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Abstract
It is a mixed methods study, about investigating the roles of educational
leaders for quality learning environment in the Public and Private sector universities
at Lahore. The objective of this study was to identify the gaps in the roles being
played and entrusted to educational leaders. It highlights the current picture by finding
the practiced roles being compared with the quality and leadership of public and
private universities, point out the quality indicators and relationship of leadership with
learning environment in the selected universities. The study was restricted to the
public and private universities of Lahore which are recognized by Higher Education
Commission of Pakistan. The population consisted of all the Deans, Directors, HODs,
Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors and lecturers of the universities
at Lahore working in the four faculties like Natural Sciences, Management Sciences,
Arts and Humanities and the Social Sciences. This population was divided in two tiers
viz tier one was comprised of Deans, Directors, HODs, Professors, Associate
Professors second tier was stretched over Assistant Professors and lecturers of the
universities at Lahore working in the four faculties. Census sampling was done for the
first tier and for the second tier all were approached and those who gave their
willingness were added in the sample.
Researcher tried to get the complete picture of the educational leadership roles
for quality learning environments of universities. A self-developed rating scale was
prepared, got validated by experts and then pilot tested for which Cronbatch Alpha
Cofficient came out to be (r= .873). The rating scale was stretched over the roles
related to educational services and administrative services for students. The sample
consisted of 349 respondents out of which 247 were from public and 102 were from
private universities. Triangulation process was applied to make data converge. The
retired directors, head of the departments and other faculty members were interviewed
as a focus group. Other methods were adopted to get the picture of educational roles
for physical learning environment of these universities selected. These methods
included use of observation schedule and documentary analysis.
SPSS 22 was used for the quantitative analysis of data. Crosstabs, factor
analysis, factor loading and regression analysis was computed. Interviews,
documentary analysis and observations were also analyzed. Researcher evaluated the
roles of educational leaders for educational services for students, administrative
ix

services for students, quality indicators of both public and private universities and
emerging models were also derived from this study. Findings showed that public
universities‘ faculty are better in their academic and administrative roles than private
universities. Further it is proved that physical learning environment of public
universities is more attuned to quality standards of HEC Pakistan than private
universities.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Leaders have been portrayed as heroic people armed with power. Leadership
is being practiced in hierarchy. Social, political and technological changes occur in
the world and open new arenas of knowledge and introduce new paradigms such as
postmodernism, social constructivism and critical theory. These developments and
changes led to new ways of thinking and operationalizing through leadership.
Emerging leadership is recognized in the realm of context and highlights the emerging
trends and emphasizes to play the role of leadership according to the organizational
culture and context. The new look of the leadership is collective, context bound,
process centered, non-hierarchical and horizontal (Swaniker, 2016 ;Toma, 2010). In
the past instructional leadership had been dominant in the researches. Hallinger
(2003) provides the clue to go for effective leadership and showed the path to explore
different forms of leadership. Resultantly a shift occurred towards shared leadership,
teacher leadership, distributed leadership and transformational leadership. Different
trends in educational reforms have long been seen like empowerment, shared
leadership and organizational learning which extends leadership role towards
improvement of learning. Birnbaum (1988) and Hallinger (2003) said that this has
further been fueled by challenges being faced by the universities like knowledgebased economy, technology driven learning in which creativity is infused, innovation
and globalization oriented society (Stukalina, 2010).
All this have resulted into educational reforms and reorganization of
universities culture. Sahney, Banwet, & Karunes (2008) viewed that during quality
revolution there is an increased demand of leadership for learning improvements at
university level and a main question for educational leaders is to create quality
learning environment which should satisfy the expectations of all stakeholders as
well as turn out to be conducive to learning (Harper & Porter, 2004). Learning and
teaching activities of universities have moved from a linear model of transmission of
knowledge, and turning into more interactive, project oriented, experiential and
drawing upon technologies that require location specific materials (Gunasekara,
2004). Technology based education has been charging institutional strategies to
manage the changing nature of teaching and learning (Bjarnason, 2001). Multiple
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researches as reported by (Mills & Treagust, 2003) and (Kolmos, Fink, & Krogh,
2004) introduced us to project based learning in university curricula. Fischer, Rohde,
& Wulf (2009) stressed that traditional paradigms of education are not appropriate for
learning because we are now facing open ended and multidisciplinary problems.
These problems involve a combination of social and technological issues requiring
different types of learning skills including self-directed learning, active collaboration
and consideration of multiple perspectives. In these environments courses are taken as
communities of learning in which participants act as learners, designers and active
contributors (Cheng, Tang, & Cheng, 2012).
The predominant mode of learning in this environment is peer to peer while
the teacher acts as a guide or facilitator on his/her side. Courses are made to evolve
jointly by all faculty rather than a finished product delivered by teachers (DePaula,
Fischer, & Ostwald, 2001). Now universities are making their courses more relevant
to their learners (Gijbels, Van De Watering, Dochy, & Van Den Bossche, 2006).
University awards and fellowships are being cultivated (Cretchley, 2009). These
institutions are providing teachers with responsibility and freedom to make
educational choices out of the available (Cullen, Joyce, Hassall, & Broadbent, 2003).
Clear goals and directions, communication, flexibility, collaboration, shared decision
making and many more have become essentials of quality learning environment of the
universities (Cretchley, 2009). Bass & Vaughan (1967) defined ―learning as a
relatively permanent change in behavior that occurs as a result of practice or
experience.‖ Harrison (2005) going by the same contention points out that learning is
an essential ingredient for a successful organization. New developments in learning
raise the awareness of conditions that are essential for building quality learning
environment. These environments open up boundaries to ensure a fresh flow of ideas
and perspectives linking their mission to the growth and development of its members
(Hess, 2002). According to Brockett & Hiemstra (1991) “a learning environment is
all of physical surroundings, psychological or emotional conditions and social or
cultural influences affecting the growth and development of a student engaged in an
educational enterprise.‖ These environments are required to be sites of nurturing;
sensitivity, flexibility, adaptability and responsiveness (Day, 2009). Al Rukban,
Khalil, & Al-Zalabani (2010) and other studies show the importance of learning
environment and taking all learning environment as interactive, social and cultural
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(Jonassen & Land, 2012). Szulanski (1996) suggest environments that neither
encourage organizational units to develop their learning capacities nor foster closer
relationships among them which may prove a barren learning environment. Although
all those things which have been designed to facilitate learning as the part of learning
environments take learners, teachers, content, resources and organizations as the key
elements (Istance, 2011).
Byrne & Flood 2005) proved through his study that quality learning
environments are student-centered, communicative, promoting self-direction and
active involvement in learning. As in the past learning was considered only the
transfer of knowledge but now educational institutions‘ main focus is not on this
rather they, emphasize to create knowledge (Paavola, Lipponen, & Hakkarainen,
2004). Quality learning environment support the learners (Tynjälä, Välimaa, & Sarja,
2003) and not the instructional environments, learners work together and support each
other by using variety of tools and information resources. These environments are
interactive, collaborative, based on teamwork, extend leadership, negotiation,
cooperation and encouragement towards learning (Van der Linden, Erkens, Schmidt,
& Renshaw, 2000). Fisher (2001) concluded in his research that physical environment
also had a great impact to improve learning of all in the system. Cullen et al.(2003)
also came up with the findings that physical and social aspects of environments have
considerable effects on students and teachers. Stukalina (2008) categorized quality
learning environment as physical and technological which include buildings, lecture
rooms, laboratories, libraries etc. Instructional environments that include regulative
documents and teaching materials etc. These environments that are associated with
conducting lessons and delivering lectures find a relationship with psychological
environments and psychological atmosphere at the universities. Stukalina (2010)
elaborates that those environments which are efficient have integrity in their
subsystems, there are variety of educational resources which are learner-centered and
well-coordinated, flexible based on collaboration.
The deans, directors, HODs and faculty concerned with the teaching are
normally held responsible in investing their position for the congeniality of the
teaching and learning environments. They are supposed to keep it in mind that the
stress-typed nature of their role ceases to exist anymore. They have to empower
themselves to infuse the technology into their teaching, for the minimum possible
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transfer of information which is the smoothness and remaining tuned with the students
so that they may decode it with comfort. Teaching is no more rote memorization it is
geared by concepts. Concepts development and their possible elongation, made them
realize to develop the reach to the latest sources of knowledge. The more empowering
the student to translate the concepts into world reality is supposedly the quest of the
day. In this cut throat competition era it is not the knowledge one should have, it is the
facilitation of its conversant applied nature. Maximum possible efforts remain in
extending the students the hands-on knowledge and skills. Leaders role in the current
scenario go beyond the formation of objectives, selection of the need oriented and
time lined curricula. This role becomes more prominent in the realm of pedagogy and
assessment. Assessment has been vested with the generation of new ideas, cite based
counseling and consultation. Universities are putting their best for their sustainability
and seeking for the able leadership. A lot more is needed to be explored as we are
away from the ground reality and are put on the ebb of research in the area of
leadership with a centered focus on ―Role of the Educational Leaders for the
promotion of Quality Learning Environment in the Public and Private sector
Universities at Lahore.‖

Statement of the Problem
Global pressures and policy shifts for quality learning and teaching make
universities to find out ways to improve their quality in postmodern era. It is
documented that leaders are very effective in improving the quality of teaching and
learning by creating and promoting related conditions. Keeping in view the global
situations and efforts the study was aimed at exploring ―the role of educational leaders
for the promotion of quality learning environment in the public and private
universities at Lahore‖. This study will motivate leaders to renew their efforts to
enhance quality in higher education. It will also be helpful in creating a leadership
mind set for quality as well as cultivate values for quality in higher education systems.

Objectives of the Study
The study had been designed to achieve the following objectives:
1. To find the elements of the leadership roles which are being reflected in the
different capacities by different leaders.
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2. To compare the quality of learning environment at public and private sector
universities.
3. To compare the leadership of public and private universities at Lahore in terms
of innovation in their roles.
4. To prepare the profile of quality indicators of learning environments at the
public and private universities.
5. To find out the relationship of leadership with learning environments in public
and private universities.

Research Questions
1. What roles are being played by the educational leaders?
2. Whether there is a gap in the roles entrusted and the roles discharged by the
educational leaders?
3. What elements of educational leaders are found at the different tiers of
leadership at public and private universities?
4. Do the elements of leadership differ at public and private universities?
5. Whether the quality of learning environments is the same at public and private
universities?
6. What innovations are seen in the roles of leadership at public and private
universities?
7. Whether the innovations in the roles of the leadership are the same at public
and private universities?
8. What profile emerges out of the quality indicators of learning environments in
total?
9. What profile emerges out of the quality indicators of learning environments at
public universities?
10. What profile emerges out of the quality indicators of learning environments at
private universities?
11. What is the relationship of leadership within the learning environments at
public universities?
12. What is the relationship of leadership within the learning environments at
private universities?
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Delimitations
The study was delimited to;
1. The universities running common faculties like natural sciences, management
sciences, arts and humanities and social sciences.
2. Comparisons could not made be made in term of faculties and specialization
wise population tiers.

Significance of the study
In the current scenario universities are considered as the communities of
learning where everything has been refashioned to create knowledge and to promote
quality learning. Market orientation, public-private partnership, innovations and
technological integrations are becoming blueprint of these universities. All this have
given leadership roles and responsibilities the new impulse. Now the quality has
become the major concern of the systems. The focus of the universities is minimum to
control and supervise but to build the culture of quality learning environment.
Voluminous studies on educational leadership are available which are guiding the
focus of the leaders and teachers towards better and improved learning. Instructional
leadership roles of leaders cease to exist giving birth to transformational leadership by
school improvements, effectiveness of teaching learning and change in the pattern of
thinking and acting.
Some of the research is related to colleges and higher education institutions;
they all talk about leaders changing roles to share vision, building trusts,
collaboration, commitment, empowerment and communication etc. Few highlight the
physical learning environments and leadership. Much research has been done on
leadership roles for virtual learning environments, professional learning and distant
learning settings. Life-long learning and situated learning are also inquired in the light
of leadership roles. Along with the 21st century leadership roles are the heart of
inquiries. As mentioned above, trends are mostly micro approaches in which one or
few aspects of learning environments are raised. Most of these talk about student
learning, some about teachers learning and other aspects. This study will be
significant to;
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 Help educational leaders in realizing the new demands of leadership in this
period of globalization, innovation, technology, market orientation and
entrepreneurial leadership. It would also help develop a macro approach which
may highlight all aspects of learning environments and concerns of quality
along with their quality indicators. Consequently, pursuing the quality
indicators would motivate and may help Pakistani educational leaders to
manage and improve the learning of students and teachers by increasing the
quality of physical environments i.e. curricula and resources at university
level.
 Doing the earlier said bring change in thinking, behaving and materializing
efforts towards the betterment of teaching and learning facilitation. Going by
this contention will develop recognition to the new order for change and
ownership in respect of the emerging roles one has to adopt.
 Identify the gaps between the stereo -type roles which are actually being
discharged in view of the changed scenario. The same may lead us to establish
a link between the roles of the young stakeholders in the light of newly based
learning environments. Going with the changed learning environments put
learners on the ebb to think, evaluate and follow a line of action which may fit
oneself in the changed role.
 The same may energize and motivate people concerned with teaching and
learning towards the discharge of their roles. The dynamic ways of discharge
of roles will pave the ways and means for others to break the stagnation and
move ahead in the light of research revealed facts. Furthermore, educate
individually, as a group member to facilitate, teaching and learning
community, motivate to effectuate the theoretical guidelines into a workable
situation to the possible extent.

Assumptions
The following assumptions form the frame of reference for this research;
1. There is a direct link between leadership role and its environment.
2. People understand roles of educational leadership to enhance quality of
learning environments.
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3. The deans, directors and faculty are willing to share what they are
experiencing as they perceive and interpret events in the context of their
institutional learning environment.
4. The field staff that have been deployed to collect, learn to dig-out and report
the data in an accurate way, their services may safely be relied upon.
5. It is presupposed that ample data and analysis methodology would be
available for studying the learning environments.
6. Deans, directors and faculty are well aware of their leadership roles to combat
the challenges of developing environments.
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Theoretical Framework

Step 1- Definition
of concepts
• Research Design
• Interpretation
• Generalization
inline with the
work already
done.

Step 5 Formulating a
theoretical
rationale

Step 2 - Selection
of concepts
• Educational
leadership
• Educational
leadership roles
• Quality
Learning
Environment
• Parameters for
quality

Step 6 Contribution of
leadership
theories in
development of
learning
environment
Application of
leadership
theories in the
beterment of
learning
Rectifying the
theory in the
betterment and
facilitation for
learning of
students

Step 3 Relationship
among concepts

Step 7
Theoretical
framework clearly
identified
Concepts
operationally
defined through
literature review
to support
proposed
relationship
Theoretical basis
for hypothesis
formulation
sought
Relationship
between
prepositions
defined clearly.

Step 4 Definition of
terms
Educational
leadership/
Educational
leadership roles
Learning
environment/
Quality learning
environment
Parameters for
quality

Step 8
Development of
Instruments
Instruments
consistent with
framework;
development of
rating scale,
interview
schedule,
observation
schedule and
template for the
documentary
analysis
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Step 9
• Development of
the face validity
of the
instruments
• Developed
reliability of the
rating scale

Step 10
• Data collectionData was
collected by
researcher
herself

Step 11
• Data analysis-SPSS was used
for quantitative
analysis.
• qualitative
analysis
• Data entry, data
cleaning and
data processing
was done

Step 12
Findings drawn in
line with the data
analysis
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Glossary of Terms
Educational Leadership: Means the leadership of public and private universities at
Lahore.
Roles: These are the actions of leader to influence and achieve the vision and mission
of universities.
Educational roles: These are the actions of leadership to link the broader community
with education and society.
Academic roles: These roles are related to the deans, directors, HODs and faculty as
formal leadership practices at institutional level.
Administrative roles: These roles are related to the operational aspect of deans,
directors, HODs and faculty leadership which is related to whole institution.
Public Universities: These are the universities under government control.
Private Universities: These universities are operated by private sector.
Educational Institutions: Those schools of learning which are offering M.A., M.S.,
MPhil & PhD educational programs.
Learning environments: These are the contexts, components, tone, atmosphere and
activities in which learning occurs.
Quality learning environment: Environments which include all psychological or
emotional environment, sociological environment and physical learning environment.
Psychological/ emotional learning environment: The environment that encourages
learners. Learners feel comfortable and safe etc while learning.
Sociological/cultural learning environment: Environments based on mutual respect,
trust and transparency etc between learners, faculty and staff.
Physical learning environment: It is about the resources and facilities accessible to
all.
Teaching faculty: These include the deans, directors, HODs/Chairman, professors,
associate professors, assistant professors and lecturers of universities.

