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ABSTRACT 

This study endeavors to find quality assurance practices at public and private sector 

higher education institutes of Pakistan. The study was limited to only recognized universities 

of capital Islamabad and the Punjab province. Twelve universities from public and twelve 

universities from private sector were selected randomly as population of the study. In the 

next stage of sampling four departments from each university were selected randomly. All 

the teachers and head of departments of those selected departments were the respondents of 

this study. Self constructed instrument was validated by expert opinion and pilot testing. To 

find the opinions of heads of quality assurance cells of the universities, interviews of five 

heads of quality assurance from public and five from private sector universities were 

conducted. Data were analyzed by using SPSS 16.0 software. Multiple bar graphs, chi square 

and t test for independent sample was used to compare the quality assurance practices of 

public and private sector universities. The major findings of the study include that quality 

assurance model of Higher Education Commission is predominant model of quality 

assurance in the higher education sector of Pakistan. Some departments of few universities 

have adopted ISO 9000 model of quality assurance. There is no linkage between internal and 

external quality assurance practices in the higher education sector of Pakistan. Private sector 

universities are offering limited number of market oriented courses and programs. There is 

shortage of qualified personnel for quality assurance in higher education sector of Pakistan. 

Potential employer and alumnae are not involved in the process of Program and courses 

review. Some encouraging findings of the study are that most of the universities in pubic and 

private sector have mission statement and quality assurance policy which indicates that 

universities have started taking quality assurance seriously. The major recommendation of 

the study is that the gap between internal and external quality assurance can be bridged by 

including internal quality assurance practices in the ranking criteria and making periodic 
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peer review and external academic audit compulsory for all the public and private higher 

education institutes. Close liaison between industry and universities is needed to bring the 

courses and programs at par with the market requirements and international standard. More 

workshops and training programs should be arranged to create awareness about quality 

assurance in higher education amongst the teaching fraternity.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 Universities play a vital role in the social and economic development of any nation 

because all the religious scholars, social reformers, industrialist, professionals like doctors, 

engineers, lawyers and economists get their inspiration and knowledge from the universities, 

who serve the society by enriching its values and developing its resources (Strydom, & 

Lategan, 1998; UNESCO, 2002 ; Trow, 2005). The developments of knowledge economies 

depend on greater participation in higher education. Governments in the developed 

economies have recognized this and have sought to increase participation rates (Srikanthan 

& Dalrymple, 2005; UNESCO, 2004). 

The expansion, diversification, and privatization of  higher education  system 

worldwide have brought with them an increased concern about the  quality of  higher 

education  , in both developed and developing countries(Michaela & Antony, 2007). To 

respond to increased global competition and national educating reforms effectively and 

efficiently, Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) must establish quality assurance practices. 

The need of establishing a robust  quality assurance systems for   higher education  to 

address today’s challenges faced by this rapidly growing sector has been recognized by  

World Bank’s report and many other researches (World Bank, 2002).  

In the developing countries, like Pakistan, most of the HEIs are not well prepared to 

gear up according to the pace of changes in scientific and technological sphere and are 

unable to play their role of  disseminating and generating the knowledge desirable to meet 

these challenges. This plight of the HEIs calls for an immediate overhauling of the Quality 

Assurance (QA) in the  higher education  sector of Pakistan (Azam, 2007 &  Rauf, 2006). It 

has been realized by most of the developing countries of Africa and Asia that in this rapidly 

changing world high quality higher education is essential for every nation to bring the 
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expectations of the nation into reality. This can be witnessed by the establishment of large 

number of quality assurance agencies for higher education in these countries (Hayward, 

2006; Brennan & Shah, 2000).  

Not only quality assurance agencies are working at national level but many networks 

of quality assurance agencies have also been emerged over the last few years. One famous 

network, The International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education 

(INQAAHE) was established in 1991 by only 18 founding members but within in short 

period of 15 years the membership has risen to 150 from 100 different countries 

(Woodhouse & Kristoffersen, 2006). This rapid increase in the quality assurance 

organizations around the world mirrored the necessity and significance of the quality 

assurance in higher education .   Quality and quality assurance of higher education clearly 

have become key issues for higher education both in the Asia and Pacific region and all over 

the world (World Bank, 2007). 

When HEC replaced University Grants Commission (UGC) in 2002 the number of 

universities in Pakistan was only 26 which has mushroomed to 124 including 67 public and 

57 private universities operating in all over the Pakistan ( Higher Education Commission 

[HEC], 2008). Most of them are young HEIs managing under both the threats and 

opportunities of education reform and in an environment of globalization. With inadequate 

mechanisms to assure the quality of their educational programs, their chance for survival is 

slim and could worsen if they ignore or avoid their competition. To be able to survive, be 

competitive and assure their own customers a quality education ,domestically and 

internationally, a  Quality Assurance model for their institutions has to be developed and 

implemented (Bhatti & Tauqir, 2006; Rauf, 2006;  & Hayword, 2008).  

To date, different quality assurance models have been implemented by some of the 

public and private institutes in Pakistan.  Higher Education Commission (HEC) has allocated 
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85 billion rupees for higher education sector reforms (Osama, Najam, Kassim-lakha, Gilani, 

& King, 2009). This mammoth amount and increasing number of HEIs demand a 

mechanism to ensure that public interests are being safe guarded and higher education is 

moving in the desired direction. Those objectives can only be achieved by a system of 

quality assurance. The main objectives of quality assessment and quality assurance in higher 

education have been concluded by the  Quality Assurance Agency for  Higher Education  

(QAA) of United Kingdom (The  Quality Assurance Agency [QAA], 2004) as: 

•  To guarantee that the public funding  is used for education of acceptable  

quality  

•   To provide public information about  quality of education 

•   And to provide insights and persuade improvement in education.  

The problem highlighted from the above discussion is an urgent need of Quality 

Assurance mechanism in  higher education . This study will examine different quality 

assurance practices being experienced in the higher education sector of Pakistan and problem 

related to these practices will also be explored.  

Statement of the Problem 

Both public and private higher education sectors in Pakistan are experiencing rapid 

expansion with the passage of time. The government has also realized the importance of this 

neglected sector and has allocated additional funds for higher education. After the inception 

of HEC, reform process has also been expedited for the first time in history of Pakistan. 

Therefore, this is a timely effort to explore current status of quality assurance in higher 

education sector of Pakistan. This study will investigate and compare quality assurance 

models and practices implemented by the public and private higher education institutes of 

Pakistan.  And the obstacles related to those models and practices will also be studied.  
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Objectives of the Study 

Objectives of the study are to: 

1. Investigate the quality assurance practices currently being utilized in the higher 

education institutes of Pakistan. 

2. Explore the degree of conformance of quality assurance practices in higher education 

institutes to the requirements of  Higher Education Commission. 

3. Examine difficulties in the process quality assurance in public and private 

universities? 

4. Compare the quality assurance practices adopted by the public sector universities and 

Private sector universities.  

5. To find the extent of stakeholders’ involvement in the quality assurance practices of 

higher education institutes.  

Research Questions 

The main research questions of the study are: 

1. What quality assurance practices are currently being utilized in the higher education 

institutes of Pakistan? 

2. To what degree do quality assurance practices in higher education institutes conform 

to the requirements of Higher Education Commission? 

3. What are the difficulties in the process of quality assurance in public and private 

universities? 

4. What are the differences between the quality assurance practices adopted by the 

public sector universities and private sector universities?  

5. To what extent stakeholders are involved in quality assurance practices? 
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Significance of the Study 

  This empirical attempt, definitely, enables the higher education institutions to 

identify, review and improve their existing quality assurance practices and eventually 

facilitates them to keep up with the ambitious challenges. This study will be helpful in 

establishing a baseline on the status of quality assurance practices in the higher education 

sector of Pakistan. This study will also be of remarkable assistance to the policymakers, 

implementers and development partners involved in higher education sector of Pakistan by 

providing information and analysis needed to identify and prioritize capacity-building needs 

for quality improvement.  

The study presents a snapshot of the quality assurance practices being experienced by 

the HEIs and what are the future expansion being witnessed by the heads of quality 

assurance. Not only current practices of public and private universities are acknowledged but 

also gaps and loopholes are identified. These findings can be utilized to put forward 

foundation for the development of a comprehensive quality assurance model for the higher 

education sector of Pakistan. 

This study is also significant because very few research studies have been conducted 

to explore different aspects of quality and quality assurance practices in higher education of 

Pakistan. The present study will contribute by suggesting a new approach for the 

improvement of quality assurance practices in higher education sector.  

One of the salient features of this study is the timing of this study; this study is 

conducted at the time when higher education sector is witnessing incredible expansion in the 

enrolment, number of universities and public spending on higher education. This expedition 

calls for an urgent need of quality assurance so that quality is not compromised at the cost of 

quantity.  
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Being first detailed study about quality assurance practices adopted by higher 

education sector of Pakistan it paves new paths for future researches. The future research 

questions recommended by the researcher will be support to explore and investigate other 

dimensions of quality assurance in higher education.  

As in this dissertation, all the important information related to higher education is 

presented precisely and accurately, there the study is also helpful for anyone who is 

interested to know higher education system and want to get information about higher 

education sector of Pakistan.  

Another salient feature of this study is to define quality and quality assurance in 

higher education settings of Pakistan. The information presented in this manuscript will be 

of great assistance to all the stakeholders in judging the quality of HEIs.  

Limitations of the Study 

The responses to the questionnaire used in this study will be based on the 

participants’ knowledge, experience, and perception of the subject. In spite of every attempt 

to keep individual participant’s response confidential, the possibility remains that the 

responses and replies may not be free of bias.  

Delimitation of the Study 

This study is delimited to only public and private universities recognized by Higher 

Education Commission of Pakistan, present in the jurisdiction of the Province Punjab and 

the Capital Islamabad.  

Operational Definitions 

Higher Education Institutes: all the degree awarding colleges and universities recognized by  

Higher Education Commission.  
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A  Quality System:  is the organized structure, responsibilities, procedures, processes and 

resources for implementing quality management.   

 Quality Assurance:  Quality Assurance is the systematic review of educational programs to 

ensure that acceptable standards of education, scholarship and infrastructure are being 

maintained.  

Internal Quality Assessment: is a procedure for determining whether an institution’s 

activities meet the institutional standards.  

External Quality Assessment: is participation in the assessment visit, gathering sufficient 

evidence on the provision of  Quality Assurance policy, and providing a collective judgment 

on the  quality of education.  

 Total    Quality Management   Model:   refers   to   the   management philosophy that 

encourage everyone in the organization to know the organization mission and to adopt a 

quality philosophy to continuously improve on how the work is done to meet the satisfaction 

of the customer. 

 ISO 9000  Quality Assurance Model:  is a set of standards about design, implementation, 

and assessment of  quality Management  system. The generic management system standards 

of ISO 9000 can be applied to all kinds of organizations including service sector. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter is divided into four parts: in the first part higher education system of 

Pakistan, development of higher education, governance of higher education, reforms in 

higher education and quality assurance initiatives taken by HEC of Pakistan are discussed. In 

the next part of this chapter concept of quality and quality assurance, framework of quality 

assurance, model used for assuring quality in higher education sector are reviewed on the 

basis of international literature. In part three quality assurance practices, for higher 

education, adopted by US, Australia and UK higher will be critically analyzed briefly. The 

last but not the least part includes reviews of some international researches related to quality 

assurance in higher education sector.   

Higher Education in Pakistan 

When Pakistan appeared on the map of the world on 14th August 1947 only one fully 

functioning university, University of the Punjab (established in 1882), and one newly 

established university (Sindh University, Jamshoro  founded in 1947)  were there to  cater 

for the needs of higher education of 75 million people in this newly born country (Isani & 

Virk, 2005). Just after one month of its inception first commission for education was called 

on by the founder of Pakistan, Quad-e-Azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah which reflects that 

education was the first and foremost priority of the new government of the juvenile state. 

While addressing to the conference, Leader of the nation emphasized the importance of 

higher education is "the future of our state will and must greatly depend on the type of 

education we give to our children" (Government of Pakistan, 1947). Almost all the 

governments have strived to improve the educational system of Pakistan. This is manifested 

in the large number of constitutions and committees formed by various governments in their 
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regimes. So far six education policies including Education policies of 1970,1972,1979,1992, 

1998 and new education policy of 2009 have been announced by the respective 

governments. Besides these policies various commissions and task forces have been formed 

and reports have been published in 1947, 1951, 1959, 1966, 1969, 1970, 1972, 1979, 1992, 

1998-2010  along with education sector reforms on higher education: strategic plan 2001-

2004, and task force on improvement of higher education in Pakistan 2002 (Government of 

Pakistan, 2007). All these policies and recommendations failed to get the required results 

because these were based on unrealistic targets (Boston Group, 2001).  The precarious 

situation of higher education is reflected in the UNDP Human Development Report 

2007/2008,.which specify that participation rate of higher education in Pakistan is higher 

than only Sikkim and Bhutan within South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation 

(SAARC). With 2.6 % participation rate, Pakistan is not only way behind than developed 

nation of Asia like Singapore 35.2%, Japan 30.4%, Hong Kong 27.2% but also lagging 

behind neighboring countries Iran 12.7%and India 6%. This grave situation is further 

deteriorating due to the fact that Pakistan is spending less than two percent of its GDP on the 

all levels of education which is above than only ten other countries of the world which are 

spending less than Pakistan (UNDP, 2007).  

Development of Higher Education Institutes in Pakistan  

University of the Punjab was the only functioning university in the territorial 

jurisdictions of Pakistan (at that time it was called West Pakistan) at the time of 

independence with the population of over 100 million and area of 7, 96,096 square km. This 

shows the dismal situation of the higher education in the early days of the country. 

Education is the responsibility of provincial governments by mandate. Most of the higher 

education institutes (HEIs) had been established and funded by the respective provincial 

governments. There were only four HEIs till 1957 and in the next decade it increased to 10 
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only. In the next two decades 16 HEIs were established, two in each. From 1988 to 1997 the 

numbers of HEIs raises to 43 which show relatively rapid growth. But the last decade from 

1998 to 2008 was phenomenal because the number of universities were increased more than 

double and reached to 128 (Osama, Najam, Kassim-lakha, Gilani, & King, 2009).  The total 

number of public and private universities is given in the table below.  

Table 2.1 

Total number of public and private universities in Pakistan  

Region Universities Public Private 

AJK 4 2 2 

Balochistan 8 6 2 

Islamabad 17 14 3 

Northern Areas 1 1   

NWFP 22 13 9 

Punjab 38 21 17 

Sindh 38 13 25 

Total 128 70 58 
Source (HEC, 2008)  

Most of the universities are located in two provinces Punjab and Sindh. More than 80 

percent universities of Pakistan are located in five big cities of Pakistan (Economic Survey 

of Pakistan, 2009).  

Higher Education System in Pakistan 

In Pakistan, higher education refers to education above grade 12, which generally 

corresponds to the age bracket of 17 to 23 years (USAID, 2008). In Pakistan universities can 

be broadly categorized as general and professional universities. Professional universities are 

usually providing academic program in one discipline i.e. engineering, agriculture and 

medical etc. on the other hand general universities offers a variety of program ranging from 

liberal arts to information technology. University of the Punjab is the oldest and largest 
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university comprising of four campuses, 13 faculties, 9 constituents colleges, over sixty three 

Departments, Centers, Institutes and more than five hundred affiliated colleges (University 

of the Punjab, 2009). This highlights the variety and diversity of the programs offered by 

general universities. Different categories of professional universities have been devised by 

HEC. For ranking purpose HEC has divided the universities in following groups.  

1- Agriculture/ veterinary 

2- Art/Design 

3- Business/ IT 

4- Engineering 

5- General 

6- Health sciences   

Apart from institutes and departments of the universities and Degree Awarding 

Institutes [DAI’s] a large number of affiliated colleges and institutes is also catering the need 

of higher education. These affiliated colleges are spread in nuke and corner of the country 

and provide education in far flung areas as well. The degrees are awarded to the graduating 

students of these affiliated colleges and institutes by the affiliating university. There are 

many affiliated colleges and institutes operating in Pakistan. Universities are responsible for 

conducting examination and maintaining standers of curriculum, teaching and other services 

of these affiliating colleges (Isani & Virk, 2005).  

Recently a new phenomenon of sub campuses has erupted in the higher education of 

Pakistan. Now many universities including University of the Punjab has established sub 

campuses in different locations of the country. These sub campuses offer fewer or same 

academic programs as of Parent University but of equal standard and recognition. Sub 

campuses also follow the same fee structure and rules as of the main campus.  
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Spending on Higher Education 

Pubic spending on education is 2.6 % of the total budget. And higher education 

receives 15.7 % out of total spending on education. in 2005-06 annual budget (Government 

of Pakistan, 2007). 

 Table 2.2 

Education Sector Spending in Pakistan  

 GDP 
(US$, bn.) 

Education 
Expend. As a 
share of GDP 

Tertiary Edu. 
Expend. As a 
share of 
GDP 

Edu. As a 
Share of 
Total Public 
Expenditure 

Tertiary Edu. 
As a share of 
total Edu. 
Expenditure 

2001-02 71.5 1.51 0.09 8.1 5.9 

2002-03 82.3 1.63 0.17 8.8 10.6 

2003-04 98.1 1.73 0.18 10.3 10.6 

2004-05 111.5 1.78 0.24 10.5 13.6 

2005-06 128.8 1.84 0.29 10.1 15.7 

The above table clearly indicates lack of funds allocated for education in general and 

higher education in particular. Perhaps, Pakistan is one of those countries which are 

spending less than any other nation on higher education (only above to Bhutan) (USAID, 

2008).  The current situation remains as dismal as ever with spending less than 2 percent 

GDP on the education. One of the factors in the slow improvement in the education 

indicators has been the low level of public expenditure on education and hence the declining 

trend in the financial allocations (as a % of GDP) to the education sector is a major cause of 

concern (USAID, 2008). 

Population having Access to University Education 

Unlike developed countries where the age group between 18 to 26 years have 17 to 

60 percent participation rate in higher education Pakistani youth just have 2.6 percent 

participation rate in tertiary education. This participation is by no means up to the mark 
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according to the international standards. Ironically Pakistan is also lacking far behind the 

other developing countries of the region like India and Malaysia who are having 11 and 32 

percent enrollment of the age group of 18 to 26 respectively (World Bank & UNESCO, 

2002). The Government of Pakistan in Medium Term Development Framework (MTDF) has 

set the target of raising the enrollment in higher education to 5 percent till the end of 2009 

and 10 percent till the end of 2011(HEC, 2005).  

Table 2.3 

Percentage of Population Between Age Group 18 to 26 years, Enrolled at University 
Campus for Higher Education 
 

 

Est. Pop Age Group 18 to 

26 yrs. (Million) *  

Enrollment Including 

Ph.D. (Million)  

Enrollment  at 

University Campus 

(%)  

Year Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

2001-02 11.98 11.74 23.72 0.175 0.102 0.276 1.46 0.87 1.16 

2002-03 12.23 11.96 24.19 0.204 0.128 0.332 1.67 1.07 1.37 

2003-04 12.26 12.63 24.90 0.245 0.179 0.423 1.99 1.41 1.70 

*Source: Economic Survey of Pakistan 2004-05  and Pakistan Statistical Year Book 2002-03 

The bleak picture of higher education is portrayed in the above table as only 1.7% 

youth managed to get higher education offered by the Universities. This is amongst one of 

the lowest participation in the world. The situation has improved considerably after the 

intervention of HEC but still there is long way to go. The following table shows that largest 

increase in enrollment is being witnessed in medical colleges followed by DAIs and 

Agricultural Universities (Burki, 2005 & Azam, 2007).  

 
 



 24

Table 2.4 

Enrollments by Types of HEIs, 2003-2008 

 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 % 
increase 

General Universities 134,564 149,968 164,150 188,904 220,997 64 % 

Agriculture Universities 14,682 16,793 21,760 24,682 27,881 90 % 

Engineering Universities 20,028 24,762 24,056 26,497 30,766 54 % 

Medical Universities 4,337 4,214 6,049 5,956 11,924 175 % 

DAIs 6,811 8,770 10,502 11,805 18,588 173 % 

Other Institutes 2,080 2,671 3,377 3,633 4,107 97 % 

Centers 1,206 1,578 1,707 1,937 2,015 67 % 

Total 183,708 208,756 231,601 263,414 316,278 72 % 

% Increase in Enrollments  13.6 % 10.9 % 13.7 % 20.1 %  

Source HEC, 2008 
 
Faculty of Higher Education Institutes  

Teacher student ratio is quite balanced in HEIs i.e. 1-20 but most of the faculty in 

private sector is visiting. In public sector only 22 percent teachers are working on part time 

bases where as 36 % faculty is part time in private sector.  

Table 2.5 

Number of Full and Part Time Faculty Members by Public & Private Sector 
Universities/DAIs during 2003-04 
 
Sector Full Time  Part Time Total 

Distance Learning 182 17620 17802 

Public 10471 2975 13446 

Private 3963 2217 6180 

Overall 14616 22812 37428 

Source HEC, 2008 

A major cause of concern is the number of PhD faculty which is only 21 percent 

(HEC, 2008). With rapid increase in enrollment of the universities more number of faculty 

members having PhD are required.  
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Table 2.6 

Faculty to student ratio and number of PhD faculty 

 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 

Total faculty 8814 9804 11,034 13,744 16,727 

% increase in faculty  11.2 12.5 24.6 21.7 

PhD Faculty  2579 2482 2241 3260 3645 

% increase in PhD faculty  (3.8) (9.7) 45.5 11.8 

% of PhD faculty  29.3 25.3 20.3 23.7 21.8 

Teacher-student Ratio  1:21 1:21 1:20 1:19 1:19 

Source HEC, 2009 

Development of Private Higher Education Institutions  

The history of private education sector in partisan can be traced back to late 1800s 

when Lahore Mission College was established in 1864 and later on its name was changed 

into Forman Christian College in 1894. It was not a degree awarding institute at that time, it 

was Affiliate College with Calcutta University and degrees were awarded through that 

university (USAID, 2008). When Pakistan got independence not even a single private 

university was in operation. But there was some prestigious schools run by private sectors in 

big cities like Lahore. The major set back to the private education sector was inflicted when 

all the private education providers were nationalized in 1972 and private education 

institutions were banned in the country. In the National Education Policy of 1979 the ban 

imposed by the Government of Pakistan on private education institutions was lifted 

(Government of Pakistan, 1979). This encouraged the private higher education sector as well 

and in the result Aga Khan University (1983) emerged as first post independence private 

university of Pakistan followed by Lahore University of Management Sciences (1985). But 

this participation by the private sector in higher education was lukewarm as there were only 

two private Universities/ DAIs  operating in the country till 1990 which has jumped to 57 in 

2008 (HEC, 2008). These statistics reflect the breathtaking pace of the increase in private 
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sector participation in the higher education sector of Pakistan in the last two decades. Private 

sector is accommodating 23% of the total enrollment in the universities and 9 % of the 

degree college enrolments (World Bank, 2006). The private sector is witnessing expansion at 

a healthy rate of 75 percent but its ratio to public sector has not improved over the last few 

years due to unexpectedly high growth in public sector enrollment which remain just over 92 

percent (HEC, 2008, USAID, 2008). The Government of Pakistan has encouraged private 

sector to participate actively in higher education sector and it has been one of the goals of 

Draft Education policy 2008 (Government of Pakistan, 2009). Recently top management of 

HEC has recognized the important role of private sector in higher education and has devised 

strategies to encourage private sector. One major step in this direction is addition of nine 

private sector universities in the list of institutes eligible for public funding for Research, 

Faculty development and enhancement of academic and research facilities and infrastructure 

(HEC,  2009).  

Table 2.7 

Growth of public and private sector HEIs in Pakistan  

  
Year 

Universities Degree Awarding Institutions 
Public  Private  Public  Private  

Total Female Total Female Total Female Total Female 
1947-48 2 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 

1959-60 5 - 0 - 1 - 0 - 

1970-71 8 - 0 - 2 - 0 - 

1979-80 15 - 0 -       2 - 0 - 

1989-90 20 - 2 - 3 - 0 - 

1998-99 28 1 10 1 3 - 5 - 

1999-00 31 2 13 1 4 - 6 - 

2004-05 47 3 34 1 8 1 19 - 

2005-06 49 4 36 1 8 1 18 - 

2007-08 54    4   40    1 13    1   17  

 Source HEC, 2008  
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Historical Background of Higher Education Reforms in Pakistan  

Foundation of inter-university board in 1952 according to the vision of 1947 Pakistan 

education conference can be considered as first major reform  taken by the government to 

improve and supervise higher education in Pakistan. The main task of this board was to 

develop liaison amongst different universities. But this board could not achieve its goals 

because it was inherently ineffective and lacking a clear administrative or financial role 

(Higher education report, 2002-2008). In 1959 commission on National education was 

established but its fate was not different than earlier bodies and it also failed to deliver. 

In spite of the accepted importance of higher education sector it remained a neglected 

sub-sector of education until the establishment of the University Grants Commission (UGC) 

in 1974. UGC was established in 1974 by an Act of parliament. It was bestowed with the 

mandate of maintaining the standard of higher education across the country and to propagate 

a uniform policy for all the higher education institutes to enhance the national unity and 

cohesion.  Other main tasks of UGC were assessment of the financial needs of the 

universities, distribution of grants to the universities, and building intuitional capacity (Isani 

& Virk, 2005).  

But in reality UGC was only playing a passive role of budgetary allocations to the 

public sector universities. It was failed to act as a dynamic body capable of engendering 

change and innovation in university administration, curricular, and research activities 

(Boston Group, 2001). Up to 1987, only 26 universities and degree awarding institutions 

(DAIs) were operating in the country (USAID, 2008 &  HEC, 2008).  

The present reform process can be attributed to the combine report of UNESCO and 

World Bank on the higher education in developing world published in 2002. Two major 

contributing authors of this report Syed Babar Ali and Shams Kassim-Lakha succeed in 

convincing the Government of Pakistan to establish a Task Force for Higher Education 
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(TFHE) (HEC Report 2002-2008).  TFHE was established in April 2001 and extensive 

consultations were made with all the stakeholders and a report was complied. In the mean 

time minister of science and technology Dr. Atta-ur-Rahman established a Study Group on 

science and technology in October 2001 to promote Science and Technology in HEIs. A 

presentation was prepared and presented to the President of Pakistan with the joint effort of 

TFHE and the Study Group on science and technology. The president acknowledged and 

allowed to proceed with the recommendation and device a mechanism for the realization of 

these goals. Steering Committee on Higher Education (SCHE) was founded on the bases of 

recommendations of TFHE by the Federal Minister for Education. During the development 

phase all the stake holders were consulted and involved during the whole process. SCHE 

carried out meetings with all the four provincial Governors, Provincial ministers of 

education and top ranked Government officials besides this SCHE also conducted 10 public 

consultations with more than 900 participants including Vice Chancellors, Faculty members 

and their associations (HEC Report 2002-2008).  Major achievement of the SCHE was to 

finalize a  Model University Ordinance (MUO) with the consent of Chancellors and Vice 

Chancellors of HEIs from all over the country. The MUO proposed radical changes in 

university governance and management. The SCHE also recommended setting up of a 

performance-based enabling environment, more autonomy and academic freedom for HEIs. 

Restructuring of the UGC into a financially and administratively dynamic and autonomous 

body of national statute was also one of the most important recommendations (HEC, 2009).   

Governance of the Universities in Pakistan  

University of the Punjab is the pioneer university of Pakistan. It was established in 

1882 by the then British Government, drawn up on the pattern of University of London. 

