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Abstract 

A higher-education system can possess regulations, curriculum standards, quality units, digital platforms, 

and accreditation procedures without reliably connecting them to educational achievement or institutional 

learning. The concluding challenge of this volume is therefore operational: how can legitimate academic 

purposes become coordinated, evidence-supported decisions that remain credible through technological, 

financial, and social change? This chapter synthesises the volume’s theoretical, regulatory, curricular, 

digital, evaluative, and resilience arguments into an expanded application of the Integrated Evidence-

Traceable Quality Governance (IETQG) framework. Using a critical, purposive synthesis of the author’s 

doctoral architecture, the preceding eleven chapters, selected peer-reviewed scholarship, and identifiable 

Rwandan, African, and international reference instruments, it specifies interfaces among institutional 

capability, programme assurance, evidence maturity, and lawful accreditation judgement. Evidence-

Traceable Accreditation Judgement (ETAJ) remains the framework’s nested reasoning model rather than a 

separate accreditation regime. The chapter introduces a coordinated Higher Education Quality Governance 

Implementation Handbook, including an authority-to-evidence register, quality-threshold protocol, 

programme assurance record, differentiated implementation pathways, decision-support worksheet, 

indicator dictionary, dashboard rules, adaptation protocol, and phased implementation roadmap. A fully 

hypothetical programme example demonstrates how these tools prevent favourable averages from 

concealing material academic deficiencies. Legal requirements, professional benchmarks, conceptual 

proposals, and future research hypotheses are distinguished throughout. Neither IETQG nor ETAJ is 

represented as officially approved, causally validated, or proven to improve inter-rater agreement. The 

central contribution is a practical and revisable architecture for making educational quality claims 

inspectable, institutional improvement accountable, and innovation compatible with learner protection 

and sustainable academic standards. 

Keywords: integrated quality governance; evidence traceability; programme assurance; accreditation 

judgement; Rwanda; institutional resilience; higher education innovation 

12.1 Introduction: From conceptual analysis to operational quality governance 

At the end of an accreditation visit, a university may possess a detailed list of findings, an agreed timetable 

for action, and renewed confidence that its programme is ready for students. Six months later, however, the 

programme may still employ unavailable lecturers, use assessment tasks that do not demonstrate its 

graduate outcomes, or depend on an online learning platform that has never been tested under the 

anticipated cohort load. The problem is not necessarily that participants misunderstood the word quality. 

More often, responsibility, institutional capacity, programme design, evidence, judgement, and corrective 

implementation were never connected firmly enough to support the promise being made. Good scholarship 

explains why these connections matter; effective governance ensures that someone establishes, tests, 

documents, and improves them. 

This chapter completes the volume by answering a difficult practical question: what would it mean to 

govern higher-education quality as an integrated, evidence-traceable and adaptive institutional system 

rather than as a sequence of separate compliance exercises? The preceding analysis established 
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complementary foundations: educational purpose and multidimensional quality; the authority of national 

regulation; durable institutional capability; coherent curricula; intentionally designed digital provision; 

accountable artificial intelligence (AI); meaningful student inclusion; functioning internal quality 

assurance; defensible external accreditation judgement; preparedness for systemic disruption; and 

mission-specific responsibilities in Christian higher education. These arguments are not simply topics to be 

assembled in a concluding list. They imply an operational proposition: no consequential claim of 

educational quality should travel from institutional intention to public assurance without being connected 

to legitimate standards, programme-specific practice, suitable evidence, qualified reasoning, assigned 

responsibility, and continuing review. 

Rwanda is the principal operational setting because the Higher Education Council (HEC) provides a defined 

national reference for institutional and programme oversight, while relevant qualifications, digital learning, 

AI, admissions, and internal-assurance instruments create concrete questions of authority and 

implementation. The country is not treated as representative of every African system. Kenyan, Ghanaian, 

and South African arrangements illustrate why functions may be comparable while legal mandates, 

qualifications, approval stages, and decision categories differ. Continental instruments can support mutual 

intelligibility without authorising a transnational reviewer to disregard national law (HAQAA Initiative, 

2018; African Continental Qualifications Framework [ACQF], 2023). 

The method is an explicitly bounded critical documentary and conceptual synthesis. Its antecedents are the 

author’s doctoral thesis (Sangwa, 2026), the approved master outline, and Chapters 1–11 of this volume. 

Additional primary normative materials include HEC’s 2021 internal quality-assurance guidance, its 2025 

virtual-learning and AI guidance, its March 2026 distance-learning guidance, the 2021 Rwanda 

Qualifications Framework order, and the 2026 order governing HEC. Selected research and international 

standards are used for explanatory, critical, or comparative purposes. This chapter did not conduct a newly 

preregistered systematic review, new interviews, field observations, institutional audits, reviewer 

experiments, or a PRISMA screening process. There are consequently no invented search totals, empirical 

effect sizes, cases of institutional success, or claims of validation. The documents establish stated 

provisions or scholarly arguments; the integration and instruments below are original proposals requiring 

scrutiny in practice. 

The argument is deliberately non-technocratic. A university is not a perfectly observable machine in which 

a comprehensive dashboard reveals all that matters. It is a scholarly community and regulated organisation 

that exercises judgement under imperfect information. Indicators may expose problems, but they may also 

hide exclusions or encourage gaming. Institutions must determine which standards cannot be traded away, 

which educational ambitions remain open to reasonable disagreement, and when uncertain evidence calls 

for additional investigation rather than a confident conclusion. These principles organise the revised IETQG 

architecture and the accompanying implementation handbook. 

The synthesis was conducted as a source-led interpretation rather than an exhaustive evidence census. The 

chapter first consolidated the propositions, definitions, acknowledged limitations and operational tools 

already developed in the thesis and earlier chapters. It then compared those propositions with identifiable 

official Rwandan instruments, selected African and international reference frameworks, and scholarship 

bearing directly on their explanatory or evaluative assumptions. Sources were considered according to 

their authority, relevance to the claim under examination, publication currency and capacity to challenge 

an attractive but unsubstantiated inference. Normative material was used to identify stated duties or 

standards; educational and organisational research was used to interpret mechanisms and limitations; and 

the handbook’s forms were derived as proposed decision aids. No new coded corpus, independent 

screening ledger, exhaustive searches or observed institutional cases were produced for this editorial 

synthesis. This account makes the basis of the argument inspectable without claiming a degree of 

replicability or validation that the underlying work does not support. 
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12.2 Synthesis of the volume’s principal theoretical, regulatory, institutional, and educational arguments 

The volume began by resisting one-dimensional conceptions of quality. Institutional prestige, favourable 

graduate employment, procedural compliance, scientific publication, student satisfaction, and advanced 

technology can each communicate something valuable, but none alone establishes that an education is 

intellectually worthwhile, fairly delivered, validly assessed, or sustainable. The six-domain account 

developed in Chapter 1 distinguishes regulatory compliance, academic quality, educational effectiveness, 

learner protection, institutional sustainability, and public value. Its significance is evaluative rather than 

cosmetic: the purposes of higher education and the reasons for a judgement must remain visible when 

competing priorities arise. Harvey and Green (1993) demonstrate why quality definitions embody different 

values, while Biggs (1996) shows how a curriculum’s intended and assessed learning require deliberate 

alignment. Together, these perspectives discourage the reduction of education to what can be easily 

counted. 

A second conclusion concerns the relationship between legality and academic quality. Applicable statutes, 

ministerial orders, official accreditation instruments, professional requirements, and institutional 

regulations constrain what a university may claim or do. Yet legality does not exhaust educational 

effectiveness. A programme may be properly authorised but provide weak feedback; a meticulously 

designed curriculum may remain unapproved; and a learner may complete useful non-formal study 

without having earned a recognised academic degree. Chapter 2 therefore required source provenance, 

current version, competent authority, scope, and the separation of legislative force from guidance or 

voluntary benchmarks. Rwanda’s Presidential Order No. 044/01 of 24 July 2026, officially identified by 

HEC as its current governing instrument, is a particularly important example of why older authority maps 

must be revisited (Republic of Rwanda, 2026; HEC, n.d.-b). 

The third conclusion is organisational. Academic promises are delivered through durable combinations of 

people, budgets, information, infrastructure, governance, professional expertise, and routines. Chapter 3 

distinguished sustained capability from one-off implementation readiness. A university-wide library 

licence does not establish that the named students can access a programme’s required books; a staffing 

policy does not prove that a qualified person has time to teach an assigned module; and the purchase of an 

AI system does not demonstrate that its output is safe to use for assessment. Institutional theory warns 

that formal structures can serve legitimacy without being coupled to daily activity (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; 

Bromley & Powell, 2012). Such warnings warrant testing rather than cynical assumptions: documentation 

is necessary, but an adequate evaluation follows documents into enacted practice. 

Chapters 4–7 translated the argument into educational design and participation. Programme learning 

outcomes must express a defensible degree-level claim, supported by disciplinary content, coherent 

progression, meaningful learning activities, appropriately demanding assessment, staff allocation, and 

access to facilities. An online pathway needs more than an LMS login: it needs credible interaction, 

feedback, accessible materials, authentication arrangements, digital support, and mode-appropriate 

delivery of practical learning. AI changes both what students may learn and how authentic evidence of their 

individual attainment can be obtained. Accessibility and learner support complete the picture because 

formal availability does not establish that an eligible student can reasonably participate. Consequently, 

programme assurance must evaluate curriculum, provision, assessment, inclusion, and evidence as one 

educational undertaking rather than as files held by separate offices (Biggs, 1996; Miao & Holmes, 2023; 

UNESCO, 2023). 

Chapters 8–10 added time, independent scrutiny, and disruption. Internal quality assurance concerns 

repeated institutional discovery and correction of weaknesses, not merely annual reporting. External 

review asks an appropriately authorised evaluator to appraise a specific claim against a particular 

requirement, disclose contrary material, and distinguish advice from the lawful decision of the competent 

body. Resilience extends this assessment beyond normal operating conditions: quality must survive 

foreseeable pressures or be restored through academically defensible alternatives. The capacity to reopen 



CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND QUALITY ASSURANCE IN AFRICAN HIGHER EDUCATION 

OPEN CHRISTIAN PRESS  |  CHAPTER 12   •   4 

classrooms after flooding, for example, does not prove that deferred laboratory competence has been 

achieved. Evidence of recovery must concern the educational obligation itself (Duchek, 2020; HEC, 2021). 

Chapter 11 demonstrated how institutional mission changes the substantive purposes that governance 

must protect without removing common academic and public responsibilities. Christian higher education 

may be committed to biblical doctrine and discipleship, but confessional fidelity, academic achievement, 

and legal recognition remain distinct claims. The same logic applies beyond religious institutions: a 

research-intensive university, a regional teaching university, a professional college, and a specialised arts 

institution may pursue different legitimate missions while remaining accountable for the claims attached to 

their qualifications. An integrated framework must therefore protect meaningful institutional 

differentiation without relativising minimum academic, legal, safety, or learner-protection obligations. 

Table 12.1. The cumulative arguments of the volume and their implementation implications 

Analytical contribution Principal governance failure prevented Operational requirement in Chapter 12 

Purpose-referenced quality Equating one metric with educational worth 
Record programme purposes and the quality 

domain each claim concerns 

Regulatory provenance Treating historical or voluntary guidance as law 
Maintain a dated authority and applicability 

register 

Enduring institutional capability 
Mistaking assets and policies for repeated 

performance 
Verify allocations, routines, resilience, and 

responsible owners 

Curriculum and delivery 

coherence 
Treating module inventories and LMS access as 

learning 
Test the complete programme-to-assessment-to-

support chain 

AI, inclusion, and learner 

protection 
Allowing innovation to obscure validity or 

unequal access 
Apply use-case risk, independent assessment, 

accessibility, and privacy tests 

Internal assurance and 

accreditation 
Replacing justified findings with checklists or 

averages 
Require claim–evidence–verification–warrant–

decision traceability 

Continuity and institutional 

mission 
Protecting operations while losing essential 

educational purposes 
Use mission-sensitive safeguards, recovery 

evidence, and periodic adaptation 

Note. Original synthesis of the author’s Chapters 1–11 and doctoral architecture. Rows are conceptual integrations, not empirically derived causal 

findings or prescribed HEC standards. 