12
Faculties: These include disciplines of Natural Sciences, Business and Management
Sciences, Arts and Humanities and the Behavioral and Social Sciences.
Mandate: Level of acceptance of universities degrees by employers.
Vision: Picture or plan of future given by universities
Mission: Combination of direction, purpose and actions for whole university to
achieve vision.
Goals: These are the desired outcomes that are according to vision and mission of
universities.
Objectives: These are specific and a plan of action to achieve goals.
Assessment & Evaluation: The processes of measuring student learning
performances in the form of summative and formative measures.
Research: The scientific methods to find out the realities and facts about education
and educational stakeholders.
Annual Calendar: A document that explains and provides information and plans for
faculty, students and university as a whole.
Discipline: The written legal orders for smooth working at the universities.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature
The review of related literature pertaining to the study is an effort for the take
off and facilitation of the research process. Effort is made to make it more embracing
based on the varied level research studies at national and international level.
Pertaining to the topic necessary variables have been discussed therein. The sketch of
the topic is laid down for ready reference as background of the study, changing
context and challenges for universities learning environments, educational leadership
roles for quality learning environment which are further discussed under three
categories of educational leaders‘ roles i.e. educational roles, academic roles and
administrative roles. Then researcher has highlighted the quality learning
environment; a new view of old landscape of learning environment with the
subheadings of recent policy initiatives for quality learning environments, conditions
essential for quality learning environment that are; psychological learning
environment, sociological learning environment and physical learning environment.
After that overview of parameters for quality learning environment in different
researches are discussed especially with focus on some parameters selected for the
study namely mandate, vision, mission, goals, objectives, assessment, research,
staff/faculty, budget and expenditure, internal educational efficiency, annual calendar,
discipline, institutional rules and regulations, continuous professional development of
faculty, and admission. In the end of literature review quality learning environment
situation in Pakistani universities have been discussed.

Changing Contexts and Challenges for Universities Learning
Environments
The ongoing changes in higher education are not ignorable. It is evident from
a reasonable amount of research that the process of revolution is creating a complex
and competitive climate (Chong & Ahmed, 2012). Universities have to meet the
increasing and diversified number of students enrolled in higher education (Noaman
et al, 2015). The dynamic change in the process of higher education is due to the
advancements in the technology along with modern teaching and learning strategies.
It also includes the concepts of demographic variations, financial problems, learning
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through collaborative approaches and latest trends in assessment methods. The
multicultural, heterogenic and competitive environments are also the contributing
factor for the transformation of higher education (Collins & Hewer, 2014; Green,
1997). It is important to mention that the process of globalization has resulted in more
competitive and demanding life. The human expertise and development have been
made more convincing and significant. The innovations in the field of science and
technology has removed the geographical boundaries and it is quite easy for the
individuals and nations to develop close linkages (Cunningham, 2006; Kazmi,2005).
As a result the individuals and nations capable of dealing with the issues of
globalization can only be developed if a quality vision exists which is translatable into
desired actions (Kazmi,2005). The human resource educated with the modern
concepts of education, equipped with latest trends can explore and benefit from the
potential opportunities and it is only possible by the improved quality of higher
education (Kazmi,2005).
The governments in many countries have introduced new reforms and policies
due to which higher education is experiencing a process of change. This change is
witnessed in developed countries such as Australia, United States, and United
Kingdom. The reason for this change is due to the fact that these countries use
education as a major component to increase the productivity and innovations. The
governments in these countries has introduced different policies for the increased
productivity of the university with decreased funding, increased number of students in
higher education, elevated use of ICT, and expanded diversity in higher education.
These policies promote internationalization of higher education, offshore campuses
and partnerships. It is also suggested in these policies that the funding of the
government should be diverted to the areas of strategic priorities due to the
uncertainty of the growth in future and global economy (Zandvliet, 2012;Brown
2011a, 2011b; Shah and Nair, 2013).
Globally the new concepts of higher education comprise of distant and
technology-based models and approaches of teaching and learning. On the other hand,
these technologies of transformation enable a rapid communication and virtual visits
to the academic programs. These concepts are increasing the modes of education
including e-courses and education via social media resulting in the complexity at
higher education (Ewell, 2010; Yizengaw, 2008). The change in learning environment
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of higher education is reflected in different areas of the world. This results in
knowledge economy as a reality creating an increase in the demands of qualified and
skilled professionals. Due to the market demands the universities are forced to fulfill
the challenge of distance education and information technology, allocation of
resources and accountability, quality and reconsidering the roles of educational
leadership regarding teaching and learning environment (Archer & Cameron, 2009;
Gayle, Tewarie, & White Jr, 2011). Quality is a dynamic process so it is not sufficient
to write or develop policy statements to deal with this great challenge. It is important
to mention that the quality system in educational institutions is generally created due
to the external demands and regulations. However the leadership of the universities
has a major leading role in the design and development of these policies (Stensaker,
2003). It is emphasized that educational leaders must understand their roles and the
purpose of the organization in which they are working. Governments are developing
educational leadership as a ‗soft‘ policy lever to raise the educational quality (Pont &
Hopkins, 2008;Wallace, Deem, O'Reilly, & Tomlinson, 2011).
The description of the position and formulae for the workload are generally
nonspecific and unclear about the roles and responsibilities of the leaders. The social
and political pressures for the quality of higher education are growing day by day in
the world. The educational leadership roles are continuous scrutiny and there is an
increase in the number of research studies reconsidering the roles of educational
leadership for quality education (McCormack, Propper, & Smith, 2014). The
researchers from multiple educational institutes in different countries concluded that
the mechanism of quality assurance exists but the educational leadership roles for
quality learning environment are not very clear. It is evident from different studies
that the well-defined roles of educational leadership for the improved quality of
learning environment will provide properly trained and well-educated human
resource. This workforce will be able to match the requirements of the country and
can provide educational opportunities as a result the diversified people having
different interests and scales contribute to the National and international knowledge
(Williams, de Rassenfosse, Jensen, & Marginson, 2013). It has been emphasized that
the governments and academic institutes must try to reduce the cost and improve the
efficiency and productivity of education ( Collins, 2013; Daniel, 2008). These are
among the challenges we are facing to maintain and sustain a strong economy and
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expand opportunities for education. The higher education has played a vital role to
develop the public understanding of economic defense and issues related to foreign
policy. Its role is central for the preparation of experts in military and foreign affairs
and in critical analysis of the national decision making.

Educational Leadership
Educational leadership approach started in late twentieth century. It came into
existence with the need to develop the peoples mentally and to groom their
personality after the World War two through education. To educate people leaders are
the core force which influence people very much (Razik & Swanson, 2001).
Educational leadership is a practice, process, relative and dynamic concept. There is
no single agreed upon definition of educational leadership the case is similar to the
definition of quality (Fullan & Scott, 2009; Giles & Smith, 2012). We can say that
educational leadership research shows three different perspectives in literature. First is
that it is active and researches show its activeness as different styles emerged as
interactions between people. The second perspective is about leadership roles and the
position and authority they practiced and third view of leadership is symbolic
(Middlehurst, 1993). The latest developments in education and emerging challenges
regarding higher education have created new requirements for educational leaders. It
is a matter of higher consideration to rethink about the educational leadership roles
along with concerns to maintain quality. This is required to meet the emerging
challenges regarding higher education. An exploratory study reveals that there is a
need of in depth exploration of the roles of educational leaders as generally these roles
are not properly defined (Mitchell, 2014). McLeod (2010) also identifies the
ambiguous roles of the educational leaders and recommend a clear articulation about
the required roles. There is a need for the development of a system through which the
more and less effective leaders can be distinguished and the way these leaders can add
value to their institutions (Ewell, 2010).
The governments and general public demands are continuously increasing to
improve the quality of learning environment. These demands are practically related to
the improved tactics of educational leadership. It also requires the identification and
implementation of the systematic process of selection, development, planning and
performance of the workforce assuming leadership roles in the public and private
universities (Marshall, Orrell, Cameron, Bosanquet, & Thomas, 2011). Thus, the
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quality and improvement in the learning is directly linked with the role of educational
leaders. These leaders are required to develop and adopt the new roles to meet the
modern challenges with the quality of education. It is important to mention the
leadership is not an end in itself but it is a way to find out the solutions for the
achievement of excellence regarding sustained quality (Wells, 1998).
Flinn & Mowles (2014) described to explore the actual working of the
educational leaders instead of their thinking for doing something. It is also necessary
for the educational leaders to clearly understand their role in the wider context of the
university. This will enable them to figure out the complex nature of the learning
environment (Ladyshewsky & Flavell, 2011). Bolden, Petrov, Gosling, & Bryman,
(2009) in his UK based research has proved that educational leaders have not been
able to identify a single successful approach by which an environment for academics
to fulfill the potential of their work can be created. Another study has identified the
need for leaders to consult, respect, existing values and take actions in support of
collegiality. It recommends promoting the interest for whom the leader is responsible
and getting them involved in the life of institution. The educational leaders are also
expected to encourage autonomy and promote harmony (Bajunid, 2006).
The literature regarding higher education represent the terms of leaders and
managers as often used interchangeably. The descriptions and workload formulae of
each position are generally not clear and are non-specific about the roles and
responsibilities. Ultimately there is a failure to recognize the leadership and
management work. Similarly, the criteria used for the performance evaluation of the
management and leaders are often unclear and ambiguous. This reflects that for the
purpose of promotion or career enhancement, the academics often struggle to express
their contribution to leadership as opposed to management in their disciplinary
context regarding these responsibilities and often fail to recognize or include the work
of leadership and management (Gozukara, 2016; S. J. Marshall et al., 2011).
Leadership and management must be considered separate mindsets and strategies in
educational institutions. These two are different however twin entities having multiple
mutual relations and interactions with each other does exist (Gregory Marshall, 2012).
The educational leadership roles must be studied within a context. (Wallace et
al., 2011) presented that the educational leaders‘ roles are perceived partly as related
to the context. This study proved that the outcome of the learning depends on the
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leadership of its working. Muchiri & Cooksey (2011) conducted a study which
reflects that the educational leadership roles and their effectiveness is determined by
the situational and contextual variables. It is due to the reason that educational
leadership is embedded in the social setup of the universities involving the
relationships and interactions. It depends on the perspective of an individual in the
organization. The culture and history of the institution shapes the opinion and
perceptions of the individuals. The perceptions are not only affected by the context
but there are many influences of the society and past experiences as well. Lloyd,
(1994) declared that the concept of leadership is related with something that a group
of people could do, and is responsible for it within the framework of an organization.
It is important to mention that the context must be thought in a much broader and
wider way (Birnbaum, 1992). Some of the elements of the context that shape the
educational leadership, race, gender, culture of the department and disciplinary
background has been depicted by ( Kezar, Carducci, & Contreras-McGavin, 2006).
Now a days the educational leadership is more focused on mutual power,
without hierarchy, non-centralized and bounded with the context (Knight & Trowler,
2001). It is collective, empowering, promoting learning, distributed, collaborative
with change and process oriented (Harris & Harris, 2008; Spillane, 2012;Archer &
Cameron, 2009; Lucas, 2000; Kezar et al., 2006).These views represent that the
educational leadership is now mutual, transformational process with care of the
followers (Bass, 1985; Forester & Clegg, 1991; Kouzes & Posner, 2002;Stewart,
2006).
Researcher defined the educational leaders as the change agents for work force
competitiveness in the knowledge economy. It represents the change as the reality of
the societies that the educational leaders are bound to deal with it constantly ( Fullan,
2005;Kouzes & Posner, 2007). Due to this knowledge economy we need the new
organizational forms of universities, which cope with the rapid change in the
technology of educational climate, global developments and requirements,
information sharing and collective knowledge creation. The study by (Cahill, Bowyer,
Rendell, Hammond, & Korek, 2015; Jones, Lefoe, Harvey, & Ryland, 2012)
conducted at one university of UK has examined the work of the multifaceted nature
of the role of educational leader. This examination has suggested that the everchanging higher education sector, there is a wide range of responsibilities, about the
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role of educational leaders. On daily basis these leaders deal and make pragmatic
decisions about the complex academic, administrative and moral issues. Apart from
this they need to handle many competing and conflicting demands due to which these
leaders have to assume a variety of persons to meet the challenges of their role. The
critical roles of the educational leaders have been identified through this study and a
foundation of the design of quality and delivery of training and support is provided.
The exact knowledge and skills needed for the execution of this role is an effective
and efficient way of multifactorial design. The educational leaders must have the
knowledge regarding institutional policies, practices, processes and procedures. This
is required to possess a multiplicity of academic leadership skills which includes
emotional intelligence and influencing (Dempster, 2012).

Educational Leadership Roles for Quality Learning Environment
Gozukara (2016) described in a study that majority of the educational leaders
practice different leadership models in different settings. The role of leadership for the
improvement of quality is considered as the most important measure in different
academic institutes especially the public and private universities. The focus of
research in the different universities is shifted to provide the guidance for the
departmental chairs, deans and directors (Toma, 2010). The educational leaders are
facing various challenges to provide effective leadership in a number of ways.
Haarall-Muhonen, Ruohoniemi, Katajavuori and Lindblom-Ylanne (2011)
emphasized the requirement to understand the leadership role by deans and other
senior leaders because they comprise of the major factors for the quality learning
environment. These leaders are expected to develop environment which can serve the
learning needs of others (MacBeath & Dempster, 2008). They should be the
collaborators and reflectors. In their study they emphasized the need to understand
leadership roles by deans and other senior leaders because they are the key factors for
the quality of learning environments. They are expected to create environments that
serve the learning needs of others; they should be critical reflectors and collaborators
(Fullan, 2005, 2007).
The central part of the journey from good to great is the educational leadership
(Gozukara, 2016; Lawson, 2014). It is very important to redefine the roles of
educational leadership. Due to the increased pressures on higher education learning
environment these roles have been shifted towards managerial contexts. The
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marketization of the higher education has also played a role in this shifting of contexts
(Giannakis & Bullivant, 2015; Middlehurst & Elton, 1992). The availability of
literature focusing on the roles and responsibilities of educational leaders for learning
is much less (Marshall et al., 2011). The increased demands of the society and other
stakeholders for accountability and quality pressurize to clearly define the roles of
educational leaders. Quality learning environment requires a climate of innovation
and discovery and it is only possible with the active involvement of the leaders.
Krause et al. (2012) in a study pointed to various difficulties linked with the role of an
educational leader. It includes the lack of clarity, increased administrative and
management load, uncertainty about the contribution of educational leadership for the
future career. This provides a strong evidence to switch to the changing and needed
roles (Scott, Bell, Coates, & Grebennikov, 2010).
The literature about the role of an educational leader represent that availability
of this topic is very rare and roles of senior leadership is also very rare. Similarly few
researches shed light on the different levels of leadership ( Marshall et al., 2011).
Different research studies described that effective leadership at different levels of
higher education is mandatory for the quality of universities. It is required to develop
innovations, visualizing the future and creating the circumstances and opportunities
for the quality. The changing requirements need new forms of organizations,
structural reforms at the university level and new leadership roles (MacLaren, 2012).
In postmodern educational settings the roles are getting vague and ambiguous (Yeo &
Marquardt, 2011). The leadership concepts in the setting and working of a university
are different from the concepts in business and commerce (Grosso, 2008). The
development of faculty, department and institutional cultures are very important for
the value, reward and prioritization of the teaching and learning (McCormack et al.,
2014; Pearson, Trevitt, & Fraser, 2004).
If educational leadership roles are clearly defined it is possible to avoid too
narrow and too broad job descriptions. This will reduce the cost and effort related to it
and select the right people for the job (Murphy & Curtis, 2013; Nworie, Haughton, &
Oprandi, 2012). The way forward to drive higher education needs the availability of
efficient, effective, functional and defensible leadership, to ensure the properly
defined and executed roles of the educational leadership for the provision of strategic
and long term focus on the learning environment of higher education ( Taylor &

21
Machado, 2008). According to Middlehurst & Elton (1992) there are three changing
identified roles of educational leadership including academic and administrative roles.
These roles are distinct but in practice they merge and mix with each other. However
more emphasis is on administrative and academic roles. Due to the increased use of
technology, growing size and reach of the universities the environment of higher
education is becoming more complex and demanding (Holt, Palmer, Gosper, Sankey,
& Allan, 2014). It is highly needed to define the roles of educational leaders which
will avoid waste of resources, prevent chaos and ultimately provide better services to
the learners.

Educational Roles
Educational roles are related with the relationship issues between the
education and industry. It also includes the educational role for the protection of
community and society environment. They are also concerned with the educational
issues related to national and international concerns (Middlehurst, 1997; Middlehurst
& Elton, 1992).