Most of the universities in Pakistan have followed the constitution and rules of this 

university (Isani & virk,  2005). The Chancellor, the highest authority of the University is 
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the Governor of the Province. But incase of the universities run by federal government the, 

Chancellor is the President of Pakistan. She/he chairs convocations, and meetings of the 

University Senate. She/he also has the power of conferring an honorary degree, etc. The 

Chancellor, in most of the matters, acts on the advice of the Pro-Chancellor, who is, by 

constitution, the provincial Minister of Education.  

The Vice-Chancellor is the executive head of the University and manages the 

academic, financial and administrative activities of the university under his jurisdiction. 

She/He can delegate and exercise her/his powers, when and where needed, through the 

advice and consultation with the various University authorities. The Vice Chancellor can not 

look after every matter of the university so he delegates some of his powers to the Pro-Vice-

Chancellor who assists the Vice-Chancellor in the execution of some of the functions of the 

University. Deans of Faculties, Directors of the Institutes and Centers, Principals and head of 

the Constituent Colleges and Chairpersons of Departments are responsible for the academic 

activities of their respective academic institutions. The Registrar, the Treasurer, the 

Controller of Examinations, the Chief Librarian and other officers-in-charge take care of the 

functioning of relevant departments (Federal University Ordinance, 2002, 2002) 

         Different bodies are set up to regulate all the academic, administrative and financial 

activities of the University. According to the constitution of 1973 and university ordinance 

2002 following statuary body should be established in the universities. 

 (i) The Senate 

 (ii) The Syndicate 

 (iii) The Academic Council 

 (iv) The Boards of Faculties 

 (v) The Board of Studies 

 (vi) The Selection Board 
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 (vii) The Advanced Studies and Research Board 

 (viii) The Finance and Planning Committee 

 (ix) The Affiliation Committee 

 (x) The Discipline Committee  (Federal University Ordinance 2002, 2002, p. 10) 

 Owing to the importance of the three main organs of the university i.e. the Senate, the 

Syndicate and Academic Council, functioning and structure of these bodies  have been 

discussed in detail in the following lines.  

The Senate  

 The Senate is the uppermost organization of the University, and grants endorsement 

to sketch statutes projected by the Syndicate. It also approves the Annual Report on 

academic activities, the annual statement of accounts and revised budget estimates, etc 

(University of the Punjab, 2008). By constitution the Chancellor is the chairman of the 

Senate or in his absence his nominee can lead the Senate. All members of  the Senate are 

selected for the period of three years except  ex-officio members. It is mandatory that that 

minimum two meeting of Senate should be conducted in every calendar year.  

 According to the law the Senate shall consist of the Chancellor; the Pro-Chancellor; the 

Vice-Chancellor; Deans and heads of different departments, Faculty members, students, 

member of parliaments and representatives of civil society i.e. retired Justice.  

 The Senate has powers to consider proposals from Syndicate and take decisions about 

them. It also approves annual budget and annual statement of accounts. Most of the powers 

of various Authorities, Officers and Committees or Sub-Committee of the universities are 

delegated by the Senate to perform different functions. (Federal University Ordinance 2002, 

2002,  p.11).  
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The Syndicate 

 The Syndicate is headed by the Vice-Chancellor and comprises of the Pro-Vice-

Chancellor, Speaker of the Provincial Assembly nominate members of the of the Punjab 

assembly; two members of the Senate i.e. Upper house of parliament; the Chief Justice of the 

Lahore High Court; Chief Secretary of Punjab, Education Department or nominee; Finance 

Department, or nominee, one nominee of the Higher Education Commission; one Dean 

should be nominated by the Chancellor on the advice of the Vice-Chancellor; one Professor, 

one Associate Professor, one Assistant Professor and one  Lecturer who has minimum  two 

years of experience in the same institute,  to be elected; three of eminent personalities, to be 

nominated by the Chancellor;  one Principal of the affiliated colleges to be nominated by the 

Chancellor; and an elected student representative. All the members of Syndicate other than 

ex-officio members hold office for three years. Meeting of Syndicate can be convened only if 

one-half of the total members are present (Federal University Ordinance 2002, 2002, p. 14) 

Powers and duties of the Syndicate 

 The Syndicate is the executive body of the University and has full authority to take 

effective measures to raise the standards of teaching, research and publication and other 

academic pursuits and exercise general supervision over the affairs and management of the 

property of the University (University act, 1973). Syndicate look after both the academic and 

administrative functions of the university. It has the power to take effective measures to 

elevate the standards of teaching, research and publications according to the national needs 

and international standards. It also maintains and regulates financial records and the record 

of movable and immoveable property of the university. It has control over the property and 

funds of the University. It also takes decision about investing the funds of the university in 

different projects. It also evaluates the ongoing projects. Most of the jurisdiction of the 

syndicate is of administrative nature and it has nothing or little to do with the academic 
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activities (Isani & Virk, 2005). Out of thirty stipulated duties of the syndicate most of them 

are related to administration.  

The Academic Council 

 The Academic Council is also presided over by the  Vice-Chancellor. Its members are 

the Pro-Vice-Chancellor; the Deans of faculties; the Directors of Institutes; the Principals of 

the constituent colleges; the University Professors including Professors Emeritus; the 

Chairmen of the Teaching Departments; Education Secretary, the Regional Directors of 

Education and the Director of Technical Education within the territorial limits of the University;  

two  elected Associate Professors other than Chairmen of the Teaching Departments;  two 

elected Assistant Professors and three Lecturers to be elected; six Principals of affiliated 

colleges; six teachers of affiliated colleges having at least five years service in an affiliated 

colleges, including one from women’s colleges; three persons eminent in the arts, the 

sciences and the professions, nominated by the Chancellor;  the Registrar;  the Librarian; and 

the Controller of examinations. The quorum for the meeting of the Academic Council is one-

third of the total of members; a fraction is counted as one. 

Powers and duties of the Academic Council 

 The Academic Council, the academic body of the University, advises the Syndicate on 

all academic matters. It has the powers to chalk out appropriate standards of instruction, 

research, examinations and publications. It also has the power to take steps to enhance 

academic standard of the University and affiliated colleges.  It advises the Syndicate on 

matters related to teaching and learning, research activities, publications, examination 

system, admission policy and discipline and code of conduct for the students. New scheme 

of studies and syllabi are proposed by the academic council to the Syndicate.   

 A Faculty may comprise of a specific discipline or a group of disciplines. All the 

Faculties have their own Board of studies, which is presided over by the respective Dean of 
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the Faculty. The Board coordinates the teaching and research work in the subjects assigned 

to the Faculty and acts on the advice of the Board of Studies. The Board of Studies for each 

discipline is the primary body responsible for regulating all academic matters and making 

recommendations regarding these areas. The Advanced Studies and Research Board looks 

after the promotion of advanced studies and research in the University. In addition, there are 

many other bodies which deal with the academic, financial, administrative, welfare, 

discipline and other matters of the University’s functioning. (Federal University Ordinance 

2002,  2002, p. 15). 

The above mentioned bodies are essential part of all the public and private sector 

universities and work as an internal quality assurance agent of academic and administrative 

matters.  

Higher Education Commission Pakistan  

“Education in Pakistan, by and large, remained for years stuck in a state of disarray. 

It seemed to have been caught in the fury of a whirlwind spawned by neglect, an entrenched 

incompetence and lack of foresight on the part of those calling the shots from their positions 

of responsibility. Higher education in particular suffered the most.” (Rehman, 2008a). Poor 

performance of the Higher Education Sector of Pakistan has been  witnessed by the poor 

ranking of the universities i.e. not even a single university was included in the top five 

hundred universities of the world by any ranking agency. It was multiplied by the low 

participation rate in the higher education which has been only 2.9% for the age group 18 to 

23 which is not even comparable to the neighboring countries.  Higher Education 

Commission [HEC] was established in 2002 by Presidential ordinance No.LIII  as  an 

independent body to  “facilitate Institutions of Higher Learning to serve as Engines for the 

Socio-Economic Development of Pakistan”(HEC, 2006). It was realized by the Government 

of Pakistan that higher education is vital for the economy and with out having world class 
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HEIs we can not compete the world. Thus HEC was given wide range of power and 

responsibilities ranging from evaluating to improving and promoting higher education and 

research sector in Pakistan (HEC, 2006). To achieve this colossal goal HEC has been 

authorized to take actions for the improvement of teaching and learning and research in 

higher education in Pakistan. The government has also increased funds for higher education 

sector to 300% (HEC, 2009 ). The Higher Education Commission has been established by 

the Government of Pakistan to facilitate the development of national universities to be 

world-class hub of education, research and development. With all these arrangements and 

aspirations HEC is determined to play its role as a leader in process of building a 

knowledge-based economy in Pakistan. After its embark it has taken several steps to boost  

the quality of teaching and research in public and private sector higher education institutes. 

In the Medium Term Development Framework (MTDF), HEC has identified Access, Quality 

and Relevance as key challenges are menacing  the sector (HEC, 2005). To tackle those 

obstacles HEC has chalked out following key strategic areas for reforms: 

i) Faculty Development 

ii)  Improving access 

iii)  Excellence in Learning and Research 

iv) Relevance to National Priorities (HEC, 2005) 

HEC has taken many steps to actualize these goals in the following section all those steps 

will be discussed in detail.  

Faculty Development 

 Well trained faculty members with latest pedagogical skills and up-to-date 

knowledge of the subject are central to the success of higher education. A qualified, 

committed, motivated well equipped with latest teaching skills can put into practice the 

desired quality education. A well planed and well executed faculty development plan can 
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bring the faculty member at par with the advance countries and help to bridge the gap 

between the standard of higher education of Pakistan and developed countries. Faculty 

development program should include opportunity of professional interaction with foreign 

faculty, professional development seminars, refresher courses, research conferences and 

opportunities for higher study in Pakistan and abroad. These opportunities will not only 

enhance their teaching skills but also will enable them to conduct research and spread quality 

research methodology (Boston Group, 2001).  Faculty development is on the topmost agenda 

of HEC as elucidated in MTDF. HEC has launched many programs to actualize this plan 

into reality in the following section those initiatives will be discussed.  

The Objectives of the Faculty Development Program (FDP) of HEC are to: 

1. Increase the percentage of faculty members holding PhD degrees 

2. Provide opportunities for the enhancement of qualifications of existing faculty 

members to PhD or equivalent 

3. Provide greater incentives to attract talented individuals to careers in higher 

education 

4. Provide training for faculty members on modern pedagogical skills and techniques 

(HEC, 2009). 

Figure 2.1 

Source HEC, 2009 
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Long Term Measures  

HEC has launched a number of scholarship programs to develop a cohort of well 

equip and qualified faculty members of universities. Some of the major initiatives taken by 

HEC for faculty developments are discussed here. 

Overseas Scholarships 

In this scheme two types of scholarships are awarded; 90 percent awardees are sent to 

the leading universities in European and Asian countries (including Austria, France, 

Germany where as 10 percent scholars are selected on the bases of GRE international and 

GMAT score for best institutes of the world including MIT, Harvard and Cambridge. So far 

more than 2000 scholarships have been awarded in different fields but more emphasis have 

been give to science and technology as 54 percent scholarships are awarded for science and 

technology (HEC, 2009).  

Indigenous Faculty Development Programs  

The indigenous PhD and Master’s scholarship programs is one of the major initiative 

designed for individuals working in less developed or newly established public and private 

sector universities and employees of  research and development organizations. So far 3,820 

PhD scholars have been enrolled under this scheme during the last five years and some of 

them have completed PhD. Besides PhD program 412 scholars have been engaged in 

indigenous Master’s program and 178 have completed the degree. National Academy of 

Higher Education (NAHE) has trained 8,348 HEI faculty members to improve teaching, 

research, communication, assessment and administrative skills. Both short and long-term 

courses are offered in this in-service training program (USAID, 2008 & HEC, 2009) 
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PhD fellowship public sector universities 

This program is specially designed to facilitate the faculty members of remote and 

neglected areas of Pakistan by allocating seats on regional basis. So far 600 PhD fellowships 

have been awarded under this scheme and 1069 are in process ( HEC, 2009). 

Post doc fellowship 

This fellowship is available to those faculty members of public and private sector 

universities who have either indigenous PhD or they have no foreign exposure. The intention 

of this scholarship is to equip the university faculty with the latest research technique and in 

the result improve the quality of PhD scholars and research capabilities of the students. This 

is right direction in the right time and so far 394 faculty members have availed this 

scholarship (till end of 2008) and they are transmitting the latest knowledge gained from 

advanced countries to the indigenous PhD scholars and other students of HEIs.  Eighty 

percent scholarships are reserved for public sector and twenty percent for private sector. 

Total number of scholarships are 1200 and 70 percent of these will be for science subjects 

process ( HEC, 2009). 

Faculty hiring 

Number of  programs have been launched in this scheme including hiring an eminent 

foreign expert for one to five years. This program will have ripple effect as the hired foreign 

professor will train 4-6 PhD scholars and those PhD scholars will further train and 

disseminate the knowledge and skill learned from their supervisor. Till 2008, 289 foreign 

experts have joined Pakistani universities and 160 experts have joined Pakistani universities 

under Short Duration Faculty Hiring.  

Besides these scholarship and faculty hiring programs many other initiatives i.e. 

improved salary and pay scales for university faculty, tenure track system for university 

faculty have been initiated by HEC.  
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Improving access 

HEC has sponsored 5000 students to complete PhD from Pakistani universities in a 

variety of disciplines. First batch is on the verge of completing its doctoral degree. All these 

scholarships were awarded strictly on merit and the results were updated regularly on the 

website of HEC. Careful attention has been given in selection of the supervisors for those 

PhD Scholars. Only competent and renowned professors were allowed to supervise 

indigenous PhD scholars. A limited number of students were assigned to one supervisor to 

ensure the quality of research work. The dissertations of all the doctoral programs are sent 

abroad for evaluation and the comments of the foreign evaluators about them are very 

encouraging (HEC magazine, 2009). All the indigenous scholars have been offered an 

opportunity to spend six month abroad in some technologically advance country to enhance 

their research skills and use latest laboratory equipment in case of scholars in the field of 

science and technology (HEC, 2008).  All the scholars and university faculty members have 

been given an opportunity to attend one international conference in an academic year and 

present their papers. This initiative has been accepted enthusiastically by the academic 

fraternity. Higher Education Commission has taken aggressive steps to increase the 

enrolment in the universities; some of those initiatives are discussed in detail. The budget of 

higher education has increased to more than 300 percent. This budget is used to higher new 

teachers, start new programs, sponsor research scholars studying in Pakistani universities 

and abroad, and to establish new universities. To actualize those realms 17 new universities 

have been granted Charters and most of these are in far-flung areas where opportunity of 

higher education was scarce. Twenty three new disciplines of state of the art technologies are 

introduced. To improve the quality and competiveness of higher education of Pakistan, 11 

foreign institutions were allowed to operate in Pakistan through franchising/collaborative 

arrangements with local HEIs. The government had made ambitious plan to establish four 
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universities of Engineering, Science and Technology in Pakistan  with the collaboration and 

cooperation of France, Germany, Austria and China but due to economic crises, political 

instability and security threats to the foreigners this plan could not be actualized. More than 

20 Central Research Laboratories have been established in public sector universities to 

facilitate world-class research out put.  All the public sector universities and few private 

sector universities are equipped with latest IT facilities including HEC Digital Library which 

provides access to over 25,000 leading research journals and 50,000 e-books, covering 

approximately 75% of the world’s peer reviewed scientific journals. Besides this 81,540 

books were provided to 52 universities under the Book Bank Scheme and 28 universities 

have been connected through video conferencing facility in two years to promote interactive 

distant learning, interactive meetings and interviews, international e-conferences and live 

events (Economic Survey of Pakistan, 2009). 

Quality Assurance Initiatives by HEC 

Quality improvement continues to be among the major foci of the HEC in all areas of 

higher education of Pakistan (USAID, 2008). After realizing the abysmal situation of higher 

education in Pakistan, since its establishment HEC has taken many steps to refurbish the 

standard and quality of higher education. In this pursuit many steps were taken including the 

establishment of Quality Assurance Agency (QAA), Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) 

and Quality Enhancement Cells (QEC) initially at twenty public. The function, mandate and 

steps taken by those bodies will be discussed in the coming section.  

Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) 

HEC has taken many successful steps in the higher education transformation in 

Pakistan years (USAID, 2008). One of the major steps in this direction is the establishment 

of Quality assurance committee in the first quarter of 2003 (Batool, 2006). The main 
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objective of this body is to develop a Manual for quality assurance in higher education 

institutions. This body is working as an advisory board on the issues of quality of higher 

education. QAC is currently comprises of twelve members including seven Vice Chancellors 

of different universities. Higher management of HEC and eminent personalities are also 

included in this committee. This committee will oversea all the steps taken by quality 

assurance in the higher education sector of Pakistan.  

Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) 

QAA  was established on January 18, 2005 by the HEC with the mission of QAA is 

“to integrate the concept of quality assurance in higher learning with enhanced levels of 

international compatibility through capacity building” (HEC, 2005). QAA will be 

coordinating body between HEC and HEIs of Pakistan. QAA will work in liaison with QA 

department of HEC  while QA department will oversee the development coordination and 

execution of all efforts for quality assurance in higher education sector (Batool, 2008).  

Figure 2.2 Quality Assurance Initiatives of HEC 
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QAA will monitor and provide strategic support to the QECs which are established at 

university level and will be discussed in detail in the next section. QAA will be a policy 

making body for developing practical guidelines of quality assurance in different segments 

of higher education. QECs are established under the practical guidelines and with the 

support of QAA. Providing training to the persons related to quality assurance and other 

faculty members for awareness and capacity building is also one of the main tasks of QAA. 

The QAA will directly assess, develop and improve the standards of quality of higher 

education in an organized manner with standardization through out the country. 

Due to infancy  of quality assurance in Pakistan QAA is working under the auspices 

o HEC but as the system develops and become mature enough then QAA will be give the 

status of an autonomous quality assurance agency. Until QAA will attain its autonomous 

status it will work under the QA department of HEC (Batool, 2008). 

Self Assessment Model of HEC  

In this era most of the higher education institutions are more conscious about the 

quality of academic programs offer to the students. Quality assurance is one of the means of 

achieving this objective. Government, funding agencies and the society wants to ensure that 

the resources and potential of the youth is being capitalized effetely and efficiently. This has 

led many countries to introduce new mechanism of ensuring quality including quality 

assurance based on the self assessment of the academic programs. HEC has also introduced 

self assessment for the universities of Pakistan. HEC has defined assessment as “a 

systematic process of gathering, reviewing and using important quantitative and qualitative 

data and information from multiple and diverse sources about educational programs, for the 

purpose of improving student learning, and evaluating whether academic and learning 

standards are being met”(HEC 2006).  
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Following are the core objective of self assessment of the academic programs in the 

universities of Pakistan as prescribed by the HEC.  

1. Purpose identification  

2. Outcomes identification  

3. Measurements and evaluation design  

4. Data collection  

5. Analysis and evaluation  

6. Decision-making regarding actions to be taken. 

The whole process will culminate in the overall improvement of teaching and learning 

process at the university level. This will also lead the path to continuous improvement as this 

cycle will be repeated after every two years (Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.7).  

Quality enhancement cell (QEC) is the coordinating and initiating body for the whole 

process of SA in the universities. In the second last semester of the academic program the Self 

Assessment Cycle (SAC) is initiated by the QEC. The letter for self assessment is issued by 

the Vice Chancellor / rector of the university on the request of QEC. Program Teams (PT) are 

formed to coordinate the process of self assessment. After completion of self assessment 

report (SAR) it is sent to the QEC via respective deans. QEC ensured accuracy and 

completeness of the report and forwarded it to the Vice Chancellor or Rector of the University.  

The Vice Chancellor/ Rector forms a Program Assessment Team (AT) comprising of two  to 

three faculty members including one expert of the program being assessed. This AT visits the 

department for assessment and submit its findings and present those findings to the QEC, 

Dean, PT and faculty members in concluding meeting. The QEC prepares and summits its 

summery to the Vice Chancellor/Rector. Now the concerned department prepares an 

implementation plan based on the findings of SA and AT reports. This plan is submitted to 

QEC which monitor and assists in the implementation of the plan in each semester.  
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Criteria for Self-assessment 

HEC has established eight criteria for self-assessment and each criterion is based on 

many standards. For self-assessment each standard must be satisfied for the accomplishment 

of criterion. Different criteria and their respective standards will be discussed in the 

following section.  

Figure 2.3: Self Assessment Procedure 
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Program Mission, Objectives and Outcomes 

All the programs offered by the university must have clearly written mission, 

objectives and expected outcomes for the students. This must be backed up by a 

comprehensive plan to achieve the written objectives. Benchmarking, self-assessment and 

corrective actions taken to achieve those objectives must be mentioned (Self Assessment 

Manual, 2006,  p.9).  

Curriculum Design and Organization  

 Second criteria of HEC for self-assist it to design and organize curriculum in way 

that it facilitate the achievement of the objectives. The courses must have clear outlines and 

credit hours needed to complete the course. HEC recommends one class hour or two to three 

laboratory hours per week in a semester of almost fifteen weeks as  one credit hour. The 

program must have title, definite credit hours, degree plan including compulsory and elective 

subjects and a table specifying the requirement for the program and curriculum breakdown. 

All the courses offered in a program must have  course title , Course objectives and 

outcomes, Catalog description, Text book(s) and references ,Syllabus breakdown in lectures 

,Computer usage ,Laboratory and complete breakdown in terms of credit hours. (Self 

Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.15). 

Laboratories and computing facilities  

 Third criterion states that up-to-date and well equip laboratories and computers 

should be available and easily accessible to the students and faculty members. For each lab 

title, location and area, objectives, adequacy for instruction, taught course, software 

availability, major equipment and apparatus and safety regulations must be clearly 

stipulated. This criterion has further three standers: 
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1. Laboratory manuals/documentation/instructions for experiments must be available 

and readily accessible to faculty and students.  

2. There must be adequate support personnel for instruction and maintaining the 

laboratories.  

3. The University computing infrastructure and facilities must be adequate to support 

program’s objectives.  

All these standers must be clearly elaborated and benchmarked with reputed instructions to 

find out shortcomings and to improve the facility of laboratory and computing ((Self 

Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.18). 

Student Support and Advising  

This criterion deals with the basic right of every student to get adequate guidance and 

advice from the faculty members and other related staff to complete the program timely by 

fully utilizing the available resources. Following three standards have been established by 

HEC to accomplish this criterion.  

1. Courses must be offered with sufficient frequency and number for students to 

complete the program in a timely manner. 

2. Courses in the major area of study must be structured to ensure effective interaction 

between students, faculty and teaching assistants. 

3. Guidance on how to complete the program must be available to all students and 

access to academic advising must be available to make course decisions and career 

choices (Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.19). 

Process control  

 In this set of standards process of student enrolment, teaching and learning process, 

assessment methods used to  monitor the progress of the students during course work and 
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final evaluation for degree awarding to ensure that set standers for teaching and learning are 

being met. The process of hiring competent faculty members and evaluating them according 

to the set standards must be clearly stipulated. All these evaluations must be repeated 

periodically to get the desired results. The findings must be documented for future reference 

(Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.20). 

Faculty  

 Faculty members are vital for the quality education. In order to achieve pinnacle of 

higher education sufficient number of relevant , highly educated and motivated faculty is 

imperative. This criterion has three standards which are about the qualification and strength 

of faculty members, professional development opportunities provided to the faculty and job 

satisfaction of the faculty members. There is special emphasis on the ratio of PhD faculty 

members to the total faculty members (Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.21).  

Institutional Facilities 

 In the developing countries, like Pakistan, where the resources are scarce and 

opportunities are limited it is very important to arrange the available resources in a splendid 

way so that every can take benefit from it. Institutional facilities like, classroom, libraries, 

laboratories, offices, conference rooms, and play grounds must be adequate to attain the 

objectives of the program (Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.22). 

Institutional support 

 This set of standards deals with the viability of the institute of higher education to 

meet the financial and infrastructural support needed to impart quality education.    

Sufficient resources must be allocated for acquiring and maintaining library and laboratory 

holdings. There must be enough resource allocated for PhD and research studies. To attract 
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and retain highly competent teacher the institute must have sufficient financial resources 

(Self Assessment Manual, 2006,  p.23). 

Quality Enhancement Cells (QECs) 

Quality enhancement Cells have been established in 30 public sector universities as a 

“kingpin”.  QEC will be responsible for execution of the quality assurance policies in the 

respective university. This is the first step towards a unanimous quality assurance system in 

Pakistan based on the self assessment of all the departments of the university. QEC will be 

responsible for administering the self assessment manual approved and designed  by the 

QAA. The QECs are responsible to bring about noteworthy improvement in the quality of 

higher education at par with the international standards. Self assessment will be used to 

bridge the gab between the desired state and current state.  

QECs in all the universities will have similar organizational structure. It will be 

headed by a professional and s/he will be given the status equal to Dean and his/her 

reporting authority will be Vice chancellor or Rector. QEC is the focal point of all quality 

assurance activities. Its initiates the self assessment process and monitor the progress of this. 

It also helps different department to establish precise objectives and benchmarks.  

Accreditation Councils  

According to the presidential Ordinance No. LIII of 2002, Para 10, Clause “e" the 

Higher Education Commission has been vested with the power of establishing national or 

regional councils or authorize existing councils to conduct accreditation of Institutions and 

respective departments. HEC has also mandate of rating different Institutions and 

departments and developing capacity building of Accreditation Councils to enhance the 

reliability of evaluation carried out by them.  
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Following seven Accreditation Councils/Professional Bodies were already existed before the 

inception of HEC.  

1.       Pakistan Engineering Council (PEC)            

2.       Pakistan Medical & Dental Council (PMDC) 

3.       Pakistan Bar Council (PBC)             

4.       Pakistan Medical & Veterinary Council (PVMC)       

5.       Pakistan Pharmacy Council (PCP)              

6.       Pakistan Council for Architects and Town Planners (PCATP) 

7.        Pakistan Nursing Council (PNC)  

Following four Accreditation Councils has been established by the HEC:  

1. National Computing Education Accreditation Council (NCEAC)             

2. Accreditation Council for Teachers Education (ACTE) 

3. National Agricultural Education Accreditation Council (NAEAC) 

4. Pakistan Business Education Accreditation Council (PBEAC)    

Only the Accreditation Council for Teachers Education (ACTE) will be discussed 

briefly owing to its relevance to the educational system and as a model of organization and 

functioning of Accreditation Councils of Pakistan. The Higher Education Commission 

(HEC) has established the Accreditation Council for Teachers Education in 2006. HEC will 

work as the controlling authority of this council. This council will supervise all the teacher 

education institutions of Pakistan including institution affiliated with Pakistani universities 

home and abroad.  

Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson of the council will be appointed by the HEC for 

the period of four years, who must be eminent educationist, researcher or administrator in 

education institute and must be having PhD degree in Education. Besides Chairperson and 

Vice-Chairperson appointed by the HEC other members of the council includes: 

http://www.pec.org.pk/
http://dev.plexushosting.com/PMDC/
http://dev.plexushosting.com/PMDC/
http://www.pvmc.org.pk/
http://www.pcatp.org.pk/
http://www.nceac.org/
http://www.pacte.pk/
http://www.naeac.org/default.asp
http://www.pbeac.org.pk/
http://www.pacte.pk/
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representative of the Government i.e. Secretary Education or his nominee, Secretary 

Education of four provinces and Azad Jammu and Kashmir, six members will be selected 

from the public sector universities, one renowned teacher educator, one foreign expert, two 

members from private universities, a nominee of the planning commission and Director 

General Training of HEC. The council will choose its secretary for the period of four years. 

