 428651 4
Bogazigi (1971) 519019 1 506083 1 478139 1
1976

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 478514 3 NA
ITU (1944) 496618 3 NA NA
Ankara (1946) 520194 2 NA 420474 6
Ege (1955) NA NA 448164 2
KTU (1955) 465541 6 NA 434371 4
METU (1956) 485258 5 484423 2 436060 3
Atatiirk (1957) NA 414674 4 413498 7
Hacettepe (1967) 495894 4 NA 425844 5
Bogazigi (1971) 539392 1 508134 1 483470 1
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Appendix A (cont’d)

1977

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 478514 3 NA
ITU (1944) 496618 2 NA NA
Ankara (1946) 482120 5 NA 433580 5
Ege (1955) NA NA 448164 2
KTU (1955) 465591 6 NA 434371 4
METU (1956) 485258 4 484423 2 436060 3
Atatiirk (1957) NA 414674 4 413498 7
Hacettepe (1967) 495894 3 NA 425844 6
Bogazigi (1971) 539392 1 508134 1 483470 1
1978

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 484762 3 NA
ITU (1944) 481088 4 NA NA
Ankara (1946) 482678 5 NA 434291 5
Ege (1955) 492127 2 NA 456862 2
KTU (1955) 465655 7 NA 423469 6
METU (1956) 475549 6 494783 2 446708 3
Atatiirk (1957) NA 433146 4 422394 7
Hacettepe (1967) 486677 3 NA 435031 4
Bogazigi (1971) 546042 1 526371 1 496979 1
1979

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) NA 483283 3 NA
ITU (1944) 469557 5 NA NA
Ankara (1946) 468317 6 NA 439166 5
Ege (1955) 493911 3 NA 458882 2
KTU (1955) NA NA 432736 6
METU (1956) 502019 2 501622 2 453333 3
Atatiirk (1957) NA 442485 4 431837 7
Hacettepe (1967) 478547 4 NA 441424 4
Bogazigi (1971) 529427 1 523146 1 494901 1
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Appendix A (cont’d)

1982

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) 409164 2 435312 3 NA
Ankara (1946) 390765 6 416700 4 368414 3
ITU (1944) 402293 3 NA NA
Ege (1955) 401675 4 NA 362654 5
KTU (1955) NA NA 349132 7
METU (1956) 396850 5 451371 2 385080 2
Atatiirk (1957) NA 364038 5 351636 6
Hacettepe (1967) 388695 NA 367950 4
Bogazigi (1971) 465470 1 472082 1 429229 1
1983

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) 407490 2 441416 3 376907 3
Ankara (1946) 387026 7 432338 4 363127 6
ITU (1944) 405305 3 NA NA
Ege (1955) 398583 5 NA 363502 5
KTU (1955) NA 372931 6 347798 7
METU (1956) 404220 4 483707 2 389827 2
Atatiirk (1957) NA NA 341088 8
Hacettepe (1967) 390633 6 420810 5 365760 4
Bogazigi (1971) 487253 1 527712 1 422483 1
1984

Chemical E.  rank Business A. rank Mathematics rank
Istanbul (1933) 398882 3 437457 4 375964 3
Ankara (1946) 384866 6 438697 3 356977 6
ITU (1944) 394717 4 NA NA
Ege (1955) 393047 5 NA 364460 4
KTU (1955) NA 371678 6 333139 8
METU (1956) 409549 2 484061 2 399197 2
Atatiirk (1957) NA NA 336024 7
Hacettepe (1967) 374027 396881 5 363041 5
Bogazigi (1971) 484568 1 526854 1 426859 1
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Appendix B

Faculty Composition of the Continental European-modeled Universities as of 1981

Istanbul University

Ankara University

istanbul Technical University

Tip (1933)

Hukuk (1933)
Edebiyat (1933)

Fen (1933)

Iktisat (1936)

Orman (1948)
Eczacilik (1962)

Dis Hekimligi (1964)
Isletme (1968)
Kimya (1969)
Veteriner (1972)

Yer Bilimleri (1978)
Siyasal Bilgiler (1979)

Hukuk (1946)