Table 12.1 makes visible the project’s central intellectual movement. The chapters do not culminate in an 

assertion that every university should use identical organisational structures. They establish a set of 

necessary questions that remain relevant across institutional forms: what is being promised, what 

authorises it, what must function, what evidence exists, what uncertainty remains, who may decide, and 

what happens afterward. The framework developed next is a disciplined way of preserving these questions 

throughout an academic programme’s lifecycle. 

12.3 Revisiting the Integrated Evidence-Traceable Quality Governance framework 

The Integrated Evidence-Traceable Quality Governance (IETQG) framework was developed in the author’s 

doctoral research as a three-level architecture linking institutional capability, programme assurance, and 

accreditation judgement through cross-cutting principles and a feedback loop (Sangwa, 2026). Its 

distinctiveness does not lie in claiming to invent curriculum alignment, regulatory review, quality culture, 

or evidence-based decision-making. Those domains have substantial scholarly and professional histories. 

The proposed contribution lies in specifying the interfaces among them and preventing unwarranted 

inferences when evidence moves between institutional levels. The thesis was based on secondary 

documentary synthesis with Rwanda as the anchor jurisdiction and Kenya, Ghana, and South Africa as 

bounded comparators. Its findings warrant conceptual plausibility and professional investigation, not 

claims of tested causal effectiveness or generalisation to all African universities. 
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The theoretical integration is intentionally plural rather than the mechanical addition of familiar models. A 

critical realist orientation distinguishes observable records, actual educational practices and the 

institutional conditions that may explain them; institutional theory illuminates ceremonial adoption and 

decoupling; socio-technical reasoning examines how professional actors, technical systems and 

organisational routines interact; constructive alignment concerns the educational relationship between 

intended outcomes, learning activities and assessment; and argument-based validation examines the 

inference from limited evidence to consequential judgement. These perspectives address different failures 

and are not interchangeable. In particular, a valid curriculum map does not prove programme enactment, 

and a sound accreditation argument cannot repair an unlawful approval route. The point of IETQG is to 

locate such boundaries explicitly so that a conclusion is supported only by evidence relevant to the claim 

and decision at issue (Biggs, 1996; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Kane, 2013). 

The present volume extends the framework without changing its conceptual identity. The institutional 

capability layer asks whether a university can reliably mobilise governance, disciplinary expertise, 

finance, technology, learner support, data controls, academic resources, and risk-management functions. 

The programme assurance layer asks whether these capacities are allocated, configured, and enacted for 

a particular qualification, site, cohort, delivery mode, and professional context. The accreditation 

judgement layer asks whether applicable norms and credible evidence support a finding and lawful 

response. An institution may meet the first test in one domain but fail the second for a new programme; a 

strong programme may still lack the regulatory authorisation required to operate; and a lawful favourable 

decision cannot transform untested assumptions into observed student attainment. 

Evidence-Traceable Accreditation Judgement (ETAJ) sits within IETQG as its specialised model of justified 

evaluative reasoning. It does not confer accreditation, replace an authorised agency, generate a universal 

numerical pass mark, or decide legal questions without an applicable source. Its structure distinguishes 

normative authority, institutional assertion, evidence, verification, warrant, qualification or rebuttal, 

finding, regulatory response, and follow-up. Toulmin’s (2003) analysis of the anatomy of argument and 

Kane’s (2013) argument-based validation work support the epistemic importance of testing the inferences 

from data to conclusions. Their contribution here is an analogy and theoretical foundation, not empirical 

proof that ETAJ improves reviewer accuracy. 

 

Figure 12.1. Expanded IETQG framework: capability, programme assurance, evidence-traceable judgement, and enhancement. Note. Original 

extension of Sangwa (2026). Directional links indicate proposed dependencies and review pathways, not statistically established causal relations. 

Cross-cutting conditions affect all layers. The arrows returning from monitoring show how implementation evidence may change institutional 

arrangements, curricula, and future evaluative standards. 
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The diagram’s most important feature is not the number of labelled boxes but the fact that a connection 

itself requires scrutiny. A personnel office can establish that a lecturer is employed, while the programme 

office holds a timetable assigning the same person to incompatible commitments. Both documents may be 

authentic and individually accurate. The broken interface concerns workload allocation. Similarly, an 

approved programme specification can promise supervised laboratory work while the learning platform 

contains a video demonstration offered as the only practical activity. A review that inspects staffing, 

curriculum, and platform files independently may overlook the contradiction. IETQG treats such 

discrepancies as important evidence rather than incidental clerical errors. 

Six cross-cutting obligations guide implementation. Traceability requires reconstructable claims and 

decisions; alignment requires an enactable relationship among purposes, learning, assessment, and 

resources; transparency and proportionality require explicit reasoning and a response matched to 

consequence; learner protection requires accessibility, fairness, privacy, and continuity; integrity and 

trustworthy technology require valid assessment, responsible AI, and secure information practices; and 

sustainability with organisational learning requires resource realism and verified improvement. These 

are integrated design principles. They are not additional legal standards merely because they appear in a 

scholarly framework. Their regulatory implications depend on authoritative instruments in the relevant 

jurisdiction (HAQAA Initiative, 2018; HEC, 2021). 

The feedback relationship must also be specified. Quality is not a simple sequence in which a programme is 

designed, accredited, and then presumed sound indefinitely. Monitoring can reveal that the initial 

assumptions about staffing, student preparation, practical placement capacity, or digital access were 

incorrect. Follow-up findings may require module redesign, additional resources, changed risk controls, or, 

where applicable, formal regulatory action. A valid framework should make that learning possible without 

treating every deviation as misconduct. The test of integration is whether information from actual 

provision alters the relevant decision and whether the altered decision is subsequently checked. 

A mature application also tests the quality of the quality-assurance process itself. Where one assessor 

consistently overlooks contradiction, where evidence requests disproportionately burden small 

programmes, or where student complaints are systematically converted into administrative closure 

statistics, the assurance system becomes an object of review rather than an unquestioned observer. 

Internal and external assurance therefore require proportionate independent challenge, periodic 

calibration and a record of revisions to their own criteria. This second-order scrutiny is not an invitation to 

endless audit: it should concentrate on consequential errors, disproportionate requests, recurring 

differences in judgement and failures to translate findings into safer or better education. Its value lies in 

exposing the possibility that a formally coherent assurance process may itself produce unreliable public 

conclusions. 

12.4 Integrating institutional capability, curriculum design, programme assurance, and accreditation 

judgement 

Operational integration begins with the unit of claim. “The university has adequate teaching capacity” is too 

broad for many programme-level decisions. A defensible proposition might instead state that named 

lecturers with specified qualifications and contracted availability can deliver and assess the modules 

assigned to the first cohort of a particular degree during a defined academic period. This revised claim 

identifies the qualification, staffing function, time, workload, and evidence required. Institutional capability 

informs the claim, but it cannot complete the demonstration without programme-specific allocation. Clear 

claims make reviews more demanding and more efficient: reviewers can seek evidence capable of 

answering the question rather than demanding indiscriminate documents. 

Curriculum design is the central translation device. Programme purpose and qualification level must be 

expressed through graduate attributes, learning outcomes, knowledge progression, volume of study, 

prerequisite structures, learning activities, assessment opportunities, work-integrated experiences where 

relevant, and appropriate academic resources. Constructive alignment makes these relationships 
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intelligible, but it cannot determine independently whether an outcome is socially or intellectually 

valuable. A technically aligned programme could still be too narrow for the qualification advertised. Review 

must therefore test educational justification as well as formal alignment, and regard independent scholarly 

judgement as an essential complement to matrices (Biggs, 1996). 

Programme assurance should distinguish at least four questions that are often compressed into a single 

“ready” label. First, is the design academically defensible? Second, are resources actually allocated? 

Third, are the relevant delivery and assessment processes configured and tested? Fourth, after launch, is 

there evidence that students experience and achieve the intended learning? The fourth question cannot 

be settled before the first intake. Conversely, a lack of graduate outcome data is not by itself proof that a 

new programme is inadequately prepared. The task is to apply the strongest evidence reasonably 

obtainable at each point in the lifecycle and to record residual uncertainties for subsequent monitoring. 

The interface between programme assurance and accreditation judgement introduces legitimate authority. 

An internal curriculum committee may conclude that a proposal is coherent, but the power to authorise a 

programme depends on the governing national scheme. For Rwanda, current statutory and HEC 

instruments require examination of the competent body’s functions and the programme’s applicable 

procedures. A reviewer should never infer an external approval from senate minutes alone. Equally, the 

external review panel’s recommendation should remain distinguishable from the final decision taken by an 

authorised official or body. ETAJ provides the template for reasoning, while domestic law supplies 

authority and permissible decisions (Republic of Rwanda, 2026; HEC, n.d.-b). 

A worked chain clarifies the interface. A programme claims that students will demonstrate advanced data-

analysis competence through a final-year project. The reviewer identifies the relevant curriculum and 

qualification expectations; examines the approved programme outcomes, module descriptions, assessment 

briefs, marking criteria, sample learner work, moderation records, and tutor allocations; verifies whether 

the project demands independent analytical reasoning; and considers rival interpretations. An impressive 

written submission may have resulted from unacknowledged AI generation, external support, or an 

assessment rubric that rewards presentation over analysis. The resulting warrant must explain why the 

selected evidence does or does not justify the competence claim. The finding should not be “quality 

satisfactory” merely because every dossier section is complete (Kane, 2013; Miao & Holmes, 2023). 

Table 12.2. Interface-verification matrix for programme governance 

Interface to verify Minimum claim to test Illustrative verification Escalation when inconsistent 

Authority → programme 
The proposed award and mode 

may lawfully be offered 
Current legal source, authorisation 

record, internal approvals 

Hold external-status claims; 

request competent-authority 

clarification 

Institution → programme 
Resources are committed to this 

cohort 

Named staff assignments, budget, 

library entitlements, signed 

agreements 

Amend allocations or reduce 

intake before launch 

Programme → teaching 
Intended outcomes are actually 

teachable 
Sequencing map, taught materials, 

timetable, accessible activities 
Redesign learning pathway and 

retest 

Teaching → assessment 
Assessment is valid for the 

advertised outcome 

Rubrics, assessment tasks, 

moderation, authentication and AI 

rules 

Replace invalid tasks; protect 

current learners 

Programme → student 

support 
Learners can participate and 

obtain required help 
Accessibility checks, helpdesk tests, 

adviser capacity, student information 
Correct exclusionary design 

before scale-up 

Evidence → finding Verified material warrants the 

claimed conclusion 
Claim–evidence mapping, 

contradiction test, reviewer rationale 
Qualify finding or seek further 

evidence 
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Interface to verify Minimum claim to test Illustrative verification Escalation when inconsistent 

Decision → improvement 
Conditions are completed and 

educational consequences 

checked 

Action owner, closure evidence, post-

action student work or operational 

tests 

Keep issue open; modify response 

and monitoring 

Note. Original professional instrument. Each row is a proposed decision prompt, not a stand-alone statutory criterion. The evidence threshold 

depends on institutional context, claim severity, programme stage, and competent authority. 

The matrix should be used as a conversation among academic, administrative, student-support, and 

regulatory professionals rather than as a scoring sheet completed in isolation. For each interface, the 

responsible officer must identify the specific claim, the evidence source, the verification method, the date, 

any contradictions, and the person who can approve or require corrective action. Where a potentially fatal 

academic weakness exists, a favourable score elsewhere cannot compensate for it. Where only a 

documentary inconsistency remains, the response may be proportionate correction rather than a 

presumption of substantive educational failure. This distinction is carried into the evidence-maturity and 

threshold rules developed below. 