The structure of the council is highly bureaucratized because the chairperson has the 

authority to appoint most of the members and also she/he can co-opt a member for a specific 

task (Accreditation Council for Teacher Education, 2009). 

Defining the Quality in Higher Education 

Quality is a complex, dynamic, historically constructed and multifaceted concept, 

often defined by what is lacking rather than by its contents. Quality also reflects national, 

regional and global socio-economic, cultural and political visions (UNESCO, 2002). The 

European University Association (EUA) has also acknowledged the diversity of higher 

education Quality concept: Diversity of higher education embraces institutional profiles, 

missions as well as legal regulatory frameworks (European University Association, 2007). 

Almost all the authors who attempt to define quality in higher education have quoted Harvey 

& Green (1993) who have pointed out the complexity of “quality definition” in the context 

of higher education because different stakeholders attach different meanings to it. 

Garvin (1988) has enumerated five main groups of quality definitions based on 

thorough review of literature about quality in the business setting but his findings are used 

and quoted by many authors in education setting as well (Lozier & Teeter, 1996; Koslowski, 

2006; Mishra, 2006). Following are the five groups of quality definitions: 

1. Transcendent definitions. Just like beauty lies in the eyes of beholder quality is 

subjective and it is different for every one. It can be experienced only and it can not 



 50

be defined. It is eternal but goes beyond measurement and logical description. It is a 

concept such as beauty and love which can not be measured by a gauge.  

2. Product-based definitions.  Contrary to the above definition quality is considered a 

measurable variable and all the attributes can be measured objectively.  

3. User-based definitions. Customer satisfaction is Quality. These definitions are partly 

subjective because it takes into consideration the requirement set by the customers.  

4. Manufacturing-based definitions. Quality is judged as conformance to the set 

standards, specifications and requirements. 

5. Value-based definitions.  Quality is defined in relation to the cost incurred. And good 

quality is more value of money.  

Harvey and Green (1993) have grouped five approaches of quality in higher education: 

quality as exception, quality as perfection, quality as fitness for purpose, quality as value for 

money and quality as transformation.  

1. Quality as exception:  this is traditional concept of quality where the standards are 

hard to meet by ordinary institutes and only best can attain this level like Oxford or 

Cambridge.  

2. Quality as perfection: this refers to consistent out put and thus very much similar to 

“Zero Defect” concept which is widely used term in industry. 

3. Quality as fitness for purpose: to meet specific requirements set by the customers to 

satisfy them. But in higher education it is not an easy task to define customers. In 

later part of the dissertations customers of higher education will be discussed in 

detail.  

4. Quality as value for money: whenever customers spend some money they evaluate 

the benefit of the service or product and if they can get same service or product at 

relatively low price they will prefer cheap one.  
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5. Quality as transformation: transformation is change from one sate to another. In the 

context of higher education transformation means the change in knowledge, believes, 

attitudes, behavior and personality of the students.  

 Campbell & Rozsnyai (2002) have used the term quality as threshold instead of 

fitness for purpose and besides this they have added one more dimension to the definition of 

quality in higher education: quality as enhancement or improvement which means that 

continuous improvement is at the heart of quality and the academician can define their 

course of action by themselves because they know more than any body else about quality in 

higher education.  

In literature about quality in higher education there are numerous conflicting 

interpretations of quality subsists Newton (2002). Jones (2003) has summarized these 

conflicts as quality at institutional level versus quality at micro level (classroom); quality 

assessment as accountability versus quality assessment as continuous improvement; 

qualitative measures for quality versus quantitative measures and benchmarking.  Another 

most debated issue is that who are the customers of higher education? This matter is critical 

for the definition of quality in higher education setting because customers define quality and 

unless we define customers we cannot define quality. In the context of higher education 

stakeholders term is most commonly used instead of customers. And there are as many 

definitions of quality exist in the literature as the number of stakeholders ( Brennan  & Shah, 

2000). Watty (2003) argues that there may be many conflicting definitions of quality in 

higher education depending upon the contradictory interests of the different stakeholders. 

Because quality is value laden and each stakeholder of the higher education has different 

values (Boulding et al., 1993; Douglas et al., 2006; & Van Kemnade et al.,2008).  

The definitions of quality have different origins and based on different set of believes 

and values and to implement these in the higher education contexts these should be modified 
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to reflect the unique nature of higher education. This issue of quality in the higher education 

scenario has been pondered over by many authors (Harvey & Green, 1993; El-Khawas, 

1998; Birnbaum & Deshotels, 1999; Campell & Rozsnyani, 2002). The term quality, as used 

in industry and business, needed to be re-defined to make it more relevant to the higher 

education context. Dill and Soo (2005)   have explained the specific characteristics of higher 

education that distinguish it from other services and experience goods. Quality can only be 

judged by its consumers (students) after they have joined the institution,  unlike other 

product or services it is a rare purchase because most of the students attain one 

undergraduate degree during their entire life,  and it is very difficult if not impossible to 

change the institute after admission due to high cost and deadline of admission.   

All the approaches used to define quality in higher education have pros and cones as 

Quality is a contextual phenomenon that takes into account specific higher education 

institutions and the national context (European University Association, 2007). If we examine 

the development of quality we can find the definitions varying from relative to absolute, 

internal to externally driven, and simple to complex notion of quality. Van Damme (2001) 

has identified four common essentials in all approaches of quality: 1) minimum standards 

and benchmarks must be realized 2) setting the objective and achieving them within 

available resources 3) satisfying the demands of all the stakeholders 4) continuous 

improvement and drive for excellence.    

History of Quality Management   

The history of quality management can be traced back to Stone Age because the 

mega structures like pyramids of Egypt can not be building with out having chain of 

command and well defined job for the entire workforce.  Quality as a concept came in lime 

light with the industrial revolution and mass production. F.W. Taylor was the pioneer of this 

new wave of quality control based on strict division of labor and break down of work into 
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smaller tasks. Till then the quality rest with the workers they were responsible for the quality 

of their task. The next step towards quality was inspection of the products by the quality 

inspectors to identify and rectify faulty products before these left the factory. This process 

was named as quality control. In this system strict rule, procedures, and standards were 

defined and this was the first leap towards quality management Jouslin de Noray (2004).. 

In the meanwhile Walter A. Shewhart (1931) introduced statistical process control 

(SPC) to study variations in the performance of systems. But the new wave of quality, 

quality control, quality assessment and quality assurance erupted as one of the aftermath of 

world war II, when American establishment decided to rebuild the Japan and overhaul the 

decayed Japanese industry. During and after the war W. Edwards Deming concentrated on 

this quality management theory and helped Japanese industry towards revival to such an 

extent that they launched Deming award in 1951.  Dale and Plunkett (1990) have defined 

following four waves of quality management and it has been quoted by Mishra (2006).  

Table 2.8 

 History of quality movement  

Source: Mishra, 2006 

Inspection 

Pre 1900 

Quality Control 

1900- 1960 

Quality Assurance 

1960-1980 

Total Quality 
Management 

1980-now 

Post production 
review 

Concerned with 
product testing 

Use of statistical 
process control 

Involves supplier 
and customers 

Re-working 
Responsibility with 

supervisors 
Emphasis on 
prevention 

Aims for 
continuous 

improvements 

Rejection 
Limited quality 

criteria 
External 

accreditation 
Concerns products 

and processes 

Control of workforce 
Some self-
inspection 

Delegated 
involvement 

Responsibility with 
all workers 

 Paper based system 
Audit of quality 

systems 
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Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

Knowledge based economies and massification of higher education have put quality 

assurance and quality enhancement at the top priority of almost all the governments in the 

world. Now traditional methods of quality assurance in higher education are considered to be 

redundant and inadequate to face today’s challenges and thus new and more explicit quality 

assurance system is needed (Mizikaci, 2006). The history of quality assurance in higher 

education has undergone  identical  phases as it has witnessed in the industry because most 

of the quality assurance mechanisms were devised for manufacturing industry and later on 

adapted for service industry including education (Koslowski, 2006 ). Voreijenstijn (1995) 

described that the history of quality assurance in higher education is as old as of the 

universities. Its roots can be traced back to medieval ages. At that time chancellor of Notre 

Dame Cathedral was acting as an external authority for quality assurance at the University of 

Paris. Thus French model of quality assurance was an example of external quality assurance 

model for higher education. On contrary, at Oxbridge the fellows of the college form a 

community can replace incompetent members with new members. Thus the quality of   

British higher education   was assured through self assessment and academic peer review. 

University of Bologna has a student oriented quality assurance mechanism where the student 

body “the alma Mater Studiorum” has full authority to hire or fire the professors.  

Industrial revolution led to quality movement for industry and massification of higher 

education and knowledge based economies showed the way to the quality movement for this 

sector. Quality improvement initiatives continue to be established in all service industries 

including those of healthcare and education (Moullin, 2002).   “Quality assurance schemes 

are being developed in many states and higher education systems as one of the necessary 

instruments to adapt higher education institutions to the increasing demands put upon them 

within the states’ economy and society, and equally to prepare or adapt the states’ systems 
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for the increasing impacts of globalization on higher education” (Vlk, 2006). Few years back 

quality in higher education was considered to be the internal mater of the universities but this 

concept has changed drastically since 1980s due to the massification of higher education 

(Neave, 1994), shrinking public funding , knowledge based economy , and globalization 

(mobility of the students). 

Before discussing quality assurance it is inevitable to discriminate between different 

terms used for quality management: quality control, self-assessment, quality audit and 

quality enhancement. Self assessment is reflection of strengths and weaknesses of an 

organization to identify area of improvement (Ruben, 2005 & Schraeder, 2004). This process 

helps to create common direction for all the stakeholders and chalk out frame of reference 

for future direction of the organization (Ruben, 2004). 

Self-assessment is mainly about improvement and external assessment is mainly 

about accountability and in some cases for allocation of funds (Brennan & Shah,  2000). It 

has been advocated by many authors that in order to survive in the global economy and for 

continues improvement a self-assessment is imperative. 

  Lomas (2007) have classified two major approaches of quality improvement: quality 

assurance and quality enhancement. Quality assurance is based on the quality definition of 

fitness for purpose. It ensured that the product or service is of good standard. External 

stakeholders are more interested in this type of quality management. While Quality 

enhancement is more concerned about continuous improvement and value addition. Internal 

stakeholders are more interested in this type of quality management. 

Mostly the quality assurance process is comprised of five methods : accreditation, self-

assessment or self evaluation, peer review, quality audit or inspection and report for follow 

up (Ahmad, 2006).  Fraser (1994) has pointed out four essential components of quality 

assurance: 
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1- All the stakeholders are responsible for maintaining quality  

2- All the stakeholders are responsible for enhancing the quality  

3- All the stakeholders understand, use and own the system for quality assurance 

4- System for quality assurance should be examined regularly by management and some 

times by other stakeholders as well.  

Other important components of Quality Management System (QMS) as 

conceptualized and documented by authorities such as W. Edwards Deming, Joseph M. 

Juran, and Philip Crosby include:  

• Vision, mission, and outcomes driven  

• Systems dependent  

• Leadership: creating a quality culture  

• Systematic individual development  

• Decisions based on fact  

• Delegation of decision making  

• Collaboration  

• Planning for change  

• Leadership; supporting a quality culture (Lodi & Tufail, 2006). 

European University Association (2009) has described in its report that quality 

assurance of higher education institutes is a broader term comprising all activities which 

means to define, assure and enhance quality. Though quality assurance is context dependent 

and it vary form culture to culture and country to country but  certain common elements 

have been identified by European University Association (2009) i.e. self-evaluation, external 

evaluation and results presented in a publication..  

Defining Quality Assurance in Higher Education  

Quality assurance is the systematic review of educational programs to ensure that 

acceptable standards of education, scholarship and infrastructure are being maintained 

(UNESCO, 2008). While Quality Assurance Agency of England (QAA, 2002) defines 
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quality as all the systems, resources and information devoted to maintaining and improving 

standards and quality. It covers teaching and learning opportunities, and student support 

services. Borahan & Ziarati, (2002) defined Quality assurance as planned and systematic 

actions necessary to provide adequate confidence that a product or service will satisfy given 

requirements for quality. Quality assurance refers to “systematic, structured and continuous 

attention to quality in terms of quality maintenance and quality improvement” (Vroeijenstijn, 

1995). Quality Assurance is the planned and systematic review process of an institution or 

program to determine whether or not acceptable standards of education, scholarship and 

infrastructure are being met, maintained and enhanced (Hayward, 2006).  

From above definitions we can conclude that quality is the extent to which a product 

or service meets (or exceeds) a set of complex of requirements. In the context of higher 

education this means the defined and measurable criteria for the quality of education; policy 

and procedures for quality assurance; monitoring and periodic review of programs and 

awards; assessments of students; quality assurance of teaching staff; learning resources and 

student support; information systems, and public information (ENQA, 2008).  

Purpose of Quality Assurance in Higher Education  

Prof. Maria José Lemaitre (2006), Former President of the International Network for 

Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education, (INQAAHE) elucidated the role of quality 

assurance as: “Quality assurance is used as a common denomination for a variety of 

mechanisms intended to control, guarantee and promote quality in higher education 

institutions”. Quality Assurance has three main purposes:  

• Quality control  

• Accountability/Guidance  

• Improvement  
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In general, it can be said that the core purpose of quality assurance mechanisms is to 

provide information to different stakeholders on the most significant aspects of higher 

education in a given system. But, as may be immediately obvious, different stakeholders 

have different information needs and the characteristics of a given higher education system 

also poses different information requirements. The growing emphasis on quality in higher 

education is due to cultural and environmental forces. According to their assessment there 

are particular environmental forces in a specific country that boost quality culture 

(Alexander, 2000; Downey, 2000; Cullen, Joyce, Hassall, & Broadbent, 2003). Some of 

them are:  

1.  A growing climate of increasing accountability.  

2.  An expansion in the size of student population.  

3.  Greater expectations of students as paying customers.  

4. An increase in collaborative provision between institutions.  

QA implements a set of policies, programs and procedures set-up by an institution to 

provide confidence and transparency in their outcomes related to their graduates, teachers, 

exams, and infrastructure. QA in education does not focus just on the academic performance, 

but also on the social and national outcomes. In many developing countries, the quality of 

education is not being addressed properly which is a major cause of  deteriorating quality of 

higher education (Moosa, 2006) 

Quality Assurance Framework 

Quality assurance is a combination of three integrated functions: quality planning, 

measuring quality, quality control and continuous improvement. In education setting quality 

assurance process embraces: establishing key performance indicators, collecting and 

processing data, analyzing the data for the purpose of identification of the root cause of 

quality problems, devising strategy to rectify the problem, continuous review of this whole 
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process, peer reviews of the course, program and learning resources, internal quality audits, 

documentation of the quality system and availability of these documents to all stakeholders. 

Sharing good practices, award and reward based on innovations, performance and efforts for 

continuous improvement made by different departments (Moosa, 2006, Hayward, 2006, 

ENQA, 2008). There are different models of quality assurance being used in different 

countries in the USA, accreditation agencies are required to hold institutions to account for 

assessing their students, while in Australia AUQA investigates the institutions’ use of 

international benchmarking or external examiners to set and monitor program standards 

(Woodhouse & Kristoffersen 2006). Most of the quality assurance models can be 

categorized in one of the following three groups of quality assurance model.  

Accreditation Models 

 The Accreditation model is mainly drawn upon by the US experiments of quality 

assurance in higher education. Many countries have set-up independent and professional 

accreditation agencies mostly for professional programs i.e. Engineering, Medical, Business 

and Law (Moosa, 2006). These accreditation agencies are empowered by law to bestow or 

cancel accreditation of the institutions to ensure quality education. Such agencies are mostly 

in the private sector in the developed countries, in the semi-government domain in the 

rapidly developing countries, and in the government sector in the third world countries 

(Hayward, 2006). ABET (in USA) for  engineering universities, and Quality Assurance 

Agency of UK, EQUIS for MBA business schools in Europe are famous examples of such 

accreditation agencies The evaluation process for accreditation in all cases examined 

involved peer reviews, self-assessments, site visits, and a report (Hayward, 2006). 

Educational Excellence Award Models 

 These models are also imported from business. The intention of these models are to 

create healthy competition of quality assurance innovations and sharing good practices. A 
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broader framework is given and weight-age is assigned to its different components. 

Organizations are assessed against these criteria.  Most popular examples of these awards 

are: Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award in the USA, the EFQM Quality Award in Europe, 

Deming Quality award in Japan and Rajev Gandhi National Quality Award in India (Moosa, 

2006).  

Management Standards 

ISO 9000 series is the best example of management standards model. These are 

quality management systems based on third party certification schemes. Basic criteria for 

quality assurance are clearly stipulated and organizations are judged according to these 

criteria. If criteria are fulfilled, organizations are certified for the management standard.ISO 

is being opted by a large number of Educational institutions in Europe and USA. Now it is 

becoming popular in Pakistan as well. Some universities e.g. National University of Science 

and Technology (NUST) have acquired ISO certification for all of its departments. While 

few departments of NED University are ISO certified. In the next section all these models 

and their application in higher education will be discussed in detail.  

Total Quality Management (TQM) 

TQM is a management philosophy aiming to harness the resources of an organization 

in the most effective and efficient way for the achievement of its stated objectives (Borahan 

& Ziarati, 2002). Total Quality Management (TQM) has been implemented in many 

institutes of higher education due to rapidly growing prestige in industrial sector. Many 

researchers have investigated its implementation in both US and international universities 

and colleges  (Bailey & Bennett, 1996; Kanji, 1998; Vazzana et al., 2000 ). Not only in USA 

but also in the universities of Turkey and Malaysia TQM practices have   improved the 

teaching strategies (Mergen et al., 2000), enhance student satisfaction (Long et al.,1999), 
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improve curriculum (Drexler & Kleinsorge, 2000) and ascertain employer satisfaction 

(Bailey & Bennett, 1996).  

The important motives for TQM implementation are improvement of product or 

service quality, to enhance departmental efficiency, and to be more competitive. 

Interestingly, while authors such as Albert (2002), Benson (2000), and Burke, Modaressi and 

Serban (1999) found external demands were less important than internal drivers.  

Mergen et al. (2000) identified three important dimensions of quality those can be 

found in most of the models for quality assurance and are also suitable for higher education 

setting. These are quality of design (QD), quality of conformance (QC) and quality of 

performance (QP).  To achieve good quality all three components required to be addressed 

because with out quality design, quality of conformance and quality of performance can not 

be attained.  Quality of performance aspect is missing in most of the quality assurance 

models for higher education because it is difficult to define and measure  performance of 

higher education institutes. Another hurdle is the  implication related to gathering external 

data i.e. employability and performance of the alumina (Grant, Mergen, & Widrick, 2004).   

In order to face the challenges of global competition most of the industries have 

adopted TQM as a management process to improve the service and product quality (Crosby, 

1979; Deming, 1986; Neves &Nakhai, 1993 and Mele & Colucio, 2006). Although there is 

no clear definition of TQM and there is “widespread confusion” about what may be included 

as a component or element of TQM (Sun et al., 2004). In spite of this confusion there are 

certain common elements found in almost all the definitions of TQM (Martinez-Lorente et 

al., 1998). Jung, Wang& Wu  (2009) have concluded that most of the studies have identified 

seven elements of TQM: leadership, strategy and planning, customer focus, information and 

analysis, people management, process management, and business performance. These 

elements have been further grouped into four interrelated features: “leadership”, “employee 
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relations”, “customer/supplier relations”, and “product/process management” (Jung and 

Wang, 2006). Most experts of TQM classified TQM elements into two groups “soft” and 

“hard” (Vouzas & Psyhogios, 2007).  Soft components include: leadership, shared vision, 

teamwork, and training. While hard elements are: computer based technology, flow charts, 

relations diagram, scatter diagram, control charts, Pareto analysis, and other statistical 

process controls (Vouzas & Psyhogios, 2007; Thiagaragan, Zairi, & Dale, 2001). “Soft” 

elements have greater impact on the performance of the organization as compared to “hard” 

elements but magnitude of the influence has yet to be explored by the researchers (Rahman 

& Bullock, 2005).  

Culture of the universities is distinctive to the other organization where mutual 

cooperation is necessary. In universities growth and development of the individuals is 

emphasized Organizational structure of the universities also promotes competition amongst 

different departments and faculties. Because not only resources are allocated at faculty level 

but also faculties have to compete for promotion and tenure at university level (Sirvanci, 

2004). In the higher education setting Venkatraman ( 2007) has identified important  

elements of TQM such as customer focus, process orientation and continuous improvements 

TQM was designed to suit the needs of industry but it has been equally embraced by 

educational institutes (Owlia & Aspinwall, 1998; Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2004; Telford & 

Masson, 2005). The TQM principals, if implemented well, can lead to better quality in 

higher education setting as well. As Birnbaum (2000) concluded that TQM implementation 

has not been yielded the desired results in US higher education due to improper 

implementation and not due to deficiency in the principals of TQM.  

Accreditation as a Tool of Quality Assurance  

Accreditation establishes or re-states the status, legitimize or approve a program or 

institution (Prøitz, Stensaker & Harvey, 2004).Accreditation is carried out at two levels, all 
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over the world,  at institutional level and program level. In most of the countries including 

USA program accreditation is limited to professional degrees only: which requires license or 

certification for practice or employment. South Africa, being an exceptional case, has 

implemented accreditation for all programs and academic audit at all institutional level but 

this experiment has not been very pleasant for the South African higher education sector 

(Hayward, 2008).  

In USA Accreditation has a long history and it can be traced back to 1900 where it is 

used for external quality assurance mechanism or for accountability purpose (Liacouras, 

2004). Accreditation at institutional level has recently been introduced in Netherland with 

clear codes and framework which reflects increased emphasis on conformance of quality 

(Schwarz and Westerheijden, 2004). In Singapore Government has realized the importance 

of accreditation in order to maintain quality of higher education and launched Singapore 

Higher Education Accreditation Council SHEAC with the responsibility of monitoring 

curriculum, teaching facilities and qualification of the faculty members (Davie, 2006). 

Accreditation is used by external stakeholders including the Government and other 

funding agencies for quality assurance and quality control tool (McKay & Kember, 1999). It 

is used for a wide range of purposes including assurance to the public and students that the 

program and institute of higher education is fulfilling minimum standards in terms of 

‘curriculum, the faculty, libraries, IT and other facilities’ (Eaton, 2000). Accreditation is the 

means of assuring that minimum standards of higher education have been met (Harvey, 

1999). It is used  as a tool to restore public confidence that certain level of quality has been 

achieved (Campbell et al., 2000; Kristoffersen, Sursock, & Westerheijden, 1998).  

Institutional and program accreditation both starts with self evaluation of the 

respective institution or program. This self evaluation report is published for the concerned 

stakeholders including students, alumni, faculty, administrative staff, Government and 
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funding agencies. This report also provides foundation for site-visit for peer review by the 

accreditation body (Schwarz & Westerheijden, 2004).  

Assessment of the institute is a critical process of accreditation which is usually 

based on the peer review. Reviewers are highly professional or academicians who are 

considered to be expert in their field. Not only the process of assessment but also the 

selection and training of these reviewers is a debatable and vital issue related to accreditation 

because the whole system of accreditation is based on this assessment (Hayward, 2008). It is 

also pointed out by Hayward (2008) that faculty members are the one who define quality and 

course of action for quality assurance and their colleagues are the peer reviewers therefore 

the concerns of faculty about accreditation should be given serious considerations. Sursock  

(2000) concludes that criteria for review should be predefined, transparent and agreed upon 

by all the stakeholders. Many researcher have documented incongruity between the 

accreditation body and institutions about the criteria for evaluation (Haakstad, 2001, p. 77; 

Prøitz, Stensaker & Harvey, 2004). 

Haakstad (2001) pointed out that accreditation has limited effect on quality assurance 

because of its binary nature i.e. an institute or program is either accredited or not there is no 

intermediary or progression stage. The clear emphasis on program accreditation leaves little 

or no room for innovation because certain prescribed threshold standards have to meet for 

accreditation (Schwartz & Westerheijden, 2004). South Africa can be quoted as an example 

where many local researchers have identified the bureaucratic nature of program 

accreditation and its negative effects on the motivation of the faculty members and other 

staff for improvement and innovation Subotzky (2003) and Cloete et al. (2002). 

Accreditation is also considered by some academician as fundamental shift of power from 

educators to the bureaucrats or mangers (Harvey & Knight, 1996).  
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Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) 

Malcolm Baldrige National Quality award is the highest performance excellence 

award in United States of America managed by the National Institute of Standards and 

Technology (NIST) and it is awarded by the President to the best organization according to 

the prescribed criteria. It was initiated in 1987 by the congress for best performing 

organizations. Healthcare and education categories were included in 1999. Maximum 

eighteen awards can be given annually in six categories: manufacturing, services, small 

business, education, health care, and nonprofit. Till 2008 seventy nine awards had been 

bestowed and out of these eight have been won by educational institutes (BNQP, 2009). 

Many educational organizations have started evaluating their performance against the 

educational criteria of the Baldrige Quality Award (Doerfel & Bruben, 2002). The primary 

focus of the Baldrige Award is customer satisfaction ( Lau , Zhao &  Xiao, 2004). Malcolm 

Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) has been widely recognized as an internal 

assessment for the improvement of quality. Thousands of American and international 

institutes have adopted this criteria few examples include the Dana Corporation, the 

University of Alabama and the Elk Grove, Illinois Park District  (Bell & Keys, 1998, 

Belohlav et al., 2004). 

The award criteria comprises of the following categories: leadership, information 

analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource development and management, 

management of process quality, quality and operational results, and customer focus and 

Ruben (2004) has summarized the main goal of the program is to: 

1.  Identify the practices of organizational excellence 

2.  Recognize the organizations that exhibit these practices 

3.  Promote information sharing by exemplary organizations; and 

4. Encourage other organizations to adopt those principles and practices which lead to 

organizational excellence. 
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Figure 2.4: MBNQA 

 

The Baldrige criteria 2005 for education excellence have seven main categories and 

many subcategories in the following section these are summarized. Most of these are learned 

centered and each has given weight-age and maximum weight-age of all the categories is 

1000 (NIST,2005).  

EFQM Excellence Award  

The European Quality Award was started in 1991 by European Foundation for 

Quality Management (EFQM). Now it has been adopted by 38 countries. The model was 

commenced primarily for providing a framework for continuous improvement based on 

diagnosis and evaluation of the organization. This award has undergone many changes and 

modification and most recent one was carried out in 2003. Like most of the quality awards it 

was also designed initially for business organizations only. But soon it was adopted by many 

public sector organizations not only for quality diagnosis but also as a self-assessment tool. 

Now a revised version for public sector organizations is also available and there is separate 

award being awarded for this category including education and healthcare (Saraiva, Rosa, & 

Orey 2003). 
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Eight fundamental concepts are the foundation of The EFQM Excellence model. The 

excellence can be achieved by following these concepts by the organizations (EFQM 2003). 

Those concepts are operationalized in terms of nine criteria which are further divided into 32 

sub-criteria. Criteria are categorized as ‘enablers’ and ‘results’. Enablers are implementation 

factors and are directly related to what is done and why. Where as ‘Results’ are outcomes 

and performance of the organization in the consequence of the  ‘enablers’ (Saraiva, Rosa, & 

Orey 2003). A study conducted by Calvo-Mora, Leal & Roldan (2006).Revealed that enabler 

of EFQM model has significant role in the effectiveness of an organization to achieve 

desired result. This empirical study was conducted in 111 Spanish institutions. 