DTCF (Edebiyat) (1946)

Fen (1946)

Tip (1946)

Veteriner (1948)
Ziraat (1948)

[lahiyat (1949)

Siyasal Bilgiler (1950)
Eczacilik (1960)

Tip (1963)

Elektrik (1944)

Insaat (1944)

Makine (1944)

Maden (1953)

Kimya (1963)

Gemi Insaat (1971)
Metalurji (1976)

Isletme Miihendisligi (1977)
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Appendix C

Faculties that Characterize the Uni-disciplinary Faculty Structure

Continental European

Not Continental European

Not counted

Denizcilik

Dis Hekimligi
Eczacilik
Edebiyat/DTCF

Elektrik-Elektronik

Fen

Gemi Ingaat
Hava Ulastirma
Hemygirelik
Hukuk
Iktisat
[lahiyat
[letisim
Insaat
Isletme
Kimya
Maden
Metalurji
Makine
Orman
Siyasal Bilgiler
Su Uriinleri
Tip

Turizm
Veteriner
Ziraat

Bilgisayar Bilimleri

Bilgisayar ve Bilisim Bilimleri
Deniz Bilimleri

Deniz Bilimleri ve Teknolojisi
Doga Bilimleri, Mim. ve Miih.
Fen Insani Bilimler ve Edebiyat
Gemi Ingaat1 ve Deniz Bilimleri
Gemi Ingaat1 ve Denizcilik
Gizel Sanatlar

Gtizel Sanatlar Tasarim ve Mim.
Gtizel Sanatlar ve Mimarlik
Gizel Sanatlar ve Miizik

Gizel Sanatlar ve Tasarim
Havacilik ve Uzay Bilimleri
Iktisadi Idari ve Sosyal Bilimler
[lahiyat Bilimleri / Islami Ilimler
[letisim Bilimleri

Insan ve Toplum Bilimleri
Insani Bilimler ve Edebiyat
Insani ve Sosyal Bilimler
Isletme ve Yonetim Bilimleri
Kimya-Metalurji

Kiiltiir ve Sosyal Bilimler
Miihendislik ve Bilgisayar Bilimleri
Miihendislik ve Doga Bilimleri
Miihendislik ve Fen Bilimleri
Miihendislik ve Tasarim
Miihendislik ve Teknoloji
Miizik ve Sahne Sanatlari

Saglik Bilimleri / Saglik Egitim
Sanat ve Sosyal Bilimler

Sanat ve Tasarim

Sanat, Tasarim ve Mimarlik
Sinema Sanatlar1

Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler

Spor Bilimleri

Tarim ve Doga Bilimleri
Tarimsal Teknoloji ve Gida Bilimleri
Tarim Bilimleri ve Teknolojileri
Tekstil Teknolojileri ve Tasarimi
Ticaret ve Turizm Egitimi

Ticari Bilimler

Ucgak ve Uzay Bilimleri
Uluslararasi islam ve Din Bilimleri
Uygulamali Bilimler

Yer Bilimleri

Y Onetim Bilimleri

Ziraat ve Doga Bilimleri

Egitim/Egitim bilimleri
Endiistriyel Sanatlar Egitimi
Fen-Edebiyat/Temel Bilimler
Iktisadi Idari Bilimler

Mesleki Egitim/Mes.Yay.Egitim
Mesleki ve Teknik Egitim
Mimarlik/Mimarlik ve tasarim
Miihendislik