12.5 Extending the framework to AI governance, digital inclusion, risk, sustainability, and institutional 

resilience 

Technological change requires IETQG to govern not only what the university possesses but what its tools 

do to educational claims. A system that generates feedback, marks essays, predicts withdrawal, flags 

misconduct, produces research prose, or makes admissions recommendations participates in a 

consequential institutional process. The crucial questions concern its intended function, technical and 

educational limitations, lawful data use, independent oversight, and the ability to correct error. Rwanda’s 

HEC virtual-learning and AI guidance addresses institution-wide policy, staff and student capacity, 

academic integrity, digital ecosystems, and assessment; UNESCO recommends human-centred governance; 

and NIST’s AI Risk Management Framework provides a voluntary risk-oriented benchmark. These sources 

have different normative statuses and cannot simply be merged into a new compulsory national rule (HEC, 

2025; Miao & Holmes, 2023; Tabassi, 2023). 

AI governance should proceed by use case, not by a single organisational declaration that AI is permitted or 

prohibited. Low-consequence use of a tool to brainstorm tutorial examples requires a different level of 

assurance from automated grading of final examinations or a model that can modify student records. Every 

consequential use should have a named human decision owner, documented purpose, data classification, 

procurement and contractual review, bias and error testing appropriate to use, learner notice where 

required, monitoring triggers, and a practical route for challenge or reversal. Agentic systems capable of 

initiating actions across multiple applications demand especially careful boundaries: tool permissions, 

authentication, logging, approval gates, and emergency suspension must be defined before deployment. No 

general benchmark can replace domestic privacy law or academic regulations (Republic of Rwanda, 2021b; 

Tabassi, 2023). 

Assessment is a particular vulnerability because the same system may help construct an answer and assess 

its quality. A complete essay does not necessarily demonstrate a student’s unaided analytic capacity, while 

appropriate AI assistance may support authentic professional work. Programme teams should decide 

which tasks require independent performance, which permit disclosed assistance, and which expect 

competent critical use of AI. The validation claim concerns the interpretation of the resulting assessment 

evidence, not the ability of software to label text as machine-generated. Where individual reasoning is 

crucial, oral explanation, monitored application, sequential drafts, authentic demonstrations, and 

calibrated moderation may provide mutually supporting evidence. These methods have burdens and 

limitations of their own and should be selected proportionately (Kane, 2013; Miao & Holmes, 2023). 

Digital inclusion is inseparable from technological governance. A platform may be operational and yet 

inaccessible to students who depend on mobile devices, intermittent connectivity, screen readers, 

affordable data, or asynchronous study. A national digital strategy does not demonstrate that every 
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enrolled learner can use a particular service. Institutions should test representative learning journeys, 

record material barriers, and distinguish essential academic standards from incidental demands created by 

delivery choices. Accessible assessment, responsive learner support, published technological requirements, 

and fair complaint mechanisms protect participation without automatically reducing academic demand. 

UNESCO’s 2023 Global Education Monitoring Report cautions against treating technology acquisition as a 

substitute for sound evidence of educational benefit or effective governance (UNESCO, 2023). 

Sustainability adds the question of whether educational promises remain deliverable over successive 

cohorts. A new online programme may appear inexpensive during its first intake because its content 

development, licences, faculty preparation, student support, cybersecurity, replacement equipment, and 

exit costs were underestimated. Sustainable expansion requires whole-lifecycle costing, realistic enrolment 

scenarios, attention to cross-subsidies, supplier concentration, staff succession, and the environmental 

demands of infrastructure. Sustainability is therefore not confined to carbon reporting or financial 

solvency. It concerns the intergenerational responsibility to maintain legitimate academic commitments, 

including the ability to complete the education already sold to learners if the institution changes strategy or 

experiences insolvency. 

Resilience extends this obligation under disruption. A pandemic, geopolitical interruption, cyber incident, 

severe weather event, or loss of a clinical placement can simultaneously affect safety, physical access, 

finance, teaching, assessment, research and records. Quality governance should identify critical educational 

functions, recovery priorities, alternative arrangements, and the person authorised to approve temporary 

academic modifications. A continuity plan without a tested communication channel and realistic alternative 

supervision remains aspirational. A successful online switch that silently removes essential laboratory 

requirements remains academically deficient. The resilience test is whether learners are protected, 

legitimate standards remain intelligible, and postponed learning is restored and verified, not simply 

whether administrative operations resume (Duchek, 2020). 

These extensions do not create an unlimited requirement that every institution purchase the latest 

software or duplicate the infrastructure of a wealthy research university. They identify critical functions 

that must be performed in proportionate, locally feasible ways. Open educational resources, shared 

facilities, accessible low-bandwidth content, robust partnerships, manual fallback procedures, and 

cautiously selected local technologies may be more effective than expensive systems without reliable 

governance. Conversely, resource constraints cannot justify unsafe practice, fabricated attainment, 

systematic exclusion, or claims of approval that the institution does not possess. The next section explains 

how evidence strength and minimum thresholds can differentiate these cases. 

Institutional sustainability further requires a decision about dependence, not simply a procurement 

budget. An institution may be technologically sophisticated yet have little bargaining power over a foreign 

identity provider, proprietary grading software, cloud storage or specialist learning content. Vial’s (2019) 

review of digital transformation underscores that new technologies trigger organisational responses and 

structural change rather than operating as isolated devices. Applied to universities, this means that 

procurement appraisal should examine interoperability, verifiable service obligations, continuity and exit 

procedures, data portability, staff competence, accessibility and total cost of ownership. A shared service 

may reduce costs without reducing accountability if the institution preserves independent records, 

contractual safeguards and tested alternative arrangements. The reverse is also possible: apparently 

inexpensive software can create an academically consequential single point of failure when its export 

mechanism, renewal costs or decision logic are not understood. 

12.6 Evidence maturity, implementation alignment, quality thresholds, and continuous monitoring 

Evidence has no uniform strength independently of the claim it is used to support. A signed policy may be 

strong evidence of an adopted institutional intention, weak evidence of a functioning routine, and virtually 

no direct evidence of a student’s attained competence. The thesis describes an evidence-maturity 

progression from declared intent through allocated resources, configured provision, testing, and enacted or 
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monitored practice. This is not a ranking of institutional prestige or a guarantee that later records are 

infallible. A contemporaneous, well-observed readiness test can be more probative of a new service than 

several years of irrelevant operational statistics. Maturity is claim-relative, function-specific, risk-sensitive, 

and dependent on the programme lifecycle (Sangwa, 2026). 

The practical five-stage classification adopted here is E1 declared, supported by authorised policy or 

intention; E2 allocated, supported by identifiable staff, funds, licences or contracted responsibility; E3 

configured, supported by completed learning environments, workflows and resources; E4 tested, 

supported by demonstrations, moderation, accessibility tests, simulations or verification; and E5 enacted 

and monitored, supported by appropriately sampled experience, performance, incidents, remedies and 

longitudinal review. A new programme may legitimately be evaluated primarily using E2–E4 evidence for 

future teaching, whereas a mature programme should normally provide relevant E5 evidence. Importantly, 

a later-stage artefact does not make earlier requirements disappear: an institution delivering excellent 

lessons without the lawful authorisation to offer the qualification remains vulnerable on the normative 

dimension. 

Table 12.3. Claim-relative evidence-maturity protocol 

Stage Evidence state Strongest justified inference Limitation or next test 

E1 Declared intention The proposed policy or commitment exists Cannot establish allocation or use 

E2 Allocated capability Identified personnel, money or services are 

committed 
Verify access, workload, compatibility and 

continuity 

E3 Configured provision 
A concrete programme-specific 

arrangement is built 
Check operability under representative conditions 

E4 
Tested or independently 

verified 
A specified process worked in a bounded 

test Identify untested scenarios and retesting triggers 

E5 
Enacted, monitored and 

improved 
Selected real practices and consequences 

are evidenced 
Assess representativeness, change over time and 

rival explanations 

Note. Adapted and operationally extended from Sangwa (2026). Codes E1–E5 are the author’s analytical conventions, not official HEC maturity 

grades. A programme can have different stages for teaching, assessment, accessibility, staffing, finance, and cybersecurity at the same time. 

Evidence maturity differs from implementation alignment. The former concerns the evidentiary state of a 

function; the latter concerns whether interdependent arrangements agree and work together. A module 

could reach E4 in isolation but remain misaligned with an approved programme outcome or a student’s 

accessibility needs. An implementation-alignment review therefore compares the approved curriculum 

version with the module register, timetable, assessment tasks, LMS configuration, staffing allocations, 

budget, learner information, and admission promises. It records not only discrepancies but which 

institutional actor has the competence to correct them. A quality office should never silently rewrite an 

academic standard to make administrative documents agree; substantive curriculum modification requires 

the appropriate academic and regulatory route. 

Thresholds require special care. Some concerns are non-compensatory: a legally unauthorised 

programme, unsafe clinical activity, materially invalid assessment, serious discriminatory exclusion, or 

uncontrolled exposure of sensitive learner information cannot be offset by an excellent student-satisfaction 

average. Other weaknesses may be manageable through time-bound conditions or enhancement actions. 

The distinction should not be used to invent statutory prohibitions. It is a proposed decision discipline: first 

identify the applicable rule and essential academic obligation, then classify the consequence, immediacy, 

reversibility, available mitigation, and evidence quality. The legal authority decides which formal remedies 

or categories are available under its scheme. 

A finding must also distinguish not demonstrated from demonstrated deficiency. When an institution 

cannot produce staffing records, the reviewer may reasonably conclude that adequate staffing has not been 
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demonstrated; the absence of documents does not, without further examination, establish that no lecturer 

exists. Conversely, a verified timetable placing one person in incompatible concurrent teaching duties is 

substantive adverse evidence. An evaluator should record which state is supported, what clarification was 

requested, and how the uncertainty affects a proportionate decision. This distinction strengthens 

procedural fairness while avoiding the opposite mistake of crediting unsupported assertions (Toulmin, 

2003; Kane, 2013). 

Continuous monitoring should connect each material risk or approval assumption to an observable trigger 

and a review obligation. A first-cohort programme might monitor qualified teaching allocation, access to 

required learning resources, assessment moderation, accessibility barriers, complaint resolution, financial 

continuity, and evidence of intended learning. Indicators alone do not answer why performance changes. 

They should initiate enquiries using appropriate qualitative records and independent professional 

judgement. A recurring weakness matters more when it remains unresolved after remedial promises, but 

historical performance must be interpreted in relation to cohort changes, curriculum modifications, 

assessment demands and disruptions. Evidence traceability protects both the urgency of correction and the 

validity of the claim that correction succeeded. 

A practical threshold protocol should record the affected academic obligation, relevant source, type of 

evidence, likely consequence, scope of learner exposure, reversibility and person authorised to act. The 

classification ‘critical’ should be reserved for an identified situation that threatens an essential legal, safety, 

academic-integrity or learner-protection condition and requires immediate protective attention; ‘material’ 

should denote a demonstrated or unresolved weakness that could undermine significant programme 

claims and therefore requires a time-bound management or regulatory response; and ‘improvement’ 

should denote a justified enhancement opportunity without evidence that an essential requirement has 

been breached. These are proposed institutional triage terms, not HEC accreditation grades. A 

disagreement about the quality of supporting evidence must be recorded separately from the seriousness 

of the underlying risk. Where an issue is both severe and uncertain, protective action may be warranted 

while verification continues, provided competent authorities and procedural fairness are respected. 