Figure 2.5: EFQM Model of Quality Assurance  

 

The arrow in the bottom emphasized the importance of innovation and learning i.e. 

critically evaluating the application of enablers and revising the process to achieve 

excellence. Excellent results with respect to Performance, Customers, People and Society are 

achieved through Leadership driving Policy and Strategy that is delivered through People, 

Partnerships and Resources, and Processes. (EFQM, 2003) 



 68

This model has never been popular amongst the academicians and did not receive 

ample support from insiders of higher education due to business like terms and close 

association with business. However to meet the challenges of globalization and massification 

of higher education many institute have adopted different quality assurance models including 

EFQM excellence model. EFQM model is a widely used by higher education institutes in 

Netherlands. Seven higher education institutions in Netherlands known as the HBO- Expert 

group has developed a version based on EFQM and this is so popular that it has been 

translated into seven languages including Czech and Vietnamese as well. Programs are 

scored on nine criteria and five stages of development for each criterion in this model (Van 

Kemenade , 2004).  Many authors have investigated successful application of EFQM 

Excellence Models in higher education institutions for the improvement of teaching , 

research  and services (Farrar, 2000; McAdam & Welsh, 2000; Saraiva, Rosa, & Orey 2003; 

Van Kemenade, 2004; Calvo-Mora, Leal, and Roldán, 2006). 

The ISO 9000 Quality Management Standards  

One of the most widely used international standard for quality is ISO 9000. ISO 9000 

was launched in 1987 by International organization for standardization (ISO). It is a set of 

standards about design, implementation, and assessment of quality management system. The 

generic management system standards of ISO 9000 can be applied to all kinds of 

organizations including service sector. Originally it was designed for industrial sector only 

but now more and more universities are opting for ISO 9000:2000 certificates as part of their 

internal quality management system (Hutyra, 2005). In October 2002, ISO approved the 

guidelines for implementations of ISO 9001:2000 in education sector which facilitate 

educational institutions to provide educational services in conformance with ISO 9001:2000. 

ISO 9000 certificated assured that the organization has well defined mechanism to achieve 

the intended outcomes persistently however it does not guarantee that the process or product 
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of the organization is of good “quality”. In education setting Van den Berghe (1998) has 

translated the product as content of the courses and programs. While most of the quality 

models have been exported by US to Europe and Japan, ISO 9000 standards are originated in 

Europe and then spread to the rest of the world Sun (2000).  

Barriers to Quality Management in Higher Education  

In higher education implementation of quality management has faced similar barriers 

as of manufacturing and healthcare (Cruickshank, 2003).  When TQM program are applied 

in higher education the potential barriers as identified by Vazzana et al. (2000) are: 

“organizational culture, academic freedom, time constraints, research responsibilities, and 

irregular teaching schedules”.  According to Massy (2003) the real resistance in the process 

of quality improvement in higher education is the attitude of the academicians who considers 

such attempts as another business-oriented fad. The terms borrowed from business of quality 

assurance models has increased the intensity of such feelings. The values, traditions and 

purposes of higher education institutions have been recognized as greatest difficulty in the 

implementation of TQM (Birnbaum, 2000).  

Worthington and Hodgson (2005) critically analyze the role of quality audit in UK 

higher education and identified it as an instrument for managerial control and surveillance 

over the academician. Peer exploitation is the term used by the authors to explain the 

observable fact of avoiding responsibility and insignificant involvement by the academician 

to protect their personal research and career at the expense of others.  

Harvey (2005, pp. 271-273) has identified many problems associated with the quality 

assurance initiatives for the education including: 

1. High degree of attention on compliance and accountability 

2. Lack of trust amongst staff  

3. Added workloads arise from self-assessments 
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4. Burdensome and overlapping processes 

5. Superficial levels of buy-in by staff  

6. Low degree of attention on learning and transformation.  

Cheong (2003) has acknowledged that any attempt to enforce quality assurance in 

education can be viewed by the faculty members as being top-down and externally imposed. 

Some of the other obstacles regarding quality management in higher education as envisaged 

by many researchers are: lack of understanding and involvement of quality management by 

the senior management, absence of teamwork, and a mismatch between the skills and 

resources of the team and objectives of the improvement projects (Walsh,2002; Scott, 2001 

& Temponi, 2005).  

A major obstacle in implementation of quality improvement initiatives is definition 

and identification of customer or stakeholders (Quinn, Anita, Lemay, et al., 2009). Due to 

importance of stakeholders in defining and implementing quality this issue has been 

discussed in detail in the coming section. 

Stakeholders of Higher Education  

A number of researchers have identified that there are different perspective of 

different customers of higher education. Therefore it is necessary to identify the customers of 

higher education (Owlia & Aspinwall, 1998 ; Lawrence & Sharma, 2002).  It is imperative 

to recognize the customers of higher education because all the stakeholders have different 

views and meanings of quality education (Motala, 2000). The business terms like customer 

and market focus are replaced with student and stakeholders in the education setting (Blazey, 

Davison, & Evans, 2003). 

   Higher education customers (stakeholders) are classified as internal and external by 

Venkatraman (2007). Internal customers are faculty members while external customers can 

be further grouped as primary external customers: graduates; secondary external customers: 
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Employers and parents and tertiary external customer: government, alumni and labor market. 

Awino & Agolla (2008) have also identified faculty members as primary customers 

(stakeholders) of higher education. Students have also been acknowledged as an important 

internal customers in an empirical research by Lomas (2007). Also Srikanthan & Dalrymple 

(2005) have taken students as users of the higher education during study and product of the 

higher education after graduating. Van Kemenade , Pupius and Hardjono (2008) in their 

recent article have classified the stakeholders as internal and external. External customers are 

the employers who provide jobs to the alumni of the institutes.  

In the manual for quality assurance for higher education institutes partners and 

stakeholders include universities/ higher education institutions, the faculty, the management, 

the researchers, the students (current and perspective), the graduates and alumni, funding 

organizations, the employers of graduates; and the society have been recognized as 

important stakeholders of higher education  (Rauf, 2006).  

One importance debate in higher education is about the role of students as a 

customer. Lomas (2007) explored this phenomenon and concluded that government and 

funding agencies emphasis the role of student as a customer while on contrary very few 

academician agree with this notion. He also established that the type of university rather than 

discipline have more influence on the perception about the role of students as customers. The 

latest Malcolm Baldrige National Quality award for education has used the term student 

satisfaction and other stakeholders instead of customers. This reflects that students are not 

considered as customers because students do not have “freedom of choice, responsibility for 

paying the price and requirements to probe merit and eligibility” (Sahney , Banwet and 

Karunes, 2004). 
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Mission Statement in Higher Education  

Mission statements not only provide bases for the strategic planning and future goals 

setting it also reflect the interests and aspiration of its potential customers. Because the sole 

purpose of all organizations, including Universities is to satisfy the customer. A clear shared 

mission mediates the relationship between the institution and the general public (Berg, 

Csikszentmihalyi, & Nakamura, 2003).  

Mission statement provides direction and purpose to its employees (Sevier, 2003). 

The mission statement is a “reason for existence” for any organization (Daft & Marcic, 

2004). Clearly stated mission statement helps the employees to understand and perform their 

role more efficiently and effectively. They can easily choose that what kind of duties are 

anticipated from them and how they can perform it for the better interest of the organization. 

A mission statement can serve as a source of inspiration for key stakeholders, especially 

faculty, staff, and administrators (Sevier, 2003).   With the passage of time a unique culture 

or personality is developed within the organization. This culture shapes the values, attitudes, 

aspirations, and behavior of its members. So, if the organization is not having any clear 

purpose or mission it will lose its direction and unique identity  (Daft & Marcic, 2004). Like 

all other organizations, a mission statement helps universities to  maintain a clear direction 

and focus. This value statement or code of ethics stipulates the guiding values and doctrine 

by which the organization should function within its context or market (Davis,  Ruhe & 

Rajadhyaksha , 2007) 

Douglas Bennett, president of Earlham College, argues that the only suitable gauge 

to assess the  quality of education offered by a college or university must evaluate value 

added against a college’s chosen aspirations – its mission. In Australia AUQA accepts each 

university’s mission, goals and performance expectations as the basis of the outcome 

standards for its audits.  European University Association (EUA) has acknowledged the 
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diversity of higher education as a main principle of quality culture. This diversity should be 

reflected in institutional profile and mission statement (European University Association, 

2007). Harvey (2004) has identified that quality enhancement mechanisms of an institution 

are based on the institutional mission and objectives.  

 Ranking of the Universities as a Tool of Quality Assurance  

Market competition in higher education has greater than ever before within and 

across countries, governments are increasingly adopting different strategies of information 

provision as a means of assuring academic quality and one of the most commonly used 

strategies is ranking of the HEIs (David & Soo, 2005). Ranking of the universities have two 

somewhat interlinked but conflicting issues. First is that, what should be the indicator or 

parameters of ranking for the universities and second is what should be the purpose of this 

ranking. Different universities and their stockholders would like to have different parameters 

for their ranking i.e. students satisfaction, research out put, turnout of the students, number 

of students applying for admission, and many more. Clearly the ranking can depend on the 

indicators chosen for ranking. Consequently if one university is getting a good ranking in 

one ranking system may be unable to get a good ranking in other ranking criteria (Virk, 

2006). The second issue is more perplexing because it will directly affect the future outcome 

of higher education, it relates to the usage of the ranking system. If higher ranked 

universities are getting more funding and more brilliant students as the result of better 

ranking it simply means that empowering the empowered and depriving the  impoverished. 

On the other hand if already poor ranked university is getting lesser resources due to poor 

ranking and less brilliant students it will create an unending vicious circle. Quality assurance 

system should be used as a stimulus for continuous quality improvement not to punish or 

reprimand the HEIs. The immediate publication of ranking can intimidate the participants 

and it not only damage institutional image but also compel them to forge the data to get good 
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ranking (Strydom  & Lategan, 1998). Rankings of HEIs are also criticized for inaccuracy of 

statistics used for quantifying the academic quality  (Bowden, 2000). 

Despite these methodological problems, it would seem that ranking is here to stay as 

more and more countries are becoming interested in ranking, either as an international 

comparator for their national higher education system or to catalyze reform and innovations 

locally (Liu & Cheng, 2005). Higher education commission of Pakistan has introduced 

ranking criteria for all the Public and Private sector universities. This ranking criterion is 

purely based on the quantitative data about the research output, qualification of the faculty, 

books, computers available to the students and other resources (Virk, 2006). The ranking of 

the university will affect their future intake and funding by the commission. Even the 

accreditation can be cancelled of the university getting lowest ranking.  

The main objective of all the quality assurance mechanism is to persuade continuous 

improvement in the higher education. So we need to judge the effectiveness of any such 

effort for quality assurance by examining its contribution towards quality improvement and 

quality enhancement.  The ranking criteria of HEC include Students (17%), Facilities (15%), 

Finances (15%), Faculty (27%) and Research (26%) weight-age (HEC, 2009), which clearly 

indicates that ranking is purely based on the quantitative data about resources and research 

output of the faculty. Many important elements i.e. student satisfaction, value addition, 

employer surveys and quality assurance mechanisms have been totally ignored which create 

inconsistency between quality assurance initiatives and ranking criteria of the HEC (HEC, 

2008).  

Quality Assurance in UK Higher Education  

Till 1990 quality assurance was a relatively new term for old universities and quite 

familiar to the new or post-1992 universities of UK because these universities have to 

undergo extensive inspection procedures of inspections carried by the Council for National 
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Academic Awards (CNAA). This council was introduced in 1964 to monitor the polytechnic 

and many colleges of higher education. In 1992 most of the polytechnic were granted 

university status therefore these universities are known as ‘post-1992’ universities 

(Bellingham, 2008).  

Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) was established in 1997 as an independent self 

governing body. The chief responsibility for academic standards and quality in UK higher 

education rests with each university and college. QAA examines how well they meet their 

responsibilities; identify good practices and recommendations changes for improvement. 

QAA publishes guidelines to help institutions develop effective systems and to ensure that 

students have high quality experiences (QAA, 2009).  Bellingham (2008) has summarized 

the evolution of external quality assurance in UK.  

The following steps have identified by the QAA to achieve the goal of quality assurance: 

1. Conduct reviews of Institutes, universities and colleges.   

2. Publish reports on the confidence that can be placed in an institution's management 

of standards and quality.   

3. Provide guidance to Institutions of Higher Education  on maintaining academic 

standards and improving quality, in line with the Academic Infrastructure.   

4. Investigate causes for concern about academic standards and quality  

5. Advise governments on applications for degree awarding powers and university title.   

6. Coordinate with European and wider international developments (QAA, 2009).  

Recently the focus of QAA has been skewed towards quality enhancement instead of 

quality assurance which is defined as ‘the process of taking deliberate steps at the  
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Table 2.9 

 Methods of external audit and review fro teaching and research from 1986 till 007 

 

Institutional level to improve the quality of learning opportunities’ (QAA, 2006b). 

Higher Education Academy (HEA) was established in 2004 for the enhancement of the 

students’ learning experience as reflected in the Academy’s Strategic Plan 2005 to 2010 

(Filippakou & Tapper ,2008). 

Quality Assurance in US Higher Education  

In the United States higher education institutions are accredited by public and private 

accreditation organizations. This mechanism of external quality assurance is practiced in 

USA since the start of 19th century. It is called voluntary accreditation model for quality 

assurance though most of the accrediting organizations are private but accreditation is 

mandatory for Higher Education Institutes to get public funds and degree recognition. The 

accreditation system in USA is very diversified and decentralized where more than 100 

public and private accreditation organization are accrediting more than 6400 institutions and 

18700 programs (Schray, 2007). 

Time period Method of quality 
audit/review 

Major  coordinating body 

1986, 1992, 1996, 
2001 and 2008 

Research assessment exercise UK Higher Education Funding 
Council 

1991-1997 Academic quality audit UK academic audit unit 
Higher education quality council  

1998-2002 Continuation audit Quality Assurance Agency of Higher 
Education 

1993-1995 Teaching quality assessment 
and subject review 

UK Higher Education Funding 
Council 

1995-2001 Universal subject review UK Higher Education Funding 
Council (till 1997) 
Quality Assurance Agency of Higher 
Education (1998-2001) 

2000- present  Institutional audit (revised 
2006) 

Quality Assurance Agency of Higher 
Education 



 77

It is a collegial process based on self- and peer-assessment for improvement of 

academic quality and public accountability (K. H.m.l.inen et. al., 2001). In USA this 

accreditation process is at institution level instead of program level (Billing ,2004). For 

professional education like medicine, engineering and accounting etc. there are specialized 

program level accreditation bodies like  (formerly the Accreditation Board for Engineering 

and Technology) are also functioning (Alderman, & Brown, 2005).  

Mostly the accreditation process consists of the following steps as summarized by Eaton 

(2000) are: 

1- Institutes prepare self-evaluation report according to the criteria prescribed by the 

accreditation organization.  

2- This is followed by the peer review based on the self-study report. 

3- Site visit by the peer reviewers to validate the claims made by the institutes.  

4- Accreditation organization can review the accreditation at any time.  

Since the commencement of accreditation process in USA higher education 

accreditation is conducted by the private organizations. In 1949 first national Commission on 

Accreditation (COA) was established to monitor accreditation organizations as a major 

intervention by the US government.  After many transformations this commission is now 

substitute by Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). All the accreditation 

agencies apply to the CHEA or US Department of Education (USDE) for recognition. USDE 

review the accreditation after every five years where as accreditation confers by the CHEA is 

valid for ten years. Federal grants and students aid funds are available to only those 

institutions which are accredited by USDE. Different national, regional, and specialized 

accreditation organizations accreditation agencies operate under different standards and 

processes. There are 2963 regional, 3458 national and many specialized agencies which 

accredit programs, departments or schools in specific field operate throughout the country. 
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There are 18,713 such accredited programs and institutions have been accredited throughout 

the country (Schray, 2007).  

Quality Assurance in Australian Higher Education  

Higher education institutions in Australia have undergone performance review for 

the last two decades (Department of Education, Science and Training [DEST], 2004a). It was 

initiated first time in 1985 when Commonwealth Tertiary Education Commission started 

conducting discipline based performance reviews.  The Australian Vice-Chancellors’ 

Committee has also performed the role of external performance auditor from 1987 to 1994 

(DEST, 2004b). Since 1998 it is mandatory for all the federally funded institutions to have a 

quality assurance and quality improvements strategies and plans. While addressing to the 

Committee for Economic Development of Australia in 2002 the Prime Minister pledge his 

commitment to ensure that world class research should be conducted in the Australian 

universities. He also pointed out four key principles for ensuring world class standard: 

diversity , quality , equity and sustainability.  

Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) was established in March 2000 by 

Ministerial Council on Education, Training and Youth Affairs (MCETYA) as an 

independent, not-for-profit national agency to promote, audit, and report on quality 

assurance. The main responsibilities of AUQA are: 

1. Quality audits of higher education institutions and accreditation authorities;  

2. Reporting on performance and outcomes;  

3. Assisting in quality enhancement;  

4. Advising on quality assurance; and  

5. Liaising internationally with quality agencies in other jurisdictions, for the benefit of 

Australian higher education (AUQA, 2008). 
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 AUQA enjoys complete monopoly in the field of Quality assurance in Australia 

because universities do not have choice to select any other public or private quality 

assurance body other than AUQA for their quality assurance process and outcomes 

validation (Anderson, 2006). The first cycle of quality audit conducted by AUQA was 

completed in 2007. AUQA audit is based on the objective and goals of the institutions to 

safeguard the autonomy and unique disposition of higher education. There are no predefined 

steps for AUQA quality audit, it is designed to suit the needs of the auditee but mostly 

following stages are witnessed:  

1. Selection of audit panel for particular auditee  

2. Setting the parameters of the audit after negotiation with the audittee 

3. self-review  report (Performance Portfolio) preparation and submission by the 

auditee  

4. Portfolio Meeting of the panel to discuss the Portfolio of the institution and if 

required a request for any additional documentation  

5. Preparatory Visit  

6. Audit Visit, including other sites where the auditee operates  

7. Audit report preparation and finalization  

8. Follow-up. (AUQA, 2008) 

“Years of self-improvement, sharing of best practices and periodic internal and 

external audit has made Australian quality assurance system a vibrant and  robust one.  This 

has engendered not only good repute nation wide but internationally it has been recognized 

as well by increase in number of overseas students every year” (Australian Vice 

Chancellors’ Committee , 2005).  
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Review of Related Research Studies 

Woodhouse (2006) carried out an in-depth review of literature to compare cost 

benefit analysis of quality assurance and he exuded that the benefits of having quality agency 

outnumber the cost incurred. To validate good performance, continuous improvement, 

comparison between HEIs , consumer protection and accountability , the role of quality 

assurance agency is pivotal. He further predicted that in foreseeable future all or al most all 

the countries will be having one or more quality assurance agencies, all the HEIs need to be 

accredited by these agencies. International agencies will emerge and collaboration will 

increase between quality assurance agencies. Quality agencies will transform them according 

to the need of time. 

On the basis of his experience in US and extensive review of literature Mian (2006) 

suggested that in Pakistani context universities can play the role of source of knowledge for 

socio-economic development if key stakeholders are involved in creating entrepreneurship 

culture in the higher education sector by developing a conceptual framework and design of 

model entrepreneurial university and establishing related entrepreneurship and enterprise 

development mechanisms i.e. centers of excellence. Pubic private partnership should be 

encouraged to reduce financial burden of the Government.  

In  another quantitative research sconducted by Raza, Hashmi &, Ullah (2006) , in 

which 275 university students participated, about the problems of private higher education 

institutes in Pakistan revealed that outdated knowledge, non availability of teachers after 

class, teaching methodology and non availability of course outline has been identified as key 

problems. Researchers also identified shortcomings in the selection criteria of the faculty 

members and biased attitude of the faculty members towards students. In private sector 

universities most of the faculty members are part time or visiting faculty and they are not 

available after their classes for guidance which is against the spirit of higher education.  At 
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the end of semester Part-time teachers give inflated grades to make the students happy to get 

outstanding evaluation by students  

Khan (2008) conducted a thorough study to examine the quality of higher education, 

particularly quality of management and quality of curriculum in private sector of Pakistan in 

which he seek the opinions of 60 administrators, 180 teachers and 600 students. The findings 

of the study reveal that there is stark difference in the views of administrators, faculty 

members and students. It was further exuded that most of the HEIs are commercial 

organization with the sole purpose of earning profit regardless of the quality management 

and quality education. Stake holders were not involved in development and implementation 

phase of quality assurance and management practices.  

The HEC (higher education commission, Pakistan) has recommended a QECs in all 

public sector universities to benefit from this largely experienced model. University of The 

Punjab (PU) has also established a TQM department, which can prove as a role model for 

other institutes in higher education of Pakistan (Bhatti & Tauqir, 2006). An empirical 

research was conducted by Bhatti & Tauqir (2006) to investigate the likelihood of TQM 

implementation in University of The Punjab. The study also explored the TQM requirement, 

its application possibilities and existing bottlenecks.  The researcher’s strongly recommend 

that University of The Punjab should actively engage in TQM efforts, provide enabling 

environment and make existing culture and resources suitable for TQM implementation.  

Underprivileged circumstances of private HEIs has also been idendtified by Niazi & 

Mace (2006)  who conducted a research to find the contribution of private HEIs in Pakistan. 

On the basis of findings of study it is  suggests that HEC should  take proactive measures to 

safeguard the rights of students in particular and public in general. Because these institutions 

are governed by Board of Governors who are most of the time owner of the institutes as well 

and they have their own vested interests which are contrary to students and other 



 82

stakeholders.  Most of the HEIs are located in big cities of Pakistan and are offering market 

driven courses: Management Science, Information Technology and Telecommunications. 

Tuition fee of private HEIs is way above than average per capita income in Pakistan which 

makes it impossible for students belonging to  middle and poor class to attend these 

institutes.  

A similar situation of quality assurance of HEIs in Serbia has been identified by 

Milenkovi (2003). The study reveals that although some measures of quality assurance such 

as the academic councils of the university and faculties to approve curricula and decide the 

promotions of faculty members, clearly defined selection criteria for faculty, compulsion of 

two international papers for PhD degree,  was practiced in Serbian HEIs but these institutes 

were not delivering according to the aspiration of the nation and were falling behind the 

other European institutions. This was realized by the government and need was felt to 

introduce quality assurance body at national level. Apart for other driving forces the main 

impetus for quality assurance was provided by the visit of European University Association 

(EUA) evaluation team from in 2002. In October 2002 the Council for University 

Development was established in Serbia for quality assurance of higher education. The 

council consists of five members representing each of the rectors’ offices of the state and the 

three private universities in Serbia, ten members appointed by the Serbian government, and 

student representatives (Milenkovi, 2003). 

Telford & Masson (2005) conducted a study to unearth the resemblance and 

divergence in the perception of students, faculty and senior management about quality in 

higher education. This study was conducted in a business school of a reputed university in 

England. The study reveals that commitment of relevant stakeholders is considered to be 

vital for the quality of higher education. The shared values also include efficient use of 

resources to achieve the desired learning out comes rooted in curriculum design and course 
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delivery. Commitment of the faculty members is given top priority by all the participants. 

Students relate more importance with the teaching skills and teaching style of the teachers 

where as managers emphasizes cordial relationship between teachers and students.   

A study was conducted by Fuinlong (2000) to find the current status of quality 

assurance practices in Thai colleges and universities. All the heads of quality assurance and 

vice president of academic affairs were sent a questionnaire to find their response about the 

model used by the HEI and difficulties associated with these models. Besides this future 

development of quality assurance in Thai higher education sector as envisaged by the  

respondents was also explored. The results confirmed that the primary model of quality 

assurance for most of the HEIs is that of ministry Affairs’’ quality assurance model. Second 

most commonly used model was ISO 9000 model.  Majority of the respondents were of the 

view that internal quality assessment procedure should concentrate on the teaching-learning 

process and should be embedded with the current quality control procedures.  The author 

suggests that accreditation body and its procedures need major improvement. Qualification 

and number of auditing and assessment teams need to be reconsidered. How ever, the 

researched is convinced that the current model of quality assurance can be used to build a 

plat form for sound quality assurance and quality enhancement system.  

 A study was conducted by Mark  et. al. (2008) to compare the students feed back 

obtained through questionnaire and other methods including focus group, reflective diary 

method and ‘H form’. The findings of the study support the hypothesis that feedback 

obtained by questionnaire and other techniques yield different results. Also it was identified 

that questionnaire covers partially the issues raised by the students. The authors recommend 

on the basis of the findings that comparator methods should be used for formative evaluation 

instead of questionnaire.  
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Martin (2005) explored that how Total quality management can be integrated in 

public schools and how it can play the role of change agent to emulate and develop rich 

learning environment for students and greater satisfaction by the teachers and other staff. 

Teachers should play the role of change agent to foster the benefits of TQM in education. 

The author suggests that schools should pursue the implementation of TQM in the schools 

with collaboration of quality professions to design successful educational programs and 

monitor it for at least three years because quality education is not an instant solution; it takes 

time money and hard work.  

In a recent study conducted by Khan (2010) about matters of access in higher 

education institutions in Pakistan.. The researcher suggests different approaches and policies 

to increase the access and make the systems inclusive by offering higher education 

opportunities to wretched segment of the Pakistani society. The findings of the study suggest 

that female students and students from provinces such as Balouchistan, KPK, Sindh and far 

flung areas like FATA and FANA are having negligible access to public and private 

institutions of higher education.  And, students from rural areas are also seriously 

underrepresented. The study suggests that pre- college guidance is very important for post 

secondary access. And, university admission process must be designed in a way that is clear 

and easy to comply.  



 85

CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY  

This study was intended to find and compare current quality assurance practices in 

public and private universities. The main purpose of the study was to find the current status 

of quality assurance in different public and private universities and to find that to what extent 

important stakeholders like potential  employers of the graduates, alumnae, faculty members 

are involved in basic constituent of higher education i.e. course development and program 

review. Special emphasis has been placed on the perception of the faculty members about 

the facilities for research and opportunities for professional development available to them. 

Difficulties and hindrances related to these quality assurance practices have also been 

explored.  

Research Design 

This is descriptive research primarily based on the quantitative data obtained through 

self-constructed questionnaire but for triangulation, qualitative aspect has also been 

incorporated through interview and analysis of policy documents of the HEC and 

Government of Pakistan.     

Population 

All the public sector and private sector chartered universities located in the  

Capital of Pakistan and the province of Punjab were selected as population for this study. 

Till October, 2008 there were 53 total universities including 34 public and 19 private in this 

region at the time of data collection (HEC, 2008).  
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Table 3.1 

Total number of universities in province Punjab and Islamabad  

 

Sample of the Study  

Two stages random sampling technique was used to select the respondents. Twelve 

public sector and twelve private sector universities were selected randomly in the first stage 

and then four departments were selected from each university in the next stage. 

Questionnaires were distributed to the heads of department and all the faculty members of 

selected four departments. Total 1252 questionnaire were distributed and 205 responses from 

private sector and 204 responses from public sector were received after several visits by the 

researcher himself and through mail. The response rate was 33%. Besides these 

questionnaire,  five heads of quality assurance of public sector universities and five registrars 

or head of quality, who ever was dealing the matters of quality assurance,  were also 

interviewed by the researcher himself using semi structure interview. The detail of the 

sampled universities and responses from different universities are attached as Appendix C. 