Miihendislik ve Mimarlik
Teknik Egitim/Teknoloji

95



Appendix D

Turkish Statistical Institute - Classification of Statistical Regional Units

Code Definition

TRA KUZEYDOGU ANADOLU

TRA1  ERZURUM, ERZINCAN, BAYBURT

TRA2  AGRI, KARS, IGDIR, ARDAHAN

TRB ORTADOGU ANADOLU

TRB1I  MALATYA, ELAZIG, BINGOL, TUNCELI
TRB2 VAN, MUS, BITLIS, HAKKARI

TRC GUNEYDOGU ANADOLU

TRC1  GAZIANTEP, ADIYAMAN, KILiS

TRC2  SANLIURFA, DIYARBAKIR

TRC3  MARDIN, BATMAN, SIRNAK, SIiRT

TR1 ISTANBUL

TR10  ISTANBUL

TR2 BATI MARMARA

TR21 TEKIRDAG, EDIRNE, KIRKLARELI

TR22  BALIKESIR, CANAKKALE

IR3 EGE

TR31 [ZMIR

TR32  AYDIN, DENiZLi, MUGLA

TR33 MANISA, AFYON, KUTAHYA, USAK

TR4 DOGU MARMARA

TR41  BURSA, ESKISEHIR, BILECIK

TR42  KOCAELI, SAKARYA, DUZCE, BOLU, YALOVA
TRS BATI ANADOLU

TR51  ANKARA

TR52 KONYA, KARAMAN

TR6 AKDENIZ

TR61  ANTALYA, ISPARTA, BURDUR

TR62  ADANA, MERSIN

TR63  HATAY, KAHRAMANMARAS, OSMANIYE
TR7 ORTA ANADOLU

TR71  KIRIKKALE, AKSARAY, NIGDE, NEVSEHIR, KIRSEHIR
TR72  KAYSERI, SIVAS, YOZGAT

TRS BATI KARADENIZ

TR81 ZONGULDAK, KARABUK, BARTIN

TR82  KASTAMONU, CANKIRI,SINOP

TRS3 SAMSUN, TOKAT, CORUM, AMASYA
TRY DOGU KARADENIZ

TR90  TRABZON, ORDU, GIRESUN, RIiZE, ARTVIN, GUMUSHANE
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Appendix E
Universities Established in Turkey as of 2014

University Year of Founding Ownership
ISTANBUL UNI (ISTANBUL) 1933 public
ISTANBUL TEKNIK UNI (ISTANBUL) 1944 public
ANKARA UNI (ANKARA) 1946 public
EGE UNI (izMiR) 1955 public
KARADENIZ TEKNIK UNI (TRABZON) 1955 public
ATATURK UNI (ERZURUM) 1957 public
ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNI (ANKARA) 1956 public
HACETTEPE UNI (ANKARA) 1967 public
BOGAZICI UNI (iISTANBUL) 1971 public
ANADOLU UNI (ESKISEHIR) 1973 public
CUKUROVA UNI (ADANA) 1973 public
DIYARBAKIR/DICLE UNI (DIYARBAKIR) 1973 public
CUMHURIYET UNI(SIVAS) 1974 public
INONU UNI (MALATYA) 1975 public
ONDOKUZ MAYIS UNI (SAMSUN) 1975 public
ULUDAG UNI (BURSA) 1975 public
FIRAT UNI (ELAZIG) 1975 public
SELCUK UNI (KONYA) 1975 public
ERCIYES UNI (KAYSERI) 1978 public
MARMARA UNIVERSITESI (ISTANBUL) 1982 public
DOKUZ EYLUL UNI (iZMiR) 1982 public
GAZI UNI (ANKARA) 1982 public
YILDIZ TEKNIK UNI (ISTANBUL) 1982 public
AKDENIZ UNI (ANTALYA) 1982 public
MIMARSINAN GUZELSANATLAR UNI (ISTANBUL) 1982 public
TRAKYA UNI (EDIRNE) 1982 public
YUZUNCUYILUNI (VAN) 1982 public
I.D.BILKENT UNI (ANKARA) 1984 private
GAZIANTEP UNI (GAZIANTEP) 1987 public
IZMIR YUKSEK TEKNOLOJI ENSTITUSU (iZMiR) 1992 public
ABANT IZZET BAYSAL UNI (BOLU) 1992 public
MUGLA UNIVERSITESI (MUGLA) 1992 public
PAMUKKALE UNI (DENiZLI) 1992 public
AFYON KOCATEPE UNI (AFYON) 1992 public
ADNAN MENDERES UNI (AYDIN) 1992 public
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Appendix E (cont’d)

University

MERSIN UNI (ICEL)

CELAL BAYAR UNI (MANISA)

CANAKKALE ONSEKIZ MART UNI (CANAKKALE)
BALIKESIR UNI (BALIKESIR)