Sampling supplies a second safeguard. A university should explain why the selected modules, assessment 

scripts, placements, student pathways or system tests can sustain the conclusion being drawn. A purposive 

sample enriched for known risk may be appropriate for detecting serious weaknesses, but it cannot 

produce an unbiased prevalence estimate. A random or stratified sample may support broader description, 

but only when the population frame, selection procedure and non-response are known. Small professional 

cohorts may justify examination of every relevant assessment; much larger undergraduate provision may 

require combined risk-based and representative sampling. The review record should distinguish a finding 

about one tested artefact from an inference about a programme, faculty or institution, specify what remains 

unobserved and identify a proportionate trigger for further examination. This avoids the false economy of 

both indiscriminate data collection and convenient anecdote. 

12.7 Rwanda-specific operationalisation: Regulatory requirements, institutional priorities, and 

implementation constraints 

Implementation in Rwanda should begin with the current legal and regulatory environment, not with the 

handbook’s forms. HEC identifies Presidential Order No. 044/01 of 24 July 2026, published in the Official 

Gazette special issue of 30 July 2026, as its present governing order. The institution must establish which 

provisions apply to its legal standing, proposed programme, mode of teaching, research activity, cross-

border offering, or intended qualification. Ministerial Order No. 003/MINEDUC/2021 of 20 October 2021 

concerning the Rwanda Qualifications Framework also requires attention to the qualifications framework 

appropriate to the award. HEC’s published guides and assessment tools provide further relevant official 

reference points, including its internal-quality guidelines, November 2025 virtual-learning and AI 

document, and March 2026 distance-learning document (Republic of Rwanda, 2021a, 2026; HEC, 2021, 

2025, 2026a). 
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The legal hierarchy matters. An official guideline can contain important operational assessment 

expectations and may be relevant to decisions made within a regulator’s mandate, but its title alone does 

not resolve whether every statement is independently binding. A ministerial order, an HEC administrative 

procedure, an internal senate rule, a voluntary international standard, and an author’s diagnostic matrix 

must not be presented as legally equivalent. The handbook therefore requires a normative-authority 

record containing the issuing body, publication and effective dates, amendment or repeal status, document 

version, exact provision, operative wording, programme applicability, related professional requirements, 

and responsible verification officer. A legal uncertainty should be referred to the competent institutional or 

public authority; a reviewer cannot resolve it by adopting the most convenient interpretation. 

A second feature of Rwanda-specific implementation concerns education policy in operation. HEC’s 

published 2025–2030 higher-education strategic plan identifies a national policy-planning horizon, but a 

strategic objective is not proof that a particular programme is academically ready. Institutions should 

connect national priorities with defensible institutional missions and carefully specified programme needs: 

research capacity, employability, digital transformation, inclusion, disciplinary depth, regional 

contribution, and lifelong learning. Where a national ambition creates pressure to expand, resource 

modelling and admission governance must test whether the institution can sustain the teaching, 

supervision, assessment and support it promises. Public and private institutions may face different 

incentives, but learners should not bear hidden academic costs arising from untested expansion (HEC, 

2026b). 

Rwanda’s recent digital guidance illustrates why implementation must be precise. HEC’s November 2025 

publication distinguishes several virtual-learning modalities and specifies expectations concerning digital 

infrastructure, course development, staff and learner capacity, assessment integrity, institutional policies, 

and AI use. Its March 2026 distance-learning instrument contains further assessment and review 

arrangements. Institutions should compare the programme’s actual delivery model with the classifications 

and relevant sections of the operative guidance, resolve apparent overlap through the authority register, 

and retain documentary evidence of any clarification or approval. A programme described publicly as “fully 

online,” “blended,” or “self-paced” cannot assume that a marketing term determines its legal classification 

or exempts it from applicable assessment arrangements (HEC, 2025, 2026a). 

The protection of personal information requires separate treatment. Rwanda’s Law No. 058/2021 of 13 

October 2021 relating to the protection of personal data and privacy provides a legal foundation relevant to 

educational records, learning analytics, student-support interventions, AI tools, and external data-

processing agreements. A proposed student-success dashboard must therefore be reviewed for lawful 

purposes, access rights, retention, data flows, security, and safeguards for affected persons. An 

improvement agenda does not itself authorise unrestricted circulation of sensitive information to 

suppliers, reviewers, or institutional executives. The evidence-management design below deliberately 

favours role-limited access, pseudonymised analytic reports when appropriate, and preservation of 

personal records only according to applicable rules (Republic of Rwanda, 2021b). 

The principal constraints are not merely financial. Institutions may face competing regulatory documents, 

concentrated expertise, limited instructional-design support, difficult data interoperability, uneven 

broadband access, specialist staffing shortages, legacy systems, and the costs of recurrent external review. 

These conditions make proportionality important, but they also require a distinction between essential 

functions and expensive organisational forms. A small institution may use a controlled shared register 

rather than a sophisticated enterprise platform, provided it can assure integrity, authorised access, reliable 

versioning, recoverability, and auditability. An institution providing clinical or engineering practice cannot 

replace a required safety demonstration with a spreadsheet assertion that its resources are limited. 

Table 12.4. Rwanda standards-to-implementation control register: recommended fields 

Field Mandatory recording question Example of acceptable record 
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Field Mandatory recording question Example of acceptable record 

Authority 
Who issued the requirement, under which legal 

power? 
Order, official HEC document, professional 

council rule 

Status and currency 
Is this law, delegated standard, guidance, 

procedure, or benchmark; which version applies? 
Gazette reference, publication date, update log 

Applicability 
To which institution, award, mode, stage, site, or 

cohort? 
Written scope determination with supporting 

provision 

Academic obligation What substantive standard is being protected? 
Degree-level outcome, staffing, academic 

integrity, safe placement 

Claim and evidence 
What is claimed, and which trace proves or tests 

it? 
Register IDs, source records, sample or test 

design 

Verification and warrant 
Who checked the evidence, and why is it 

probative? 
Reviewer note, contrary evidence, qualified 

conclusion 

Action and follow-up 
Who decides, who remedies, and how is closure 

tested? 
Approved action, deadline, verification record, 

next review 

Note. Original proposed control structure, informed by Rwanda’s HEC publications and the evidence architecture of Sangwa (2026). This is not a 

reproduction of any regulator’s official application form. Every institutional adoption must first verify source currency and legal status. 

The significance of Table 12.4 is that legal conformity becomes a controlled, reviewable process. If a 

requirement changes after a programme was first approved, the university can identify affected claims, 

programmes, timetables, student communications, and prior decision assumptions. A regulator can 

similarly distinguish a new obligation from a retrospective expectation. Reliable change control is therefore 

central to both lawful accountability and academic continuity. 

The currency of HEC’s publicly available guidance requires continuing attention beyond the core 

instruments cited here. Its guidelines index lists postgraduate degree and research-and-innovation 

frameworks among items updated in October 2026, alongside distance-learning, programme and other 

subject-specific resources (HEC, n.d.-a). These publications are relevant especially to postgraduate 

supervision, research governance and institutional academic planning, but their location on a webpage 

does not establish whether each provision is presently binding on a specific institution or programme. 

Before conducting a doctoral or research-intensive programme review, the institution should retrieve the 

complete applicable framework, confirm its operative version and status with the competent authority 

where necessary, and cross-map its expectations to the programme’s genuine award and supervision 

arrangements. The handbook should retain the source that was applicable at the time of a decision so that 

later amendments are not silently applied retrospectively. 

12.8 Institutional implementation pathways for public, private, specialised, emerging, and digitally enabled 

universities 

No single institutional operating model is appropriate for every African university. Public research 

universities, private teaching-focused providers, specialised medical or technical institutions, newly 

licensed colleges, transnational partnerships, and digitally intensive institutions possess different funding 

arrangements, missions, staff profiles, regulatory histories, and risk exposures. Uniformity of 

administrative structure is neither necessary nor sufficient for comparable academic quality. The relevant 

question is whether each institution can demonstrate equivalent educational functions through 

arrangements that are lawful, feasible, coherent, and adequately evidenced. A framework that favours only 

institutions able to buy complex assurance software would reproduce resource inequality without showing 

that expensive administration produces better learning. 
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A public multidisciplinary university may already have elaborate central structures while struggling to 

coordinate decentralised faculties, multiple campuses, research laboratories, and legacy datasets. Its first 

priority may be reducing contradictory programme records and clarifying who may change an approved 

curriculum. The most valuable initial application of IETQG could be a cross-faculty authority map, 

reconciliation of programme registers, and a coherent route from academic-board decisions to current 

delivered versions. A central dashboard that aggregates incompatible definitions of continuation or award 

classification would make the problem less visible rather than solve it. Data governance and academically 

informed local interpretation should precede executive-level comparison. 

A private or financially dependent university may face especially strong pressure to recruit and 

diversify programmes rapidly. Its governance must connect admissions projections to lecturer contracts, 

scholarship availability, teaching loads, cash reserves, library subscriptions, and teach-out plans. A new 

intake should not be approved internally merely because forecast tuition exceeds first-year direct 

expenditure. Multi-year qualification delivery creates an obligation to future cohorts, including when 

revenue falls or a commercial provider withdraws. The implementation instrument should stress financial 

scenarios, commitment to teaching across the full award, internal independence of academic review, and 

accurate public disclosure of recognition status. These are professional priorities unless a specific 

requirement is independently established under applicable law. 

A specialised or high-consequence provider requires discipline-sensitive thresholds. Health, 

engineering, aviation, teacher education, architecture, laboratory science, and comparable fields may 

involve statutory professional requirements, essential practical competencies, safety constraints, or 

external placement dependencies. The quality-assurance pathway should identify the professional body 

and current requirements, specialist reviewer competence, supervised practice capacity, risk controls, and 

methods for observing performance. A high overall rubric score cannot compensate for a missing clinical 

supervision arrangement or a demonstrated failure of essential safety teaching. The generic framework 

should support these specialist judgements while never substituting its own thresholds for authorised 

professional standards. 

An emerging institution requires especially careful distinction between design quality and enacted 

institutional maturity. Absence of several years of graduate outcomes should not automatically count as 

failure at the initial-readiness stage; however, a plausible strategic plan without secured staff, usable 

learning materials, tested systems, or student protection may be inadequate. The initial pathway should 

emphasise staged launch, verified readiness, prudent cohort limits, contingency measures, and planned 

review after the earliest relevant milestones. After the first semester or year, evidence expectations should 

rise. Approval assumptions should be revisited through actual records of teaching, feedback, assessment, 

support, retention, and any reported harm. 

A digitally enabled or transnational provider must demonstrate not only pedagogical competence but 

reliable identity, assessment, data custody, accessible course design, intellectual-property permissions, 

support across time zones, and a clear legal basis for each country or delivery arrangement. Outsourcing 

does not extinguish the university’s academic responsibilities. Contracts should specify service continuity, 

security, data access and exit, audit rights, and responsibilities for students when a vendor fails. The 

institution should test whether its stated flexibility is compatible with supervision and assessment 

requirements and whether learners understand the implications of physical examination or practicum 

attendance. International recognition should never be implied solely from a platform’s availability beyond 

national borders (UNESCO, 2023; HEC, 2026a). 

Table 12.5. Differentiated institutional implementation starting points 

Institutional context First governance emphasis Programme-specific verification Distinctive safeguard 

Public, multicampus 
Interoperability and decision 

rights 
Reconcile curriculum and delivery 

versions across sites 
Avoid misleading aggregate 

comparisons 
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Institutional context First governance emphasis Programme-specific verification Distinctive safeguard 

Private, enrolment-

dependent 
Whole-award finance and 

academic independence 
Test lecturer availability and full-

cohort cost 
Student protection and teach-out 

readiness 

Specialised/high-

consequence 
Professional and safety thresholds 

Verify authentic supervised 

competence 
Non-compensatory professional 

safeguards 

Newly established Resource commitment and 

controlled launch 
Test E2–E4 before recruitment; plan E5 

monitoring 
No claim of established outcomes 

before delivery 

Digital/transnational 
Modality, legal jurisdiction and 

service dependencies 
Test remote assessment, accessibility, 

data and fallback 
Clear authorisations and 

contractual exit routes 

Mission-specific/Christian 
Mission fidelity alongside public 

academic duty 

Test academic level, doctrinal claims 

where relevant, and legal status 

separately 

Avoid substituting religious 

endorsement for accreditation 

Note. Original differentiation of a common analytical architecture. Rows indicate starting priorities, not exclusive institutional categories or 

different minimum legal standards. 