Sources of Data 

The primary data were collected through self constructed questionnaire administered 

to the faculty members and head of different departments in public and private universities. 

Websites of the universities, prospectus of the universities, official documents of HEC and 

Region Universities Public Private 

Islamabad 17 14 3 

Punjab 36 20 16 

Total 53 34 19 
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Government of Pakistan were the main source. Another source of data was interviews of the 

heads of quality assurance cells.  

Questionnaire Development 

Careful attention was paid to the selection of the items for the instrument based on 

extensive review of related literature and studies. Because, not following appropriate and 

systematic procedures in questionnaire development, testing, and evaluation may undermine 

the quality and utilization of data (Esposito, 2002). Self constructed questionnaire was based 

on intensive review of literature including five international PhD dissertations from all 

around the globe and quality assurance framework of Quality assurance agency of Australia 

and Chiba Principal of quality assurance for  higher education were consulted, to design this 

questionnaire. After first draft of the questionnaire it was sent to twenty eminent professors 

of education and quality management, ten each, to review the questions and give feed back. 

After receiving feed back from the experts, the recommendations were discussed with the 

research supervisor and a focus group comprising of professors of University of the Punjab. 

The questionnaire was finalized and sent for pilot testing in two public and two private 

universities. Ten faculty members were chosen on convenient bases from each university.  

Because these questionnaires were administered by the researcher himself therefore the 

feedback of the responded was used to improve the wording, reduce ambiguity and clarify 

instructions for completing the instrument. After collecting these 40 questionnaires the data 

were codified and entered in SPSS to find reliability. Chrone Bach Alpha was used to find 

reliability of the questionnaire which was found .915 which was considered to be excellent 

therefore no item was deleted from the first draft of the questionnaires. However few 

spelling mistakes and grammatical errors were identified which was rectified immediately.  

The instrument can be divided into three parts. First part of the instrument is about  

demographic information of the respondents in which institute and department name, gender, 
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title of job , experience and qualification was asked but the name was not required so that the 

respondent can express their feelings openly. Second part consists of 35 items, it deals with 

current model of quality assurance and total experience of this quality assurance model in the 

university and department was asked. Also the vital signs of quality assurance like mission 

statement and presence of quality policy and quality manual was asked in this part. It also 

cover quality assurance practices related to program review, course review, faculty 

development, data analysis and involvement of important stakeholders in this process is 

probed. In the last section difficulties about quality assurance practices are listed and 

respondents are asked to rate each difficulty on the licked scale according to their perception.  

Data Collection 

In the first phase data were collected by the researcher himself but due to 

deteriorating law and order situation and security problems excess to the faculty members 

was very difficult so before visiting the universities questionnaire was sent through mail to 

the faculty members and head of departments. A target of 200 total responses from public 

sector and 200 total responses from private sector was achieved after extraneous hard work, 

many visits and with the help of PhD fellows.  The data were collected during the period of 

October, 2008 to March, 2009.  

Data Analysis  

After collection of quantitative data by the means of questionnaire it was coded and 

entered in the spreadsheet. After entry in the SPSS software the data were cleaned and 

rechecked with the hard form of data to confirm its accuracy. Finally the data were analyzed 

to find and compare quality assurance models, practices and hindrances as perceived by the 

faculty members and head of departments. Mean scores, percentages and multiple bar graphs 

were used to depict the current status of quality assurance. Chi square values and test were 
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used to compare the difference in practices of public and private sector universities. Chi 

square and t test were also used to compare the difference in perceived difficulties by the 

faculty members of public and private sector universities in implementing quality assurance 

model or practices.  

Suggestions and recommendations of the respondents were analyzed manually by 

coding and grouping the data to find the recurring patterns and meaningful constructs. 

Interviews of ten head of quality assurance cells were recorded, transcribed, coded and 

analyzed to cover the qualitative aspect of the study.  

Description of the respondents of the study 

Table 3.2 

Designation of the Respondents  

 

Table 3.2 depicts that 56 respondents were lecturers in the universities and this ratio 

is same in the public and private universities. Only 14 professors from public sector and 8 

professors from private sectors responded to the questionnaire.  

 
 

Designation Public universities Private universities Total 

Lecturer 107 113 220 

Assistant 62 64 126 

Associate professor 19 18 37 

Professor 14 8 22 

Total 202 202 404 
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Table  3.3 

Gender of the respondents  

Gender Public universities Private universities  Total 

Male 137 135 272 

Female 67 70 137 

Total 204 205 409 

 
Thirty five percent respondent were female both in public and private universities 

which is equal to the ratio of female faculty in the universities.  

Table 3.4  

Qualification of the respondents 

 
Fifty eight percent respondents were having PhD degree in public sector universities 

and only 27 respondents were PhD holders in private sector which is also representative of 

the overall PhD ratio in private sector universities which is 26 percent in public sector 

universities and 14 percent in private universities.  

 
 

Qualification Public universities Private Universities                 Total 

PhD 58 27 85 

M.Phil 81 96 177 

Masters 58 72 130 

Others  7 10 17 

Total  204 205 409 
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Table 3.5  

Experience of the respondents 

Experience Public Private Total 

1-2 years 85 90 175 

3-5 years 54 74 128 

6-9 years 30 21 51 

10 years or more 33 20 53 

 
Forty four percent respondents were having less than two years of experience in both 

the public and private universities. 32 percent respondents were having less than five years 

of experience and more than two years experience at university level both in public and 

private universities.  

Framework of the Study 

The conceptual framework of the current study was evolved from the following 

researches conducted by different authors: 

1. PhD dissertation of Thalner (2005) about “The Practice Of Continuous 

Improvement In Higher Education” conducted in   Michigan University 

2.  PhD thesis of Fuinlong (2000) conducted in University of Pittsburgh with the 

title of “The use of quality assurance models in Thai colleges and universities”.  

3.  PhD thesis of Soisson (2000) about “An analysis of a university TQM program 

from process, content, and results perspectives”  completed in  Boston 

University. 

4. PhD research work of Mertova  (2008) about “Quality in Higher Education: 

Stories of English and Czech Academics and Higher Education Leaders” carried 

out in Monash University.  
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5. PhD Thesis of Martin (2005) titled “A review of quality education concepts to 

improve teaching”  conducted in California State  

Besides the above mentioned five PhD dissertations the quality assurance framework 

of Quality Assurance Agency of Australia, Quality Assurance Agency of UK and specially 

principles of quality assurance of higher education for the Asia Pacific Region “Chiba’s 

Principal” was followed. Chiba’s principles emphasis a generic approach which has 

relevance for all the Higher Education Institutes. A premise underlying the principles is that 

prime responsibility for quality assurance rests with the individual higher education 

institution.  The principles are also applicable to the entire higher education sector both 

public and private and are broad enough to be inclusive of different quality assurance 

dimensions including arrangements at institutional level and program level. Internal and 

external quality assurance processes should be informed and supported by collaboration and 

engagement of key stakeholders according to these principles.  
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Figure 3.1 Chibs’s Principles for quality assurance in higher education 

 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

In this chapter the data obtained through questionnaire and interviews is analyzed. 

This chapter is divided in three sections: section I deals with the analysis of quantitative data 

obtained through  questionnaire, Section II deals with analysis of qualitative data obtained 

through questionnaire i.e. suggestions by the faculty members for the improvement of quality 

assurance practices and in Section III qualitative data obtained through the interview of heads 

of quality assurance is dealt.  

 

 

 



 

Section I 

Table 4.1  

The department has a mission statement       

 

In the table 4.1 the responses of the faculty members of public and private universities 

are depicted about the statement that whether the department has a mission statement or not.  

Figure 4.1 

      
 

It is apparent from the table 4.1 that 76 percent of the public sector and 87 percent of 

the private sector faculty members confirmed that their respective department has a mission 

statement and only two percent public and one percent private sector universities’ faculty 

members did not answer this question which reflects high level of awareness about the 

existence of mission statement at the departmental level.   

 

Table 4.2  

Type of 

University 

Yes No No Reply Total 

% N % N % N % N 

Public 76 155 22 45 2 4 100 204 

Private 87 179 12 24 1 2 100 205 



 

The department has a quality assurance office/cell            

   

 In response to the question that whether the department has separate quality assurance 

office or cell, 39 percent pubic sector and 59 percent private sector faculty members agreed 

with the statement. It is clear from the percentages of the responses that the faculty members 

of private sector have more favorable responses about the presence of quality assurance 

office/cell at departmental level as compared to the public sector faculty members. The 

responses of the faculty members are depicted in the  

Figure 4.2 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.3 

Type of 

University 

Yes No No Reply Total 

% N % N % N % N 

Public 39 80 59 120 2 4 100 204 

Private 59 121 41 84 0 0 100 205 



 

 The University has a quality assurance office /cell    

 

In the table 4.3 the replies of the faculty members about the presence of quality 

assurance office/cell at university level are presented. It is evident from the table that 87 

percent public sector and 66 percent private sector faculty members confirmed that there is 

quality assurance office/cell at the university level. It can be deduced from the responses that 

more of the public sector universities has quality assurance office/cell than private sector at 

the university level. In the Figure 4.3 responses are presented in the form of bar graph.  

Figure 4.3 

 

 

 

Type of 

University 

Yes No No Reply Total 

% N % N % N % N 

Public 87 177 13 27 0 0 100 204 

Private 66 136 32 65 2 4 100 205 



 

Table 4.4 

 The department has a quality assurance policy  

 

In response to the question that whether the department has a quality assurance policy 

or not, 65 percent public sector and 84 percent private sector faculty members of the 

universities agreed with  the statement. The table shows that in private sector faculty 

members have more favorable responses about this statement as compared to the public 

sector. The responses are presented in figure 4.4 as bar graph.  

           Figure 4.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type of 

University 

Yes No No Reply Total 

% N % N % N % N 

Public 65 132 35 72 0 0 100 204 

Private 84 173 15 32 0 0 100 205 



 

Table 4.5  

The department has a quality manual         

 

Table 4.5 presents the responses of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the statement that whether the department has quality assurance manual or 

not. It is clear from the table that 36 percent pubic and 54 percent private sector faculty 

members agreed that their respective department has a manual for quality assurance. It is also 

evident from the table that private sector faculty members have more positve views about the 

existance of qulaty assurance manual at departmetntal level. The responses of the faculty 

members are presented in pictorial form in the figure 4.5.  

Figure 4.5 

 

 

 

 

Type of 

University 

Yes No No Reply Total 

% N % N % N % N 

Public 36 73 60 122 5 9 100 204 

Private 54 111 42 87 4 7 100 205 



 

Table 4.6 

The internal quality assurance model being followed by the departments  

 

Quality assurance 
model 

                                  Type of University 

Public 
%                          N 

 

Private 
%                          N 

ISO 9000 4 9 11 23 

TQM 4 9 2 4 

HEC 64 130 63 129 

Others 2 3 2 5 

No response 26 52 22 44 

 
Table 4.6 depicts the responses of the faculty members about the internal quality 

assurance model followed by the department. Faculty members were given options to chose 

one or more models from the given three models of quality assurance i.e. ISO 9000, TQM 

and HEC model. In fourth option blank space was given in order to write the name of the 

model followed by the department, if it is other than the three stated models. 

It is apparent form the table 4.6 that predominate model of quality assurance is HEC 

model by both the public and private sector universities because 64 percent public and 63 

percent private sector faculty members selected the HEC model as an internal model of 

quality assurance  used by the department.  The responses of the faculty members are 

presented in graphical form in the figure 4.6. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 4.6 

 
 
 

Table 4.7 
 
In which year did your institution start implementing internal quality assurance model? 
  

 

year 

Public 

   

%                 N(204) 

Private 

 

%               N(205) 

Total 

 

%                N(409) 

2000 or 

before 
2 5 2 4 2 9 

2002 3 6 2 4 2 10 

2003 4 8 2 5 3 13 

2004 4 9 3 6 4 15 

2005 13 28 6 13 10 41 

2006 19 40 16 32 18 72 

2007 29 59 22 45 25 104 

2008 8 16 16 34 12 50 

2009 5 10 12 24 8 34 

 

Table 4.7 shows the year when quality assurance model was implemented in 

the institution for the first time and number of responses related to each year. It is 

obvious from the table that before 2005 only 11 percent faculty members reported that 



 

their institute started implementing quality assurance model before 2005. Whereas 18, 

25 and 18 percent faculty members consider that in 2006, 2007 and 2008 was the year 

when the institution started implementing quality assurance model respectively.  

 

Figure 4.7 

 

 



 

Table 4.8 

When self assessment for quality assurance purpose was held last time?  

 
In table 4.8 the responses of the faculty members about the statement that when self 

assessment for quality assurance was held in the department for the last time. Forty percent 

faculty members of the public sector and 31 percent members of the private sector stated that 

self assessment was carried out this year. Where as 24 percent public and 19 percent private 

sector faculty members Quoted that self assessment was conducted one year ago. Only 5 

percent private sector and 12 percent public sector faculty members said that self assessment 

was conducted two years ago. Eighteen percent private sector and 17 percent public sector 

faculty members considered that self assessment for quality assurance was never held in the 

department.  

Figure 4.8 

 

Year of Self 

Assessment  

Public  sector university 

   %                                            

N(204) 

Private sector universities  

  %                                            N 

(205) 

This Year  31 62 40 81 

One year ago 24 48 19 40 

Two years ago  12 24 5 10 

Never  17 34 18 37 



 

Table 4.9 

Academic programs are reviewed periodically  

** p<0.001  

The table 4.9 shows the views of faculty members about periodical review of 

academic programs in the form of frequency and percentages. Sixty percent of faculty 

members belonging to public sector universities favored the statement that academic 

programs are periodically reviewed where as 80 % of the private sector faculty members 

agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, N=409)=33.75, p<.001,  

shows that there is significant difference between the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities. It is concluded that the perception of public and private faculty members 

differed significantly in favor of private sector.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 60 59 63 16 6 204 

33.75 
Percentage 29 % 29% 31% 8% 12% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 69 95 40 0 1 205 

Percentage 34% 46.5% 19% 0% .5% 100% 



 

Table 4.10 

Courses are evaluated periodically  

** p< 0.01   

The table 4.10 presents the opinions of faculty members about periodical review of 

academic courses in the form of frequency and percentages. Eighty three percent of faculty 

members belonging to public sector universities agreed with the statement that courses 

,which are taught in the department, are periodically reviewed where as 94 % of the private 

sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, 

N=409)=14.21, p<.01,  reflects  that there is significant difference between the faculty 

members of public and private sector universities. It is concluded that the perception of 

public and private faculty members differed significantly in favor of private sector. Hence 

private sector universities review and update course more often than the public sector 

universities.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 69 95 40 0 1 205 

14.21 
Percentage 36% 47% 9.5% 5.5% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 87 104 11 1 2 205 

Percentage 43% 51% 5.5% .5% 1% 100% 



 

Table 4.11 

Faculty members are involved in course review  

** p>0.05   

The table 4.11 presents the replies of the faculty members about involvement of 

faculty members in the process of course review. Eighty percent of the public sector and 85 

percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the statement that they are involved 

in the process of course review. The results of chi-square test shows that  
χ

2(df=4, 

N=409)=8.77, p>.05 there is no significant difference in the perception of public and private 

faculty members on the dimension of involvement of faculty members in course review.  

Faculty members of both public and private sector universities feel that they are involved in 

the process of course review.  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 72 91 17 17 7 204 

8.77 
Percentage 35% 45% 8% 8% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 70 106 20 5 4 205 

Percentage 34% 52% 9.5% 2.5% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.12 

 Employers are involved in program review 

**p>0.05  

Table 4.12 presents the views of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies. The results of chi-square test shows 

that  χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 2.2, p>.05 there is no significant difference in the perception of 

public and private faculty members on the dimension of involvement of potential employers 

of the students in program review. Only 48 percent public and 48 percent private sector 

faculty members think that employers are involved in program review. Both public and 

private sector faculty members have negative perception about the involvement of potential 

employers of the students in the process of program review.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 40 57 38 45 24 204 

2.2 
Percentage 20% 28% 18.5% 22% 11.5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 34 64 46 41 20 205 

Percentage 16.5% 31.5% 22% 20% 10% 100% 



 

Table 4.13 

Graduating students are involved in program review 

** p<0.01  

The table 4.13 illustrates the views of faculty members about involvement of 

graduating students in the process of program review in the shape of frequency and 

percentages. The table also depicts the results of chi-square test   
χ

2(df=4, N=409)=8.77, 

p<0.01., on the basis of these results it can be deduced that the perception of public and 

private faculty members differed significantly in favor of private sector on the dimension of 

involvement of graduating students in the process of program review. Because only 22 

percent public sector where as  29 percent private sector faculty members favored the view 

that students are involved in the process of course review.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 14 33 39 75 43 204 

12.35 
Percentage 6.5% 16% 18.5% 37% 22% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 14 44 56 70 21 205 

Percentage 6.5% 22% 27% 34% 10% 100% 



 

Table 4.14 

Alumni are involved in course review  

** p< 0.01   

The table 4.14 portrays the views of faculty members about involvement of 

graduating students in the process of program review in the form of frequency and 

percentages. The table also depicts the results of chi-square test   
χ

2(df=4, N=409)=12.75, 

p<0.01., on the basis of these results it can be deduced that the perception of public and 

private faculty members differed significantly in favor of private sector on the dimension of 

involvement of alumni of the university  in the process of program review. Fifty one percent 

faculty members of public sector and 48 percent faculty members of private sector 

universities disagreed with the notion that former students of the institute are involved in the 

process of program review. Hence the private sector universities involve alumni in course 

review more often than the public sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 23 24 49 71 37 204 

12.75 
Percentage 11% 12% 24% 35% 16% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 9 43 56 61 36 205 

Percentage 4% 21% 27% 30% 18% 100% 



 

Table 4.15  

Professional bodies are involved in course development  

** p> 0.05  

In the table 4.15 responses of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities are presented in the form of percentages and frequencies. The results of chi-

square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 2.2, p>.05 shows that there  is no significant difference in the 

perception of public and private faculty members on the dimension of involvement of 

professional bodies in the process of course development. Forty six percent public and 51 

percent private sector faculty members consider that professional bodies are involved in the 

process of course development. Therefore it is concluded that there is no difference in the 

opinion of faculty members of public and private sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 37 57 36 51 23 204 

8.41 
Percentage 18% 28% 17% 25% 11% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 26 78 43 36 22 205 

Percentage 13% 38.5% 21% 17.5% 10% 100% 



 

Table 4.16 

Department has collaboration with international university(s)/organizations  

** p< 0.05  

The table 4.16 presents the opinions of faculty members about collaboration of the 

department with international universities and organizations in the form of frequency and 

percentages. 44 percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities agreed 

with the statement where as 56 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the 

statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, N=409)=11.71, p<.05,  reflects  that there is 

significant difference between the faculty members of public and private sector universities. 

It is concluded that the perception of public and private faculty members differed 

significantly in favor of private sector. Hence the private sector universities and departments 

have more collaboration with international university(s)/organizations than the public sector 

universities.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 44 46 37 41 36 204 

11.71 
Percentage 21.5% 22.5% 18% 20% 18% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 38 77 30 36 24 205 

Percentage 18.5% 38% 14.5% 18% 21% 100% 



 

Table 4.17 

Recruitment criteria is well defined  

** p< 0.05   

The table 4.17 portrays the opinions of faculty members about whether the 

recruitment criteria for faculty members is well defined or not  in the form of frequency and 

percentages. Seventy seven percent of faculty members belonging to public sector 

universities agreed with the statement that courses ,which are taught in the department, are 

periodically reviewed where as 74 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with 

the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, N=409)=12.57, p<.05,  reflects  that 

there is significant difference between the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities. It is concluded that the perception of public and private faculty members differed 

significantly in favor of private sector. Hence the recruitment criteria for faculty members are 

better definite in public sector universities than the private sector universities.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 68 87 22 14 13 204 

12.57 
Percentage 34% 43% 11% 7% 6% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 58 94 41 6 6 205 

Percentage 28% 46% 20% 3% 3% 100% 



 

Table 4.18 

Promotion criteria for faculty members is well defined 

** p< 0.001  

The table 4.18 illustrates the views of faculty members about whether a promotion 

criterion for faculty members is well defined or not in the shape of frequency and 

percentages. The table also depicts the results of chi-square test   
χ

2(df=4, N=409)=24.95, 

p<0.001., on the basis of these results it can be deduced that the perception of public and 

private faculty members differed significantly in favor of public sector on the dimension of 

involvement well defined promotion criteria for faculty members. Because only 64 percent 

private sector where as  75 percent public sector faculty members were of the view that there 

is well defined  promotion criteria for faculty members is practiced by the university.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 76 77 24 20 7 204 

24.95 
Percentage 38% 37% 11% 10% 3% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 38 93 47 25 2 205 

Percentage 18% 46% 23% 12% 1% 100% 



 

 
Table 4.19 

Mentoring is available for the faculty members 

** p< 0.05   

The table 4.19 presents the replies of the faculty members about availability of 

mentoring to faculty members in the university. It is evident from the table that 64 y percent 

of the public sector and 69 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the 

statement that they are involved in the process of course review. The results of chi-square test 

χ
2(df=4, N=409)=10.25, p< 0.05 shows that  there is  significant difference in the perception 

of public and private faculty members on the dimension of involvement of availability of 

mentoring to faculty members.   The faculty members of public sector universities have better 

perception about availability of mentoring than the faculty members of private sector 

universities.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 45 85 41 21 12 204 

10.25 
Percentage 22% 42% 20% 10% 6% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 33 107 48 12 5 205 

Percentage 16% 53% 24% 6% 2% 100% 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 



 

Table 4.20 

Faculty members have opportunities for professional development 
** p< 0.01   

The table 4.20 represents the observation of faculty members about availability of 

professional development opportunities to the faculty members, in the form of frequency and 

percentages. The table also describe the results of chi-square test   
χ

2(df=4, N=409)=14.60, 

p<0.01, on the basis of these results it can be deduced that the perception of public and 

private faculty members differed significantly in favor of public sector university on the 

dimension of availability of professional development opportunities. 73 percent faculty 

members of public sector and 67 percent faculty members of private sector universities either 

agreed or strongly agreed with the notion that professional development opportunities are 

available to them. Hence the faculty members of public sector universities have more positive 

view about the availability of professional development opportunities than the faculty 

members of private sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

Public 
Frequency 54 92 24 23 11 204 

14.60 
Percentage 27% 46% 11.5% 11% 5.5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 30 107 38 26 4 205 

Percentage 14.5% 53% 18% 12.5% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.21 

 Faculty members have enough time for research activities  

** p> 0.05   

Table 4.21 presents the views of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies about availability of time for research 

activities. The results of chi-square test shows that  χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 7.96, p>.05 , therefore 

there is no significance difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private 

sector universities about the availability of enough time for research activities to faculty 

members. Sixty four percent public and 55 percent private sector faculty members think that 

they have enough time for research activities. It is also evident from the percentages of 

responses that both public and private sector faculty members have fair perception about the 

dimension of availability of time for research activities.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 39 93 34 26 12 204 

7.96 
Percentage 18% 46% 16.5% 12.5% 6% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 32 80 53 33 7 205 

Percentage 15% 40% 26% 16% 3% 100% 



 

Table 4.22 

Work load is equally distributed amongst all faculty members 

** p> 0.05 

The table 4.22 represents the responses of faculty members about involvement of 

graduating students in the process of program review in the shape of frequency and 

percentages. The table also depicts the results of chi-square test   
χ

2(df=4, N=409)=7.91, 

p>0.05, on the basis of these results it can be deduced that there is no significant difference in 

the  perception of public and private faculty member on the dimension of  equitable 

distribution of workload amongst the faculty members.  It is also evident that 65 percent 

public sector and 58 percent private sector faculty members either agreed or strongly agreed 

with the statement that workload is equality distributed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 40 91 39 24 10 204 

7.91 
Percentage 20% 45% 19% 11% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 28 90 56 27 4 205 

Percentage 13% 45% 26% 11% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.23 

Faculty members are involved in administrative process 

** p> .005   

In the table 4.23 responses of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities are presented in the form of percentages and frequencies about the involvement 

of faculty members in the administrative process. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, 

N=409) = 2.50, p>.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the perception of public 

and private faculty members on the dimension of involvement of faculty members in the 

administrative process. Sixty seven percent public and 65 percent private sector faculty 

members consider that they are  involved in the administrative process. Therefore it is 

concluded that the opinion of faculty members of public and private sector universities feels 

that they are involved in the administrative process and they have positive perception about 

this. 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 30 107 39 20 8 204 

2.50 
Percentage 14% 53% 19% 10% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 28 103 40 29 5 205 

Percentage 14% 51% 19% 14% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.24 

Faculty members are well aware of quality assurance practices 

 ** p> .05   

The table 4.24 depicts the opinions of faculty members about awareness of quality 

assurance practices amongst the faculty members in the form of frequency and percentages. 

Sixty six percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities agreed with the 

statement that most of the faculty members are aware of quality assurance practices and 64 

percent of the private sector faculty members also agreed with the statement. The results of 

chi-square test χ2 (df=4, N=409)=6.33, p>.05,  reflects  that there is no significant difference 

between the faculty members of public and private sector universities. It is concluded that the 

perception of public and private faculty members is not significantly different about 

awareness of quality assurance practices amongst the faculty members. Both the faculty 

members of public and private sector have good perception about this statement.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 35 100 37 27 5 204 

6.33 
Percentage 17% 49% 18% 14% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 23 105 45 31 1 205 

Percentage 11.5% 52% 22% 15% .5% 100% 



 

Table 4.25 

Faculty members are involved in quality assurance process 

**p< 0.05   

The table 4.25 presents the opinions of faculty members about involvement of faculty 

members in the process of quality assurance in the form of frequency and percentages. Fifty 

nine percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities agreed with the 

statement that they are involved in the process of quality assurance where as 60 % of the 

private sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 

(df=4, N=409)=11.77, p<.05,  reflects  that there is significant difference among the 

perception of faculty members of public sector universities and public sector universities 

about the involvement of the faculty members in quality assurance practices.  It is also 

apparent that the perception of public and private faculty members differed significantly in 

favor of public sector. Therefore it can be concluded that the faculty members of public 

sector universities are more often involved in quality assurance process than the faculty 

members of private sector universities.   

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 39 81 44 29 11 204 

11.77 
Percentage 19% 40% 22% 14% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 27 95 40 41 2 205 

Percentage 13% 47% 19% 20% 1% 100% 



 

Table 4.26 

 Incentives for faculty members are related with research work 

** p> 0.05   

In the table 4.26 replies of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities are presented in the form of percentages and frequencies about the dimension that  

Incentives for faculty members are based on their research work. The results of chi-square 

test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 0.95, p>.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the 

perception of public and private faculty members on this dimension. Fifty nine percent public 

and 56 percent private sector faculty members consider that incentives are related to their 

research work. Therefore there is no significance difference in the perception of faculty 

members of public and private sector universities about the dimension that incentives for 

faculty members are related with research work.  