Academic Roles
The educational leaders‘ administrative roles are mostly derived from the
American models. British models are more about management roles. The primary
purpose of these roles is concerned with the learning and teaching. According to
(Middlehurst, 2004, 2014; Middlehurst & Elton, 1992) the establishment and
promotion of academic direction of the educational institutes is directly related with
the leadership. The educational leadership is also responsible to create a balance of
academic and discipline activities. It includes facilities and activities of research and
teaching throughout the institute, the choice of professors, the consultation and
communication regarding academic issues and decisions about new academic
developments (Murphy, 2013). The academic developments may include initiation of
a science park, collaboration with other educational institutes, establishment of
different research centers and the development of modular curriculum.
Different researches described that educational leaders are targeting four
different domains such as faculty and teaching, development of curriculum, learning
and learners, and organizational enablers. These areas are targeted to improve the
quality of learning environment (Collie & Taylor, 2004; Marshall et al., 2011; Scott,
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Coates, & Anderson, 2008). Nworie et al. (2012) described the abilities required of
the educational leaders to provide good results at a larger scale. These abilities include
the vision, direction, motivational capacity, technology management skills, creativity,
innovation for working in the learning environment and adaptability for the changing
context (DeZure, Shaw, & Rojewski, 2014). A study conducted by Dempster (2012)
explained that the leaders are facing pressures globally to fix their attention on
learning of the staff and students. The researches by Robinson (2007) and MacBeath
& Dempster (2008) showed that educational leadership cause improvement in
learning. Fullan (2007) mentioned that the support of the leadership and learning
environments change teachers and systems. This transformation is a key role of the
efforts for quality improvement by the educational leaders. The highly effective
educational leaders identify, cultivate and nurture the faculty to proceed for leadership
in education.
Researchers identified that these leaders are having the capacity to develop a
positive change by growing, engaging, helping and empowering the individuals.
These leaders address the challenges in the unit, engage different kind of individuals,
develop collaborative linkages and create positive working relationship between the
administration and the faculty (DeZure et al., 2014). The availability of literature
about the educational leadership is limited at the level of higher education than the
school level (Quinlan, 2014). Bolden et al. (2012a) and Scott et al. (2008) concluded
that the source of inspiration, support direction and guidance are the important
academic roles of leadership. Ewell (2010) further emphasized that these leadership
roles must be performed with a clear sense of responsibility and intention to perform
these. The study further concluded that the dynamic roles of educational leaders are
the commitment with the vision, values and culture, monitoring, measurement of the
performance in an effective way and proper communication. The strategic plan for the
achievement of the quality, securing the financial health, compliance of the
accountability and regulatory affairs, quality assurance in the academic and provision
of services are also included in the roles of educational leadership. Other roles of the
educational leadership include risk assessment, innovation support, enhance the
repute of the institute, competition and confidence provision in the governance of the
institute (Flinn & Mowles, 2014). The situation of the learning environment we are
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dealing with now days is very dynamic. It is mandatory to look for the excellence
sustainability in the learning environment of the higher education.
Wells (1998) elaborated the educational leadership roles for the achievenemt
of quality. The roles embrace motivation, delegation, empowerment, vision and
communication. These roles are very important to manage the emotional and practical
difficulties of the students and staff (Cahill et al., 2015). Warren & Nanus (1985)
describe vision, trust, positive self-regard and communication as the major leadership
roles for the quality learning environment. Similarly, the important leadership roles
described by another study are shared vision, challenges to the process, empowering
the team members to become and act as role model for others. Author explained that
important aspects of leadership roles are sharing of vision, offering challenge to the
process, enabling others to act and become a role model for others. Chan (2010) found
in his research study that the leaders at the top level have a major impact on working
growth and performance of the organization. These leaders are better able to serve the
learning needs of the organization. This view was also supported in another study
mentioning that the executive leadership takes a central role for the change in the
organization. Tjeldvoll (2011) supported this view that universities executive
leadership serve as the core of organizational change. Close & Raynor (2010) in their
research on five organizations concluded that the leadership roles may be depicted as
that of architecture, coach, facilitator, advocate, negotiator, visionary, story teller,
designer and co-author. Dempster (2012) explored the conditions required for the
quality learning environments as physical resources including facilities, staff,
equipment, funds and time. Some other conditions are emotional including
celebrations, support and culture. He concluded that the leaders who participate
actively and focus on the professional development of teachers achieve more quality
results in the learning environments of their organizations. He also found that the
support of the community and parents and sharing leadership having direct relation
with the quality of learning
Hazelkorn (2015) in a research described that the expansion of information
processing, project and task work environments, cognitive complexity, problem
solving, knowledge application and generation of new knowledge are the landscape
and nature of working in universities. It also includes greater autonomy, intensive
interactions, extensive communication, risk taking, shared decision making, trust and
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adaptability, teamwork, independence and collaboration. The educational leaders are
required to adopt responsible behavior for quality and innovation. The leaders get
better quality by monitoring the implementation of curriculum, guiding the teachers
and knowing the working of teachers in the class. Similarly, these leaders use relevant
tools for assessment, develop a disciplined learning environment and promote a
culture of dialogue and discussion about the learning activities. Dempster (2012) and
Rantz (2002) concluded in their study about the quality learning environment that the
universities should drive for the universe of knowledge and remain away from
ideological split related to the past. The academic roles of educational leaders are very
much required to get knowledge, create knowledge and indulge in creativity and
innovation in the learning processes.
Leaders are the designers and producers of the structures and processes for
whole of the learning environment. The research of Taylor (2005), Uusiautti (2013)
and Wiley(2014) concluded that the roles for academic development are related with
academic leadership and these roles must be articulated. He further described in the
study that these roles comprise of different individual variables including the
strategies for academic development and the context of the institute. These include
appreciation, recognizing the problems and opportunities, use of internal and external
contexts, generate vision in harmony with community, communicate effectively,
consult and develop awareness of established conventions, aligning beliefs and
actions. The roles are also enlisted as set of clear goals, enable others to act, provide
feedback, help others achieve goals, led by example, foster professional development,
sharing responsibility, combining ideas, collaborating, forming partnerships, learning
from others, learning from experience, sustaining interaction, encourage efforts,
consulting, respecting autonomy, building shared goals, supporting reciprocity,
finding common purpose, helping people solve problems, nurturing mutual trust,
believing in others and giving them opportunities to perform as well as support them
(Jooste, Frantz, & Waggie, 2017; Juntrasook, 2013; Middlehurst, 2012). The
leadership for the environment of learning encircles the establishment of vision for
teaching and learning, communication of the direction and vision to all the
stakeholders in a way which encourage and motivate them to use their resources in an
alignment with the vision of the organization. It also includes the motivation and
inspiration of the stakeholders to involve and engage with the vision. Currently much
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of the focus of leadership development is generic, failing to attend to the particular
domains of learning (Juntrasook, 2013). A change in the culture is required for
promoting the recent values about the roles of leadership regarding the process of
education and the quality of learning environment. The cultural values making
relevant and fruitful adjustments for leadership will be evident in the human
deployment, structural and political changes in the higher education institutions
( Marshall et al., 2011).
An effective and efficient leadership at different levels of higher education
institutes is central to quality assurance and improved innovation. They create vision
and circumstances to realize and achieve that vision (Stace & Dunphy, 2001). The
institutional structure and systems highly demand and require institutionalizing
leadership ( O'toole, Pasternack, & Bennett, 2001). Leadership is directly concerned
with inspiration and motivation. It allows people to identify, realize and familiarize
with their greatness and talent. It is not about the demonstration of the greatness of the
leader. The best leaders are required to be empathetic and compassionate. They have
the self-knowledge and are able to identify and polish the potential of people working
around them. This helps to build the better organization and community.
Development of the human resource under the leadership of an organization is a
particular indicator about the growth in a faster way. Generally, the human resource is
left alone to learn the culture, develop the judgment and formulation of the
professional and social network. The effective leaders act as mentors and expand the
learning process of the organization. These leaders cultivate new ideas and grow the
organization by serving the customers in a better way ( O'toole et al., 2001). They
promote and encourage people to step forward and take the risks required for
innovation. Educational Leaders must extend their services, ask questions, and hang
up the snap judgments to others suggestions.
It is important to mention that the very important role of the effective leaders
is related to their communication skills. They have the capacity to deliver bad and
good news in an equally better way. It is the moral duty of any leader to speak the
truth. The educational leaders organize themselves in a way to communicate what
must be communicated. These leaders must have the capability not only to tell the
truth but to listen the truth from others as well. The best communicators remain in a
close relationship with the people and communicate about their thinking not about the
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script. The educational leaders communicate effectively and provide feedback to all
the stakeholders about the initiatives regarding improvement in the quality with the
help of newsletters and other social networks. Sarrico (2010) in a study found that the
effective leaders are motivators, celebrate the good results and reward people on good
performance. They are the builders of relationship and develop good partnership
between the academic and non-academic working of the university. These leaders are
also called developers as they develop policies for the academic and non-academic
staff and to support the students as well. They are innovators as well as they think, go
beyond, encourage and plan to involve the stakeholders in the process of decision
making.
Bolden et al. (2012b) concluded the importance of academic leadership roles
in acting as an inspirational source, support, guidance and providing direction. There
is a need to accommodate and place demands on educational leaders. It is also a
matter of concern that many staff members are reluctant to assume the academic
leadership roles (Whitchurch, 2012). Birnbaum (1992) in his study of academic
leadership described the roles that leaders should cherish to seek input, embrace
integrity, listen others and nurture a shared process.

Visionary,
Direction,Goals,
Motivator,
Innovator, Nuturer,
Artchitect
Collaborator,
Inspirational
Guide, Monitor
and Communicator

Delegator, Empowerment,
Supporter, Trustworthy,
Challanger, Role model,
Enable others to act,
Architect, Coach,
Facilitator and Advocate

Story teller, Designer,
Co-author, Risk taker,
Value promotor,
Problem solver and
Mentor

Academic roles

Figure 2.1. Summary of academic roles of educational leaders

Administrative Roles
According to Middlehurst & Elton (1992) administrative roles are related to
the healthy learning environment of the whole institution and with different staff of it.

27
Their practices are related to the range of activities and resources in it. They are also
concerned with finance and its physical plant, equipment and machinery. They
motivate and communicate with staff, try to create an appropriate working climate.
They put efforts to balance and integrate institution into a coherent whole. They
understand and make inferences about the external environment, external
representation and seek to influence on behalf of institutional interests and fund
raising. Administrative roles of leadership involve in the universities governance and
have administrative norms. Some researchers relate transformational leadership with
administrative roles because ethical considerations are very much emphasized in it as
they are good communicators (Van Wart, 2013a). Montez (2003) considered roles
essential for administrative perspectives of leadership which are incorporated,
relational, reliable, efficient, and provide direction or guidance. Administrative roles
of educational leaders are setting vision and goals, communicate and motivate
effectively, raise resources for universities and implement policies and procedures
(Kouzes & Posner, 2003; Shahmandi, Silong, Ismail, Samah, & Othman, 2011).
Winter (2009) also supported this point of view that administrative leadership roles
also demand to develop such vision which is acceptable by whole institution with the
involvement of all the staff in shaping the values giving institution a unique identity.
In this way they get more understanding of each other‘s values and institutional norms
and it is easy for them to fulfill universities goals and mission.
As discussed earlier that the roles of educational leaders are not clear so they
penetrate into other positions or levels of leadership also. For example, there are
confusions about the roles of managers and leaders because both are assigned the
same roles. Similarly educational leaders at different levels have also been assigned
the same roles (Harris & Harris, 2008; Yielder & Codling, 2004). They are facing
higher administrative workload with no or less incentives and future uncertainties
which raise the issues of quality. They have to deal with multiple organizational
problems which are of diverse nature. This diversity demands behavior modifications
and to build such roles that cope with the challenging learning environment (Kofman
& Senge, 1993). These differences and diversity is due to the differences of faculty
and disciplines and demand leadership not to treat all the same way. They must
understand all aspects of academic work to become a successful leaders ( Blackmore
& Blackwell, 2006). The educational leaders have to modify their roles because they
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have to connect with educational institutions, principles, practices, values and
educational needs of universities (Winter, 2009). Time allocation for administrative
leaders roles is also very important so that their time must not be spent on juggling
and they have proper time to perform tasks (Murphy & Curtis, 2013).
Universities have very demanding environment at one hand educational
leaders have to create knowledge and at other hand they have to publicize and spread
this knowledge. As well as they have to engage in academic roles also. The timings
for different faculty tiers are different and they face different challenges (Houston,
Meyer, & Paewai, 2006). HODs have to create a balance between different
requirements of administrative and academic roles. Deans have to do extensive fund
raising and spend most of their time in it. Houston et al. (2006) and Kalargyrou
(2011) researched and found that effective roles are creating vision, providing an
environment of trust, respect equity and fairness. Furthermore, involve everyone in
open communication, positive and encouraging climate and balancing of workloads to
engage faculty in research-oriented activities. Different trends and challenges in
universities are the indicator of the roles of educational leaders which are becoming
complex day by day (Ghosh, Haynes, & Kram, 2013).
The challenges they are facing are stress about budgetary concerns, lack of
resources and team work. The technology advancement imposed confusion about
choice of hierarchical, collaborative or market oriented structure (Van Wart, 2013b).
Their roles are more demanding and complex because their efficiency is related to big
picture. They have to provide internal and external guidance and directions. The main
element of administrative roles is about provision of services so they have to build
trust and vision. Data and information is the tool they take help from it and use it to
enhance capabilities to tackle with the administrative requirements (Wart, 2003).
Administrative leaders must inspire others in vision, role modeling,
confidence and activity. Some other roles are trustworthiness and recognize the
complexity and demands of their roles and duties (Van Wart, 2013b). Administrative
roles are daily duties that are especially related to the institutional policies and goals.
So it is very much required for educational leaders to create a balance between
teaching, research and administrative roles (Yielder & Codling, 2004). Due to more
interactions with stakeholders they have strong sense of values. They are providers of
tools and processes that facilitate interactions according to the needs and interest of
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others. Thus they allow trust, openness, collaborations, equity, respect, fairness and
safety in learning environments (Antunes & Franco, 2016). He further elaborated that
they are friendly and loyal, emotionally intelligent, promote sense of belonging.
Gibson & Pason (2003) further said that this aspect demand leaders to become the
cultivators of ethics and values thus exhibiting intellectual and emotional maturity.
They provide social benefits and rewards to help improve the quality of learning
environment. Aitken & Von Treuer (2014) also favored that they foster positive
learning environment to work. They are the creator of multidisciplinary teams and
deal effectively with difficult situations and issues.
Buck (2014) found that administrative roles demand educational leaders to
provide resources for promotions to faculty members to achieve success. They are
responsible for budgetary allocations and fund raising. These decisions are difficult
because they have to decide on their own the division of resources and mention its
purpose. They also make arrangements for the professional development of faculty
thus provides them opportunities to grow. Mentor and evaluate faculty regularly.
Allocate time for teaching, research and services. They are good problem solver
which arise from the interactions between faculty and student and vice versa,
schedules, policies, stakeholder concerns, government demands, donors and budgets
etc.
Another role mentioned by the author is to establish vision. In this way
educational leaders uplift and help people and guide them. They are the best coach
(Morris & Laipple, 2015). Kezar, Bertram Gallant, & Lester (2011) summarized the
administrative roles which are visionary. Educational leaders when work as
administrators raise awareness about curriculum and professional development. They
are mentors, relationship builder, empower others and network creator. They mobilize
people and gain resources and support through resources. They are the sustainer and
enabler for instilling the sense of responsibility in others to achieve quality learning
environments (Amar & Hlupic, 2016).
They are the keeper and wearer of the multiple insights and lenses to
understand the diversity and complex learning environments (Rantz, 2002).
Educational leaders act as the negotiator, good adviser and listeners, strategic and
broader view developers in people and engage and involve others effectively. They
are visible and actively engaged in learning environments. Further they are the
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motivators, give and take consultants and have expertise in effective communication
(Spendlove, 2007).
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Figure 2.2. Summary of the administrative roles of educational leaders