Across these pathways the principle remains consistent: context changes the necessary evidence 

configuration, not the obligation to make truthful qualification claims. Institutions should choose a bounded 

pilot portfolio rather than launching every instrument across every department simultaneously. Pilot 

selection should include at least one programme whose educational risks and operational dependencies 

differ meaningfully from the institution’s most familiar provision. An institution that tests only its strongest 

low-risk programme may discover that its forms are easy to complete without learning whether the 

framework handles difficult decisions. 

12.9 Adaptation to other African higher-education systems and cross-border provision 

Cross-jurisdictional transfer is defensible only when the distinction between functional similarity and legal 

identity is preserved. Kenya’s Commission for University Education, Ghana’s Ghana Tertiary Education 

Commission, and South Africa’s Council on Higher Education exemplify different allocations of regulatory 

functions. The African Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in Higher Education provide a 

common reference for internal assurance, external assurance and agency governance, while the African 

Continental Qualifications Framework seeks transparency and comparison among qualifications systems. 

Neither initiative supplies a single continental licence permitting an institution to award degrees in any 

African country without attending to domestic law (HAQAA Initiative, 2018; ACQF, 2023; Council on Higher 

Education, 2022). 

The thesis proposed a five-step jurisdictional adaptation protocol, retained and operationalised here. 

Authority mapping first identifies current legal, professional, qualifications, accreditation, privacy, and 

appeal sources. Functional mapping identifies which agencies and institutional actors perform the 

relevant roles, without assuming that the same body is responsible everywhere. Evidence translation 

selects locally valid documents, records, demonstrations, and verification methods capable of answering 

the same educational questions. Threshold calibration adjusts evidence depth to qualification, discipline, 

modality, institutional maturity, and risk while preserving genuinely non-negotiable standards. Decision 

mapping finally connects findings to the receiving jurisdiction’s lawful categories, conditions, monitoring 

and challenge routes. The sequence is iterative: a problem encountered during threshold calibration may 

require renewed interpretation of the legal source (Sangwa, 2026). 

This approach supports cross-border provision because programme location, recruitment, teaching, 

practical activity, examination, data processing, award issuance, and student residence may occur in 

different jurisdictions. A university’s authorisation in its home country does not automatically settle its 

host-country responsibilities, and a partnership agreement does not replace legally required approvals. 

The evaluation file should specify the awarding institution, teaching partner, learner location, physical 

sites, mode, award title, applicable professional recognition, quality oversight, complaint route, and 
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contingencies if the partnership ends. The public-facing description should reflect those verified facts 

without using vague claims of worldwide accreditation or automatic equivalence. 

Table 12.6. Five-stage IETQG jurisdictional-adaptation protocol 

Stage Questions requiring local determination Required output 

1. Authority 
Which current instruments govern provider, 

award, delivery, privacy and appeals? 
Dated local authority and legal-status register 

2. Functions 
Which body approves, audits, monitors, 

recognises and adjudicates? 
Decision-rights and accountability map 

3. Evidence 
Which locally valid records demonstrate 

equivalent functions? 
Translated claims and evidence specifications 

4. Thresholds 
Which safeguards are essential, and what 

lifecycle evidence is proportionate? 
Locally justified threshold and risk protocol 

5. Decisions 
Which lawful outcomes, conditions, reviews and 

appeals are available? 
Jurisdiction-specific ETAJ decision and follow-up 

guide 

Note. Operational elaboration of Sangwa’s (2026) five-step adaptation protocol. International comparability is a purpose of adaptation, not proof of 

mutual legal recognition or uniform regulatory authority. 

A further safeguard concerns translation across languages, systems, and qualification levels. Words such as 

accreditation, validation, registration, licence, honours, doctoral, and professional degree can have 

significantly different legal effects. African qualifications frameworks may employ different level 

numbering and award nomenclatures. Comparison should therefore focus on verified learning outcomes, 

qualification level, workload, entry and progression, awarding authority, and recognised status rather than 

on the superficial resemblance of titles. The ACQF’s translation function is useful precisely because it does 

not require national frameworks to be identical (ACQF, 2023). 

The transferability claim must remain modest. The doctoral study’s comparison of four jurisdictions was 

documentary and bounded. Broad agreement on governance functions supports the plausibility of a shared 

analytical vocabulary, not an empirical conclusion that IETQG performs equally well in every system. 

Francophone, Lusophone, Arabic-speaking, small-state, conflict-affected, and transnational contexts may 

reveal functions or safeguards underdeveloped in the present framework. This is a reason to evaluate 

adaptation openly rather than to declare the architecture universally valid. 

Cross-border quality questions also arise when programmes are partly unbundled into recognition of prior 

learning, short courses, micro-credentials, work-based modules or externally hosted examinations. 

Portability of recorded credit is not the same thing as automatic recognition by another awarding 

institution or professional regulator. The quality file should distinguish evidence of individual competence, 

the assessment authority, credit level and volume, learning-outcome equivalence, currency of competence, 

academic decision rights and any maximum credit-transfer conditions that genuinely apply. Where 

recognition is refused, the decision should identify the unmet requirement and available review route, 

rather than dismiss prior experiential learning merely because it was obtained outside a conventional 

classroom. The ACQF is particularly relevant as a translation and comparability initiative; it should not be 

described as itself issuing qualifications or overriding national recognition powers (ACQF, 2023). 

12.10 Implications for HEC, ministries, qualification authorities, and external quality-assurance agencies 

For HEC Rwanda and comparable agencies, the principal opportunity is not the wholesale adoption of the 

author’s instruments but the use of their questions to examine gaps between regulatory intentions, 

evidentiary practice, and post-decision outcomes. A regulator must maintain lawful authority and 

procedural fairness while managing a potentially growing volume of programmes, increasingly diverse 

delivery modalities, and rapidly changing AI applications. A carefully defined evidence-traceability 
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approach could support reviewer calibration, clearer requests for clarification, more proportionate 

conditions, and stronger monitoring, but whether these benefits arise should be tested rather than 

assumed. 

Official source management is an early priority. Agencies can support institutions by publishing current 

standards, revision histories, dates of effect, distinctions among mandatory and advisory provisions, model 

templates, and unambiguous information about which earlier documents remain operative. This reduces 

avoidable errors caused by uncertainty rather than by deliberate noncompliance. Where multiple agencies 

or professional bodies have responsibilities, coordinated explanatory materials can identify boundaries 

without improperly merging their legal powers. Rwanda’s 2026 governing order provides a clear reminder 

that historical regulatory documents must be interpreted through subsequent legal change (Republic of 

Rwanda, 2026). 

A second priority is reviewer competence and calibration. Agencies can train panels to distinguish 

institutional and programme units of analysis, prospective readiness from retrospective outcomes, 

insufficient evidence from substantive deficiency, and justified academic variation from violation of a 

specific requirement. Calibration cases should deliberately include conflicting records and ambiguous 

evidence, rather than only straightforward positive and negative files. Independent reviewers can first 

produce their own reasons and then compare warrants, counterevidence, and consequences. The objective 

is not forced unanimity; justified disagreement is valuable when a standard requires professional 

interpretation. Improved decision quality must be assessed by independent methods, not asserted because 

panel members have completed a workshop. 

A third priority is proportionate post-decision monitoring. Initial review consumes resources, but 

educational benefits depend partly on whether the institution implements conditions, reports material 

changes, protects learners during disruption, and responds to evidence. Monitoring should concentrate on 

consequential approval assumptions rather than repeatedly requesting unchanged documents. The agency 

should clarify who may require additional evidence, confirm closure, impose conditions or sanctions, and 

hear appeals under applicable law. An external evaluator’s professional recommendation cannot substitute 

for the agency’s authorised decision, and an institutional checklist should never enlarge the powers of 

either actor. 

For ministries and qualifications bodies, a related policy agenda concerns consistency among strategic 

expansion, workforce needs, qualifications expectations, student financing, professional regulation, digital 

infrastructure and institutional viability. Quality reform should not create incentives to maximise easily 

reported indicators at the expense of fundamental teaching. A ministerial target for growing digital 

enrolment, for example, should be considered alongside access, student support, assessment standards, 

cybersecurity, electricity and long-term cost. Policies are strongest when their implementation conditions 

are recognised before numerical targets become governance commitments. The framework makes these 

trade-offs visible without supplying a universal formula for resolving them. 

Finally, agencies should review their own operations. Useful indicators may include the proportion of 

decisions with identifiable criteria and warrants, consistency in communicating evidence requirements, 

timeliness of condition closure, quality of appeal reasoning, and the educational relevance of requested 

material. These are not a proposed national league table. They are questions about public administrative 

performance and the costs that regulatory procedures impose on academic institutions. An improvement-

oriented regulator should be open to the possibility that one of its own forms generates misleading 

evidence or excessive burden (HAQAA Initiative, 2018; UNESCO, n.d.). 

An agency considering an IETQG-inspired pilot should separate procedural improvement from legal 

reform. Review-panel training, a standard evidence-index convention, or clearer written reasons may be 

piloted within existing lawful procedures, whereas new sanctions, revised approval categories or 

mandatory national evidence demands require the powers and processes provided by the governing 

framework. Regulators should publish accessible guidance on what an institutional submission must 
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demonstrate, provide fair opportunities to respond to adverse material, and preserve independent decision 

authority. Any pilot should also measure workload and the experience of differently resourced providers. A 

template that improves the clarity of reports while multiplying mandatory paperwork without an 

educational benefit would be an incomplete policy success. Shared calibration cases and a bounded review 

of difficult decisions may yield a more economical initial experiment than compulsory institution-wide 

adoption. 

12.11 Implications for university leadership, academic senates, curriculum developers, and internal QA units 

University governing boards and executives must translate the framework into legitimate decision rights 

and resources. A strategic commitment to quality should identify the programmes and educational 

obligations that require attention, the capability gaps threatening them, the expenditure or organisational 

changes necessary, and the evidence by which the governing body will decide whether intervention 

worked. A council can scrutinise financial sustainability and strategic risk without replacing the senate’s 

academic judgement. Conversely, a senate cannot protect programme standards adequately if essential 

resource decisions are taken without its informed participation. Responsibility must be distributed but 

connected. 

The senate or corresponding academic authority has a distinctive obligation to safeguard curriculum 

coherence, award-level expectations, valid assessment, moderation, progression rules, academic integrity, 

and appropriate modification procedures. Programme boards should have clear authority to propose 

changes and responsibility to provide evidence, while institution-wide quality officers monitor whether the 

route from proposal to approval and implementation is followed. A quality office should challenge 

unfounded claims without becoming the author of every disciplinary judgement. Proper governance 

therefore requires a separation between making a programme case, verifying supporting evidence, 

independently evaluating material implications, and authorising consequential decisions. 

For curriculum developers, the most important change is to treat a programme proposal as a testable set of 

educational commitments. A complete development record identifies the social or intellectual rationale, 

graduate outcomes, discipline standards, qualification level, workload, module progression, learning 

activities, assessments, staffing, specialist facilities, modes of access, learner support, and evidence that 

every critical relationship is feasible. Where the curriculum promises advanced research, digital 

competence, work-integrated learning or entrepreneurial capacity, the proposal should specify where 

those competencies are actually developed and evidenced. An attractive module title is not a substitute for 

an appropriate sequence of teaching and assessment. 