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 30 88 45 31 10 204 

0.95 
Percentage 15% 44% 22% 15% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 24 92 45 32 12 205 

Percentage 11% 45% 22% 16% 6% 100% 



 

Table 4.27  

Research Journal (s)  is  published by the university 

** p< 0.001   

The table 4.27 shows the responses of the faculty members on the dimension of 

research journal publication by the university. Seventy seven percent of faculty members 

belonging to public sector universities agreed with the statement that courses ,which are 

taught in the department, are periodically reviewed where as only 25 percent of the private 

sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, 

N=409)=85.05, p<0.001,  reflects  while the perception of public and private faculty members 

differed significantly in favor of public sector. Therefore it can be concluded that more public 

sector universities have the facility of research journals publication than the private sector 

universities.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 69 66 37 21 11 204 

85.05 
Percentage 34% 33% 18% 10% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 18 33 43 76 35 205 

Percentage 9% 16% 21% 37% 17% 100% 



 

Table 4.28 

Research Journal (s)  is published by the department 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.28 portrays the opinions of faculty members about the statement that 

research journal is published by the department in the form of frequency and percentages. 

Thirty six percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities agreed with the 

statement that research journal is published by the department where as 31 percent of the 

private sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 

(df=4, N=409)=20.59, p<0.01,  reflects  that there is significant difference between the 

perception of  faculty members of public and private sector universities. It is concluded that 

the perception of public and private faculty members differed significantly in favor of public 

sector on the basis of frequencies and percentages. While the perception of public and private 

faculty members differed significantly in favor of public sector. Therefore it can be 

concluded that more public sector universities publish research journals at department level 

than the private sector universities.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 38 36 51 32 47 204 

20.59 
Percentage 18.5% 17.5% 25% 16% 23% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 24 42 33 67 39 205 

Percentage 11.5% 21% 15% 33% 19.5% 100% 



 

Table 4.29 

Admission criteria for graduates is well defined 

** p> 0.05   

Table 4.29 depicts the responses of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies about the dimension of well defined 

admission criteria for the students. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 4.16, 

p>.05 , shows that  therefore there is no significance difference in the perception of faculty 

members of public and private sector universities about the this dimension. Eighty three 

percent public and seventy nine percent private sector faculty members think that they the 

admission criteria for the students is well defined. Therefore there is no significance 

difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private sector universities about 

the dimension of well defined admission criteria for graduates. Both public and private sector 

faculty members have very positive perception about the statement that admission criteria for 

the students are well defined.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 71 98 22 5 8 204 

4.16 
Percentage 35% 48.5% 10.5% 2% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 57 103 31 8 6 205 

Percentage 28% 51% 15% 3.5% 2.5% 100% 



 

Table 4.30 

Grading system is well defined 

** p< 0.05  

The table 4.30 portrays the opinions of faculty members about the statement that 

grading system is well defined, in the form of frequency and percentages. Seventy five 

percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities agreed with the statement 

that well defined grading system exists in the institute where as 83 percent of the private 

sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, 

N=409)=12.42, p<0.05,  shows  that there is significant difference between the perception of  

faculty members of public and private sector universities. Therefore it is apparent that there is 

significant difference among the perception of faculty members of public sector universities 

and public sector universities about the dimension of well defined grading system for the 

students.  It is also evident that the perception of public and private faculty members differed 

significantly in favor of private sector.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 75 77 34 11 7 204 

12.42 
Percentage 37% 38% 17% 5% 3% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 62 107 30 4 2 205 

Percentage 30% 53% 14% 2% 1% 100% 



 

Table 4.31 

Students are involved in quality assurance practices 

** p> 0.05   

In the table 4.31 responses of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities are presented in the form of percentages and frequencies on the dimension of 

involvement of students in the process of quality assurance. The results of chi-square test χ
2 

(df=4, N=409) = 8.99, p>.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

public and private faculty members about this statement. Forty six eight percent public and 

54 percent private sector faculty members consider that students are involved in the quality 

assurance practices. Therefore there is no significance difference in the perception of faculty 

members of public and private sector universities about  the dimension  of involvement of  

students in quality assurance practices.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 33 67 52 34 18 204 

8.99 
Percentage 15% 33% 26% 17% 9% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 30 80 51 39 5 205 

Percentage 15% 39% 25% 19% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.32  

Guidance and counseling is available to the students 

** p< 0.001  

In the table 4.32 responses of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities are presented in the form of percentages and frequencies about the dimension that 

guidance and counseling is available to the students. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, 

N=409) = 21.14, p>0.001 shows that there is significant difference in the perception of public 

and private faculty members on the dimension of availability of guidance and counseling to 

the students. Sixty percent public and 75 percent private sector faculty members consider that 

guidance and counseling is available to the students. Therefore the perception of public and 

private faculty members differed significantly in favor of private sector. Hence the faculty 

members of private universities have more positive perception about the availability of 

guidance and counseling to the students of the university than the faculty members of  public 

sector universities.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 35 87 39 16 27 204 

21.14 
Percentage 17% 43% 18% 8% 13% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 46 107 35 13 4 205 

Percentage 23% 52% 17% 6% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.33 

Department has a job placement cell 

** p < 0.001  

The table 4.33 shows the opinions of faculty members about the availability of job 

placement cell for the graduating students in the department, in the form of frequency and 

percentages. Only 38  percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities 

agreed with the statement that job placement cell for the graduating students exists in the 

department where as 47 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the 

statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, N=409)=21.88, p<0.001,  reflects  that there 

is significant difference between the opinions of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities. It is concluded that the perception of public and private faculty members differed 

significantly in favor of private sector. Hence the departments of private sector universities 

have more job placement cells than the departments of public sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 21 39 47 39 58 204 

21.88 
Percentage 10% 18% 23% 19% 29% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 29 68 41 41 26 205 

Percentage 14% 33% 20% 20% 13% 100% 



 

Table 4.34 

The University has a job placement cell 

**p>0.05   

The above table 4.34 presents the views of faculty members of public and private 

sector universities in the form of percentages and frequencies. The results of chi-square test 

χ
2 (df=4, N=409) = 3.70, p>.05 shows that  there is no significant difference in the perception 

of public and private faculty members about the statement that job placement cell exists at 

university level. Only 56 percent public where as 58 percent private sector faculty members 

believe that job placement cell is available to the students at university level. Therefore it can 

be concluded on the basis of chi square results and frequencies of the replies that there is no 

significance difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the existence of  the  job placement cell in the university.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 44 69 37 23 31 204 

3.70 
Percentage 21% 34% 18% 11% 15% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 48 74 28 31 24 205 

Percentage 24% 36% 14% 15% 11% 100% 



 

Table 4.35  

Feed back from the students is used to improve teaching 

**p<0.01  

The table 4.35 describes the responses of faculty members about the usage of 

feedback of the students for the improvement of teaching in the form of frequency and 

percentages. Sixty eight percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities 

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that Feed back from the students is used to 

improve teaching where as 86 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the 

statement. The results of chi-square test χ
2 (df=4, N=409)=15.40, p<.001,  shows that there is 

significant difference between the faculty opinion of members of public and private sector 

universities.. Hence it can be concluded that the private sector universities emphasized more 

on the usage of students feed back to improve teaching than the public sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 50 93 35 16 10 204 

15.40 
Percentage 24% 46% 17% 8% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 67 108 21 5 4 205 

Percentage 33% 53% 10% 2% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.36 

Good internet facility is available 

**p>0.05   

The table 4.36 portrays the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities presented in the form of percentages and frequencies about the availability 

of good internet facility in the institution. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 

9.24, p>0.05 indicates that there is no significant difference in the perception of public and 

private faculty members on the dimension of availability of good internet facility in the 

institution. Seventy six percent public and 81 percent private sector faculty members consider 

that good internet facility is available in the institution. Therefore it is concluded that the 

perception of public and private faculty members do not differed significantly. It is also clear 

from the parentages and frequencies that both the public sector and private sector universities 

have better internet facility available to the students and teachers.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 76 80 27 16 5 204 

9.24 
Percentage 37.5% 39% 13.5% 8% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 60 108 26 8 3 205 

Percentage 29% 53% 13% 4% 1% 100% 



 

Table 4.37 

Related and up-to-date books are available in the library 

**P<0.01   

The table 4.37 presents the replies of faculty members, about the dimension of 

availability of latest and up-to-date books in the library, in the form of frequency and 

percentages. Seventy five percent of faculty members belonging to public sector universities 

agreed with the statement that research journal is published by the department where as only 

62 percent of the private sector faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of 

chi-square test χ2 (df=4,N=409)=14.73, p<0.05,  shows  that there is significant difference 

between the perception of  faculty members of public and private sector universities.  It is 

also evident that the perception of public and private faculty members differed significantly 

in favor of public sector. Hence the public sector universities have more related and up-to-

date books available in the library than the private sector universities.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 60 91 27 19 7 204 

14.73 
Percentage 30% 45% 13% 9% 3% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 33 93 44 30 5 205 

Percentage 16% 46% 21% 15% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.38 

Department has a well defined mechanism to attend the student’s grievances and appeals 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.38 shows the opinions of faculty members about the statement that the 

department has a well defined mechanism to attend the student’s grievances and appeals in 

the form of frequency and percentages. Sixty one percent of faculty members belonging to 

public sector universities agreed with the statement where as 73 percent of the private sector 

faculty members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, 

N=409)=11.39, p<0.01,  point to  that there is significant difference between the perception 

of  faculty members of public and private sector universities about this dimension. While the 

perception of public and private faculty members differed significantly in favor of private 

sector. Hence the private sector universities have better defined mechanism to attend the 

student’s grievances and appeals than the public sector universities.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 42 81 50 21 10 204 

11.39 
Percentage 21% 40% 25% 10% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 36 114 36 14 5 205 

Percentage 17% 56% 18% 7% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.39 

Financial Resources are allocated effectively and efficiently 

**p >0.01   

The table 4.39 portrays the opinions of faculty members about the statement that 

financial resources are allocated effectively and efficiently by the university, in the form of 

frequency and percentages. Fifty three percent of faculty members belonging to public sector 

universities agreed with the statement  where as 62 percent of the private sector faculty 

members agreed with the statement. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, N=409)=15.75, 

p<0.01,  points out  that there is significant difference between the perception of  faculty 

members of public and private sector universities on the dimension of effective and efficient 

use of resources. From the frequencies it is clear that there is significance difference in favor 

of private sector universities. Consequently the perception of faculty members of private 

universities is more positive about effective and efficient use of financial resources.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 30 76 61 29 8 204 

15.76 
Percentage 15% 37% 30% 14% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 40 105 39 18 3 205 

Percentage 20% 52% 18% 9% 1% 100% 



 

Table 4.40 

Quality assurance practices are shared amongst different academic departments of the 
university 

**p>0.05   

Table 4.40 presents the views of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies. The results of chi-square test shows 

that  χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 8.15, p>.05 there is no significant difference in the perception of 

public and private faculty members on the statement that quality assurance practices are 

shared amongst different academic departments of the university. Only 39 percent public and 

50 percent private sector agree with the statement that quality assurance practices are shared 

amongst different academic departments of the university. Therefore there is no significance 

difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private sector universities about 

this dimension.  

  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 20 60 75 38 11 204 

8.15 
Percentage 10% 29% 37% 19% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 26 76 51 44 8 205 

Percentage 13% 37% 25% 21% 4% 100% 



 

Table 4.41 

Data is analyzed for quality assurance purpose 

**p> 0.05  

Table 4.41 presents the views of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies on the dimension that data is analyzed 

for quality assurance purpose by the university. The results of chi-square test χ2 (df=4, 

N=409) = 4.60, p>.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the perception of public 

and private faculty members on the dimension of involvement of potential employers of the 

students in program review. Only 42 percent public and 51 percent private sector faculty 

members think that data is analyzed for quality assurance purpose by the university. 

Therefore there is no significance difference in the perception of faculty members of public 

and private sector universities about the dimension of data analyses for quality assurance 

purpose.  

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 22 62 59 45 16 204 

4.60 
Percentage 11% 31% 29% 21% 8% 100 

Private 
Frequency 24 79 56 36 10 205 

Percentage 12% 39% 27% 17% 5% 100 



 

Table 4.42  

Quality assurance reports are available to all the stakeholders 

**p>0.05   

Table 4.42 presents the views of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the form of percentages and frequencies about the availability of quality 

assurance reports to all the stakeholders. The results of chi-square test shows that  
χ

2 (df=4, 

N=409) = 2.85, p>.05 there is no significant difference in the perception of public and private 

faculty members on the dimension of availability of quality assurance reports to all the 

stakeholders. Only 32 percent public and 38 percent private sector faculty members think that 

quality assurance reports are available to different stakeholders. therefore there is no 

significance difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about availability of quality assurance reports to the stakeholders. Both public 

and private sector faculty members have negative perception about availability of quality 

assurance reports to all the stakeholders 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 21 45 69 51 18 204 

2.85 
Percentage 10% 22% 34% 25% 9% 100 

Private 
Frequency 18 58 60 54 15 205 

Percentage 9% 29% 29% 26% 7% 100 



 

Difficulties in Implementation of Quality Assurance Practices  

In this part of the dissertation the difficulties anticipated by the faculty members of 

public and private sector universities will be compared. The third part of the questionnaire 

was a list of potential problem in the process of quality assurance in Higher education 

institutes of Pakistan. The respondents were asked to rate these statements to the extent they 

consider that it is main source of hindrance in the quality assurance process. The responses 

will be used to identify most problematic areas in the implementation of quality assurance 

process both  in public and private sector universities 

Table 4.43 

Lack of financial resources 

**p<0.01  

The table 4.43 depicts the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the statement that to what extent lack of financial resources is one of the main 

problem in the implementation of quality assurance practices. The opinion of both the groups 

differ significantly according to the results of chi-square that  
χ

2 (df=4, N=409) = 13.89, 

p>.0.01. From the table it is clear that 54 percent of the public and 41 percent faculty 

members of the private sector agreed with this statement.  Therefore it can be concluded on 

the bases of chi square result and frequencies of the responses there is significant difference 

between the perceptions of public and private sector faculty members about the intensity of 

the statement that financial resources is a major obstacle in the implementation of quality 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 28 82 53 35 6 204 

13.89 
Percentage 14% 40% 26% 17% 3% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 12 71 69 37 16 205 

Percentage 6% 35% 34% 18% 7% 100% 



 

assurance practices. The faculty members of public sector universities consider financial 

resources more  hurdle in quality assurance as compared to private sector universities.   

Table 4.44 

Lack of commitment from university administration 

**p<0.01  

This table 4.44 illustrates the response of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities in the form of frequencies and percentages about the issue that to what 

extent lack of commitment by the university administration is one of the hurdles in the 

process of quality assurance. The results of chi square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 17.06, p>.0.01 

shows that there is significant difference in the replies of faculty members of public and 

private universities. Therefore it is clear from the results of chi square and percentages of the 

replies that faculty members of public and private sector universities have significantly 

different opinion about lack of commitment from university administration as one of the main 

obstacle in quality assurance. Faculty members of Public sector universities consider it as a 

major obstacle in the process of quality assurance in higher education.  

 
 
 
 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 23 81 53 42 5 204 

17.06 
Percentage 11% 40% 26% 21% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 11 64 62 47 21 205 

Percentage 5% 32% 30% 23% 10% 100% 



 

Table 4.45  

Inconsistent policies of the Government 

**p<0.05  

The table 4.45 depicts the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities on the dimension that inconsistent policies of the government is one of the 

major obstacle in the implementation of  quality assurance process. The results of chi square 

test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 9.53, p>.0.05 shows that there is significant difference, hence the 

perception of public and private faculty members differed significantly on the dimension of 

Inconsistent policies of the Government as one of the main obstacle in quality assurance. 

Faculty member of Public sector universities consider it is a main hurdle in quality assurance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 40 96 40 23 5 204 

9.53 
Percentage 20% 47% 20% 11% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 23 89 61 27 5 205 

Percentage 11% 44% 30% 13% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.46  

Staff members have insufficient time for the quality assurance practices 

**p<0.01  

The table 4.46 depicts the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities on the dimension that insufficient time available to the faculty members 

for quality assurance is one of the major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance 

process. The results of chi square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 16.58, p>.0.01 shows that there is 

significant difference in the perception of public and private sector faculty members about 

this statement. Hence the perception of public and private faculty members differed 

significantly on the dimension of availability of sufficient time to the Staff members for the 

quality assurance practices. Further more  it is evident from the frequencies and percentages 

that 55 percent public sector and only 45 percent privates sector faculty members agreed with 

this statement. Faculty member of Public sector universities consider the intensity of this 

hurdle is more than the faculty members of private universities.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 26 85 53 35 5 204 

16.58 
Percentage 13% 42% 26% 17% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 5 88 68 40 4 205 

Percentage 2% 43% 33% 20% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.47  

Lack of training for departmental employees 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.47 presents the views of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the statement that lack of training for the departmental employees is one of 

the major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results of chi 

square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 11.59, p>.0.01 shows that there is significant difference in the 

perception of public and private sector faculty members about this statement. Fifty nine 

percent of the public sector and 50 percent of the private sector respondent agreed with the 

statement. Therefore it can be concluded that the perception of public sector and private 

sector is significantly different on the dimension of Lack of training for departmental 

employees as main obstacle in quality assurance. Faculty member of Public sector 

universities consider it is a main hurdle in quality assurance as compared to the faculty 

members of private sector universities.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 21 99 38 36 10 204 

11.59 
Percentage 10% 49% 19% 18% 5% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 7 95 45 52 6 205 

Percentage 3% 47% 22% 25% 3% 100% 



 

Table 4.48 

Lack of training for administrators 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.48 depicts the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the statement that to what extent lack of training for administrators is one of 

the main problems in the implementation of quality assurance practices. The opinion of both 

the groups differ significantly according to the results of chi-square test  
χ

2 (df=4, N=409) = 

14.40, p>.0.01. From the table it is clear that 54 percent of the public and 51 percent faculty 

members of the private sector agreed with this statement.  Therefore it can be concluded on 

the bases of chi square result and frequencies of the responses that there is significant 

difference between the perceptions of public and private sector faculty members about the 

magnitude of this problem. The faculty members of public sector universities consider that 

lack of training for departmental employees is a main obstacle in quality assurance.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 23 87 55 31 8 204 

14.40 
Percentage 11% 43% 27% 15% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 9 95 43 53 5 205 

Percentage 4% 47% 21% 26% 2% 100% 



 

Table 4.49 

Lack of support from non-teaching staff of the department 

**p<0.001  

The table 4.49 shows the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the statement that to what extent lack of support from non-teaching staff is 

one of the main obstacle  in the process of quality assurance. The views of both the groups 

differ significantly according to the results of chi-square test  
χ

2 (df=4, N=409) = 22.59, 

p>.0.001.  It is also evident from the table that 36 percent of the public and only 24 percent 

faculty members of the private sector agreed with this statement.  Therefore it can be 

concluded that the perception of public sector and private sector faculty members is 

significantly different on the dimension of lack of support from non-teaching staff of the 

department as main obstacle in quality assurance. Faculty member of Public sector 

universities consider the intensity of this problem is more than the faculty members of private 

universities.  

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 19 56 49 54 26 204 

22.59 
Percentage 9% 27% 24% 26% 13% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 4 46 43 93 19 205 

Percentage 2% 22% 21% 46% 9% 100% 



 

Table 4.50 

Resistance from faculty members 

**p>0.05  

The table 4.50 portrays the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities about the statement that resistance from the faculty members is one of the 

major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results of chi square 

test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 9.37, p>0.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the 

perception of public and private sector faculty members about this statement. Fifty three 

percent of the public sector and 63 percent of the private sector respondent disagreed with the 

statement. Therefore it can be concluded that the perception of public sector and private 

sector is not significantly different on the dimension of resistance from the faculty members 

as main obstacle in quality assurance. Both the groups of faculty members consider that 

resistance from the faculty is not one of the main obstacles in the process of quality 

assurance.   

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 10 37 49 74 34 204 

9.37 
Percentage 5% 18% 24% 36% 17% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 4 25 48 100 28 205 

Percentage 2% 12% 23% 49% 14% 100% 



 

Table 4.51 

Resistance from immediate supervisor 

**p>0.05   

The table 4.51  depicts the views of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the statement that resistance from the immediate supervisor is one of the 

major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results of chi square 

test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 2.27, p>0.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the 

perception of public and private sector faculty members about this statement. Sixty percent of 

the public sector and 58 percent of the private sector faculty members disagreed with the 

statement. Therefore it can be concluded that the perception of public sector and private 

sector is not significantly different on the dimension of resistance from the immediate 

supervisor is a  main obstacle in quality assurance. Both the groups of faculty members 

consider that resistance from the immediate supervisor is not one of the main obstacles in the 

process of quality assurance.   

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 10 23 50 89 32 204 

2.27 
Percentage 5% 11% 24% 44% 16% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 5 28 53 88 31 205 

Percentage 2% 14% 26% 43% 15% 100% 



 

Table 4.52 

Resistance from other areas of the institution 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.52 illustrates the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the dimension that to what extent lack of training for administrators is one of 

the main problems in the implementation of quality assurance practices. The opinion of both 

the groups differ significantly according to the results of chi-square test  
χ

2 (df=4, N=409) = 

9.90, p<0.01. From the table it is clear that 43 percent of the public and 52 percent faculty 

members of the private sector disagreed with this statement.  Therefore it can be concluded 

on the bases of chi square result and frequencies of the responses that there is significant 

difference between the perceptions of public and private sector faculty members about the 

magnitude of this problem. The faculty members of public sector universities consider that 

resistance from other areas of the institution as a bigger obstacle in quality assurance in 

comparison to the private sector faculty members.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 12 44 60 69 19 204 

9.90 
Percentage 6% 22% 29% 34% 9% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 5 26 69 79 26 205 

Percentage 2% 13% 29% 39% 13% 100% 



 

Table 4.53 

Lack of financial incentives for the department 

**p<0.01   

The table 4.53 depicts the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the statement that to what extent lack of financial incentives for the 

department is one of the main problems in the implementation of quality assurance practices. 

The opinion of both the groups differ significantly according to the results of chi-square test  

χ
2 (df=4, N=409) = 12.71, p>.0.01. From the table it is clear that 56 percent of the public and 

51 percent faculty members of the private sector agreed with this statement.  Therefore it can 

be concluded on the bases of chi square result and frequencies of the responses that there is 

significant difference between the perceptions of public and private sector faculty members 

about the magnitude of this problem. The faculty members of public sector universities 

consider that lack of financial incentives for the department is major obstacle in quality 

assurance as compared to the faculty member of private sector universities. 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 29 83 45 35 12 204 

12.71 
Percentage 14% 42% 22% 17% 6% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 10 94 40 41 20 205 

Percentage 5% 46% 20% 20% 10% 100% 



 

Table 4.54  

Lack of rewards or recognition for the department 

**p>0.05  

The table 4.54 portrays the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities about the statement that lack of rewards or recognition for the department 

is one of the major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results 

of chi square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 6.90, p>0.05 shows that there is no significant 

difference in the perception of public and private sector faculty members about this 

statement. Fifty six percent of the public sector and 53 percent of the private sector 

respondent disagreed with the statement. Therefore it can be concluded that the perception of 

public sector and private sector is not significantly different on the dimension of lack of 

rewards or recognition for the department as a main obstacle in quality assurance. It is also 

clear form the percentages that both the groups consider it as a main hurdle in the process of 

quality assurance in higher education.  

 
 
 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 23 91 39 43 8 204 

6.90 
Percentage 11% 45% 19% 21% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 14 93 40 39 19 205 

Percentage 7% 46% 20% 18% 9% 100% 



 

Table 4.55 

 Complicated and ambiguous process of quality assurance of HEC 

**p>0.05  

The table 4.55 portrays the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

sector universities about the statement that complicated and ambiguous process of quality 

assurance of Higher Education Commission is one of the major obstacles in the 

implementation of quality assurance process. The results of chi square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) 

= 8.68, p>0.05 shows that there is no significant difference in the perception of public and 

private sector faculty members about this statement. Table also shows that 52 percent of the 

public sector and 52 percent of the private sector respondent disagreed with the statement. 

Therefore it obvious from the results of chi square and frequencies of the responses that the 

perception of public sector and private sector is not significantly different on the dimension 

of complicated and ambiguous process of quality assurance of Higher Education Commission 

is main obstacle in quality assurance. Both the groups of faculty members consider the 

policies of Higher Education commission are one of the main hurdles in the process of 

quality assurance.  

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 28 77 57 36 6 204 

8.68 
Percentage 14% 38% 28% 17% 3% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 15 91 58 28 13 205 

Percentage 7% 45% 28% 14% 6% 100% 



 

Table 4.56 

 Lack of general understanding and awareness about Quality Assurance 

**p>0.05  

The table 4.56 presents the replies of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the statement that lack of general understanding about quality assurance is 

one of the major obstacles in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results of 

chi square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 2.35, p>0.05 shows that there is no significant difference 

in the perception of public and private sector faculty members about this statement. The table 

also reflects that 56 percent of the public sector and 50 percent of the private sector 

respondent agreed with the statement. Therefore it can be deduced that there is no 

significance difference in the perception of faculty members of public and private sector 

universities in the intensity of lack of general understanding and awareness about quality 

assurance as a major problem.  

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 21 93 48 34 8 204 

2.35 
Percentage 10% 46% 23% 16% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 15 87 51 42 10 205 

Percentage 7% 43% 25% 21% 5% 100% 



 

Table 4.57 

Lack of incentives for the faculty members related to Quality Assurance 

**p<0.01  

The table 4.57 shows the replies of the faculty members of public and private sector 

universities about the statement that lack of training for departmental employees is one of the 

major hindrances in the implementation of quality assurance process. The results of chi 

square test χ2 (df=4, N=409) = 13.09, p<0.01shows that there is significant difference in the 

perception of public and private sector faculty members on this dimension. Sixty three 

percent of the public sector and only 48 percent of the private sector respondents agreed with 

the statement. Therefore it can be concluded that the perception of public sector and private 

sector is significantly different on the dimension of lack of training for departmental 

employees as main obstacle in quality assurance. Faculty member of Public sector 

universities consider the intensity of this problem is more as compared to faculty members of 

private universities.   

 

 

 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 32 95 46 26 5 204 

13.09 
Percentage 16% 47% 23% 13% 2% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 18 79 52 45 11 205 

Percentage 9% 39% 26% 22% 5% 100% 



 

Table 4.58  

Incompetence of the people designated for quality assurance at university level 

**p<0.01  

The table 4.58 presents the responses of the faculty members of public and private 

universities on the statement that to what extent incompetence of the people designated for 

quality assurance at university level is one of the main obstacles in the implementation of 

quality assurance practices. The views of both the groups differ significantly according to the 

results of chi-square test  
χ

2 (df=4, N=409) = 15.68, p>.0.01. From the table it is also evident 

that 45 percent of the public and 35 percent faculty members of the private sector agreed with 

this statement.  Therefore it can be concluded on the bases of chi square result and 

frequencies of the responses that there is significant difference between the perceptions of 

public and private sector faculty members about the intensity of this problem. Faculty 

member of Public sector universities consider it is a more problematic in the course of quality 

assurance as compared to the private sector faculty members.  

 
 
 

  SA A UD DA SDA Total χ
2 

Public 
Frequency 25 68 71 31 9 204 

15.68 
Percentage 12% 33% 35% 15% 4% 100% 

Private 
Frequency 20 52 70 49 14 205 

Percentage 10% 25% 34% 24% 7% 100% 



 

Table 4.59  

Program review  

 

To compare the perception of public and private sector university faculty members 

about program review the independent sample t-test was conducted. Licked scale item 1 to 

item 8 of the research instrument were grouped together to form this factor. The results of 

independent sample t-test  ( df= 397.21) = 4.393, p < .05 shows  that there is statistically 

significant difference between mean scores of faculty members of public sector universities 

and faculty members of private sector universities about program review. The perception of 

faculty members about program view is in the form of score obtained by adding the relevant 

items of program review.  High score of mean value shows better perception of the faculty 

members about the program review and low score implies negative perception of the faculty 

members about program review. The value shows that mean score of private sector is higher 

than the public sector.  Therefore it can be concluded that private sector review and update 

the program offered more often than the public sector.  