DUMLUPINAR UNI (KUTAHYA)
GAZIOSMANPASA UNI (TOKAT)

GEBZE YUKSEK TEKNOLOJi ENSTITUSU (GEBZE)
HARRAN UNI (SANLIURFA)

KAFKAS UNI (KARS)

KAHRAMANMARAS SUTCU IMAM UNI (K. MARAS)
KIRIKKALE UNI (KIRIKKALE)

KOCAELI UNI (KOCAELI)

MUSTAFA KEMAL UNI (HATAY)

NiGDE UNI (NiGDE)

SAKARYA UNI (SAKARYA)

SULEYMAN DEMIREL UNI (ISPARTA)
ZONGULDAK KARAELMAS UNI (ZONGULDAK)
KOC UNI (ISTANBUL)

OSMANGAZI UNI (ESKISEHIR)

BASKENT UNI(ANKARA)

GALATASARAY UNI (iISTANBUL)

FATIH UNI (ISTANBUL)

ISIK UNI (ISTANBUL)

ISTANBUL BiLGIi UNI (ISTANBUL)

SABANCI UNI (iISTANBUL)

YEDITEPE UNI (ISTANBUL)

ATILIM UNI (ANKARA)

BEYKENT UNI(ISTANBUL)

CAG UNI (TARSUS)

CANKAYA UNI (ANKARA)

DOGUS UNI (iISTANBUL)

ISTANBUL KULTUR UNI (ISTANBUL)

KADIR HAS UNI (ISTANBUL)

MALTEPE UNI (ISTANBUL)

BAHCESEHIR UNI (iISTANBUL)

Year of Founding
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1993
1993
1994
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1997
1997
1997
1997
1997
1997
1997
1997
1998

Ownership
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
private
public
private
public
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private

private
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Appendix E (cont’d)

University Year of Founding Ownership
HALIC UNI (ISTANBUL) 1998 private
OKAN UNI (ISTANBUL) 1999 private
UFUK UNI (ANKARA) 1999 private
ISTANBUL TICARET UNI (ISTANBUL) 2001 private
IZMIR EKONOMI UNI (iZMIR) 2001 private
YASAR UNI (IZMiR) 2001 private
TOBB EKONOMI VE TEKNOLOJi UNI (ANKARA) 2003 private
ADIYAMAN UNI (ADIYAMAN) 2006 public
AHI EVRAN UNI (KIRSEHIR) 2006 public
AKSARAY UNI (AKSARAY) 2006 public
AMASYA UNI (AMASYA) 2006 public
BOZOK UNI (YOZGAT) 2006 public
DUZCE UNI (DUZCE) 2006 public
ERZINCAN UNI(ERZINCAN) 2006 public
GIRESUN UNI (GIRESUN) 2006 public
HITIT UNI (CORUM) 2006 public
KASTAMONU UNI (KASTAMONU) 2006 public
MEHMET AKIF ERSOY UNI (BURDUR) 2006 public
NAMIK KEMAL UNI (TEKIRDAG) 2006 public
ORDU UNI (ORDU) 2006 public
RIZE UNI (RIZE) 2006 public
USAK UNI (USAK) 2006 public
ISTANBUL BiLiM UNI (iISTANBUL) 2006 private
KARABUK UNI (KARABUK) 2007 public
AGRI IBRAHIM CECEN UNI (AGRI) 2007 public
ARTVIN CORUH UNI (ARTVIN) 2007 public
BATMAN UNI (BATMAN) 2007 public
BILECIK UNI (BILECIK) 2007 public
BINGOL UNI (BINGOL) 2007 public
BITLIS EREN UNI (BITLIS) 2007 public
CANKIRI KARATEKIN UNI (CANKIRI) 2007 public
KARAMANOGLU MEHMETBEY UNI (KARAMAN) 2007 public
KIRKLARELI UNI (KIRKLARELI) 2007 public
KILiS 7 ARALIK UNI (KILiS) 2007 public
MARDIN ARTUKLU UNI (MARDIN) 2007 public
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Appendix E (cont’d)