Internal QA units should maintain one reconciled programme evidence spine rather than multiple 

independent spreadsheets with contradictory versions. The record should link current programme 

specifications and outcomes to taught modules, staff roles, moderation, student support, accessibility 

checks, risk registers, annual review and corrective actions. It should also preserve an auditable history of 

decisions and amendments. An assurance function becomes less credible when it cannot explain which 

curriculum version was delivered to a cohort or whether an identified weakness was corrected before the 

next intake. Strong internal systems generate the material that external reviewers need without requiring 

an institution to reconstruct its own history retrospectively (HEC, 2021). 

Governing bodies should require responsible disagreement to be documented. A finance director may 

support an enlarged intake, a dean may favour wider access, and a student-support manager may warn that 

advising capacity is already stretched. Rather than hiding the conflict behind a favourable composite score, 

IETQG calls for a record of consequences, uncertainty, mitigation options, affected students and the actor 

who may legitimately decide. If the decision proceeds, monitoring should focus on the assumptions that 

made it acceptable. This is accountability through reason-giving, not centralisation for its own sake. 

Successful leadership also involves protecting institutional academic independence from narrow vendor 

interests or opportunistic income strategies. Partnerships and technology procurement may be valuable, 

but academic standards, lawful data use, assessment authority and student remedies cannot be silently 
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outsourced. Contracts should allocate operational responsibility while preserving the institution’s capacity 

to verify performance and act when a supplier fails. Sustainable governance therefore depends on informed 

collaboration across professional boundaries, not on an executive dashboard that presents interdependent 

educational risks as if they were ordinary commercial performance indicators. 

The quality-governance mandate should be accompanied by an explicit separation of duties. Programme 

directors own disciplinary designs and day-to-day corrections; the senate or corresponding body exercises 

academic approval and oversight according to institutional rules; registry maintains authoritative 

programme and student records; finance certifies full-cohort resource commitments; data and ICT 

personnel protect information and systems; QA staff scrutinise coherence and record follow-up; and 

executives or governing bodies exercise the powers allocated to them by their constitutive instruments. 

Not every small institution can employ a different person for each responsibility, but it should still 

distinguish preparation, verification and final decision, and mitigate conflicts where one individual 

performs multiple roles. The result is not a universal organisational chart: it is a test of whether an 

important decision can be reconstructed, contested and corrected without the same actor exercising 

unchecked control over every stage. 

12.12 Implications for lecturers, instructional designers, student-support professionals, and learners 

The daily educational consequences of integrated governance are most visible in the work of teachers and 

learners. Lecturers determine whether a written outcome becomes intellectually demanding learning or 

remains an administrative declaration. They specify essential knowledge, invite reasoned enquiry, develop 

assessment tasks, interpret learner performance, provide useful feedback and document material 

difficulties. For IETQG, the lecturer’s work is not simply a source of data to be captured by management. It 

is a form of professional academic judgement that requires time, disciplinary expertise, scholarly freedom 

and accountable moderation. Quality systems should enable that judgement, challenge its unsupported 

claims and protect it against inappropriate substitution by procedural or technological authority. 

Instructional designers translate educational intentions into usable learning pathways, particularly in 

online, blended and AI-supported provision. Their responsibility includes logical navigation, media choice, 

interaction design, low-bandwidth alternatives, accessibility, feedback cycles, appropriate use of learner 

data, and alignment between assessment conditions and the competence to be certified. These functions do 

not make the designer the academic owner of disciplinary content. Rather, good provision arises through 

cooperative design in which subject experts, technologists, student-support personnel and assessors each 

examine the implications of their decisions for real learners. A high-quality design record should explain 

why each major learning activity exists and how its operation can be verified, not merely report that a 

platform feature has been activated. 

Student-support professionals are often the first to discover an implementation problem. Repeated 

admissions enquiries may reveal misleading entry information; inaccessible readings may become visible 

through disability accommodation requests; clusters of academic appeals may indicate a defective 

assessment process; and complaints from employed learners may expose a timetable incompatible with the 

flexibility advertised. Such information should be handled confidentially and appropriately escalated as a 

quality signal without exposing affected individuals unnecessarily. Support units need authority to refer 

systemic concerns, defined times for response, and feedback about institutional correction. Merely 

counting helpdesk tickets as closed does not demonstrate that the underlying educational barrier has been 

removed. 

Learners occupy two distinct positions in the framework. They are participants entitled to reliable 

information, lawful treatment, accessible provision and meaningful channels to raise concerns; they are 

also developing scholars and professionals responsible for serious study, truthful assessment and 

appropriate conduct. Their feedback is indispensable but should not be made to carry more inferential 

weight than it warrants. Student satisfaction can reveal conditions of experience, not automatically prove 

the correctness of grading or graduate-level competence. Equally, high completion or examination pass 
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rates do not justify ignoring complaints about inaccessible resources or unsafe placements. Sound quality 

governance places learner voice alongside assessment evidence, academic standards, verified services and 

independent review (UNESCO, 2023; HEC, 2021). 

Teaching teams should have access to a concise and usable module quality record: current module 

outcomes, links to programme outcomes, assessment construct, allowed AI assistance, required resources, 

accessibility arrangements, moderation decisions, major student-support issues, and changes arising from 

review. This record should be maintained as part of ordinary course development rather than introduced 

as an elaborate parallel reporting burden. An institution can then trace a reported problem from a 

student’s experience through module provision to a programme-level decision, while protecting 

confidential personal records and preserving academic discretion about genuinely contestable educational 

methods. 

Feedback should also be treated as educational activity rather than simply a service-level deadline. Boud 

and Molloy (2013) distinguish feedback models in which teachers supply comments from approaches that 

develop learners’ ability to seek, interpret and use information about their own work. Consequently, a 

programme with exemplary turnaround statistics may still fail to improve achievement if comments are 

incomprehensible, arrive too late to inform a subsequent task or offer no opportunity for revision. The 

corresponding quality record should connect feedback opportunities to the curriculum’s sequence, sample 

what students can do with the information received and consider whether large cohorts or inaccessible 

assessment interfaces impair participation. This gives academic staff an evidence-informed improvement 

question without reducing professional feedback to the speed of electronic marking. 

12.13 Developing institutional indicators, dashboards, assessment tools, and evidence-management systems 

A dashboard is a representation of selected observations, not an institutional theory of quality. Its purpose 

should be to help authorised people identify matters requiring attention, consider performance relative to 

legitimate expectations, and inspect the evidence behind an apparent signal. A dashboard becomes 

dangerous when users treat it as complete, mistake weak proxies for learning, or respond to targets in 

ways that improve the number while worsening the underlying educational condition. The strongest design 

begins with the decision to be made and works backward to a suitable indicator, data source, interpretation 

rule and protection against misuse. Indicators for admissions, staffing, assessment, student experience, 

research, digital provision, finance and resilience should not be aggregated into an unexplained single 

quality score. 

An indicator dictionary is essential before automated reporting. Each indicator should contain a precise 

name and definition; relevant educational purpose; numerator and denominator where applicable; 

collection unit; source system; population and exclusions; disaggregation rules; reporting period; data 

steward; permitted use; quality-check method; decision threshold or enquiry trigger; known interpretation 

limits; privacy classification; and revision history. For example, “on-time feedback” could refer to working 

days after original submission, days after a formally approved extension, or time from marking allocation. 

Inconsistent definitions can make the same performance appear high or low across faculties. A numerical 

dashboard is trustworthy only to the extent that its data semantics are controlled. 

Consider a constructed indicator for the timeliness of feedback in a programme with 120 assessable 

submissions during one reporting window. If 96 received feedback within the locally approved interval, the 

descriptive rate is 96/120, or 80%. It is not an attainment score and it says nothing by itself about feedback 

usefulness. A reviewer would need to verify whether approved extensions were handled consistently, 

whether the counted items included drafts and resubmissions, and whether records excluded students who 

failed to submit. A stratified inspection of commentary and subsequent learner revisions might then 

establish whether feedback was intelligible and capable of informing learning. The institution should 

report the definition and relevant caveats alongside the percentage, rather than present an apparently 

precise but educationally unqualified green dashboard indicator. The hypothetical numbers illustrate a 

calculation only and do not describe any Rwandan university. 
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Public reporting intensifies the risk of distorted behaviour. Espeland and Sauder (2007) demonstrate how 

performance measures can become reactive, influencing the organisations they were intended to describe. 

Their study concerns law-school rankings and cannot be treated as direct empirical evidence about HEC 

regulation, but the conceptual warning matters: a target for rapid complaint closure can encourage 

premature closure; an outcome-mapping target can reward superficial mapping; and a completion target 

can create pressure to dilute assessment. For every prominent indicator, a quality system should therefore 

maintain at least one counter-check capable of exposing an adverse educational consequence. Such checks 

may include moderated learner work, randomly inspected appeal decisions, confidential student accounts, 

or evidence that corrective action changed an underlying problem. An indicator earns continued 

institutional trust through periodic challenge, not repeated display. 

Table 12.7. Proposed institutional quality indicator dictionary and interpretive safeguards 

Indicator or signal 
Suggested evidence and 

denominator 
Legitimate use Essential qualification 

Programme-outcome 

coverage 

Mapped and moderated 

assessment of each required 

outcome 
Detect unassessed graduation claims 

Coverage alone does not prove 

attainment 

Qualified staff availability 
Verified allocation versus required 

teaching and supervision load 
Detect staffing bottlenecks 

Headcount or qualification alone 

is insufficient 

Feedback timeliness and 

usefulness 

Submission dates, returned 

feedback, sampling of 

commentary and revision 
Test timely support for learning 

Speed is not evidence that 

feedback is constructive 

Meaningful accessibility 
Representative journey tests, 

barriers raised, verified remedies 
Identify exclusionary learning design 

Compliance checklist cannot 

exhaust learner experience 

Assessment integrity 
Task validity, declared AI rules, 

moderation and documented 

cases 
Identify threats to legitimate awards 

Allegation totals do not measure 

cheating prevalence 

Student progression and 

attainment 

Defined cohorts, credits, 

withdrawal, distribution of 

assessed outcomes 

Examine educational consequences 

and inequity 
Cohort mix, selection and 

standards may change 

Evidence and condition 

closure 
Material findings with verified 

remedial records / findings due 
Test whether corrective obligations 

are completed 
Administrative closure is not 

proven improvement 

Service and academic 

resilience 

Tested restoration of essential 

teaching, records and supervised 

practice 

Assess continuity and recovery 

capability 
Platform uptime is not 

educational continuity 

Note. Original proposed indicator dictionary. No universal numeric targets are claimed. Institutions must determine legal obligations, academic 

interpretation and appropriate thresholds before adoption. “Verified” requires testing appropriate to the claim, not merely a signed form. 

A minimum evidence-management architecture can be implemented with controlled documents and 

secure registers. The essential objects are a normative-authority register, programme and 

qualification register, claims and evidence index, verification and reviewer record, findings and 

decisions register, corrective-action and closure register, and indicator dictionary. These need stable 

identifiers and controlled links. Each entry should preserve the accountable custodian, programme/cohort 

applicability, version, source provenance, date, confidentiality classification, retention rule, and status. An 

advanced software platform may integrate them, but institutions can begin with disciplined manual 

processes if those processes secure integrity, privacy, version control, backup and retrieval. Technology 

choice should follow information-governance needs, not determine them. 
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Figure 12.2. The Higher Education Quality Governance Implementation Handbook as an interoperable information and decision system. Note. 

Original proposed operational design. Each arrow denotes a required association among records or decisions. Role-based access, data minimisation, 

reliable source provenance and lawful retention apply across the system. The design is not an HEC information-system specification. 

The proposed Higher Education Quality Governance Implementation Handbook (HEQGIH), Version 

1.0, should be treated as a suite of coordinated professional instruments. It is an implementation proposal 

developed in this chapter, not an independently published standard or regulatory form. Every institutional 

adaptation should identify the adapted version, approval owner, local authority crosswalk, review date, 

accessibility provisions and change log. The following instruments constitute the coherent suite rather than 

seven unrelated checklists. 