 

 

 

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 204 26.45 6.05 
2.559 .011 

Private 205 27.88 5.19 



 

Table 4.60 

Availability of learning resources  

 

To compare the perception of public and private sector university faculty members 

about program availability of learning resources the independent sample t-test was conducted. 

Total five licked scale items of the research instrument were included in this factor i.e. item 

19, 20, 29, 30 and 32. The results of independent sample t-test  ( df= 407) = 3.971, p < 0.001 

shows  that there is statistically significant difference between mean scores of faculty 

members of public sector universities and faculty members of private sector universities 

about availability of learning resources which includes latest books and good internet facility. 

The perception of faculty members about this factor is in the form of score obtained by 

adding the relevant items of program review.  High score of mean value shows better 

perception of the faculty members about the program review and low score implies negative 

perception of the faculty members about program review. It is evident from the means score 

values that mean score of public sector is higher than the private sector.  Therefore it can be 

concluded that public sector universities have better learning resources than the private sector 

universities according to the perception of the respective faculty members.  

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 204 18.05 3.10 
3.971 0.000 

Private 205 16.77 3.42 



 

Table 4.61 

 Quality assurance practices related to the graduating students  

 

The table 4.61 presents the comparison of  mean score and t-test value between the 

perception of  faculty members of public sector and private sector universities about the 

factor of quality assurance of the graduating students. This factor was combination of all the 

items related to the admission criteria, grading system and use of the feedback of the students 

for the improvement of quality assurance. Item 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28,  and 31 were taken 

in this factor. The results of t-test for independent sample ( df= 394.28) = 3.391, p < .01 

shows that there is significant difference in the opinion of  pubic and private sector faculty 

members. High mean score of the private sector indicates that the perception of faculty 

members of privates sector in more positive about this factor. Thus it can be concluded that 

there is better mechanism for assuring the quality of graduating students in private sector than 

the public sector.  

 

 

 

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 204 28.17 5.51 
3.391 .001. 

Private 205 29.87 4.62 



 

Table 4.62 

Data analysis for quality assurance  

 

All the items related to the analysis of data for quality assurance were combined to 

form this factor. In the table 3.4.4 mean score of the responses of public and private sector is 

compared by using t-test for independent sample. Only three licked scale items of the 

instrument i.e. 33, 34 and 35 were included in this factor. The results of t-test ( df= 406.988) 

= 1.435, p > .05 indicates that there is no difference in the views of both the faculty members 

of public sector and private sector. It is also obvious from the low mean score that both the 

groups consider that data is not used for quality assurance purpose.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 204 9.34 2.72 
1.435 .152 

Private 205 9.73 2.75 



 

Table 4.63 

Faculty development 

 

Table 4.63 shows the results of independent sample t-test. The independent sample t-

test was conducted to test statistically significant difference between mean scores of faculty 

members of public and private sector universities about faculty development. All the items 

related to the professional opportunities of the faculty members were incorporated in this 

factor. This factor comprised of item 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18 of research 

instrument.  The results of t-test for independent sample  ( df= 406.988) = 1.045, p > .05 

shows that mean score of public sector is higher than the private sector. The perception of 

faculty members about faculty development  is in the from of score obtained by adding the 

items relevant to the professional development of the faculty members .  High score of mean 

value shows better perception of the faculty members about the program review and low 

score implies negative perception of the faculty members about program review.  

 

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 
 

204 
 

36.76 
 

6.82 

 
 

1.045 
 

 
.296 

Private 205 39.10 6.06 



 

Table 4.64 

Difficulties in quality assurance 

 

Table 4.64 shows the results of independent sample t-test. The independent sample t-

test was conducted to test statistically significant difference between mean scores of  public 

sector universities and private sector universities about hindrances and difficulties in the 

implementation of quality assurance practices. The results of t test ( df= 407) = 3.804, p 

<.001shows  that the mean score of public universities is statistically significantly different 

from the mean score of private universities the difficulties in implementation of quality 

assurance practices. The higher mean score of public sector is reflects that the faculty 

members of public sector universities believe that there are more difficulties in the 

implementation of quality assurance as compared to the views of private sector faculty 

members.  

 

 

 N Mean SD t-value p-value 

Public 204 52.16 9.71  
3.804 

 
.000 

Private 205 48.44 10.03 



 

Section II 

Table 4.65 

Suggestions by the faculty to improve quality of higher education in Pakistan  

Sr. 
No. 

 
Suggestions 

Public 
sector 
n1=211 

Private 
sector 
n2=247 

Total 
responses  
N=458 

1 General awareness about quality assurance should be 
enhanced by conducting workshops and seminars.  

8.50% 9.00% 9.00% 

2 Quality assurance models used in advanced countries 
should not be followed blindly instead it should be 
adopted according to the socio- economic culture of 
Pakistan.  

8.50% 8.00% 8.00% 

3 Quality assurance practices should be shared amongst 
different departments and universities.  

9.00% 6.00% 7.00% 

4 Systematic and well defined quality assurance system 
should be established for a long term frame work.  

6.50% 6.50% 7.00% 

5 Quality assurance should be embedded in the system 
and it should not be extra burden.  

6.00% 3.00% 4.00% 

6 Proper training for the personnel designated for 
quality assurance process.  

7.00% 2.00% 4.00% 

7 Every one, especially faculty members, should be 
involved in the process of quality assurance.  

7.00% 5.00% 6.00% 

8 Competent and sincere personnel should be appointed 
for quality assurance.  

3.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

9 Quality assurance system should be mandatory for all 
the universities.  

5.00% 2.00% 2.50% 

10 Universities should be encourage to adept or design 
their own QA model because universities are 
inherently different from each other.  

5.00% 3.00% 4.00% 

11 More resources should be deployed for quality 
assurance.  

2.00% 3.00% 2.50% 

12 Research activities in the university and particularly 
by the faculty members should be encouraged.  

8.00% 5.00% 7.00% 

13 More Research journals of international level should 
be published. 

5.00% 7.00% 7.00% 

14 Uniform system of faculty selection in all the 
universities.  

8.00% 6.50% 7.00% 

15 Teacher exchange program, different training 
program and refresher courses should be offered to 
the faculty members. 

3.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

16 Examination system needs improvement. 1.00% 5.00% 4.00% 
17 Feedback from the students should be analyzed to 

improve teaching and curriculum.  
3.00% 7.00% 5.00% 

18 Linkage between industry and universities is needed. 4.00% 6.00% 5.00% 
19 HEC should provide the clear rules and regulation 

about the required education level (standards) for 
students.  

1.00% 7.00% 4.00% 



 

Total 4.65 responses were collected from the 273 faculty members of public and 

private sector universities, 136 respondents did not give any suggestion. In the first step 

suggestions related to improving the quality assurance system are placed in the table 4.4 and 

then other similar suggestions are placed adjacent to each other in this table. It is obvious 

from the above table that most of the suggestions given by the faculty members are related to 

development, implementation, awareness about quality assurance practices and involvement 

of the stakeholders in the process of quality assurance. It was suggested by 8.50 % public 

sector and 9.0 % private sectored faculty that there is need to improve general awareness and 

this can be attained by different ways including; seminars, workshops, annual reports, 

publications and above all involvement of all the stakeholders in the process of QA. The 

second highest percentage of suggestions was related to adapting the international quality 

assurance model for higher education instead of implementing as it is. It was suggested by 

8.5% of public sector and 8.0 % of private sector faculty members that indigenous model of 

quality assurance should be developed by involving the entire stakeholders.  

Quality assurance practices should be shared amongst different departments is third 

mostly suggested statement by the faculty members of public and private sector universities; 

9.0% public sector and 6.0 % private sector faculty members believe that there is very modest 

sharing of quality assurance practices within the department and with other departments of 

the university as well. The standard of quality can be improved by sharing good practices 

used by different departments to improve quality of education.  

Fifth ranked suggestion by the faculty members were about systematic, long term and 

holistic quality assurance system. Both types of faculty members considered that current 

quality assurance system is merely paper work and it has no long term implications. 

Therefore there is dire need of a well planed and systematic quality assurance system in 



 

higher education sector of Pakistan. It was suggested by 8.0 % faculty members of public 

sector universities and 6.5% faculty members of public sector universities respectively.  

The quality assurance system should be embedded in the system and it should not be 

extra burden for the faculty members. If any duties related to quality assurance are assigned 

to the teachers then proper resources and provisions should be granted as well, this was 

suggested by 6.0% public sector and 3.0 % private sector faculty members.  

Many responses were related to the training, education and competence of the persons 

designated for quality assurance. Proper training for the personnel designated for quality 

assurance process is needed for the improvement of quality of higher education was 

suggested by  6.0% public sector and 3.0 % private sector faculty members. 

Quality assurance should be mandatory for all the public and private universities 

operating in Pakistan was also one of the frequent responses from the respondents. Overall 

5.0 % public sector and 3.0 % private sector faculty members considered this as a key factor 

in the improvement of quality of higher education in Pakistan.  The faculty members believed 

that not only quality assurance system should be mandatory but also the universities should 

be encouraged to adapt different quality assurance models according to the requirement of the 

universities.  

Both the pubic sector and private sector faculty members assumed that research 

activities in the university and particularly by the faculty members should be encouraged. 

They responded that universities should be the hub of knowledge creation and this status can 

only be achieved through promoting research activities in the universities. Eight percent 

public sector and 5 % private sector faculty members were of this opinion. 

Most of the faculty members from both public and private sector universities 

considered that more Research journals of international level should be published by the 



 

universities because it will be helpful in promoting research culture.  This was suggested by 

8.00% faculty members of public sector and 5.00% members of private sector universities.  

Teacher exchange program, different training programs and refresher courses should 

be offered to the faculty members were suggested by 3.0% public and 2.0% private sector 

faculty members. There should be clearly defined criteria for the selection of teaching faculty 

in the universities, is also one of the most occurring suggestions given be the faculty 

members of both public and private sector universities. Eight percent public sector faculty 

members and 6.5 percent private sector faculty members considered that well defined 

selection criteria will be helpful in the selection of quality faculty members and avoid 

nepotism and corruption in the process of faculty hiring. 

 Many teachers consider that feed back taken from the student is not effectively used 

by the administration to improve the quality of education. One suggestion was given by a 

private sector faculty member that feed back from regular and higher achievement students 

should be used to rate the teachers and score from irregular and low achiever should be used 

to improve overall conditions and service quality of the institution. Seven percent of private 

sector and 3.0 % of pubic sector faculty members of the universities suggested that feedback 

from the students should be used to improve the quality of higher education in Pakistan.  

Other suggestions include improvement in the examination system, setting the 

required intending learning outcomes for all the courses by the HEC and need of linkage 

between industry and the universities. It is apparent from the above table that 56% responses 

are related to quality assurance system, 16 percent replies were related to research activities 

and 10 percent were related to faculty development. Only two percent respondents believed 

that there is shortage of the resource for quality assurance.  



 

Section III 

In this section qualitative data obtained through the interview of heads of quality 

assurance cells is analyzed. The structured interviews were conducted of the five heads of 

quality assurance of public sector and five heads of private sector universities. The names of 

the institutes and heads have not been motioned to keep the identity of the respondents 

anonymous.  

Qualification and experience of the heads of QEC 

In all the ten Universities the heads of quality assurance have different qualifications 

and experiences. In public sector universities two heads have degrees in engineering and one 

has two years experience of teaching including courses related to Quality Assurance, the 

other has five years administrative experience and more than ten years of teaching 

experience, two were having degree in business administration with five and nine years of 

teaching experience respectively. The fifth head of QEC of a public sector university had 

degree in Veterinary Sciences he served two years as assistant to the QEC head before 

joining as head of the QEC.  

In private sector one of the heads was PhD in sociology of education, another was 

retired government officer from pubic sector having masters in business administration, there 

was one head who had PhD in social sciences, another head had PhD in Psychology 

(Assessment) from USA and fifth head was having masters in public administration. Two 

heads of quality assurance of private sector had experience of teaching and administration in 

higher education sector for more than twenty years. One head has no prior experience of 

quality assurance in higher education because he was serving in a public sector organization 

as an administrator before joining the private university as head of QEC. The other two heads 

of quality assurance had some teaching experience but no experience related to quality 

assurance in higher education.  



 

Structure of QEC in pubic and private universities  

In all the public sector universities the structure of the quality enhancement cell is the 

same. Quality enhancement cell (QEC) is comprised of four personnel including: one head of 

quality assurance, one assistant, one data analyst and one attendant.  

In two private universities deputy registrars were assigned the duty of quality 

assurance. In one private university registrar is the in-charge of quality assurance activities 

but no formal structure of QEC was yet designed in these three universities. In only two 

private universities, out of five sampled private universities for interview, had separate 

quality assurance offices and proper structure. One head and one assistant were controlling 

the entire process of quality assurance activities in that university.  

Drivers of quality assurance 

In public sector universities all the heads admitted that all the quality assurance 

initiatives have been initiated by the HEC one of the heads said that “all the funding and 

guidelines are provided by the HEC” another head of QEC concluded “HEC is not only 

funding agency but also a monitoring agency of the whole process of quality assurance”. In 

private sector two heads also gave credit to the HEC but they also pointed out that top 

management of the university, and market pressure also played a crucial part in the 

establishment of this quality assurance cell. Another head of quality assurance in private 

sector denied any role of HEC in the process of quality assurance “we are a private sector 

university and we are not bound to follow the quality assurance practices of HEC”. Another 

head of QEC of private sector revealed that “we are seeking accreditation from New England 

and we are following their rules and guidelines” 

Role of HEC in quality assurance  

The positive role of HEC in initiating quality assurance practices was applauded by all the 

heads of QEC of public sector universities and three out of five heads of QEC of private 



 

sector also appreciated the steps taken by HEC for quality assurances. In the words of one 

head of QEC of pubic sector university “before HEC there was not even a glimpse of any 

quality assurance cell or quality assurance practices”.  On the other hand two, out of five, 

heads of QEC of private sector showed there apathy about the role of HEC. One head of 

private sector quality assurance said “policies of HEC have effect on our future, like ranking 

criteria. But we have choice to apply any quality assurance model according to the needs of 

our institute”. One head of private sector showed his disappointment about the fund 

utilization of HEC in these words” all the funding is available to the public sector 

universities and scholarships are also awarded to the students of pubic sector universities by 

HEC”  

The main objectives of quality assurance 

All the five heads of the public sector universities mentioned the words “continuous 

improvement” on the bases of “self assessment” as a main objective of quality assurance. The 

second response was shared by four out of five heads that involving all the stakeholders for 

the improvement of quality is also major objective. Three heads of QEC of public sector 

considered fulfillment of the requirement of HEC is also one of the main objectives. 

Whereas in private sector four out of five heads mentioned that students and their 

learning is main objective of the quality assurance. In the words of one head “Prepare the 

students for future challenges is the sole purpose of quality assurance”. Other head attributes 

quality assurance as a means “to make a significant difference in the life of a student when he 

walks in the university and when he left the university after graduation is quality assurance of 

higher education”. Three heads of private sector also mentioned that documenting the 

process and “Plan what to do and do according to the plan” is also main objective of quality 

assurance in higher education. Two heads thought that one of the main objectives of quality 

assurance is to share good practices among different departments and different individuals 



 

within the university. Two heads of private sector considered that systematic evaluation of 

the performance can not be done without quality assurance.  

 Main hurdles in quality assurance 

General awareness, lack of training and no provision of time and resource were the 

main hurdles identified by the heads of QEC of public universities. Four out of five heads of 

QEC of public sector attributed their problem due to lack of training. One of the heads was of 

the view “we have to appoint one focal person in each department and we find it hard to 

identify even a single well trained person in the whole department who have even a little bit 

knowledge of quality assurance”. In the words of other head “there is not even a single 

institute which is offering courses and training to the personnel related to quality assurance”. 

All the heads of public sector also considered that quality assurance practices are considered 

to be an extra burden by the faculty members. In the words of one head” no provision for 

quality assurance practices is provided to the faculty members and this makes them de-

motivated towards the whole process of quality assurance”. No specific hurdle was identified 

by the heads of quality assurance of private sector but they mentioned that HEC should take 

steps to encourage private sector as well in the current process of quality assurance in higher 

education sector of Pakistan.  

How was the current model of quality assurance selected or designed? 

HEC designed the model and it was pilot tested in one university and then it was 

recommended for all the universities therefore the public sector universities did not design 

the quality assurance program rather it was only implemented by the universities. In two 

private universities the quality assurance model of HEC was followed and therefore it was 

not designed by them. In one university accreditation model of US was followed because the 



 

Vice Chancellor of that university had education and experience from US. In other two, out 

of five, private sector universities no explicit quality assurance model was followed.  

Who were involved in the process of formulating quality assurance? 

Quality assurance model was not designed or formulated by any public or private 

universities it was only implemented by the respective universities.  

 What has been done so far by your cell to assure and enhance quality? 

In pubic sector universities the heads of QEC have appointed focal person in all the 

departments of the respective university with the consultation of  respective heads of the 

departments. In some universities one day workshop was conducting about the process of 

quality assurance. In all the universities few departments were chosen to start with the first 

cycle of self assessment. Mostly it was started with 3 to 4 departments and in the second 

cycle remaining departments had gone through the process of self assessment. Out of five 

public sector universities not even a single university had completed self assessment cycle of 

all the departments. Now faculty members are well aware, targets have been set and focal 

person have learnt how to prepare reports are few of the achievements quoted by the heads of 

QEC in public sector universities.  In private sector universities only one university has fully 

functional Quality assurance cell and it was about to complete its first cycle of self 

assessment this year. In this university two days workshop was conducted by the head of 

quality assurance cell in which all the faculty members participated. In the first year all 

departments were asked to chalk out intended learning out comes of the program and of all 

the courses and how to assess those learning outcomes. In the next year they were evaluated 

by the head of quality assurance cell. In two private sector universities the quality assurance 

model of HEC was implemented with out any changes or modification. The same process of 

appointing focal persons in each department and starting self evaluation of few departments, 



 

like public sector universities, were followed. The remaining two universities have their own 

system of quality assurance which is mostly based on input and resources. In the words of 

one head of quality assurance of private sector “we started quality assurance before the 

inception of HEC, we have well equipped labs, we hire quality faculty, we have strict 

admission criteria for the students and we have very sophisticated system of examination and 

students evaluation”.  

Role of ranking criteria of HEC in quality assurance 

Mixed responses were received from both pubic and private sector universities. All five 

public sector heads of QEC and heads of quality assurance of private sector consider that 

there is no direct link between quality assurance and ranking criteria of HEC. According to a 

head of quality assurance of private university “how universities can be compared when they 

are offering different courses and programs”. Another head of private university considered 

ranking as a “quick fix approach towards quality”. One head of QEC of public sector 

commented that “it is the first initiative by the Government to boast quality of higher 

education”. One head of private sector judged that “ranking criteria may not be well defined 

but at least it provides institutions with some common grounds to work for and improve the 

quality of education”.  

Future plan for quality assurance 

Most common responses from public sector include, creating more awareness about 

quality assurance, including all stakeholders in the process of quality assurance, more 

rigorous data analysis for quality assurance, accreditation with international agencies, to 

achieve international award or certificate of standardizations like ISO 2000 certificate, TQM. 

In the views of one head ”although electronic and print media is very advance in providing 

information to the public but still there is lack of awareness and general understanding about 



 

quality assurance. Our future plan is to make aware all the stakeholders about quality 

assurance”. In the words of one head of QEC “to survive and compete at international level 

ISO 9000 or TQM is vital because not only it helps to standardize things but also helps to 

attract good students” 

Similarly in private sector international certification for standardization like ISO 9000 

and Malcolm Baldrige quality award, close liaison with the industry, top ranking in HEC 

ranking criteria was mentioned as future venues for the universities. One of the head stated 

that “ranking and international awards have immense impact on the selectivity of university 

by the students. A good ranking can go a long way to make a university successful one that is 

why we are seeking ISO 9000 certificate”. Importance of close links between industry and 

higher education institutes were depicted by one of the heads of quality assurance in private 

sector in these words “the end user of our product are the people from business and industry, 

by involving them in the process of quality assurance we can get two ways benefits: one in 

designing better curriculum according to their needs and other is to create more job 

opportunities for our graduates”.  



 

CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Summary 

 This empirical, cross-sectional, descriptive study was designed to explore the quality 

assurance practices implemented by the public and private sector universities of Pakistan. 

Data were collected from 204 faculty members of 12 different public sector universities and 

205 faculty members of 12 different private sector universities situated in the province of 

Punjab and capital area of Islamabad. To get the views of heads of quality assurance cells of 

the universities, interviews were conducted of five public and five private sector heads of 

quality assurance.  The main objectives of the research were to find different quality 

assurance models being used in public and private universities, to find different hindrances in 

the implementation of quality assurance practices, and to compare quality assurance practices 

of public and private sector universities. Important quality assurance practices i.e. mission 

statement, quality assurance office/cell, quality assurance manual, program review, course 

review, research facilities and involvement of the stake holders in the process of quality 

assurance were incorporated in the research instrument. Pilot testing of the instrument was 

conducted to establish reliability of the research instrument.  

Findings 

Finding From Review of Literature  

1. To insure quality of higher education all the universities and HEIs operating in the 

jurisdiction of Pakistan need to obtain charter by the government. The degrees 

awarded by only these chartered universities are considered to be valid. The 

universities in Pakistan are granted chartered either by the provincial assembly or the 



 

national assembly of Pakistan. In both the cases, to establish a university, certain 

requirements are to be met according to the university ordinance 2002.  

2. Ten statutory bodies are integral part of all the universities according to the 

constitution of 1973 and university ordinance 2002. Most pertinent of those are 

Senate, Syndicate, Academic council and Board of advance studies. The Syndicate is 

the supreme governing and legislative body of the university. The key powers of 

budget approval, curriculum approval and Promotions and salaries reside with the 

syndicate. The Chancellor appoints all of its members which provide him/her 

complete power and control over the governance of the university.  

3. Higher Education Commission (HEC), a successor of University Grants Commission 

(UGC), was established in 2002 by Presidential ordinance as an independent body to 

“facilitate Institutions of Higher Learning to serve as engines for the socio-economic 

development of Pakistan”. 

4. Before the inception of HEC there was no external mechanism of quality assurance 

for the universities exist, University Grants Commission was working only as a fund 

disbursing body. HEC has taken several steps to improve the quality of higher 

education in Pakistan. Establishment of Quality Assurance Committee (QAC), 

launching of Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) and establishment of QEC’s are some 

of the indispensable initiatives taken by HEC.  

5. One of the major steps for the transformation of higher education sector of Pakistan is 

the establishment of Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) in the first quarter of 2003. 

The main achievement of this body is the development of a Manual for quality 

assurance HEIs. This body is working as an advisory board on the issues of quality of 

higher education. QAC is currently comprises of twelve members including seven 

Vice Chancellors of different universities and eminent personalities of the society. 



 

This committee will oversea all the steps taken by quality assurance in the higher 

education sector of Pakistan.  

6. Quality assurance Agency (QAA) was established in 2005 to develop a viable and 

sustainable mechanism of quality assurance in the higher education sector in order do 

to meet the growing challenges of transforming the country into a knowledge 

economy. QAA will work in liaison with QA department of HEC while QA 

department will oversee the development coordination and execution of all efforts for 

quality assurance in higher education sector. It will monitor and provide strategic 

support to the QECs.  

7. Ten Quality Enhancement Cells were established in public sector universities in 2006-

07 and now the total number of quality enhancement cells has increased to 62. The 

main responsibility of QEC is to develop quality assurance processes and methods of 

evaluation according to national framework of quality assurance. QEC is also 

responsible for the approval of new programs, annual monitoring and evaluation of 

program, faculty and student perception and program review. The heads of these 

QEC’s have given the status equal to Dean and they are report directly to the Vice 

Chancellor. 

8. Ranking of HEI’s is also one of the important initiatives taken by HEC to improve the 

quality of higher education and to make the public aware of the quality of different 

higher education institutes. Ranking is purely based on input and research out put of 

the universities.  

9. There is no linkage between quality assurance initiatives and ranking criteria of higher 

education because the ranking criteria is based on input and research output.  

10. Seven accreditation councils were working to insure quality of professional degrees 

before the inception of HEC and four new accreditation councils National 



 

Accreditation Council for Teachers Education (NACTE), National Agriculture 

Education Accreditation Council (NAEAC), National computing education 

Accreditation council (NCEAC) and National Business Education Accreditation 

Council (NBEAC) have been established by HEC.  

11. Until now, there is no team of reviewer has been established by the HEC to evaluate 

program offered by the universities. Similarly no academic audit of any university has 

been conducted by the HEC.   

12. Punjab government has recently established (PHEC) in January 2010 with an aim to 

ensure uniform policies of student intake, fee structure, examination systems and 

quality control mechanism. The council will also formulate policies, guidelines and 

priorities of higher education institutions for promotion of access, quality and 

governance of the sector. All vice-chancellors (VCs) of public sector universities of 

the province Punjab are members of the PHEC while only four private universities 

were given representation in the council out of which two were to be elected. 

13. All the colleges and degree colleges are totally under the control of provincial 

governments and have no concern with the policies of HEC.  

14. Selection and recruitment of the faculty plays an important role in the quality of 

higher education. HEC has given criteria of selection of faculty members for the 

universities but it is only limited to qualification of the applicants and no clear 

guidelines for the selection and recruitment of faculty members have been stipulated.  

All the universities have adopted different methods of faculty hiring ranging from 

interview of shortlisted candidates, on the bases of academic record, by the selection 

board, to short listing of the candidates on the bases of test conducted by National 

Testing Service and then interview by the selection board. Similarly the qualification 

required for the head of QEC is not clearly defined. The qualification requirement for 



 

this vacancy will be Masters/PhD in any relevant discipline from a recognized 

university/institution of higher education. 

15. All the public sector universities, where QECs have been established, have well 

defined mission statement, vision and objectives.  

16. Private HEIs are expanding very rapidly in Pakistan. But mostly private sector 

universities are located in three big cities of Pakistan and are offering market driven 

programs including, Business, commerce, IT, Engineering, medical and Law.  

17. The research output of private sector universities is insignificant as compared to the 

research output of public sector universities.  

Findings Based on Empirical Data Obtained Through Questionnaire  

In this section finding of this research work on the basis of data collected through 

research instrument and analyzed in chapter IV is presented.  

1. More than half respondents from private sector (59 %) stated that their respective 

department has separate quality assurance office or cell which is much higher than 

pubic sector (39 %).  

2. Majority of the faculty members of pubic and private sector universities (76% & 

87%) reported that their respective department has a mission statement.  

3. Most of the faculty members confirmed that there is quality assurance office/cell 

at the university level. But this ratio is much higher in pubic sector (87 %) than 

private sector (66 %). 

4. Majority of the faculty members of the both types of universities established that 

their respective department has a quality assurance policy (67 % public & 84 % 

private).  

5.  HEC is predominate model of quality assurance model by both the public( 64 % ) 

and private sector (63 % ) universities as reported by the  faculty members.   