Quality Learning Environment; a New View of old Landscape of
Learning Environment
Recent Policy Initiatives for Quality Learning Environment
The review of the global higher education scenario confirms an extraordinary
interest in the quality (Abualrub, Karseth, & Stensaker, 2013; Krause, 2012).
Learning is the central business for all the universities (Lodge & Bonsanquet, 2014).
The core issue for all the human resource involved in higher education is related to
quality. Due to the fact that globally the higher education systems are pressed to
improve the effectiveness in different ways, it is most important to improve the
quality of learning environment ( Knight & Yorke, 2003). During this time of changes
in higher education quality of learning is considered as a central policy area. Similarly
competitiveness, dynamism and innovativeness are expected from teachers and
students (Mbabazi Bamwesiga, Fejes, & Dahlgren, 2013). The human resource
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present in the educational institutes must learn something and work for the quality in
learning taking place. However, the constituents of quality are still a debated issue.
The emerging picture of higher education suggests that there is an ongoing demand on
the educational system to find out purposeful way to improve the learning
environments and expand access to learning. The higher education should provide
opportunities to a larger segment of the society (Garrison & Archer, 2000; Kazmi,
2005). A research in Ireland highlighted that the government took new initiatives for
the improvement of the overall quality in higher education (Lane & Johnstone, 2013).
Thus bringing diversity in higher education institutions (Hazelkorn, 2014). It is
important to mention that quality learning environment is the key to handle the
complex and unpredictable world (Honey, 1999).
The policies of the government generally consider learning quality in a way
which can lead to the working and employment of the students (Fejes, 2010; Jacob &
Hellström, 2014). The global agenda for the provision of the quality learning
environment has created a pressures and stress for the institutes (Green, 1997). Few
researchers explain this contextual change as a factor to rethink about the culture and
structure of the organization. This is necessary for the internal change to assure and
improve the quality (Kezar, 2001). Writer further said that a variety of wellestablished factors are pushing the global leaders for intentional thinking about the
desired changes. This is required to respond to the changing environment and for the
improvement of the quality of the institutes. The universities are required to examine
the different ways for the quality and success in the postmodern era.
The policies related to quality must be oriented toward learning (Srikanthan &
Dalrymple, 2002). The institutes are accountable to ensure and assure the learning of
their students. The example of Australia can be presented where the federal
government has established a new agency to monitor and oversee the quality of the
higher education sector. This agency has extensive legislative powers and mandate
regarding the quality improvements (Bjorn Stensaker & Harvey, 2013). Similarly,
there is a renewed emphasis on higher education standards and accreditation in the
United States (Lodge &Bonsanquet, 2014). During the past decade (1996–2007) there
is a policy shift in the higher education sector focusing on the four important aspects
including academic standards and quality, privatization, autonomy and
standardization of curricula (Zajda & Zajda, 2007). This is a reality that the evaluation
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of the quality in learning and teaching is a very complex and difficult task (Bamber &
Anderson, 2012) but the research output of an institute is an indicator of the quality in
that organization (Shin, Toutkoushian, & Teichler, 2011).
The institutes must address the issue to cultivate the desire for learning in a
sustainable way. It is more important to develop an encouraging environment for the
lifelong learning. The establishment of the conditions required to improve the
capacity for learning need to understand the behaviors which are important for
autonomous and independent learning (Derrick, 2003). During the previous decade
the perspective regarding teaching and learning has been shifted in a correct way. The
emphasis and focus have been shifted toward the learner and the structure which
maintain and create the quality (Harrison, 2005). The quality is a commitment of the
institute to utilize its strengths at maximum level and develop highly regarded
research and education programs in different disciplines (Simon, 2010). Theoretically
the basic educational programs have been examined many times and different models
were proposed to improve the quality in the universities (Srikanthan & Dalrymple,
2002). The interactions of the learning environment with the individuals are
considered as the strong determinants of human behavior.
This means different conditions in the environment influence the process of
learning. There are many facets of the learning environment including behaviors of
the facilitator or teacher. The philosophy of learning establishes the design of
student‘s activities and material, the nature of the resources, facilities and equipment.
This includes the multiple interactions among teachers and students along with the
engagement and motivation of the students in the learning activities. Jointly all these
factors formulate the elements of learning environment related to the psychosocial
aspect and influence the learning of the students. Now a days there is an emergence of
new insights from observation and research creating a way to look into the learning
and teaching. Shah & Sid Nair (2013) research review concluded that the quality
arrangements were very complex, inefficient and fragmented. The framework of
quality is very much focused on the inputs, processes and outputs. These frameworks
do not give due importance to demonstrate and assuring the outcome standards. It is
worth mentioning that overlapping of different frameworks regulate and monitor the
accreditation and quality of the higher education institutions. The management
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approach of the corporate sector have also been adopted by the higher education
institutions to provide education (Giannakis & Bullivant, 2015).
Quality is still a loose concept which is poorly defined but fashionable and is
a favorite topic from the point of view research of all educational institutes (Bjørn
Stensaker, 2007). It provides a script for action (Blanco-Ramirez, 2015). The
conceptions of quality remain complex and intricate (Kleijnen, Dolmans, Willems, &
Hout, 2013). The vague definition of the expectations from different stakeholders and
different ways to assess the quality means that it has different meanings for different
persons (Udam & Heidmets, 2013). Quality is context related which means it is
different in different contexts (Pham, Starkey, & Dalrymple, 2016). It is attached to
the contextual factors including learning, teaching, program design, intake of students
and assessment methods (Elassy, 2015). The concept of quality has been applied to
various organizations like companies, hospitals and universities (Elassy, 2015). It is
considered as a complex, contradictory concept and a set of interlinked processes (
Blackmore, 2004). There is an overflowing demand for the quality of higher
education with greater certainty. This certainty is required in terms of outcomes,
national standards, programs and educational institutions. The quality and the
facilities of research provided by the universities is an area of research interest by the
public (Marginson, 2004). Higher education quality is explained and made clear by
different stakeholders. These entities try to defend their stake in the sector and
respond to the changing policies of higher education (Pitman, 2014). Quality is
presented as a complex, competed and multi-dimensional approach with different
meanings.
The landscape of international higher education corroborates a growing
interest in quality. The quality conversation include the functions of higher education
from learning and teaching to research (Harvey, 2005; Krause, 2012). Research by
different researchers suggested that concept of quality in higher education is the major
discussion as higher education became increasingly interconnected and more
coordinated across national boundaries (Blanco-Ramirez, 2015; Bjorn Stensaker &
Harvey, 2013). It is highlighted by a researcher that a relatively new concept for
China‘s higher education is quality. It has been widely questioned by various
stakeholders, including academics, parents and employers currently in China. With
this contextual approach the higher education in China is now required to shift its
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priority from the expansion in quantity to the enhancement of quality. The universities
and colleges must take serious measures to improve and ensure their overall quality
(Lucas, 2000;Bjorn Stensaker & Harvey, 2011;Yin, Lu, & Wang, 2014). Elassy
(2015) concluded in his research the problems in the uniform definition of quality. He
described that a conflict exists between the perception of students and academicians
regarding the quality in universities. The perception of students about quality includes
performance of teachers, learning and teaching. On the other hand, views of teachers
about quality include burden, impression management, tokenism, ritualism, discipline
and technology, lack of mutual trust, frontline staff resistance, and constraints of
teamwork. He found that the relationship between quality assurance and quality
enhancement is poorly understood. It requires the explanation of both the concepts as
an ongoing process in the higher educational institutions. Quality is a concept with
many dimensions (Adult et al., 2013) for which educational leaders have an important
role to create and promote conditions for the occurrence of quality education. The
global competition represent quality as the only factor for differentiation (Al Kuwaiti
& Subbarayalu, 2015; Bjørn Stensaker, 2007). The governments in Asia have
increased the size of their sectors of tertiary education with the help of both public
and private provision and the mobility of students stimulation in the region (Hou,
2014).

Quality Learning Environment
The teacher-centred model of education has been shifted to a learner-centred
and learning based model (Tam, 2014). Now a day there is a growing emphasis on
learning to learn and on an education that emphasises lifelong learning. This is
required to meet the knowledge needs of workers and lifelong learners in the
information age ( O'toole, 2008). It is very important for the universities to focus on
the environment of learning which sustains, motivates and enhance the learning
process (Huang, 2012; Smith & Apple). The growth and creation of educational
setting helps the faculty to engage meaningfully with students. It is important to
differentiate between the efforts to establish a learning environment from the
requirement for assessment, curriculum design and facilitation. The use of welldefined principles and important skills and a clear methodology can help to set up the
quality learning situation. The process of setting up a quality learning situation can be
simplified by employing a clear methodology and use a set of well-defined principles
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and key skills. This environment is complex and must be sustained through the
procedures for assessment and methodologies to improve learning. Different
researches highlighted the combined use of physical aspects, social processes,
learning tools and the assessment methodologies to create a quality learning
environment (Lodge & Bonsanquet, 2014; Smith & Apple). Haworth & Conrad
(1997) emphasized that learning quality is the major purpose of higher education and
concluded few conditions contributing to quality learning environments. Marton &
Bowden (1998) also found some other conditions that facilitate quality of learning
environment. Tierney (1998) in a study explored aspects necessary for quality
learning environments. Pascarella, Wolniak, Seifert, Cruce, & Blaich (2005)
highlighted that supportive institutional conditions and good teaching increase the
quality of educational institutions. The employers, students, communities and
economies are more concerned for the quality learning environment (Allais, 2012;
Noaman et al., 2015). According to Broek & Hake (2012) learning environments are
not dependent only on the learners characteristics, but on the particular contexts
where environments to be developed. Broek & Hake (2012) said that components for
effective learning environments include; extensive and high-quality provision of
online courses, high degree of flexibility in provision and educational programs of
higher education and blended learning. It also includes the articulation of higher
education provision, availability of (financial) support for adults participating in
higher education, and institutions with employers and the world of work (Little, 2015;
Shah & Jarzabkowski, 2013; Tam, 2001).
The results of some researchers represent that learning environment quality in
higher education includes questions to nurture the civic values that university students
and staff can work out. This is required to play a complete role in local explanation of
citizenship and for the provision of employable, trained and skilled graduates. From
this viewpoint, learning in higher education require new directions to re-conceptualize
the learning models (Brown, 2011; Murphy & Brown, 2012). Cunningham (2006)
concluded in his research is that class room is not the only place for learning but
mostly it occurs outside the controlled classrooms. Author further described to realize
that learning is not just about knowledge, it is about insights, beliefs, skills, values,
habits, attitudes, wisdom, feelings, self-awareness and shared understanding.
Abualrub et al. (2013) and (Abualrub, 2014) found that there is less emphasis of
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researches to define learning environments. Researcher concluded that the learning
environments are the instruments for managing the challenges of quality. Writer
described that in the available literature three different lenses are used to research
about these environments i.e. learning environment as pedagogical setting, as a
networking activity and as an organizational responsibility. Contributor also
concluded that leaders and administrators are not outstanding in studies about learning
environments. Learning environments are the social, psychological and pedagogical
contexts (Frasers, 1998). Jonassen and Land (2012) added that technological and
pedagogical fundamentals are the hub for learning. Warger et al. (2009) explained
wide range of features that influence learning comprises of people, technology,
culture, evaluation. Stukalina (2010) categorized these environments as technological,
physical, instructional, psychological and executive. Researcher named these
environments as academic environments supporting self-fulfillment and learning. The
site of flexibility, nurturing sensitivity, adaptability and responsiveness is the quality
learning environment. Day (2009) concluded that quality learning environments are
the sites of nurturing sensitivity, flexibility, adaptability and responsiveness. Brennen
and Shah (2000) researched that learning environments consist of all programs,
policies, procedures supporting and enhancing the process of learning. They proved
that escalating the quality of learning environments result in augmented individual
developments, skills of problem solving, social and interpersonal developments of the
learner. It is documented that now higher education is the industry of knowledge;
needing cooperative, innovative, transformative and collaborative learning. Kember
(2009) observed learning environments as the most considerable tools for learning.
Author further suggest in her research an instructional leadership model for quality
learning environments which support and develop people in learning and the learning
environment. Dunleavy & Milton (2010) also supported this argument that by
engaging and involving people; socio-emotionally, intellectually and institutionally
can improve their learning environment.