Operationally, each H1–H7 record needs an immutable identifier or equivalently reliable reference, an 

accountable owner, a controlled version, an effective date, an applicable programme or institutional scope, 

access permissions and a disposition rule. The same evidence object may legitimately support several 

findings, but each use must identify the inference it is claimed to justify. A file labelled ‘faculty 

qualifications’ might support a claim that staff possess specified credentials; it does not establish their 

workload availability or successful pedagogical practice. Conversely, one finding may require several 

independently sourced artefacts. The information architecture should therefore permit many-to-many 

links between standards, claims, records, findings and corrective actions without duplicating confidential 

learner files into every programme dossier. A reviewer receiving an exported dossier should be able to 

follow a readable index to the authorised source and its date while being denied access to unrelated 

identifiable data. 

Table 12.8. HEQGIH Version 1.0: interoperable professional instruments 

Instrument / reference Purpose and principal user Essential evidence or fields Decision or output 

H1 Authority and standards 

register 
Legal/compliance lead, HEC liaison 

Source, status, article, version, scope, 

effective date 
Current requirement and 

applicability decision 

H2 Institutional capability 

profile 
Governing body, executive, QA 

unit 
Resources, allocation, routines, 

continuity, risk, maturity 
Capacity gaps, responsible 

actions, E1–E5 level by function 

H3 Programme 

implementation record 
Senate, programme board, 

reviewers 
Need, outcome map, workload, 

staffing, modes, assessment, support 
Programme-specific readiness and 

alignment judgement 
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Instrument / reference Purpose and principal user Essential evidence or fields Decision or output 

H4 ETAJ evidence-and-

warrant sheet 
External or internal independent 

evaluator 
Norm, claim, evidence ID, verification, 

rebuttal, warrant, finding 
Explicitly qualified professional 

recommendation 

H5 Threshold and learner-

protection protocol 
Academic leader, risk owner, 

review panel 
Risk severity, essential standard, 

consequence, mitigation, uncertainty 
Non-compensatory stop/escalate 

or managed improvement 

H6 Monitoring and condition-

closure register 
QA unit, programme head, 

competent decision-maker 
Baseline, action, owner, due date, 

evidence, re-test, affected cohort 
Verified closure or continued 

escalation 

H7 Indicator and adaptation 

dictionary 
Institutional research, digital 

systems, cross-border office 
Definitions, denominators, privacy, 

data steward, local legal crosswalk 
Interpretable dashboards and 

jurisdiction-specific revision 

Note. Original, author-developed handbook architecture. The identifier H1–H7 is local to this chapter. Each institution should maintain a controlled 

document version and review schedule; no official certification or external validation is implied. 

The H4 ETAJ evidence-and-warrant sheet is the handbook’s decision-support nucleus. Its fields should 

be completed in a fixed conceptual sequence: (a) the applicable normative source and its legal status; (b) 

the exact institutional claim and unit of evaluation; (c) identified evidence and its provenance; (d) the 

method used to verify authenticity, representativeness and relevance; (e) the evaluative warrant 

connecting evidence to criterion; (f) credible rival explanations and counterevidence; (g) the qualified 

finding, including uncertainty and materiality; (h) recommended response within the reviewer’s actual 

mandate; and (i) the monitoring and closure requirement. A reviewer should not substitute an overall 

score for the reasoning in fields (e)–(g). A lawful authority may adopt, modify or reject a professional 

recommendation using the procedures of its jurisdiction. 

Consider an explicitly hypothetical Rwandan university seeking authorisation for an undergraduate 

programme in applied environmental data systems. Its programme specification contains the requisite 

graduate outcomes and an internally approved module register. A quality dossier reports that thirty 

lecturers are employed institution-wide, that an LMS is available, and that “all assessments are AI-proof.” 

The review reveals four material facts: two advanced modules are assigned to one lecturer during a 

documented incompatible timetable; an essential field-practice module has no confirmed supervised sites; 

the final-year project rubric measures polished reporting but not independent analysis; and low-

bandwidth students cannot access required high-resolution learning materials. These observations cannot 

be resolved by citing institution-wide staffing totals, an LMS procurement certificate, or a claim that a 

plagiarism detector is installed. 

The H1 register first confirms which current rules and official instruments apply to the proposed award 

and mode. H2 examines the institution’s overall staffing, placement agreements, instructional support and 

student-access arrangements. H3 identifies programme-specific inconsistencies. Under H4, the reviewer 

records each claim, independent verification and reasoned inference. The staffing and field-placement 

claims may be marked not demonstrated if the institution can provide no satisfactory allocations, while a 

directly observed impossible timetable establishes a more specific demonstrated deficiency. The final-

year assessment may require redesign because the stated level of independent analysis is not validly 

tested. The accessibility defect requires a learner-protection response. H5 prevents the panel from 

averaging these findings against strong library holdings or favourable marketing materials; H6 requires 

evidence of revised timetables, signed placement capacity, a properly demanding assessment with 

moderation, and tested accessible alternatives before closure. The lawful decision remains with the 

competent authority; the example does not purport to predict how HEC would decide the case. 

This illustration also shows why software should not automate professional judgement prematurely. A 

system can identify that some mandatory fields are missing, compare programme versions, produce alerts, 

and display open findings. It may not know whether an apparently reasonable alternative assessment 

genuinely tests a disputed disciplinary construct. If an AI summariser is used to assist document retrieval 

or draft neutral summaries, the record should identify that assistance and preserve independently 
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verifiable source citations. Reviewers retain responsibility for evaluating the meaning of the material, 

explaining contrary evidence, and protecting confidential records. Evidence automation should make 

judgement inspectable rather than render its human rationale invisible. 

A complete worked determination for the hypothetical programme would separate four distinct outcomes. 

The conflicting staffing timetable is a directly verified inconsistency, not merely missing paperwork; the 

appropriate immediate institutional response is to resolve the collision with demonstrable changes to 

assignments before the affected modules begin. The absence of confirmed placement sites is a failure to 

demonstrate essential future delivery capacity; a proposed memorandum or telephone assurance is 

weaker than an effective agreement, named supervisors and verified student capacity. The project rubric is 

evidence of assessment-design inadequacy relative to the advertised analytic outcome and requires 

academically authorised revision and a renewed moderation test. The inaccessible media establish a 

specific barrier to the stated participation route; closure requires a student-perspective accessibility test of 

alternative materials rather than a declaration that files were compressed. Each determination should 

record the applicable current criterion, inspection method, contrary or mitigating evidence, affected 

students, residual uncertainty and person competent to accept closure. Neither an invented programme 

score nor an assumed HEC decision is necessary to reach these defensible professional conclusions. 

12.14 Implementation roadmap: Initial diagnosis, capacity development, programme improvements, 

evaluation, and institutionalisation 

Institutional adoption should be staged because an attempt to impose a complete quality system 

immediately can create compliance overload and resistance without improving educational understanding. 

A proportionate roadmap starts with the highest educational and legal risks, establishes a small set of 

reliable records, tests the interfaces between departments, and expands only after the institution has 

learned which procedures add value. The roadmap below is illustrative rather than a prescribed HEC 

calendar. Times depend on institutional size, existing systems, programme mix, urgent learner risks, and 

available staff; mandatory deadlines established by law or official decision take precedence over this 

indicative timetable. 

Table 12.9. Suggested eighteen-month IETQG implementation roadmap 

Phase and indicative period Principal work Responsible leadership Exit evidence and decision gate 

A. Mandate and diagnosis, 

months 0–2 

Approve scope, verify authority, 

identify priority programmes and 

learner risks 

Executive, senate, QA, legal and 

students’ representatives 
Agreed mandate, source register, 

baseline problem statements 

B. Capability and data 

foundations, months 2–5 

Reconcile programme records; 

assess staffing, finance, 

technology, support and evidence 

maturity 

Deans, finance, ICT, registry, QA 
H2 profiles, owners, baseline 

indicators, controlled data 

definitions 

C. Programme 

implementation tests, 

months 5–9 

Map outcomes and assessments; 

test delivery, accessibility, AI, 

placements and continuity 

Programme leaders and specialist 

teams 
Completed H3 records and critical 

gap corrections 

D. Independent review and 

calibration, months 9–12 
Trial H4–H5, compare reviewer 

judgements, refine ambiguities 
Academic board, QA, independent 

reviewers 
Reasoned findings, disagreements 

recorded, tool revisions 

E. Monitored 

implementation, months 12–

15 

Deliver corrections, evaluate 

learner consequences and 

conditions 

Programme, student services, risk and 

data stewards 
H6 closure evidence, unresolved 

risks escalated 

F. Institutionalisation and 

revision, months 15–18 

Embed in budget, approval, 

annual review and staff 

development; plan next validation 
Council, senate and executive 

Approved procedures, updated 

handbook version, evaluation 

report 

Note. Original indicative implementation proposal. The periods are planning examples, not empirical durations, guaranteed completion times or 

formal HEC requirements. Critical learner and safety concerns require immediate intervention irrespective of phase. 
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The roadmap has three substantive decision gates. The first is legitimacy: the institution has confirmed the 

legal status of relevant standards and assigned responsibility before making new quality claims. The 

second is operational readiness: high-risk programme interfaces have been configured and tested at an 

evidence maturity suitable for their lifecycle. The third is verified enhancement: corrections have been 

implemented, consequential learner effects considered, and remaining uncertainty recorded. Passing the 

third gate does not mean all future risks have disappeared. It means governance has become capable of 

recognising change and updating its own evidence rather than preserving an outdated favourable report. 

Implementation must also address the institutional budget. Each proposed action should be linked to a 

resource owner and realistic recurrent costs, not simply assigned to a committee. Professional 

development should be designed around actual decisions that staff must make, including identifying 

current regulatory sources, testing assessment validity, examining module accessibility, writing warrants, 

and escalating contradictory evidence. Training attendance may prove participation, but learning from 

training should be assessed through improved work samples or task performance. Programme-level pilot 

reviews should include frank feedback about administrative burden; unnecessary fields should be removed 

where their absence would not weaken evidence or protection. 

A governing body should approve an indicative resource envelope at the outset, including staff time for 

curriculum mapping, professional development, source verification, secure record handling, accessibility 

testing and independent review. Opportunity costs require explicit attention: collecting additional data is 

not free merely because a spreadsheet licence is already purchased. A pilot could begin with two 

programmes selected for contrasting risks, review their baseline evidence, establish a maximum 

reasonable documentation burden, and test whether H1–H7 reduces unresolved discrepancies without 

diverting disproportionate time from teaching. Decisions to scale should depend on corrected risks, 

usability and sustainable cost, not the visual sophistication of a dashboard. At institutionalisation, revised 

forms should replace redundant procedures rather than accumulate as a second documentary system. 

An effective implementation strategy also provides an escalation ladder. A minor version-control 

discrepancy may be corrected through routine programme administration, whereas evidence of an 

unauthorised qualification, serious assessment invalidity, dangerous professional practice or significant 

personal-data exposure may require immediate institutional protection and notification according to 

applicable requirements. The person observing a concern must know who is authorised to stop an activity, 

preserve records, communicate with affected learners and make a report. Without these assignments, the 

apparent sophistication of the governance model may conceal a serious practical vulnerability. 

12.15 Research priorities: Expert appraisal, empirical validation, institutional pilots, programme outcomes, 

and longitudinal evaluation 

IETQG and ETAJ are conceptual and professional proposals developed through documentary interpretation 

and theoretically informed synthesis. They have not been subjected in this chapter to independent 

empirical validation, causal identification, predictive testing or evidence of improved inter-rater reliability. 