 

6. In most of the universities implementation of quality assurance models were 

initiated after 2005.  

7. There is significant difference between the opinion of faculty members of public 

and private sector universities over the issue of periodic review of the courses and 

programs offered by the university at p< 0.01. Perception of private faculty 

members (80 %) is more positive than the public sector (58 %) about this issue. 

8. There is no significant difference in the perception of public and private faculty 

members on the aspect of involvement of faculty members in course review at 

p<0.01. Both the groups have positive views about they are involvement in the 

process of course review (80 % pubic & 86 % private). 

9.  The faculty members of public sector (48 %) and private sector (48 %) consider 

that potential employers of the students are involved in the process of program 

review, their opinions were not significantly different at p< 0.01.  

10. Most of the public sector faculty members (59 %) disagreed with the statement 

that graduating students are involved in the process of quality assurance where as 

(44 %) faculty members of private sector also disagreed. There was significant 

difference in the opinion of both sectors’ faculty members at p< 0.01.  

11. Only 23 % public sector faculty members and 25 % faculty members of private 

sector agreed with the statement that alumni of the university are involved in the 

process of program review.  

12. Forty eight % faculty members of public sector and 48 % faculty members of 

private sector agreed with the statement that potential employers of the students 

are involvement in the process of program review. There was no difference in the 

opinion of both types of faculty members at p>0.01.  



 

13. Almost half (46 %) faculty member of public sector and half (52 %) faculty 

members of private faculty agreed to the issue that professional bodies are 

involvement in the process of course development. The difference in the opinions 

of both the groups were not significant at p<0.01. 

14. There is significant difference between the views of faculty members of public 

and private sector universities about the issue of collaboration of the department 

with international university/organization at p<0.01. The perception of private 

sector faculty members (56 %) is more positive than faculty members of public 

sector (44 %). 

15. Faculty members of public sector have more positive views (75 %) than the 

faculty members of private sector (64 %) about the aspect of well defined 

promotion criteria for faculty member. 

16. Most of the faculty members of public sector (64 %) and private sector (69 %) 

agreed with the issue of availability of mentoring to the faculty members. 

17. Mostly the faculty members of public sector (73 %) and private sector (67 %) 

agreed with the aspect of availability of professional development opportunities. 

However the difference in the opinions was significant at p< 0.01.  

18. Mostly the faculty members of public sector (64 %) and private sector (55 %) 

universities were satisfied about the availability of enough time for research. 

19.  Generally the faculty members of public sector (65 %) and private sector (58 %) 

have the consent with the notion that workload is equitably distributed amongst 

the faculty members. 

20. There is no significant difference in the perception of public and private faculty 

members on the dimension of involvement of faculty members in the 



 

administrative process at p<0.01. Most of the faculty members of public sector 

(67%) and private sector (65 %) were in agreement with this notion.  

21. Many of the faculty members of public sector (67 %) confirmed that research 

journal is published by the university. Whereas only 25 % faculty members from 

private sector universities affirm this statement. There was significant difference 

in the responses of both groups at p< 0.01.   

22. There is significant difference in the perception of public and private faculty 

members on the aspect of availability of guidance and counseling to the students 

at p <0.001. Private sector faculty members (75 %) have better perception than 

public sector universities’ faculty members (60 %) about this issue.  

23. There is significant difference between the opinions of faculty members of public 

and private sector universities about existence of job placement cell at department 

level at p< 0.001. Only 28 % faculty member of public sector where as 47 % 

faculty members of private sector agreed that their respective department has job 

placement cell.  

24. There is significant difference between the opinion of faculty members of public 

and private sector universities about the issue of usage of feedback of the students 

for the improvement of teaching at p< 0.01. The faculty members of private sector 

(86 %) have better perception than the faculty members of public sector 

universities (68 %) about this notion.  

25. There is no significant difference in the views of public and private faculty 

members about availability of good internet facility in the institution. Most of the 

faculty members of public sector (77 %) and private sector (81 %) have positive 

views about this aspect.  



 

26. There is significant difference between the perception of faculty members of 

public and private sector universities about the availability of latest and up-to-date 

books in the library at p> 0.01. Faculty members of public sector (85 %) have 

more favorable response about this facility than the faculty members of private 

sector (62 %).  

27. There is significant difference between the perception of faculty members of 

public and private sector universities about the statement that the department has a 

well defined mechanism to attend the student’s grievances and appeals at p>0.01. 

The faculty members of private sector (73 %) have more favorable response than 

public sector (61 %).  

28. Most of the faculty members of public and private sector universities agreed with 

the statement that resources are efficiently used by the university however their 

opinions were significantly different at p<0.01. The views of public sector faculty 

members were more positive (72 %) than the views of public sector (62 %).  

29. There is no significant difference in the perception of public and private faculty 

members on the statement that quality assurance practices are shared amongst 

different academic departments of the university at p<0.01. Only 39 % faculty 

members of public sector and 40 % faculty members of private sector agreed with 

the notion.  

30. Only 32 % public sector and 38 % private sector faculty members consider that 

quality assurance reports are available to all the stakeholders. 

31. Most of the faculty members of public sector (54 %) consider financial resources 

is one of the problems in the implementation of quality assurance practices where 

as only 41 % faculty members of private sector universities agreed with the 

statement.  The perception of both groups was significantly different at p<0.01.  



 

32. Faculty members of Public sector universities (51 %) consider that lack of 

commitment from university administration is a major obstacle in the process of 

quality assurance in higher education and only 36 % faculty members of private 

sector also believe so. There is significant difference in the responses of faculty 

members of public and private universities about this issue at p<0.01.  

33. Mostly the faculty members of public sector universities (67 %) perceive that 

inconsistent policies of the Government is one of the main obstacle in quality 

assurance on the other hand 55 % faculty members of private sector also have 

same views. But there was significant difference in the views of faculty member 

of Public and private sector universities at p <0.01. 

34.  In public sector universities 55 % faculty members perceive that they do not have 

enough time for quality assurance but only 45 % faculty members of private 

sector believe that shortage of time is also a problem in the implementation of 

quality assurance practices. Both the groups have significantly different opinions 

at p<0.01. 

35. Most of the faculty members of (54 %) public sector universities agreed with the 

notion that lack of support from non-teaching staff of the department is a main 

obstacle in quality assurance likewise 51 % faculty member of Public sector 

universities also have the same opinion.  

36. Majority of the faculty member of both public sector (53 %) and private sector (63 

%) universities consider that resistance from the faculty members is not an 

obstacle in quality assurance.  

37. In public sector 56 % faculty members considered that lack of financial incentives 

for the department is major obstacle in quality assurance similarly 51 % the 



 

faculty member of private sector universities also agreed with this statement. But 

statistically the difference of opinion was significant at p<0.01.  

38. The perception of public sector (52 %) and private sector (52 %) is not 

significantly different about the issue that complicated and ambiguous process of 

quality assurance of Higher Education Commission is main obstacle in quality 

assurance. Both the groups of faculty members consider the policies of Higher 

Education commission are one of the main hurdles in the process of quality 

assurance.  

39. Most of the faculty members of public (56 %) and private sector universities (51 

%) consider that lack of general understanding and awareness about quality 

assurance is one of the major obstacles in the process of implementation of quality 

assurance.  

40. A large number of (63 %) faculty members of public sector consider that lack of 

incentives for the faculty members related to quality assurance is a major obstacle 

in quality assurance whereas only 48 % faculty members from private sector also 

agreed on this issue.  There is significant difference in the opinions of both groups 

at p>0.01.  

41. In public sector 45 % faculty members considered that incompetence of the people 

designated for quality assurance is also a problem in quality assurance on the 

other hand only 35 % faculty members of private sector also of this view. There is 

significant difference in the views of both groups at p<0.01.  

42. There is statistically significant difference between mean score of private sector 

faculty members (Mean = 27.88, SD = 5.19)   and public sector (Mean = 26.45, 

SD = 6.05) about periodic review of academic programs. Therefore it is concluded 



 

that private sector review and update the program offered more often than the 

public sector according to the views of faculty members.  

43. There is statistically significant difference between mean scores of faculty 

members of public sector universities and faculty members of private sector 

universities about availability of learning resources which includes latest books 

and good internet facility.  The faculty members of Public sector universities are 

comparatively more satisfied (Mean = 18.05, SD = 3.10) about the availability of 

learning resources than the faculty members of private sector universities (Mean = 

16.77, SD = 3.42).  

44. There is significant difference in the opinion of pubic and private sector faculty 

members about the quality assurance practices related to students. The perception 

of faculty members of privates sector (Mean =29.87, SD = 5.51)   is more positive 

about this factor as compared to public sector (Mean = 28.17, SD = 4.62).  

45. There is no difference in the views of both the faculty members of public sector 

and private sector about the factor of data analysis for quality assurance purpose. 

It is also obvious from the low mean score that both the groups consider that data 

is not used for quality assurance purpose at p<0.01.  

46. There is no difference in the views of both the faculty members of public sector 

and private sector faculty about the professional development opportunities 

available to the faculty members.   

47. The mean score of public universities (Mean = 52.16, SD = 9.71) is significantly 

different statistically from the mean score of private universities (Mean = 48.44, 

SD = 10.03) about the difficulties in implementation of quality assurance 

practices. The higher mean score of public sector reflects that the faculty members 

of public sector universities consider that there are more difficulties in the 



 

implementation of quality assurance as compared to the private sector faculty 

members.  

Findings from Interview of the Heads of Quality Assurance  

In this section finding are based on the views of heads of quality assurance in public 

and private sector universities. The responses of these heads were analyzed in chapter IV.  

1. Quality assurance is in its early phase and most of the quality assurance cells are 

in the process of creating awareness and making program evaluation teams. 

2. The heads of quality assurance have diversified qualification and experience in 

both public and private sector universities.  

3. The structure of the Quality enhancement cell (QEC) in all the public sector 

universities is same as prescribed by the HEC.  QECs are comprised of four 

personnel including: one head of quality assurance, one assistant, one data analyst 

and one attendant. In private sector different universities have different structure 

of quality assurance cells.  

4. The positive role of HEC in initiating quality assurance practices was applauded 

by all the heads of QEC of public sector universities and three out of five heads of 

QEC of private sector also appreciated the steps taken by HEC for quality 

assurances.  

5. Self assessment for continuous improvement is considered to be the prime 

objective of quality assurance as stated by heads of QEC of public sector. 

Whereas in private sector majority (four out of five heads) mentioned that quality 

assurance of teaching and learning is the main objective of the quality assurance.  

6. Lack of understanding and general awareness about quality assurance, lack of 

training and no provision of time and resource were the main hurdles identified by 

the heads of QEC of public sector universities. Where as inconsistent policies of 



 

the government was considered a main hurdle by the heads of quality assurance of 

private sector universities.  

7. In two (out of five) private universities the quality assurance model of HEC was 

followed , in one university accreditation model of US was followed because the 

Vice Chancellor of that university had education and experience from US. In other 

two private sector universities no explicit quality assurance model was followed.  

8. Quality assurance model was not designed or formulated by any public or private 

universities it was only implemented by the respective universities.  

9. All five public sector heads of QEC and heads of quality assurance of private 

sector think that there is no direct link between quality assurance and ranking 

criteria of HEC.  Mixed responses were received from private sector universities. 

10. Most common responses from public sector about upcoming goals include, 

creating more awareness about quality assurance, including all stakeholders in the 

process of quality assurance, more rigorous data analysis for quality assurance, 

accreditation with international agencies, to achieve international award or 

certificate of standardizations like ISO 2000 certificate, TQM.  Similarly in 

private sector international certification for standardization like ISO 9000 and 

Malcolm Baldrige quality award, close liaison with the industry, to get top ranking 

in HEC ranking criteria was mentioned as future venues for the universities.  



 

Conclusions 

1. Most of the universities of both public and private sector have mission statement and 

quality assurance policy.   

2. Mostly universities have quality assurance office at university level but not at 

departmental level.   

3. Quality assurance model of HEC is followed by most of public and private HEIs.  

4. Data about alumina is not available in both public and private sector universities 

5. In private sector courses are reviewed more often as compared to public sector. 

6. Faculty members and students are involved in the process of program and course 

review in both public and private sector. 

7. Alumina, potential employer and professional bodies are not involved in the process 

of program review in both public and private sector. 

8. There is no scarcity of learning resource in both pubic and private sector universities. 

9. Faculty of both public and private sector is satisfied with the work load and 

professional opportunities provide to them by the HEIs. 

10. Private sector universities have more job placement cells and better career guidance 

and counseling system available to the students than the public sector universities.  

11. Data is neither available and nor is process for quality assurance in both public an 

private sector universities 

12. Sharing of good practices within the department and among different departments is 

lacking in both the sectors of higher education. 

13. Quality assurance reports are not available to students, parents and other stakeholders 

in both pubic and private sector universities. 

14. The main barriers in the process of quality assurance in public sector are inconsistent 

policies of the government, lack of financial resources allocated for quality assurance, 



 

lack of commitment of the top management, insufficient time and lack of incentives 

for the faculty members based on the quality assurance practices. 

15.  The main impediment in the process of quality assurance in private sector 

universities is lack of reward and recognition, for the department, based on the quality 

assurance.  

16. The problems faced by both public and private sector are lack of financial resources 

allocated for quality inconsistent policies of the Government, lack of training for staff 

and administrators,, lack of financial incentives, reward and recognition ,for the 

department, based on the quality assurance and ambiguous policies of the HEC 

17. Link between internal and external quality assurance is missing, because there is no 

external peer review of programs or courses. There is no process of external audit of 

the HEIs in vogue.  And also to get good ranking no quality assurance measures are 

needed.  

18. Most of the initiative taken by the HEC like QAA, QAC and QECs are in early phase 

of development. 

19.  Ranking of the HEIs conducted by HEC is totally based on input and research out put 

which discourages any efforts by the University for Quality Assurance.  

20. In private sector HEIs, very few research journals are published as compared to public 

sector HEIs.  

21. Quality of HEIs is insured by the government through higher education commission 

and accreditation councils. All the initiative taken by the Quality assurance in higher 

education sector of Pakistan can be attributed to HEC because before 2005 there was 

not even a single QEC exists in any public or private sector university. 



 

Discussion 

The rapid expansion in Higher education sector is witnessed by the manifold increase 

in the number of universities, enrolment and public spending on higher education. To meet 

the increasing demand of higher education, private sector is being encouraged by the Govt. of 

Pakistan.  The private sector has responded positively and sixty new private universities have 

been established during the last ten years. This breathtaking increase in the number of HEIs 

calls for an urgent need of systematic review of the quality and quality assurance mechanisms 

of these HEIs. HEC has taken several steps to boast quality culture and quality assurance in 

higher education sector. QECs have been established in 62 universities.  Including 12 

universities of private sector where QEC has been established recently in 2010.  So far 653 

program teams for quality assurance have been formed by QEC (HEC, 2010). These efforts 

have been recognized by this study and many other researches (Osama, Najam, Kassim-

lakha, Gilani, & King, 2009; Rehman, 2008b; Naqvi, 2008;  & Hoodby, 2008 ).  

Although all the quality assurance initiatives taken by HEC can be seen as first step 

towards building a system of quality assurance in higher education sector of Pakistan. 

However, in Pakistan HEIs, diagnostic review and evaluation of these criteria are generally 

absent. Both public and private universities in Pakistan have no external system or method to 

review the academic programs of the institution except an approval from the HEC , 

mandatory for private universities only.  As the process of quality assurance is in its infancy 

and all the initiatives have been started after the establishment of HEC in 2002. Not even a 

single university has undergone a complete academic audit by HEC. There is no team of 

external peer reviewers is available to review the programs or courses offered by HEIs. The 

results of this study divulge that now the public sector university, where QEC has been 

established, has written mission statement, policy and procedures for quality assurance. A 



 

focal person has been appointed in each department of the university and the process of self 

assessment is in progress.  

All the scholarships, research portals, faculty development opportunities and other 

grants by the government have been limited to Public sector universities only.  This has been 

identified by the study conducted by World Bank (2006) and USAID (2008). To bring private 

sector at par with public sector and improve the quality of private higher education sector 

HEC should provide equal opportunities of scholarship, learning resources and faculty 

development to the private sector.  

All the universities put their best efforts to get higher ranking because it gives them 

credibility and helps them in attracting potential students and get funding from donor 

agencies. The ranking criteria used by HEC discourage internal quality assurance initiatives 

because it merely focuses on the resources deployed by the university and research out put of 

the university. Research out put is also directly linked with the available resources and 

government grants. Therefore it is impossible for new university, where few courses are 

taught and limited number of students are enrolled, to get good ranking even if quality of 

learning experiences offered by the university is ensured by involving all the stakeholders. 

These conclusions of the research are in line with the observation of  Virk (2006) and 

Hoodby (2008).  

The biggest hurdle in quality assurance identified by this research is unavailability of 

data for quality assurance. More systematic use of information is considered necessary to 

regulate the HEIs more efficiently. In particular, more comprehensive and regular 

information regarding the quality of HEIs and their internal and external efficiency would 

increase consumer awareness and make both private and public HEIs more responsive to 

market needs (USAID, 2008).  



 

Other obstacles in the practice of quality assurance of HEIs identified by the research 

are lack of training, inconsistent policies of the HEC and lack of incentive based on the 

quality assurance. These obstacles also been reported by (Walsh, 2002; Scott, 2001 & 

Temponi, 2005) in other international HEIs.  

Selection criteria of the faculty members are different in all the universities. There are 

no specific guidelines given by the HEC. This is one of the hindrances in the quality of higher 

education in Pakistan Raza, Hashmi &, Ullah (2006) and Ullah (2005) have also identified 

this gap in the quality assurance of HEIs of Pakistan. 

Unlike other researches conducted in past by (Iqball, 2001; & Ullah, 2005) that 

expound that there is scarcity of learning resources and professional development 

opportunities the findings of the research reveal that both the faculty members of public and 

private sector universities are satisfied with the internet facility, available books and 

opportunities for professional development.  

Qualified persons related to quality assurance are not available and this gap is filled 

by different professionals (Hayword, 2008). There is dire need of training of existing 

personnel related to quality assurance and introducing new academic programs in the 

universities related to quality assurance in higher education.  

Another missing link pointed out by this study and admitted by the study of World 

Bank (2006) is that building more and stronger linkages between the HEIs and employers is 

at the core of a good Public Private Partnership; however, there are obstacles to putting that 

into practice. There is need and scope for greater involvement of industry in the development 

of curricula and practical training for students.  

A holistic model of  quality assurance of higher education should embrace all the 

processes of establishing key performance indicators, collecting and processing data, 

analyzing the data for the purpose of identification of the root cause of quality problems, 



 

devising strategy to rectify the problem, continuous review of this whole process, peer 

reviews of the course, program and learning resources, internal quality audits, documentation 

of the quality system and availability of these documents to all stakeholders. Along with 

Sharing good practices, award and reward based on innovations, performance and efforts for 

continuous improvement made by different departments (Moosa, 2006, Hayward, 2006, &  

ENQA, 2008). This study has endeavored to explore the above mentioned dimensions in the 

higher education sector of Pakistan. The current model of quality assurance of HEC is based 

on self assessment by the HIEs but there is no follow up or peer review and no other external 

agencies are involved. An indigenous model of quality assurance should be established which 

creates linkage between internal quality assurance and external quality assurance practices. 

The periodic audit of institutes and programs on the basis of mission statement, quality policy 

and self assessment of the HEIs can bridge the existing gap between external and internal 

quality assurance.  

Recommendations 

Following are the recommendations of the study on the basis of above findings and 

discussion. 

1- Establishment of QEC and quality assurance mechanism should be made mandatory 

for all the universities.   

2- Universities should be encouraged to adapt any national or international quality 

assurance model and make changes according to the need, requirements, available 

resource, programs offered and culture of the university. 

3- All the outlines of the courses offered by the university, quality assurance reports, 

assessment criteria for the students and all the rules and regulations should be 

published and uploaded on the web site of the university. All the departments should 



 

have web page incorporating all above mentioned information along with data about 

alumnae and their employability.   

4- Quality audits of all the HEIs should be conducted periodically by HEC or QAA. This 

quality audit should be based on the self assessment and mission statement of the 

institutes.   

5- Students should be provided opportunity to give online feedback about teachers, 

teaching and learning, courses taught and services provided by the respective 

university. This online feedback should be used by HEC to compile student 

satisfaction index (SSI).  

6- Information about potential employers and their comments should be uploaded so that 

the prospective students may get information about the future perspective of the 

degree offered. It will be also helpful for the new students to contact the employers 

and find the worth of the program in term of employability and significance of the 

offered program in professional life.  

7- Data should be made available to all the stakeholders about  

a. Courses taught with outline 

b. When the course was reviewed last time and what changes has been made 

c. Student employability  

d. Student satisfaction 

e. Research output 

f. Student turnout 

g. Faculty turnover  

7 These data should be used to formulate multiple ranking criteria i.e. ranking on the 

basis of research out put, teaching, and student satisfaction.  



 

8 There should be clearly defined, uniform process of faculty hiring for all the HEIs. So 

far the guidelines given by HEC are inadequate. 

9 So far, HEC is the only organization which is working as regulating, monitoring and 

implementing agency. There should be more than one Quality assurance agencies for 

HEIs to increase competition and avoid monopoly of HEC.  

10 Pedagogical training must be compulsory for all the faculty members. It is necessary 

for school teachers to have some formal training of teaching but it is not compulsory 

for a university faculty members.  

11 To encourage continuous improvement on the bases of self assessment of teaching 

and learning, research work and services provided to the students. All these factors 

should be taken into account while formulation Ranking criteria for HEIs. 

12 Ranking should be program based instead of institutional. This will not undermine the 

efforts made by one department of a poorly ranked university and similarly will avoid 

any undue advantage to a weak department of a very good ranking university.   

13 Person designated for QA should be having academic background and degree related 

to quality assurance.  

14 More workshops, seminars and conferences should be organized to encourage sharing 

of good teaching practice and quality assurance practices.  

15 Degree of Higher Education Management (HEM) should be introduced to overcome 

the shortage of qualified personnel in field of quality assurance of higher education.  

16 Quality enhancement cells should work in collaboration with academic council and 

board of advance studies. It will not only be useful in sharing good practices of 

different departments but also in developing consensus  on different issues related to 

quality assurance within the university.  



 

18. Team of peer reviewers for all the disciplines should be selected and trained. This will 

be first step towards peer review of the programs.  

19. Poor intake of some private universities should be restricted by introducing entry test 

for masters program in all universities on the pattern of entry test for engineering and 

medical already in practice.  

20. Plight of degree colleges and inter colleges need to be changed by the intervention of  

Government of Pakistan and specially HEC. Because the output of these colleges is 

the input of HEIs and if there will be no mechanism of quality assurance to address 

this segment of higher education universities will constantly get poor intake.  

21. There should be restriction on the number of permanent faculty members of pubic 

sector universities to work as a visiting faculty in different private universities.  

22. Private universities should be encouraged by HEC to offer more variety of programs 

to bridge the gap between public and private universities.  

23. Finally, financing the system by the HEC should be revised to even the playing field 

even more. This could be done by expanding the needs-based scholarship program for 

students attending private HEIs. This could be the first step towards a longer-term 

objective of treating public and private HEIs in a Neutral manner. (2006 world bank 

report).  

Future Research Questions/Recommendations  

1. Higher education department in all four provinces have different procedure for quality 

assurance of the HEIs. There is urgent need of conducting a research to find quality 

assurance practices of higher education sector in all the four provinces to formulize a 

uniform system of quality assurance in higher education. 

2. Different problems are face by the heads of quality assurance in old and well establish 

universities as compared to new universities. It would be a good and needful research 



 

to find the difference in quality assurance of old and well establish institutes and 

newly established universities.  

3. Development of student’s satisfaction index for the higher education sector of 

Pakistan can be very helpful because there is no such tool available. 

4. Research about the quality of intermediate and degree colleges needs to be conducted 

as there is no formal mechanism devised by the HEC. 

5. Till 2010 there are more than five thousand indigenous PhD scholars, funded by HEC 

, have enrolled in different universities of Pakistan but only 15 have submitted their 

dissertation till 2008. There is an urgent need to investigate the quality of these PhDs 

and problems faced by the PhD students. 

6. An in-depth study to measure the effectiveness of the initiatives taken by HEC for 

quality assurance would be a good addition in the field of research. 

7. To what extent quality assurance policy and other procedures are inline with the 

mission statement of the university is another important unexplored issue in the higher 

education sector of Pakistan.  

8. Universities are complex organizations in which different departments have different 

interests and priorities it would be a good research to find the difference in quality 

assurance practices of different departments within a university.  

9. A case study of NUST university would be very good contribution in the knowledge 

about quality assurance in higher education sector because other HEIs can benefit 

from the experience of  NUST to achieve ISO 9000:2000 certificate.  
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APPENDIX A 

Research Instrument of the Study  

 



 

 



 



 

 

 

 



 

Appendix B 

Questions for semi structured interview of the heads of quality assurance of 
HEIs of public and private sector 

 

1. What is the qualification and experience of the heads of QEC? 

2. What is the structure of QEC in pubic and private universities ? 

3. What are drivers of quality assurance? 

4. What is the role of HEC in quality assurance ? 

5. What are the main objectives of quality assurance? 

6. What are the main hurdles in quality assurance? 

7. How was the current model of quality assurance selected or designed? 

8. Who were involved in the process of formulating quality assurance? 

9. What has been done so far by your cell to assure and enhance quality? 

10. What is the role of ranking criteria of HEC in quality assurance? 

11. What is the future map for quality assurance in this university? 

 



 

APPENDIX C 

Sampled universities and responses from the universities 

Name of university Type City Responses 

1. Forman Christian College Private Lahore 20 

2. Hajvery University Private Lahore 15 

3. University of Central Punjab Private Lahore 18 

4. Minhaj University Private Lahore 15 

5. University of Management and 

Technology 
Private Lahore 18 

6. University of Faisalabad  Private Faisalabad 18 

7. The Superior College Private Lahore 18 

8. University of Lahore Private Lahore 18 

9. National University of Computer and 

Emerging Sciences 
Private Islamabad  17 

10. Gift university Private Gujrat 17 

11. National College of Business 

Administration& Economics 
Private Lahore 16 

12. Institute of Management Sciences Private Lahore 15 

13. Bahauddin Zakariya University Public Multan 17 

14. Government College University 

Faisalabad 

Public Faisalabad 
17 

15. Government College University Lahore Public Lahore  18 

16. University of Education Public Lahore 17 

17. PMAS University of Arid Agriculture, 

Murree Road 

Public Rawalpindi 
16 

18. University of Veterinary & Animal 

Sciences 

Public Lahore  
17 

19. University of Punjab Public Lahore 20 

20. Allama Iqbal Open University Public Lahore 16 

21. COMSAT Institute of Information 

Technology 

Public Islamabad  
18 

22. Islamia University Public Bahawalpur 17 

23. University of Agriculture Public Faisalabad 15 

24. University of Sargodha Public Sargodha  16 
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http://www.hajvery.edu.pk/
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http://www.mul.edu.pk/home/home.php
http://www.superior.edu.pk/
http://www.ulhr.edu.pk/
http://www.nu.edu.pk/
http://www.nu.edu.pk/
http://www.pakaims.edu.pk/
http://www.bzu.edu.pk/
http://www.gcuf.edu.pk/
http://www.gcuf.edu.pk/
http://www.gcu.edu.pk/
http://www.ue.edu.pk/
http://www.uaar.edu.pk/
http://www.uaar.edu.pk/
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