Conditions essential for Quality Learning Environment
Psychological/Emotional Learning Environment
The function of psychological environment encourages the learners to be
innovative and risk taken Crowther & Wellhousen (2003). They identified the right of
each learner, as comfortable, encouraging and respecting for norms and values.
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Combined ventures are required for the mobilization of resources, getting grants, and
to develop partnerships and collaboration. It is also believed that funds allow progress
in the quality of faculty and staff, maximizing student teacher student ratio,
improvement in research capability and resources. The subsequent characteristics will
become vital parts of university learning: promoting elasticity, flexibility,
empowerment and adaptability (Mbabazi Bamwesiga et al., 2013). According to
Haworth & Conrad (1997) these are risk taking environments collaborative and
networked in nature (Marton & Bowden, 1998). Brown (2011) and Tierney (1998)
concluded in a study that quality of the learning environment is based on partnerships
and communication particularly with social communities, joint ventures across
academic units and between institutions and partnerships with government.
Universities are looking for ways to assist collaboration to boost classes, research,
alumni relationships, foreign exchanges and private sector partnerships. Different
venues have emerged to make cooperation easier and more accessible. Meeting places
are for collaboration solutions that help improve productivity and decrease lack of
communication (Wilen-Daugenti & McKee, 2008). The value of a higher education
system is improved if it is well associated with the society and is linked globally in
research and education. Unfortunately, limited numbers of countries have the
relevant data in these areas (Williams et al., 2013). Other necessities for quality of
psychological environment are: increased partnerships and collaboration between
different types of providers to offer combined degrees; offshore partnership delivery;
increased investment in offering degrees and fast track education delivery (Shah &
Sid Nair, 2013).
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Figure 2.3. Summary of the psychological/emotional learning environment
Sociological/ Cultural Learning Environment
Social situation improves the quality of learning because all types of learning
take place within the social sphere (Zandvliet, 2012). Researcher stated the different
elements of learning environments including the institutional autonomy, innovative
ways and academic freedom. Writer argued greater cohesion, cooperation and
participation developed due to transparency and accountability, benefit, mutual trust
and respect. Dunleavy, Milton, & Crawford (2010) established that the social and
cultural environments encourage collaboration between teachers and students, peers
with national and international community. Gourneau (2005) described that these
environments have sympathy, acceptance of diversity, shared responsibility and
creativity and risk taking. Another author stated that policies, values, engagements,
participation, open and honest conversation help shape these learning environments.
All the institutions have a predominant culture which represents the quality and means
of life within the institution and the conduct of the institution itself. The culture of the
institutes is best understood as multiple and complex (Papageorgi et al., 2010).
Karolich & Ford (2013) concluded in a study that there is a cultural shift in the
intellectual academic students, staff and teachers due to quality because it penetrates
into their daily practices. Quality is about ethical relationships and commitment to
perform the best possible working within the frame work of the provided environment
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(Blackmore, 2004). The universities having quality projects are the places of
knowledge production and intellectuals‘ habitat. This culture can be defined as the
values, beliefs and characteristics of the communities in which students are residing.
It also includes the shared characteristics that may cut across racial and ethnic lines.
Thus, the characteristics, values and beliefs compose the culture of an institute. This
culture is presented in the admission policies, academic schedules, curriculum,
quantity and quality of the student services. It is also represented by the institutional
belief regarding the diverse students‘ body, versatile faculty and priorities regarding
research (Bliss & Sandiford, 2010).
Haworth & Conrad (1997) further described that quality learning
environments are diverse and engage participants: students, faculty, and leaders.
These environments are the community of learners in which integrative learning,
critical dialogue, co-operative peer learning, mentoring, and out of class activities are
performed. The learning environments create the teams having communication, open
dialogue and collective consciousness of what is complementary and what is common
(DePaula et al., 2001; Marton & Bowden, 1998). Tierney (1998) described that
quality relationships are mutual and based on equality. Kember & Leung (2009)
researched and developed a model of the quality learning environment. This model
represent that teacher–student relationship, teaching and student–student relationship
are the most important factors for the quality of learning environment. HaaralaMuhonen, Ruohoniemi, Katajavuori, & Lindblom-Ylänne (2011) found that
communication among students is important for quality. Similarly, interactions
between teachers and student are a missing element regarding quality learning
environment. It is the requirement and demand of these environments that excellent
interactions and communication with faculty should be ensured (Pascarella et al.,
2005). It is the responsibility of the educational leaders to develop and maintain such
a culture in the institution where faculty and department, teaching and learning
activities are highly valued, properly rewarded and prioritized. Pearson et al. (2004)
and Shaw & Ramsden (2009) described that collaborative team work is the
characteristic of these cultures. It is also recommended by experts to re-evaluate
universities so that they can independently design their own accountability practices
and measures to renew the institutions. In this way they will be more protective of
their learning values, quality and sustain the image of the community of learners
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instead of looking like the places of social gathering where some function is going on
(Cribb & Gewirtz, 2013).
The regulations in the European countries about the university quality systems
were planned in a narrow way. These regulations focused quality control but
generally not concerned the quality cultures (Szkudlarek & Stankiewicz, 2014). Most
effective learning occurs in the environment where proper consideration among the
physical, emotional, intellectual, and social domains is ensured. The influencing
factors of learning include interpersonal relations, social interactions and
communication with others (Karolich & Ford, 2013). Communication, collaboration,
teamwork, mutual respect and collegiality is the heart of these environments
promoting creativity and innovation which is very helpful to fulfill the objective of
quality learning environment (Moore & Diamond, 2000). Discourses of learning in
higher education not only describe or represent reality between scholars and
practitioners who construct and organize it. Learning comes from inter related
experiences which address the intellectual, academic and social agendas. The values
are clearly expressed as a part of the student experiences. These can be a part of the
university programs which are in line with the employability and interests of the
stakeholders. Quality sociological environments locate failures, crises and difficulties
within the relationships that the student establishes with tutors, peers and the
institution (Murphy & Brown, 2012). Learning helpfully with peers, sharing the ideas
in public forums and being prepared to participate in community-based projects
(Macfarlane, 2015). It produces a learning culture which not only depends on welleducated, well-understood individual academics, but on a community of academics
working together to generate a student-centered culture. A sound leadership is
required to do this task (Quinlan, 2014). It is important to develop the institution,
faculty and culture of the departments where teaching and learning are appreciated,
rewarded, valued developed and prioritized (Pearson & Trevitt, 2004). Lizzio,
Wilson, & Simons (2002) argued that encouraging perceptions of the teaching and
learning environment influence directly achievement in the academics and qualitative
learning outcomes. It also produces the students who perceive their learning
environments for the achievement of good teaching. Learning environments should be
motivating, inspiring and facilitating the academic, professional and personal
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development. This environment foster a supportive community of learning and allow
the development and quest of personal interests (Papageorgi et al., 2010).
The available strategies in the universities of Taiwan include promotion of the
faculty–student interaction, provision of the greater support for students‘ emotional
development. These strategies also help to construct more useful language learning
mechanisms. It also suggests that there is a requirement for increasing students‘
general satisfaction with the universities (Huang, 2012). The higher education values
the quality of learning environment composed of; plurality, inclusivity, justice, equity,
accountability and responsibility. The quality learning environment can make sound
judgments in their communities. Quality education should test the abilities for
reasoning, serve humanity, character and produce critical and responsible learners. It
cultivates a fair view of collectivity and individuality in people and work for the
improvement of situations and solutions to the problems (Maila & Awino, 2008).
Different researchers discussed the loneliness experienced by them. They also
explained the solution for this isolation in the form of setting up of new networks,
particularly with other chairs to overcome their isolation (DeZure et al., 2014). The
skills of people have been cited most frequently. Communication skills including
listening, speaking and writing have also been considered by different respondents
(DeZure et al., 2014). In this way a campus culture of continuous learning has been
developed (Wolfe, 2015). The innovative structures are also favorable to a higher
level of mutual learning, collaboration, and respect among the faculty and students.
These structures support collaboration between faculty and students resulting in an
enhancement of team work design sharing responsibility for teaching and learning etc
(Wolfe, 2015). For the ownership of this new structure the staff and faculty should
sense it as an investment in the development (Wolfe, 2015). The quality improvement
need understanding of the teachers about the desires of students, attention to their
requirements along with guidance and support (Kleijnen et al., 2013;
Teeroovengadum, Kamalanabhan, & Seebaluck, 2016). Leaders are the motivating
forces behind creating a positive culture, modeling standards promoting student
success and achievement in their learning communities. The role of leader is the key
to the quality and enhancement of the student learning. This role is also significant in
the management of the practical and emotional difficulties of staff and students
(Cahill et al., 2015).
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Figure 2.4. Summary of sociological/cultural learning environment
Physical Learning Environment
Kärnä & Julin (2015) found that the physical environment of the universities
includes campuses as explained that accessible and easy campus has great impact on
the learning of students. These campuses must be located in the reach of students.
These environments provide the accessible facilities for all including different
elements like air quality, temperature, noise, lightening color and design (Strange &
Banning, 2001).Ventilation, odor, safety, appearance of buildings and grounds append
quality to these environments (Teeroovengadum et al., 2016). Keppell, Souter, &
Riddle (2011) described the places in which learning is migrated inside and outside
classrooms. McLaughlin & Faulkner (2012) and Temple (2008) in a research proved
that active learning of student often occurs outside the classroom in an informal space.
These learning spaces should be flexible and collaborative for individuals and groups.
These places must combine the physical, social and virtual spaces and places which
are versatile and interactive allowing interaction and collaboration between staff and
students. The physical environments accomplish different types of learning activities
and practices. Adequate classrooms and lecture halls with calm spaces are also
highlighted in different researches (Teeroovengadum et al., 2016). McLaughlin &
Faulkner (2012) and Rytkönen & Nenonen (2014) explained that ventilation, lighting,
heating, air conditioning , and acoustic systems effect the educational outcome of the
students. The design of classrooms, audio visual/information technology equipment,
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cleaning and maintenance has a major effect on the students‘ educational outcome. He
further explained that the design of building, layout, building fittings and decoration
create a positive image of the universities. The plants have not only indirect influence
on quality of learning environment but also develop a positive healthy environment of
the universities.
The important elements for the enhancement of quality in learning also
include the facilities of IT, library, text books, learning equipment, laboratories and
available technology services (Douglas, Douglas, & Barnes, 2006; Price, Matzdorf,
Smith, & Agahi, 2003). Ashraf, Osman, & Ratan (2016) described that the classroom
facilities are very important because these facilities are among the parts of the whole
atmosphere of learning. It also includes the modern teaching aids, neat and clean
adequate space according to class-size and a temperature controlled environment.
Kärnä & Julin (2015) emphasized that quality and quantity of equipment and
facilities, such as workshops, laboratories, libraries, computers and information
systems, play a key role in learning and teaching processes. Other services also
include sports, accommodation cafeteria and canteen. The quality has been
compromised with the expansion of the private sector universities. This is due to the
reason that the private campuses are generally rented spaces and the library, sports,
canteen, recreational facilities and building infrastructure is generally limited. The
computer laboratory with high-speed internet access and the system of transport are
all lacking. The physical facilities are not equal to growth rate and expansion of the
universities resulting in the over stretching of the physical resources which affect the
quality of learning environment. It creates overcrowding in lecture theatres,
workshops, laboratories, libraries and boarding facilities (Keppell et al., 2011;
Vidalakis, Sun, & Papa, 2013).
Teaching is a central part of all services at the universities. Factors which are
related with the teaching services have strong impact on quality of the learning
environment (Kärnä & Julin, 2015). It is concluded in the researches of different
public and private universities that the faculties with high enrolment of students result
in same lecture repetition by the teachers to different groups of students. It is due to
the fact that the lecture theaters are inadequate, laboratory spaces are short and the
maintenance of equipment is very poor. The routine replacement and upgrading of
equipment and teaching tools such as white board, marker etc reagents and other
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consumable supplies is not normally carried out (Teeroovengadum et al., 2016).
Similarly, the libraries of these universities have less capacity for the required books.
Most of these libraries are too old, and cannot pay for the contribution of the national
and international current journals and other scholarly articles. The availability of the
reference material is much less than required. Occasionally books are donated to the
universities by the donor agencies but most of these donations are of very limited
value because they do not meet the demands of the students. Study materials with this
sad situation have different consequences. Number one is the increasing focus on the
lectures which are the main source of knowledge. The second is the absence of the
latest published scholarly articles in different departments. There is a serious decline
in the quality of postgraduate research through the teaching staff of the universities
develops (Sifuna, 2010).
The adoption of the semester system has resulted in a problem in the form of
inefficient utilization of time. A loss of 4 weeks in a semester means 12 weeks,
equivalent to a whole semester in an academic session (Sifuna, 2010). The high
population of students take supplementary examinations along with the poor quality
of examination answers and the poor remuneration to lecturers all imply low quality
of education (Sifuna, 2010). Different universities visualize technology as a major
asset which help to develop an intellectually and academically vibrant campus of
quality which attract the best students and faculty (Den Heijer, 2011). It consists of
wikis, blogs, online video repository, websites, you tube, big think and I Tunes. The
arrival of smart phones, such as the iPhone, and other sharp devices has also increased
the learning process. It has created new ways for the delivery of content, video
expansion online and podcasting (Wells, 1998; Wilen-Daugenti & McKee, 2008).
Higher education institutions are funded for teaching and research from persons,
governments and corporations. Government funding is also provided to improve the
quality of educational resources and facilities (Williams et al., 2013). A significant
challenge represented now a day is the concerns of quality about the existing material,
development of new materials and assessment (Murphy, 2013).The necessary
strategies could include enriching educational resources and providing stronger
support for student services (Huang, 2012). Ashraf et al. (2016) proved the major
dimensions of educational quality include the administrative services, credentials of
faculty, library services, photocopy and printing facility. Adequate cafeteria and food
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quality, recreational infrastructure, general faculties, career prospects and financial
aids are also included. Teeroovengadum et al. (2016) said that the blocks of the
academic excellence sustainability are composed of the limitation and constrains of
the budget and an inability to raise tuition and fees (Phusavat, Ketsarapong, Ooi, &
Shyu, 2012).
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Figure 2.5. Summary of the physical learning environment