This limitation is not a minor qualification inserted after the main contribution; it defines the next scholarly 

task. A good framework should generate testable questions and remain open to evidence that its constructs 

are redundant, its instruments burdensome, its thresholds biased, or its intended benefits fail to 

materialise in actual university work. 

The first research stream concerns content and construct validation. Panels including HEC and 

comparable regulators, academic leaders, lecturers, instructional designers, student representatives, 

professional bodies, data-protection specialists and scholars from different African regions could assess 

whether the framework adequately covers educational quality and differentiates its domains. Structured 

expert appraisal or carefully documented Delphi studies could examine clarity, completeness, local 

relevance, feasibility and remaining disagreement. Consensus should not be interpreted as proof of 

empirical truth. The aim would be to identify where definitions, jurisdictional assumptions and operational 

fields require revision. 
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The second stream concerns usability and cognitive testing. Institutions could ask representative users 

to apply H1–H7 to authentic but appropriately anonymised situations and explain their decisions. 

Researchers could examine which fields are routinely misunderstood, where source tracing fails, how 

much staff time is consumed, whether non-specialists confuse evidence maturity with legal compliance, 

and whether recorded warrants expose or conceal uncertainty. Think-aloud methods, task observation, 

document analysis and structured user feedback could provide evidence for instrument revision. Such 

studies are especially important in resource-constrained settings where bureaucratic expansion may divert 

time from teaching. 

The third stream tests reviewer judgement quality. Independent panels might evaluate standardised 

anonymised programme dossiers using their ordinary procedure and, under a suitable experimental or 

quasi-experimental design, the ETAJ evidence-and-warrant sheet. Evaluation outcomes should include not 

only agreement statistics but the detection of contradictory evidence, calibration of uncertainty, 

identification of material academic risks, procedural fairness, and quality of written reasons. Inter-rater 

agreement does not automatically establish correct decisions; reviewers can agree on an invalid inference. 

Research designs should therefore include expert criterion judgements, qualitative explanations and 

sensitivity to disciplinary ambiguity (Kane, 2013). 

The fourth stream comprises institutional pilots and longitudinal programme research. Participating 

universities should vary by ownership, mission, size, disciplinary portfolio, delivery mode, resources and 

legal setting. Researchers could follow programmes from pre-launch readiness through first delivery, 

review, renewal and, where relevant, teach-out. Candidate outcomes include curriculum consistency, 

delays in resolving material findings, staff workload, verified assessment quality, student participation, 

completion and progression interpreted by cohort, and the educational relevance of corrective action. 

Evaluation must guard against attributing change to IETQG merely because the framework was introduced 

at the same time as new funding, leadership, technology or regulatory standards. 

A fifth stream concerns equity, AI, resilience, and transferability. Studies should investigate whether 

evidence requirements disadvantage small institutions, whether low-bandwidth alternatives preserve 

comparable learning, whether AI governance reliably protects assessment validity without intrusive 

surveillance, and whether the five-step adaptation protocol works in systems beyond the original 

comparison. The framework may require substantial reconsideration when applied to professional clinical 

training, doctoral supervision, transnational micro-credentials, armed-conflict disruption, multilingual 

teaching, or institutions without enterprise information systems. Comparative failure cases are especially 

valuable because they reveal assumptions concealed by successful demonstrations. 

Table 12.10. Proposed validation agenda and methodological safeguards 

Research stage Defensible design Principal validity question Essential caution 

Construct appraisal Expert review across institutions, 

disciplines and jurisdictions 
Are domains coherent, distinct and 

relevant? 
Expert agreement does not 

establish effectiveness 

Tool usability 
Task-based observation, cognitive 

interviewing, time and error 

analysis 

Can practitioners apply H1–H7 

consistently and affordably? 
Ease of use is not educational 

benefit 

Reviewer calibration 
Independent case review with 

pre-specified comparison and 

qualitative warrants 

Does ETAJ improve justified reasoning 

and contradiction detection? 
High agreement may conceal 

shared error 

Programme pilot 
Multi-institutional comparative 

implementation 
Do records change actionable 

decisions? 

Selection effects and 

simultaneous reforms confound 

attribution 

Longitudinal outcomes 
Cohort tracking and mixed-

methods analysis 
Are quality-relevant educational 

consequences improved? 
Avoid equating retention or pass 

rates with learning 
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Research stage Defensible design Principal validity question Essential caution 

Jurisdiction adaptation 
Comparative legal mapping and 

documented field application 
What transfers, what fails, and why? 

Do not infer uniform African 

applicability 

Note. Original research agenda extending Sangwa (2026). The table describes recommended future studies, not research already completed or 

results already obtained. 

Future research should also examine opportunity costs and unintended effects. A highly structured 

evidence system could produce better audit trails yet reduce lecturers’ time for student feedback, increase 

surveillance, privilege easily quantified outcomes, or formalise differences in administrative capacity. 

Regulators should not evaluate success by the number of registered documents alone. The decisive 

scholarly questions are whether decisions become better justified, important weaknesses are discovered 

sooner, student interests are better protected, and sustainable educational improvement becomes more 

likely under real conditions. 

For a credible evaluation, prospective studies should specify outcomes and comparison conditions before 

tool deployment, publish the adapted handbook version, retain reviewer instructions and source versions, 

and distinguish process outcomes from student-level effects. Agreement measures should be accompanied 

by disagreement analysis, and claims about learning should include appropriate direct evidence instead of 

relying on satisfaction or dashboard totals. Researchers should report negative findings and administrative 

burden with the same care as improvements. The proposed architecture may work well for regulatory 

explanation yet prove too cumbersome for ordinary module review, or it may improve document 

traceability without affecting students’ experience. Such results would not make the research futile. They 

would clarify the boundaries of what the framework can responsibly claim and guide a more selective, cost-

conscious revision. 

12.16 Framework limitations, institutional responsibilities, and the need for periodic revision 

The expanded framework has conceptual, evidentiary and institutional limits. Its foundations lie principally 

in selected scholarly and documentary sources, not in a representative sample of African universities. The 

thesis’ original comparator set was deliberately bounded; the completed chapters extended regulatory and 

educational interpretation but did not independently validate a causal mechanism. Documentary evidence 

can establish what an authority published and what a scholarly argument proposes, but it cannot by itself 

show that a policy is consistently implemented, that an intervention caused improved learning, or that 

reviewers will reach more defensible judgements after using a new worksheet (Sangwa, 2026). Claims of 

universal applicability would therefore be premature. 

A second limitation concerns the open-ended character of educational value. Explicit programme 

outcomes, matrices and review evidence cannot exhaust intellectual formation, creativity, scholarly 

independence, character, civic responsibility, or the public significance of research. These commitments are 

important even when their consequences cannot be reduced to stable quantitative measures. The 

framework should therefore protect a space for disciplined academic disagreement and interpretive 

evidence. Its purpose is not to turn all educational judgement into managerial compliance. It is to make 

consequential reasoning more transparent without eliminating the expert evaluation and philosophical 

debate on which universities depend. 

A third limitation is indicator reactivity. Once a metric becomes high stakes, institutional actors may 

change their behaviour to improve the reported value. A requirement to close all complaints within an 

implausibly short period may encourage administrative closure without student remedy; a completion 

target may encourage easier assessment; and a requirement for perfect curriculum-mapping coverage may 

reward superficial links between outcomes and tasks. The indicators proposed here must be tested for 

such effects. Quality should never be inferred solely from the apparent completeness of the system 

designed to record it. Independent sampling, periodic review of anomalous performance and direct 

examination of learner work are important corrective measures. 
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A fourth limitation lies in resources, technical change and governance capacity. Maintaining source 

registers, verifying implementation, protecting student information, training reviewers, evaluating AI tools 

and testing resilience all require time and expertise. A proposed framework may be theoretically coherent 

while operationally disproportionate for a small provider. Institutions should therefore adapt methods to 

their scale, but document why essential quality functions are preserved. Rapid updates to law, software 

and professional expectations also require document governance: each adopted handbook version should 

identify the academic approving body, legal reviewer, accountable owner, effective date, revised 

definitions, superseded versions, and the next review trigger. A platform outage, serious complaint, legal 

amendment, important AI change, or newly observed assessment weakness may require an earlier review 

than the ordinary cycle. 

An institutional responsibility remains even if the framework itself is imperfect. Universities must not use a 

provisional professional model to excuse non-compliance with valid rules, overstate accreditation status, 

or withhold material weaknesses from students. Regulators must likewise avoid treating the author’s 

proposal as a prescribed instrument unless it is lawfully adopted. Researchers should disclose the 

difference between conceptual coherence, expert approval, usability and causal impact. Editors and 

publishers should preserve the provenance of the doctoral contribution and any subsequent revisions, 

including where earlier scholarship was collaborative. Responsible stewardship includes the willingness to 

publish corrections when reliable new evidence contradicts a position expressed in this volume. 

The framework is accordingly best understood as a revisable architecture for responsible educational 

reasoning. Its invariant core consists of legitimate educational purpose, appropriate normative authority, 

enactable programme design, sufficient institutional capacity, verified evidence, justified judgement, 

learner protection and a credible path to improvement. Its adaptation layer permits contextually different 

arrangements for fulfilling those functions. Its jurisdictional expression must be generated from the actual 

legal and professional environment. This distinction enables conceptual continuity across the book while 

allowing the professional instruments to evolve as knowledge and institutional practice develop. 

12.17 Conclusion: Towards credible, inclusive, resilient, and educationally transformative universities 

Higher education becomes credible not when every university adopts the same quality vocabulary, 

technology or organisational chart, but when legitimate educational purposes are translated into 

demonstrable institutional commitments and accountable academic decisions. A qualification is a public 

claim about learning. It depends upon legal authority, intellectually worthwhile curriculum, appropriately 

qualified people, reliable resources, fair participation, valid assessment, learner protection, continuing 

review and the ability to fulfil obligations through changing circumstances. An accreditation certificate is 

important where required, but its existence cannot independently establish these qualities for all 

programmes and future cohorts. A functioning LMS, an elaborate policy manual, or an impressive 

dashboard is equally insufficient when disconnected from actual provision. 

The expanded Integrated Evidence-Traceable Quality Governance framework offers a coherent way to 

examine those connections. Institutional capability enables, but does not prove, programme readiness. 

Programme assurance translates capability into a particular academic offering, but does not itself grant 

legal permission or establish future graduate achievement. Evidence-Traceable Accreditation Judgement 

provides a disciplined model for moving from authoritative criteria through verified material and explicit 

warrants to appropriately qualified professional findings and lawful decisions. Monitoring, corrective 

action, and institutional learning then complete the cycle. The Higher Education Quality Governance 

Implementation Handbook converts this architecture into a set of mutually linked, adaptable records and 

decision routines while preserving its provisional scholarly status. 

For Rwanda, the practical challenge is to connect current HEC and qualifications requirements to feasible 

institutional implementation without mistaking every desirable international benchmark for a binding 

national rule. For other African systems, the challenge is functional comparability without legal 

homogenisation. For university leaders, the decisive task is to protect academic judgement while ensuring 
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that the resources, information and authority required to act responsibly are genuinely available. For 

educators and students, quality must ultimately appear in worthwhile opportunities to learn, just 

assessment, credible qualifications and prompt correction of preventable harm. For researchers, the next 

task is to test whether the framework actually improves these outcomes, under what conditions, at what 

cost and with which unintended consequences. 

The book therefore closes with an argument for disciplined institutional humility. Regulations can be 

amended, curricula improved, systems repaired, indicators challenged, and scholarly models revised. What 

should remain stable is the duty to state educational claims truthfully, examine their supporting evidence 

critically, protect learners, explain consequential judgements, and correct what experience demonstrates to 

be deficient. Such governance does not promise immunity from uncertainty or disruption. It gives 

universities and regulators a more credible means of fulfilling their academic responsibilities in Rwanda, 

across Africa, and within a higher-education environment whose future cannot be understood simply by 

extrapolating its past. 
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