University

MUS ALPARSLAN UNI (MUS)
NEVSEHIR UNI (NEVSEHIR)
OSMANIYE KORKUT ATA UNI (OSMANIYE)
SIIRT UNI (SIiRT)

SINOP UNI (SINOP)

ACIBADEM UNI (ISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL AREL UNI (ISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL AYDIN UNI (iISTANBUL)
IZMIR UNI (iZMiR)

OZYEGIN UNI (ISTANBUL)

YALOVA UNI (YALOVA)

HAKKARI UNI (HAKKART)
ARDAHAN UNI (ARDAHAN)
BARTIN UNI (BARTIN)

BAYBURT UNI (BAYBURT)
GUMUSHANE UNI (GUMUSHANE)
IGDIR UNI (IGDIR)

SIRNAK UNI (SIRNAK)

TUNCELI UNI (TUNCELI)

GAZIKENT UNI (GAZIANTEP)

GEDIZ UNI (iZMIR)

ISTANBUL KEMERBURGAZ UNI (iISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL SEHIR UNI (ISTANBUL)
MELIKSAH UNI (KAYSERT)

PiRI REIS UNI (ISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL MEDIPOL UNI (ISTANBUL)
KTO-KARATAY UNI (KONYA)
MEVLANA UNI (KONYA)

NUH NACI YAZGAN UNI (KAYSERI)
TED UNI (ANKARA)

TOROS UNI (MERSIN)

TURGUT OZAL UNI (ANKARA)

YENI YUZYIL UNI (ISTANBUL)
ZIRVE UNI (GAZIANTEP)

YILDIRIM BEYAZIT UNI (ANKARA)

Year of Founding
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2010

Ownership
public
public
public
public
public
private
private
private
private
private
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private

public
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Appendix E (cont’d)

University

iZMIR KATIiP CELEBI UNI (iZMIR)

BURSA TEKNIK UNI (BURSA)

ERZURUM TEKNIK UNI (ERZURUM)

ISTANBUL MEDENIYET UNI (ISTANBUL)
KONYA/NECMETTIN ERBAKAN UNI (KONYA)
KAYSERI ABDULLAH GUL UNI (KAYSERI)
TURK-ALMAN UNI (ISTANBUL)

AVRASYA UNI (TRABZON)

BEZMIALEM VAKIF UNI (iISTANBUL)

CANIK BASARI UNI (SAMSUN)

FATIH SULTAN MEHMET VAKIF UNI (ISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL 29 MAYIS UNI (iISTANBUL)
ISTANBUL SABAHATTIN ZAIM UNI (iISTANBUL)
SULEYMAN SAH UNI (ISTANBUL)

SIFA UNI (iZMIR)

ULUSLARARASI ANTALYA UNI (ANTALYA)
ADANA BIiLIM VE TEKNOLOJI UNI (ADANA)
ALANYA HAMDULLAH EMIN PASA UNI (ALANYA)
ALTIN KOZA/IPEK UNI (ANKARA)
BILGE/YUKSEK IHTISAS UNIVERSITESI (ANKARA)
BURSA ORHANGAZI UNI (BURSA)

GEDIK UNI (iISTANBUL)

ISTANBUL GELISIM UNI (ISTANBUL)

TURK HAVA KURUMU UNI (ANKARA)
USKUDAR UNI (ISTANBUL)

ISTANBUL MEF UNI (ISTANBUL)

MURAT HUDAVENDIGAR UNI (ISTANBUL)
NISANTASI UNI (ISTANBUL)

ANKARA SOSYAL BILIMLER UNI (ANKARA)
ANKA TEKNOLOJI UNI (ANKARA)

ISTANBUL ESENYURT UNI (ISTANBUL)
KANUNI UNi (ADANA)

KONYA GIDA VE TARIM UNI (KONYA)

SANKO UNI (GAZIANTEP)

SELAHADDIN EYYUBI UNI (DIYARBAKIR)
BIRUNI UNI (ISTANBUL)

Year of Founding
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2012
2012
2012
2013
2013
2013
2013
2013
2013
2013
2014

Ownership
public
public
public
public
public
public
public
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
public
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
private
public
private
private
private
private
private
private

private
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