Selected Parameters for Quality Learning Environment
Widely it is agreed and accepted that education is not a product rather it is a
process (Schofield, Cotton, Gresty, Kneale, & Winter, 2013). The concept of
educational quality is rather vague, ambiguous, unclear and complex. It is a consensus
around the proposal that public and private universities should aim to have high
quality in their learning environments but it is much difficult to identify; actually what
is the quality and how we can measure it. Harvey & Green (1993) explained the
quality as a `relative concept‘. It is related to the stakeholders in higher education.
Higher education has a variety of stakeholders including employers, students,
teaching and non-teaching staff, funding agencies and government. It also includes
the accreditations bodies, validating agencies, assessors, auditors, and professional
bodies. These stakeholders have a different view point about the quality as they use to
recognize quality according to their personal interest in higher education. As an
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example, the dedicated scholar will improve the quality of higher education with its
ability to generate people with commitment and high intelligence regarding learning.
It will continue the process of transmission and advancement of knowledge. The
quality system in the view of the governments is one which develops skilled
scientists, architects, engineers, doctors according to the numbers required by society.
An industrialist may recognize high quality educational institution by the number of
graduates with wide-ranging, flexible minds, enthusiastically able to acquire skills,
and adapt to new methods and needs. All of the views present a solid expectation of
higher education and its quality. The measurements required and the application of
standards will definitely be different for each of these ideas of quality (Noaman,
Ragab, Madbouly, Khedra, & Fayoumi, 2017).
Higher education institutions in Europe, the United Kingdom, and Australia
insist more measures for the assurance of quality and expect modification of the
recent trend. One reason for the encouragement of this transformation is the desire to
increase the productivity by a well-educated workforce (Noaman et al., 2017). They
established that different countries, including the United States recognize that it is
difficult for the higher education environment of universities and staff to uphold the
values of high-quality research. It also includes the difficulty in scholarship and
teaching practices in view of the global change and competition. Unfortunately, the
meaning of quality for different people is different. The perception of different
stakeholders requiring quality outcomes in a different way is a delaying factor for
change. This delay also complicates the process of quality assessment. In conclusion
only, the government cannot improve the educational quality. It must be
acknowledged that the existing higher education environment is following the quality
assurance and measurement procedures influenced by the external determinants (
Marshall et al., 2011). The benchmark systems such as the ISO 9000 and Singapore
Quality Award (SQA) have been adopted by many institutions. The growth of a
nation depends on the education so there is a need for the increased investment in
education and quality procedures (Neubauer & Hawkins, 2011; Council for Higher
Education Accreditation, 2018). This has become a stable feature of the higher
education landscape to develop, maintain and sustain quality in all aspects of higher
education. Mobility across higher education institutions occur only when we give
quality education. Now a day a comprehensive mechanisms are required to maintain
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and sustain quality in higher education (Collins, 2013). This need an urgent attention
for the establishment and gradual implementation of standards to provide the full
range of inputs for teaching and research (Sifuna, 2010).
In the past decade different countries, including the UK, the USA and
Australia, have developed new policy instruments to evaluate the academic quality in
higher education institutions ( Lee, Huang, & Zhong, 2012). This has also been done
to refocus the actual improvement of teaching and learning including the need to
rebalance regulation for accountability and quality enhancement of learning
environment. There is also a need to link quality evaluation more clearly to learning.
It is also required to prioritize improvement of the student learning experience as the
main goal so that learning environment quality can be improved. There is a need for
more reflection and research-based evidence to evaluate quality (Harvey & Newton,
2004). The pressures on the academic leaders from local and global markets are
significant. It is expected that the ranking, accreditation and partnerships of local,
national and global agencies will be incorporated in the future higher education
institutions having adequate resources. This will improve the quality by the expansion
of the indicators (Blanco Ramírez, 2015). Elassy (2015) and Ezer & Horin (2013)
stressing that the core to all the academic works and activities is the quality. The
researcher concluded that there are three different approaches which are being used
globally for the assessment of quality. The accreditation of programs by the
professional approach is based on setting the defined criteria to find out the academic
quality prerequisites including allocation of budget and academic accreditation.
Another approach, the external quality monitoring depends upon an experts
committee which conducts evaluation processes for the assessment of the quality of
programs on the subject level. This committee consists of the experts outside the
institution.
The academic audit approach is based upon a combination of evaluation
processes based on the internal reports and stakeholders‘ reports. This auditing
assesses the educational processes quality and conclude whether the activities vital to
produce, assure and regularly improve quality are being carried out. Now the focus of
quality of learning environment is on development of curriculum, the audits of
learning resources and organization of the curriculum. It also include the student
progress, achievement, student support teaching learning and assessment (Blackmore,
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2004; Strydom, Basson & Mentz, 2012). Sandmaung & Ba Khang (2013) described
that some institutions focus on the measurement of philosophy, mission, objectives
and implementation plan. This also includes student development activities; teaching
and learning and research. Academic services to the community, preservation of arts
and culture administration and management; finance and budgeting; and system and
mechanism for quality are also included. Details of the selected parameters or
measures of quality for the current study are discussed here which are as follows;
Mandate
A variety of roles are being played in the society by the educational
institutions especially the universities. These roles are authorized by law and
regulations (Harnad, 2008). The Education and Training Quality Assurance Agency
(ETQAA) Ethiopia assumes student recruitment, admission and placement scheme as
the mandate of the universities (Kahsay, 2012).
Vision
It is important to mention that without a unifying voice in the form of vision
which is an important component of quality, a group cannot perform collective action
for quality ( Ashraf et al., 2016). Determining vision and providing a space for human
resource to unite and move towards the goals are very much required. In this way a
shared vision and objective for quality is created in the universities. The vision is a
uniting force for the people to attain a common purpose and direction. The process of
universities is influenced by a clear vision of quality ( Alzamil, 2014). Universities
establish clear goals and keep those goals in front of everyone‘s attention. Coming to
share visions is a collective and powerful mechanism in the first step towards quality
change for learning environments.
The establishment of clear goals and sharing these goals to everyone
concerned is very important. The initial step for the change in the quality of learning
environment is a powerful and collective mechanism to share the vision. Establishing
a direction or vision for learning environment quality contains sense of purpose,
principles, values, strategies, outcomes to be associated with learning programs and
processes. The vision communication and alignment of different stakeholders
including students, staff and others is very important. This communication and
alignment help to match the strategies and resources required. It also enables,
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motivate and inspire the students, staff and other stakeholders to participate and
contribute to the comprehension of the vision. The comprehensive and precise picture
of vision is mandatory for the educational leadership. This leadership builds up a
vision and ensures the alignment of quality standards with this vision (Lawson, 2014).
It is mandatory for these leaders to have a clear vision and capacity for the students
and faculty support. A limited number of researchers have studied the work of leaders
for the development of a shared vision in an institution. There is a dire need to
investigate the roles of educational leaders in developing a vision that contribute to
quality ( Kezar et al., 2006).
The available recent studies represent vision in combination with the mission,
goals, and values of educational institutions. According to the author vision is an
effort in the form of mental model defined by leaders at different levels in
universities which is helpful to understand the learning environment and guide action
accordingly (Kantabutra, 2010; Kantabutra & Hickman, 2010). Different researchers
found that vision must have clarity and its impact on the processes of the universities
(Alzamil, 2014).
Mission
Fairhurst (1993) described mission as the purpose, ideology and culture.
Swales & Rogers (1995) mentioned it as the uniqueness. Wright (2002) narrated
mission as the future insight. Mission integrates the objectives of stakeholders (Berg,
Csikszentmihalyi, & Nakamura, 2003). Every educational institution has its own
mission statement which is the cause of the institution (Moore & Diamond, 2000).
Atria (2004) and Kosmützky (2012) researched that the tools used for the
development and planning of organization by the university leaders are mission
statements. These statements define the purposes, scope, goals and objectives. The
mission statements are the basis of the processes for the approval of private
universities and also extensively used for internal governance of the university. The
researcher further described the mission as concrete self-descriptor statement
providing a specific description and recognition of the particular university, both
externally and internally. Self-descriptions are also considered as shared ideas of the
members of educational institutions. The mission statements of universities
demonstrate two views. First is the real view about the description of tasks, goals and
objectives, provision of research facilities, teaching and professional development of
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the university members. It refers to the description of young researchers‘ promotion,
contribution to the social growth of the learners, training of the staff members and
compatibility of the academic and family issues. It also considers the disabilities
related requirements of the members and promote the global cooperation for the
exchange and transfer of knowledge and technology. The statements of mission also
cater the public responsibility, social accountability and service related matters for the
community. The second view point is termed as the fictional side. The view
represents the individual features, appearance and specifications of the university. It
also includes the image building of the university as a networking, collaborating,
facilitating and entrepreneurial organization at national and global level.
Another researcher Atria (2004) found that there is a variation in the mission
of different universities according to the type of university. The traditional
universities present a scenario of excellence in academics whereas the emerging new
institutions show their mission for a short time period and generally avoid long term
commitments. Similarly, the mission of the self-centered intuitions is represented as a
distinctive set of academic norms, culture and practices along with the corporate
philosophy defining the factual strength of the institution. The researcher explains that
there are two dimensions of the educational institutions. First are the previous
achievements including the traditions, culture and alignment of these factors to the
challenges of future. The second aspect is related to the context of mission which
describes the internal and external learning environment of the universities. It has also
been observed that universities define mission in different ways. The core
administrative setup takes legal mission statement in a different way from the
statement available on the official webpage. On the other hand a different mission
statement is used by the departments (Firmin & Gilson, 2009). The failure in the
consistency and integration result in a more complex situation. If the mission is one
sided and polarized the diverse role of the institution will not be entertained. This will
block the different views and perceptions which must exist in the academic
community (Baghurst, Tapps, & Kensinger, 2015). Effective mission statements
affect all processes in universities (Yob et al., 2016).
Goals
Goals have an important place in improving quality of educational processes.
These are end results and broader in scope. They provide focus to the relevant
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activities and keep away the irrelevant activities. We can say that these are end results
which are quantified and measured. They are achieved after approximately ten to
twelve years. Vision is written in the form of goals which are agreeable and data
driven. In simpler forms these are expectations, practices and results (Baghurst,
Tapps, & Kensinger, 2015).
Objectives
Objectives should be realistic, specific, and achievable. These should be
measurable and inculcate the required competencies and skills in students. These are
time bound and narrow in scope but statements are longer and composed of more
descriptions. They are indirectly related to mission to guide the teachers for short term
(Redondo Duarte, Learreta Ramos, Ruiz Rosillo, Alperstedt, & Hazé, 2016).
Assessment
Assessment is another aspect which contributes to the quality of learning
environment a lot. The performance of students is associated with , individual and
formal assessments proceeding to the award of a degree (Macfarlane, 2015). The
learning approaches of the students can effectively be changed with the help of the
adjustment of the criteria for assessment. These approaches can also be altered with a
change of academic atmosphere, promotion of students teacher relationship,
evaluating courses and implementation of the innovative teaching strategies ( Lee,
Makara, Fishman, & Hong, 2015). It is also documented that multiplicity of
assessment tools, use of assessment rules and regulations have been followed in
universities. Similarly the results have been produced and analyzed with timely
feedback for students (Alzamil, 2014).
He further said that assessment quality is relying on the goals for assessment.
These procedures evaluate the goals completely and help in making curriculum more
innovative and coherent (Bejan et al., 2015). The assessment procedures clearly
articulate the learning outcomes in the values, attitudes and behaviors of the students
(Shephard, 2008). Quality learning environment procedures encourage the selfassessment and reflections. Assessment is the great motivation and encouragement for
students to learn and achieve quality learning experiences (Boud & Falchikov, 2007).
Researches proved that formative and shared assessment types contribute more to
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achieve quality learning and better results (López-Pastor, Pintor, Muros, & Webb,
2013).
Research
Data is a basic requirement for all the stakeholders to make informed decisions
about the quality of learning environments of universities. This valid information can
only be obtained through research-based activities. Research is the major vehicle for
the creation of knowledge (Bourner, 1996). The publications and their impact factor
are a measurement of the performance in research. On the other hand, the stock of the
researchers and graduates is an indicator of the training and education at national
level. The quality of the national higher education institutions is dependent on the
training, teaching and research activities. Similarly the set of national standards and
facilities of knowledge transfer based on research that determine the quality of best
universities (Williams et al., 2013). Deep understanding of the research dynamics in
higher education must be understood as this can reflect the risks related to quality of
research to formulate the future research themes. It also represents the dynamics of
research landscape in higher education (Middlehurst, 2014). Research is the
foundation for the evidence based practices and include the research learning process
(Deem & Lucas, 2006). He concluded that the research focusing on the changing
landscape of higher education and assessment of the impact and implications will be
for the top level.
The quality research is the only indicator for the differentiation of a university
from its competitors (Ponnuswamy & Manohar, 2016). Jacob & Hellström (2014)
described that the universities are competating with other educational institutions on
the basis of performance about the research and the quality of the publications. The
departments and faculty members are also compared on research basis. The quality of
research is also improved by the system of peer review based evaluation. The
organizarion of the research activities should be managed in such a way that it is an
integral part of the policy agenda (Sirat & Azman, 2014). The centers of research in
the universities and institutions have been increased tremendously both in public and
private organization. On the other hand a substantial evidence about the
transformation of an academic based research to practical and more operational
research in a vast majority of higher education research institutes and centers ( Huang,
2014). Healey & Jenkins (2009) summarized four major ways towards quality
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research and inquisition. These are learning about current research in the discipline,
developing research skills and techniques, undertaking research and inquiry and
engaging in research discussions. The research-based universities could focus on
creating new knowledge and innovation which is globally competitive and can
achieve the quality agenda by the promotion of independent and innovative thinking
(Coombe, 2015).
Different crucial points regarding research include its potential, outputs,
propagation, and utilization. There are different factors required for the improvement
of productivity in research among the faculty members. These factors include time,
trust in research endeavor, involvement of the faculty and positive group climate. It
also includes the working conditions, organizational communication, research policy
decentralization, research funding, and clear policy of the institutes for the benefits
and incentives of research. The universities should encourage and motivate their
faculty and staff members to present research in conferences, academic forums and
seminars. It is also worth working to establish a fund for the dissemination of
research. The database of research in the universities should also be established. It
will help to identify the gaps in knowledge and potential areas for research especially
still needed to be explored. The collaborations for research among different research
organizations should also be promoted and encouraged. Rewards, incentives and
facilitation in the academic roles of the faculty involved in research should be
ensured. Similarly it is very important to support the logistics of research along with
the proper recognition of the quality research projects (Quimbo & Sulabo, 2014).
It is direly needed that the investment on research for the development of the
required strategies and technologies should be increased. Harnad ( 2008) further
explained that quality of research in the coming days will not only depend on the
write up, and publication of research but this write-up has to be self-archived and
available online. This way will help to maximize the full impact globally. The
evaluation of faculty regarding performance in research already depends not only by
counting the number of publications, but also by assessing the impact of this research.
This impact depends on how much that research is accessed, taken up, used, built
upon, applied, and cited by further research. University faculty has the mandate to
teach, test, and give marks. They also have a mandate to do research and publish. If
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they teach well and do good research, they earn promotions, salary increases, more
tenure for jobs, research funding, and incentive like prizes (Evans, 2012).
Staff/faculty
During the past two decades the importance of teaching and learning has
increased many folds. It is evident that the knowledge growth about the rise of active
pedagogies and engagement of students in the process of learning have produced
professionally staffed teaching and learning centers. But it is also evident that review
of quality has very likely been a factor (Ewell, 2010). It is vital to mention that the
staff and faculty must possess the appropriate qualifications, professional competence,
commitment and motivation which are relevant to the level of their designated roles,
responsibilities and duties. Some of the problems mentioned by the researches to form
the quality learning environment include low salary packages, low remuneration,
shortage of qualified and competent staff, high staff student ratio (Kahsay, 2012).
According to Mitchell (2014) who described clearly that the support of the
universities to staff and faculty can benefit a lot. This support can be in the form of
schemes, outreach meetings, access to resources and development guides. Macfarlane
(2011a) highlighted quality in learning environment can be achieved by the
understanding of the faculty and staff about their roles, skills and attributes of the
fellows. It is also essential to create positive relationships and cohesion.
Gayle et al. (2011) concluded that the working in collaboration must go
beyond the faculty related with academics and should include other staff members
along with the human resource involved in the academic services required by the
students. The staff and faculty members involve in daily duties consisting of practical
actions to complete the daily tasks. The human resource able to perform the duties
with pleasure and enthusiasm will create a positive atmosphere throughout the
workplace. The improvement in quality depends on the level of human and
communication skills (Alzamil, 2014). Similarly, quick response to the assigned task
and enjoying the good finishing of task especially in time constraints provide
experiences for the success. The capacity of the human resource for immediate action
and inner motivation for action along with the timely feedback are also very
important. The faculty and organization must be open enough to listen the criticism
and must learn from the opportunities (Uusiautti, 2013).
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Better quality of teaching and learning is required for the improvement of
university standards. The recent years has witnessed, increased concerns about the
faculty development and adoption of new teaching methods and techniques (Postareff,
Lindblom-Ylänne, & Nevgi, 2007). There is an availability of the research-based
evidence that the universities involved in the programs for academic excellence still
face many problems. It includes the shortage of the teaching equipment according to
the requirement of the students along with the lack of training and internship
opportunities. The existing evaluation system of teaching is not able to provide the
fair evaluation of the teachers. Career development and guidance for the quality
improvement is still needed (Dian-Fu & Yeh, 2012). The complicated and
multifaceted workplace of the universities having different categories of the faculty
and staff , various employment conditions and hierarchical relationship lead to the
different issues related to quality maintenance (Jones, 2014).
Feigenbaum & Iqani (2015) described that quality of teaching take place at
personal levels so the quality of staff and faculty must be considered. Some
challenges faced by the faculty of the universities are highlighted by different authors.
These challenges include the pressure of teaching load, students care, duties related to
administration and research output. It also includes the lack of sharing of the
experience and knowledge of teachers and program marketing. Decrease in the budget
required for the faculty and increased number of students are also important issues.
Despite of these problems the faculty and staff members are expected to keep students
satisfied and justifying the theoretical and conceptual components of courses and
making degrees relevant to the job market. It is also suggested that the improvement
of the faculty and staff teaching quality should be nurtured and improved from bottom
to top level. There must be a space for sharing experiences, interactions, mind set
change and reduction in the burden of heavy workloads. The use of hand out and
opportunities for the recording of lectures by the students along with training and
assess to technologies for the improvement in quality of voice is also required. There
is a need for curricular enhancement, guidelines for policy and increased resources to
deal with the day to day requirements and solving the difficulties of teachers and staff.
As an attempt for the improvement in the quality, universities should promote
teaching innovation, staff development and sharing of resources. Sufficient facilities,
equipment, teaching administration regulations and campus environment should also
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be ensured. Yin et al. ( 2014) described that teaching approaches and the uniqueness
of university students‘ learning are the actual insights about quality ( Lee et al., 2012).
The emerging challenges within public and private universities create new demands
concerning the competence and background of the staff and faculty attached to them
(Havnes & Stensaker, 2006). Another writer Teeroovengadum et al. (2016) found that
the quality of learning environment is also dependent on the staff which is helpful for
students to solve their problems. The politeness and cooperation of the faculty and
staff also affect quality.
Budget and expenditure
Only thinking regarding the required resources and information for quality
learning environment is no sufficient. It needs the documentation of the information
and creation of goals to fulfill the decided vision in the form of a working paper. This
paper serves as a plan which will guide and help to measure the deliverables. Along
with this working plan income and expenses details in the form of a budget document
are also required for each item in the universities. These factors are the influencing
forces for the mobilization of funds and recruitment of the academics. It also help to
provide the infrastructure for appropriate teaching and research (Williams et al.,
2013). Limited budget and difficulty in raising the fees affect the educational quality
(Phusavat et al., 2012).
Adequate physical and financial resources include as basic facilities such as
laboratories, equipment and libraries, and student support services necessary for
maintaining quality. With the passage of time renewal and replacement of equipment
as well as up gradation of material resources, laboratories and buildings required
continuous and regular financial backup to maintain the quality (Phusavat et al.,
2012). For the maintenance of the quality sufficient physical and financial resources
including fundamental services such as laboratories, equipment, libraries, and student
support services are obligatory. Universities have to develop and maintain proper
system for the alignment of the resources to mission and strategy (Ewell, 2010).
Lawson ( 2014) described that nowadays highly competitive environment and
effective leaders are the key to the contests for increasingly scarce resources. They
should be trained to handle it expertly and creatively. The lack of proper support for
budgetary matters also affect the availability and efficiency of universities
(Velazquez, Munguia, & Sanchez, 2005).
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Internal Educational Efficiency
To increase the internal efficiency it is necessary to concentrate on the latest
technologies and provide facilities to students so that teaching, learning, research and
other learning activities enhance quality (Moore & Diamond, 2000). There is
continuously an increased pressure on universities to improve their internal
efficiencies. This factor is very important to deal with the utilization of financial
resources so that universities achieve their goals (Agasisti & Johnes, 2015; Nazarko &
Šaparauskas, 2014). Author further elaborated that this efficiency is related to every
aspect of universities such as research, assessment, teaching etc. It also includes that
all those involved in universities must avoid resistance to innovations, power games,
lobbies, conservativeness. They must allow academic freedom, cooperation and
collaboration between whole university and with outer world (Cardoso, Rosa, &
Stensaker, 2015).
Annual Calendar
Calendar helps leaders to know what they have to do thus it is a guide and
handbook for them which provides ample details of their required roles (Murphy &
Curtis, 2013).
Discipline
It is also necessary that universities govern operations and conduct of their
system and create rules and regulatory measures for it. These are based on principles
of control, fairness and justice. These contain code of content and procedures
(Lindsay, 2009).
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Rules and regulations must be clear and well structured. This will ensure the
reduction in the time of service delivery and transparency of the process
(Teeroovengadum et al., 2016). Quality of learning environment also effect by not
enforcing rules and regulations (Velazquez et al., 2005). These rules and regulations
also become obstacles for achieving quality. These should be flexible, regularly
reviewed so as to make the changes frequently and appropriately for timely decisions
necessary in this regard (Cardoso et al., 2015). Universities have to devise such
regulations that are not only the problem solving but also deal with the complexity of
the nature of learning environments of universities (Mizikaci, 2003). These rules and
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regulations help to understand the roles, norms, processes, structures and people of
the institutions (Little, 2015). Universities rules and regulations impacted higher
education learning environments quality in the sense; that promote efficient services,
collaborations, stimulate the real time learning, lower the costs and maximizing the
productivity (Middlehurst, 1999). The another element is that universities rules and
regulations must be mandatory for all to promote quality of the learning environment
(Velazquez et al., 2005).
Continuous professional development of faculty
Continuous professional development of the faculty is the need of the day. It is
a challenge for the private and public sector universities to ensure and maintain the
continuous professional development of the faculty. These activities must be
embedded with the major institutional actions including succession planning, reward
and recognition, career planning and resource allocation (Westwood, 2007). The
universities concerns for professional development of faculty will provide them the
information they need on developing, implementing, and sustaining collaborative
learning environments in which quality is a special ingredient.
Professional development activities combined with the vast experiences and
sharing manners of teaching faculty have impacted quality greatly. Different
workshops are conducted, courses are offered. Mentoring, reflection on teaching,
peer observing, evaluation of faculty teaching, applying action and applied research
are all the means to enhance the quality of professionals (Rege Colet, 2016). The
concerns of the universities regarding professional development of faculty is
mandatory for the information required to develop, implement and sustain a
collaborative learning environment considering quality as the most important
ingredient. To enhance the knowledge level and upgrade the qualification of teachers
can also be ensured through postgraduate training programs. Postdoctoral fellowships,
faculty exchanges, collaborative research and other professional linkages with foreign
universities are also required. Through this collaboration the teachers are exposed to
relevant new developments in research and curricula (Sifuna, 2010; Westwood,
2007). The ability of a university for the enhancement of quality depends upon its
capacity to nurture and promote professional learning. The face up to for public and
private universities is to ensure that the continuing professional development of
teachers. This must be rooted into majority of institutional activities such as reward
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and recognition, succession planning, career planning, professional development and
review and resource allocation (Cahill et al., 2015).
Admission
Admissions in any university need to attract and recruit more international
students (Bie & Yi, 2014). Universities should review what their faculty members‘
value. This value is in the form of interconnections between goals, values and ideas
appealing to such followers (Uusiautti, 2013). Universities must be aware of their own
and others values/moral perspectives, knowledge and strengths, as well as their
operational context (Harter, 2002). Admissions in universities should be done on the
number, readiness, competence, and quality of candidates (Kahsay, 2012). He further
said that universities must have an autonomy and empower to give admission to
students they want to enroll in their programs which has a great effect on quality.
To raise the quality, it is very much needed to train those who are responsible
for giving admissions so that they recognize the talent and make decisions fairly.
They must get the right picture of students‘ educational background. Their policies
should be flexible as well as standards maintaining. These admissions are on the basis
of equity and inclusivity (Greenbank, 2006). Some researches propagate that ranking
of universities is done on the basis of students‘ qualities (Dilger, 2009).

Quality Learning Environment Situation in Pakistani Universities
Globally, the development of education sector is considered as the priority
attention for the improvement of the quality of life of millions of poor people (Kazmi,
2005 ). Education is the most powerful tool to ensure the consistent economic growth
along with the effective and competitive national economy. It is for the security of a
country and the wellbeing of its people (Gounko & Smale, 2007). Worldwide quality
education is provided by the private and public universities. The dramatic growth of
higher education in Pakistan has resulted in the emergence of private universities as
well. The rapid and extraordinary growth of private higher educational sector has
raised the issues related to quality and cost (Ashraf & Joarder, 2009; Halai, 2013).
These universities are always influenced by the market and academic forces
(Chatterji, Prof. Kevin G. Welner, Cao, & Li, 2014). There is a great difference
between public and private universities in Pakistan.
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Researches proved that public and private universities have both positive and
negative aspects about quality. Author describe that public universities have quality
faculty but infrastructure is not adequate but private universities have not sufficient
faculty. Despite of this it is moving towards improvement (Ullah, Ajmal, & Rahman,
2011). Another study concluded that educational leaders are responsible for the
quality. They are supposed to do comparative analysis with other countries and take
initiatives for achieving and enhancing quality of learning environment. They are
required to motivate and train faculty. The study suggested to increase the quality of
research also (Mehmood, Khan, Raziq, Phil, & Tahirkheli, 2012). With the passage of
time public and private universities number increased in Pakistan. Cost of private
universities is high as compared to public universities. She further recommended that
government should provide financial support to private universities and encourage
public private partnership to increase quality of these universities (Halai, 2013). HEC
have taken many initiatives to improve the quality of higher education and providing
support to public and private universities for quality learning environment in their
institutions. Quality Assurance Agency under the umbrella of HEC made each
university to establish the Quality Enhancement Cells to improve the quality at the
universities (Akhtar, Rafi, Ahmed, & Rauf, 2015; Batool & Qureshi, 2007).
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Conceptual Framework
There are many approaches of educational leadership which study leadership
from different perspectives. Learning environment of universities is continuously in
the state of change and face different challenges in this changing environment. The
educational challenges have endorsed such forms of leadership that deals effectively
with technology integration in education. Which effectively respond to society needs
and lessened the cost of higher education which is continuously increasing like a
giant. These changes have also impacted the ways leadership is being practiced and
measured. Previously researches have focused on heroic form of leadership. The bulk
of past leadership literature researches were about the hierarchal and power exercising
leadership theories and paradigms (Kezar et al., 2006). The new leadership theories
and paradigms are non-linear, context bound, shared, distributive, collaborative, nonhierarchal etc.
Transformational leadership theory is one of the mostly searched and applied
theories in research. Latest full range leadership model is the combination of three
models namely transformational leadership, transactional leadership and laissez-Faire
leadership models which have also taken considerable attention of researchers. James
V Downtown introduced the term transforming leaders through further deliberations
on it was made by James MacGregor Burns. Burns worked for common goals in an
exemplary manner. Bernard M Bass extended the work of Burns and used the term
transformational instead of transforming and made the point that there is a way the
leadership could be researched (Gözükara & Simsek, 2016; MacGregor, 2003;
Burquel, 2018). Another repeatedly used model in western countries is four frame
model by (Bolman & Deal, 1991). New form of educational leadership researches has
also expanded the area of investigation from one president leadership towards
different level of leadership roles including deans, directors, professors, HODs
generally named as middle level leadership in literature and other faculty levels. Some
have researched the roles of Vice chancellors, Deans and HODs separately. Very few
researches highlighted the roles of professors and associate professors etc. Now the
educational leadership is rooted in more collective approaches (Van Wart, 2013a). All
this has placed a great demand for more studies about the role of educational leaders
to help universities to achieve quality learning environments.
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Despite of all new models of educational leadership we can see that there is no
comprehensive view of leadership which has been shown in theory and practice of
educational leadership researches (Holt et al., 2014). There are many models of
educational leadership but their discourse is limited to few aspects. Kezar et al.,
(2006) also recommended to research for the comprehensive view of educational
leadership which should comprise of different leadership paradigms such as
positivism, social constructivism, critical theory and postmodernism. There are very
limited number of researches which have combined more than one paradigm. There is
also not many researches that shed light upon the factors which make leadership
effective and ineffective in higher educational context (Bryman, 2007). Middlehurst
(2012) also suggested to research on leadership roles for the core functions of
teaching, learning and research etc and have an impact on student learning outcome.
Educational leadership is not limited to the president leadership only. This
leadership is present at all levels in higher education and is considered important
(Kouzes & Posner, 2003). This is being practiced by the deans, directors, HOD‘s,
professors, associate professors, assistant professors and lecturers. Many authors
researched on different levels of leadership roles. They found that this leadership is
very effective in achieving and maintaining the quality of learning environment
(Cutright, 2000; Gmelch & Miskin, 1993; Hecht, Higgerson, Gmelch, & Tucker,
1999; Middlehurst & Elton, 1992; Ramsden, 1998; Randall & Coakley, 2007; Trowler
& Knight, 1999).
The institutional and system level contexts need to redefine and bring clarity
to the roles of educational leaders for quality learning environment of universities
(Middlehurst, 1997). We cannot consider leadership individualistic instead context
related which show that it is functional (Askling & Stensaker, 2002). Thus context
determine the effectiveness of leadership also and understanding of complex and
dynamic learning environment (Taylor, 2005). The prominent work in these concerns
of higher educational leadership is that of (Anderson & Bennett, 2003; Bolden et al.,
2012b; Bryman, 2007; Fullan & Grogan, 2013; P. Knight & Trowler, 2001; S.
Marshall, 2007; McCaffery, 2010; Middlehurst, 2004).
The higher educational leadership roles are researched at institutional and
departmental levels separately in literature. Details of departmental level roles of
educational leaders are given in appendix A. We only focus on the institutional level
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roles researched in universities. The roles we explore are about presidents, deans and
professors of universities and different researchers have researched different tiers
separately. Ramsden (1998) found the most effective leadership roles in higher
education as leadership roles for teaching, research, vision, emphasis on the
transformational and collaborative leadership models. He emphasized that they should
possess management competencies and creates good relationships with others.
Macfarlane (2011b) identified the roles of university professors as model, mentor,
advocate, guardian, inquisitor and ambassador. Ngui, Hong, Gan, Usop, & Mustafa
(2010) researched on all levels of educational leadership in universities and find that
roles related to people, processes and change are more prominent. Goodall (2009)
argued that educational leaders are fixers of quality, have credibility, knowledge and
research expertise. Breakwell & Tytherleigh (2008) explored that leader‘s vision,
mission, strength is very important as well as they are confident, adaptable, build trust
and realization of budgetary concerns. Spendlove (2007) investigated that the roles of
presidents and concluded that they are trustworthy, consult others, engage with others
as visionary and open minded frames. Bryman (2007) reviewed and studied the
educational leadership roles that join visionary approach, struggle to achieve mission,
focused, inspiration connection developing and networks establishing with outer
world for achieving university mission. They are change agents, designers of
structures and processes, influential and promoters of culture and values of
universities to cope with change. They are risk takers, entrepreneurs, honest,
connectors and consulting others. All these studies discussed have researched higher
educational leadership roles and are not able to portray a complete picture of the
leadership. Some have applied the general leadership models on higher education
leadership.
For our conceptual framework different models of leadership were reviewed.
Some models are discussed earlier. Some models have focused on type of leadership
and some described the relationship of leaders with followers best example of this is
the transformational model of leadership but very few studies proposed higher
educational leadership models which have an impact on student learning and learning
environment, now researcher attention is shifted to this aspect (Sinnema, Ludlow, &
Robinson, 2016). So, keeping this in view those studies were selected which identify
the roles of educational leaders that have some impact on student learning in higher
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education. In the present study researcher tried to research a context related complete
picture of higher education leadership roles for the promotion of quality learning
environment in the public and private sector universities at Lahore. This view
includes the roles about educational services for students that are mandated for
institutional vision, mission, goals, objectives, assessment and evaluation, research
and staff/faculty. Each role has further been divided into sub-roles (for description
appendix E). The second view encompass roles about administrative services for
students which are for budget and expenditure, internal educational efficiency, annual
calendar of program, discipline, institutional rules and regulations, continuous
professional development of faculty and admission policy. Each role has further been
divided into items (appendix E). Beside these roles researcher also tried to provide the
snap of higher education leadership roles for quality of physical learning environment
in the public and private universities for this purpose documentary analysis (appendix
G) and observations (for description see appendix H) were conducted for the
acquisition of this picture.
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67

Chapter 3
Methodology and Procedure of the Study
Strategy/ Design
It is a mixed methods research primarily based on the quantitative data
obtained through self-constructed rating scale but qualitative aspects have been
incorporated through interviews, observation and documentary analysis pertaining to
the public and private universities.
It originates from the exploratory process to enter into the intricacies of nature
of the topic of the study which makes it in conformation with the concept of quality
audits operationalization by the leadership at universities of the Punjab. Survey was
conducted using rating scale depicting the roles expected of and being played by the
leadership. The study design is exploratory sequential.

Population
Population of the study includes all the public and private universities
chartered by government of Punjab and Pakistan, which are in existence at Lahore
there were 5 Public sector Universities and 11 Private Sector Universities at Lahore
by the year 2016. Out of 16 universities, one university is chartered by the
government of Pakistan and other 15 are chartered by the government of Punjab. The
universities included in population were those offering common faculties (Natural
Sciences, Management Sciences, Arts and Humanities and the Social Sciences)
dealing with general education only.
Table.3.1
Showing total universities in Lahore
Category of the
University
Total universities at
Lahore
Universities at Lahore
offering four common
faculties

Public Sector
University
5

Private sector
University
11

Total

1

2

3

16
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The population of the study consisted of the following categories of respondents;
a. Deans/ Directors/ Chairmen/HODs/Professors of the Universities at Lahore.
b. Senior faculty (Associate Professors) and junior faculty (Assistant Professors
and lecturers) of public and private universities of the Lahore.
Complete list of all teaching faculty was obtained from university websites and
then confirmed by concerned universities through emails, SMS and WhatsApp.
The total population of public and private universities has been given in the table
that follows.
Table 3.2
Population in Public and Private Universities at Lahore
Category

Public Universities
12

Private Universities
13

Total
25

Directors

24

5

29

HOD/ Chairman

53

44

97

Professors

61

59

120

Associate Professor

112

90

202

Junior Faculty

1083

709

1792

Total

1345

920

2265

Deans

It is not revealing because one person is working at more than one place. To enhance
the number of faculty by the universities concerned visiting faculty has been included
in faculty details so objective evaluation of it is not possible.

Sample
All the public and private universities of Lahore chartered by government of
Pakistan and Punjab were selected. In the first stage stratified sampling was used.
Then commonalities were searched out in these universities. Out of these universities
which are offering Natural Sciences, Management Sciences, Arts and Humanities and
the Social Sciences have been taken up for the study purpose on the basis of
commonality and leaving others aside. Such universities are stretched over 4 faculties
at the minimum. The number of such universities is being presented in the table.
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Table.3.3
Showing the total number of sampled universities (First stage sampling)
Discipline
Identified Universities
offering four disciplines
Sample Universities

Public
1

Private
2

Total
3

1

2

3

Researcher approached all deans, directors, chairmen or HODs, professors,
senior faculty which include associate professors and junior faculty which include
assistant professors and lectures. Thus, census sampling technique was applied to
deans, directors, chairman or HODs, professors, associate professors. The total
number of this tier of population was 188. Junior faculty was stretched over a
population of 513.The overall total population in these three universities was 701
which included deans, directors, chairman or HODs, professors, senior and junior
faculty members. The tiers of population with their total numbers were as under;
Table.3.4
Showing list of total teaching faulty in sampled universities
Categories

Public
Private
Total
All

Deans/Directors/chairman
or HODs/Professors
/Associate Professors
5/19/18/43/28
4/1/31/20/19
9/20/49/63/47

Junior faculty

468
45
513
701

Teaching faculty was contacted through e-mails, telephone, write-ups and personal
visits. Three visits were made to all faculty members. Each faculty member available
was contacted and informed consent was sought from him/her to participate in the
study. Schedule was communicated to them. In this schedule venue, date and time
was communicated. Researcher met senior faculty in their cubicles and junior faculty
in the university halls. Total of 701 rating scales were distributed and 349 responses
from public and private sector universities could be procured. Rate of return was 50%
but some incomplete forms were deleted so the total responses were 349.
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Development of Research Tools
Rating Scale
Due care was taken while constructing research tools. The researcher prepared
list of questions to be included in the rating scale to be devised for the conduct of
survey and collection of data from all faculty members. With the general agreement
on the items and their placement under the specific variables a rating scale was
prepared, same rating scale was administered to all tiers of population. The rating
scale development did use the Calendar of Punjab University Lahore, review of
related literature, study of similar nature researches and consultation with decision
makers in educational formations. It was comprised of 200 items divided into 20
different parts revealing a variable. On the basis of expert opinion 17 were selected.
Expert opinion was about language, sequence, length, ordering of survey items and
variables inserted. It consists of two parts. First part comprised items about roles
related to educational services for students and second part comprised roles related to
administrative services for students. Clear and simple instructions were given for
completing the rating scale. Five-point Likert scale was used for the items and
respondents were asked to place themselves on the continuum from ‗Excellent =5,
‗Moderate = 4‘, ‗Weak = 3‘, ‗Feeble = 2‘ to ‗Non-existent = 1‘. Demographic
information about the respondents was also included i.e. the name of university,
public or private, gender, qualification, post held, experience in post and at university
and experience of teaching and administration as well.
To administer the rating scale a schedule was prepared in which date, time and
venues were made clear and communicated to the respondents concerned. Researcher
made visits according to the schedule. She also managed to visit them thrice. Those
rating scales which could not be got filled duly were dropped from inclusion in the
research.
Interviews
Focus group interview were conducted. Researcher contacted most willing,
persons with exposure and experience for interviews. These were the retired deans,
directors, HODs and professors of the sampled universities. Researcher contacted
them, circulated the interview schedule which included time and venue. Interview
participant‘s names were not being disclosed for ethical reasons.
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Interview protocol consisting of 10 leading questions was devised out of the
elements not or partially covered in the rating scale for survey. The interview was
recorded with the permission to transcribe it for further use in research.
Documentary Analysis
Documentary analysis was also done to support findings of the study.
Teaching faculty at universities were recorded and analyzed for relevance,
appropriateness and occurrence in a logical sequence. Researcher monitored that
universities are functioning smoothly and effectively. Different procedures of
universities were examined which included induction, admissions, promotions, staff
development, examinations, issuance of degrees and facilitations to the students
alongside other activities etc. University websites, prospectus, publications of the
universities such as annual reports, bulletins, books, journals, official records,
notifications, circulars, office orders and procedural documents and their coincidence
with HEC standards were examined. It consisted of the criteria which are given in
(appendix E).
Observations
Researcher developed criteria for observation of public and private
universities in the light of HEC documents. These include services, facilities and
physical aspects of the environment of universities. This template consisted of the
criteria to record observations in daily and routine settings (appendix F). Permissions
were taken from the authorities of the universities to visit and make observations.

Validation of Research Tool
Validity
To establish the content validity of rating scale was presented to the experts
for getting developed face validity. Those experts were chosen who had sufficient
experience in the field of organizational culture, quality and leadership.
Reliability
After establishing the content validity of the rating scale, pilot testing was
conducted to establish its reliability. Researcher personally visited one public and one
private university not included in the sample and selected 110 faculty members from
each university. These universities are similar but not included in actual universities.
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Researcher asked them to fill in the rating scale and give their opinion about the items
included in the rating scale for further improvement. They were also encouraged to
identify any ambiguous statements. They were asked to comment on the content of the
rating scale and to offer suggestions and opinions regarding questions that should be
altered to make the rating scale as complete, clear, and unambiguous as possible.
Wording was corrected and irrelevant questions were excluded. The final draft of
the rating scale was examined by the supervisor and modified on the basis of his
observations and recommendations made by experts. The rating scales were

administered by the researcher herself therefore the feedback of the respondents was
used to improve the wording, reduce ambiguity and clarify instructions for completing
the instrument. After one-week researcher collected these rating scales and examined
them. The data were codified and entered in SPSS to find reliability. Cronbach alpha
was computed to find the reliability of ratings scale which was r = .873.

Finalization of Research Tool
Keeping in view the expert opinion and pilot testing rating scale was finalized.
The universities selected for pilot testing were not included in the final sample of the
universities. Thus, population was identified. There are five public and 11 private
universities at Lahore. Every university had categorized disciplines differently
distinctly. For equating the universities in terms of the offerings three universities
were selected. Then sample was selected and rating scale was made ready to use.

Data Gathering
Researcher surfed websites of universities on the internet for postal and e-mail
addresses and other contact details of faculty members who were the part of the
sample.
Faculty members in different universities were contacted and researcher
requested them if they can act on the researcher‘s behalf and get the rating scale
completed from their colleagues in sampled universities.
Some were given to the faculty members who had shown willingness to get
the rating scale got filled up by their colleagues in required faculties and departments
of the universities. Researchers also got help from students for data gathering. For this
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purpose, meetings were conducted to educate them for the administration of the rating
scale.
Total 701rating scales were delivered to respondents in these three
universities. The researcher personally visited universities and got successful in
getting rating scale filled from teaching faculty after regular visits. Minimum of three
visits were made to get these filled by teaching faculty. Deans have very busy
schedule. Researcher visited universities again and again and approached all faculty
tiers till they filled in the rating scale or refused to do so. Consequently, sample of 247
from public and 102 from private universities could be successfully approached.

Other procedures for Data Gathering
Researcher adopted other means to gather data in time. She got email
addresses of teaching faculty via websites and contacted faculty of the universities
and conformed their email addresses. She e-mailed rating scale to all the teaching
faculty of sampled public and private universities. Researcher also contacted faculty
through telephone to collect the data.

Follow-up Procedure
Researcher personally visited the universities repeatedly and developed a
rapport, clarified the objectives of the study and rating scale items. Researcher felt
that respondents were slow in returning the rating scale she determined follow ups to
increase the return rate. Following steps were taken for it;
1. Researcher repeatedly visited the universities and reminded the teaching
faculty. Minimum of three times each faculty member was visited.
2. Three follow ups were done to emailed rating scale as a reminder.
3. Phone was also used as a reminder for the teaching faculty.
4. Researcher kept record of returned rating scale along with dates to avoid
duplication.

Statistical Application
After obtaining rating scale data was entered in the SPSS version 22. Thus,
data coding was done. After that cleaning of data was done. Appropriate statistical
methods were applied to analyze data. Crosstabs, factor analysis, factor loading and
regression analysis was done. Procedures of universities like admissions, induction,
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promotions, and capacity building of faculty, official routines and procedures,
notifications, prospectus, websites, other documents etc collected were analyzed and
summed up. Data got from interviews was recorded, coded and analyzed to cover the
qualitative aspects of the study. Observations were done in routine settings of public
and private universities which were recorded in the template and analyzed.

Ethical considerations
Researcher tried to cover all ethical considerations regarding research. Firstly,
approval for data collection was sought from the concerned authorities for data
collection. Informed consent was taken from the participants for the conduct of
survey. No participant was forced to provide information. Survey participants and
interviewees names were not divulged in the publication.
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Chapter 4
Presentation and Analysis of Data
This chapter is stretched over presentation and analysis of data. The data has
been made presentable in the tables followed by their necessary analysis. The
researcher used a variety of tools for the collection of data which encompassed the
rating scale, the focused group interview schedule, the documentary analysis and
observation schedule for the researcher to use in the university setups. First of all the
rating scale was administered to selected sample of the tiers of population comprising
deans, directors, HODs, professors, associate professors, assistant professors and
lecturers. The rating scale was comprised of 17 items segmented into three sections
viz first part comprises of the demographic data, second part comprises of the
educational services for students and third part comprises of the administrative
services for students. All three parts have been presented separately which follows in
the sections.

Rating Scale
Demographic (Section 1)
Table.4.1
Showing gender, nature and faculty wise distribution of respondents to this study
Gender

Nature of

Faculty

Universities
Male

Female

Public

Private

Science

Arts

Economics

Social
sciences

No

205

144

247

102

176

62

56

54

%

58.7

41.3

70.8

29.2

50.6

17.8

16.1

15.5

The respondents of the study were 350 among those 205 (58.7%) were Male and 144
(41.3 %) were Female. In total 247(70.8%) rating scales were collected from the
Public Sector Universities and 102(29.2%) were got filled from the Private Sector
Universities. Among the respondents 176(50.6%) were from Faculty of science,
62(17.8%) were from Faculty of Arts and Humanities, 56(16.1%) were from Faculty
of Economics and Management and 54(15.5%) were from Faculty of Behavioral and
Social Sciences.
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Table.4.2
Showing post wise distribution of respondents of this study
Deans

Directors

HODs/Chairman

Professors

Associate

Junior

Professors

Faculty

No

5

7

24

26

47

240

%

1.4

2.0

6.9

7.4

13.5

68.8

The table reveals that 5(1.4%) were Deans, 7(2.0%) were Directors, 24(6.9%) were
Head of dept. / Chairmen, 26(7.4%) were Professors, 47(13.5%) were Associate
professors and 240(68.8%) were junior faculty members.

Table.4.3
Showing qualification wise distribution of staff at the universities
BS (hons)

M.A/M.Sc.

MS/M.Phil.

PhD

Post Doc

No

0

18

160

160

8

%

0

5.2

45.8

45.8

2.3

Table 4.3 shows qualification distribution of staff these were 18(5.2%) staff who were
MA/MSc, 160(45.8%) staff were MS/M.Phil., 160(45.8%) were PhD and 8(2.3) were
Post Doc

Table.4.4
Showing the distribution of staff over the length of experience in the post
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20 and above

No

193

100

33

21

%

55.6

28.8

9.5

6.1

Table 4.4 reveals the distribution over the length of experience 193(55.6%) had 1-5
years experience in the current post, 100(28.8%) had 6-10 years, 33(9.5%) had 11-15
years and 21(6.1%) had16-20 and above experience in the current position.
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Table.4.5
Showing the experience wise distribution of staff
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20 and above

No

140

81

58

68

%

40.3

23.3

16.7

19.6

Table 4.5 reveals the total experience wise distribution of staff at public and private
universities which was140 (40.3%) staff had 1-5 years of total experience 81(23.3%)
had 6-10 years, 58(16.7%) had 11-15 years of experience and 68(19.6%) had 16-20
and above years of experience at the University.

Table.4.6
Showing the teaching experience of the distribution of staff on the basis of teaching
level
BS (hons)

M.A/M.Sc.

MS/M.Phil.

PhD

No

55

77

102

115

%

15.8

22.1

29.2

33.0

Table 4.6 reveals the level of teaching experience of staff 55(15.8%) had teaching
experience with BS (Hons.), 77(22.1%) had teaching experience with M.A/M.Sc.,
102(29.2%) had teaching experience with MS/M.Phil. and 115(33.0%) had teaching
experience with PhD classes.

Table .4.7
Showing the level of experience of administration at the universities
BS (hons)

M.A/M.Sc.

MS/M.Phil.

PhD

Post Doc

All

None

No

53

69

62

48

1

25

92

%

15.1

19.7

17.7

13.7

0.3

7.1

26.3

Table 4.7 shows the level of experience of administration of staff 53(15.1%) were
administering BS (hons), 69(19.7%) were administering M. A/M.Sc., 62(17.7%) were
administering MS/M.Phil., 48(13.7%) were administering PhD, 1(0.3%) were
administering Post Doc, 25(7.1%) were administering All levels and 92(26.3) %of
faculty had no experience of administration.
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Table.4.8
Showing gender distribution of staff over departments
Gender

Faculty of Economics

Faculty of

Faculty of Arts and

Faculty of Behavioral

and Management

science

Humanities

and Social Sciences

37

102

39

27

205

18.05%

49.76%

19.02%

13.17%

100%

18

74

23

27

144

12.68%

52.11%

16.20%

19.01%

100%

55

176

62

54

349

15.85%

50.72%

17.87%

15.56%

100%

Male

Female

Total

Total

Table 4.8 shows that the male faculty was more than the female faculty. The male
faculty (205) clusters more in Science and the least (142) in Behavioral and Social
Sciences as their respective number was 102(49.76 %) and 27 (13.17%). The same
was about the female faculty as their respective numbers for Sciences and Economics
and Management were 74 (52.11%) and 18 (12.68%).

Table.4.9
Showing post and gender wise distribution of faculty
Gender

Dean

Director

Head of

Prof.

dept/Chairman
Male

Female

Total

Associate

Junior

Prof.

faculty

Total

4

4

17

19

29

132

205

1.95%

1.95%

8.29%

9.27%

14.15%

64.39%

100.00%

1

3

7

7

18

107

143

0.70%

2.10%

4.90%

4.90%

12.59%

74.83%

100.00%

5

7

24

26

47

239

348

1.44%

2.01%

6.90%

7.47%

13.51%

68.68%

100.00%

Table 4.9 shows that the total faculties responding to were 348 out of which 205 were
male and 143 were female. At no place the gender does not equate right from the
highest to the lowest posts. Out of a total of 205, 4 (1.95%) were deans and directors
each, 17(8.29%) were HODs, 19(9.27%) were professors, 29(14.15%) were associate
professors and 132(64.39%) were junior faculty. The composition of female faculty
was alike as 1 (0.7%) were deans, 3(2.10%) directors, 7(4.90%) were HODs and
professors each. Where 18(12.59%) were associate professors and 107 (74.83%)
comprise the junior faculty.
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Educational Services for Students (Section 11)
Table.4.10
Comparison of responses according to mandate of the institution
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

58

158

20

4

7

247

23.50%

64.00%

8.10%

1.60%

2.80%

100.00%

30

62

8

0

2

102

29.40%

60.80%

7.80%

0.00%

2.00%

100.00%

88

220

28

4

9

349

25.20%

63.00%

8.00%

1.10%

2.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private institution (p-value 0.665). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.11
Comparison of responses according to mandate endorsed by academic council
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

66

148

17

10

6

247

26.70%

59.90%

6.90%

4.00%

2.40%

100.00%

35

47

16

1

2

101

34.70%

46.50%

15.80%

1.00%

2.00%

100.00%

101

195

33

11

8

348

29.00%

56.00%

9.50%

3.20%

2.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference in the response from the faculty of
public and private institutions (p-value 0.017) pertaining to the fact that mandate is
endorsed by the academic council. The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.12
Comparison of responses according to mandate revisited after specified time
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

48

134

40

13

12

247

19.40%

54.30%

16.20%

5.30%

4.90%

100.00%

25

39

29

6

2

101

24.80%

38.60%

28.70%

5.90%

2.00%

100.00%

73

173

69

19

14

348

21.00%

49.70%

19.80%

5.50%

4.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference in response of public and private
institutions (p-value 0.020). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate opinion both
in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.13
Comparison of responses according to vision is documented and catchy
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

63

145

25

11

3

247

25.50%

58.70%

10.10%

4.50%

1.20%

100.00%

34

47

14

5

2

102

33.30%

46.10%

13.70%

4.90%

2.00%

100.00%

97

192

39

16

5

349

27.80%

55.00%

11.20%

4.60%

1.40%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private institutions (p-value 0.248). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.14
Comparison of responses according to vision is future oriented
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

72

127

33

11

4

247

29.10%

51.40%

13.40%

4.50%

1.60%

100.00%

37

34

21

8

2

102

36.30%

33.30%

20.60%

7.80%

2.00%

100.00%

109

161

54

19

6

349

31.20%

46.10%

15.50%

5.40%

1.70%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private institutions (p-value 0.025). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.15
Showing comparisons of mission devised out of vision
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

49

133

44

12

9

247

19.80%

53.80%

17.80%

4.90%

3.60%

100.00%

28

37

28

8

1

102

27.50%

36.30%

27.50%

7.80%

1.00%

100.00%

77

170

72

20

10

349

22.10%

48.70%

20.60%

5.70%

2.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private institutions (p-value 0.012). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.16
Comparison of responses according to vision is developed by decision makers
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

52

129

42

17

5

245

21.20%

52.70%

17.10%

6.90%

2.00%

100.00%

31

32

15

19

5

102

30.40%

31.40%

14.70%

18.60%

4.90%

100.00%

83

161

57

36

10

347

23.90%

46.40%

16.40%

10.40%

2.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards moderate
opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.17
Showing comparison of responses according to mission is developed by BOG and
revisited after regular intervals
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

44

140

44

11

8

247

17.80%

56.70%

17.80%

4.50%

3.20%

100.00%

29

40

15

15

3

102

28.40%

39.20%

14.70%

14.70%

2.90%

100.00%

73

180

59

26

11

349

20.90%

51.60%

16.90%

7.40%

3.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.18
Showing comparison of responses according to mission leads university decision
making
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

57

126

52

8

4

247

23.10%

51.00%

21.10%

3.20%

1.60%

100.00%

29

32

25

10

6

102

28.40%

31.40%

24.50%

9.80%

5.90%

100.00%

86

158

77

18

10

349

24.60%

45.30%

22.10%

5.20%

2.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.19
Showing comparison of responses according to mission is revisited to be more
practical
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

44

133

47

19

4

247

17.80%

53.80%

19.00%

7.70%

1.60%

100.00%

23

32

23

20

4

102

22.50%

31.40%

22.50%

19.60%

3.90%

100.00%

67

165

70

39

8

349

19.20%

47.30%

20.10%

11.20%

2.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.20
Comparisons of responses according to goals are broader
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

94

115

30

7

1

247

38.10%

46.60%

12.10%

2.80%

0.40%

100.00%

30

37

22

9

4

102

29.40%

36.30%

21.60%

8.80%

3.90%

100.00%

124

152

52

16

5

349

35.50%

43.60%

14.90%

4.60%

1.40%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.21
Showing comparison of responses according to goals matches vision and mission
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

72

121

34

14

6

247

29.10%

49.00%

13.80%

5.70%

2.40%

100.00%

23

43

24

10

2

102

22.50%

42.20%

23.50%

9.80%

2.00%

100.00%

95

164

58

24

8

349

27.20%

47.00%

16.60%

6.90%

2.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.095). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.22
Showing comparison of responses according to goals are driving and guiding force
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

66

125

39

10

7

247

26.70%

50.60%

15.80%

4.00%

2.80%

100.00%

27

38

21

12

4

102

26.50%

37.30%

20.60%

11.80%

3.90%

100.00%

93

163

60

22

11

349

26.40%

46.70%

17.20%

6.30%

3.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.018). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.23
Showing comparisons of responses according to objectives are specific for each
program
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

80

120

37

7

3

247

32.40%

48.60%

15.00%

2.80%

1.20%

100.00%

41

30

22

7

2

102

40.20%

29.40%

21.60%

6.90%

2.00%

100.00%

121

150

59

14

5

349

34.70%

43.00%

16.90%

4.00%

1.40%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.008). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.24
Showing comparison of responses according to objectives match vision and mission
Institution

Institutio

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

n

Non-

Total

existent

Public

63

119

48

16

1

247

25.50%

48.20%

19.40%

6.50%

0.40%

100.00%

33

34

26

9

0

102

32.40%

33.30%

25.50%

8.80%

0.00%

100.00%

96

153

74

25

1

349

27.50%

43.80%

21.20%

7.20%

0.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.099). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.25
Showing comparison of response according to learning objectives are followed for
teaching
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

63

130

33

19

2

247

25.50%

52.60%

13.40%

7.70%

0.80%

100.00%

32

29

26

14

1

102

31.40%

28.40%

25.50%

13.70%

1.00%

100.00%

95

159

59

33

3

349

27.20%

45.60%

16.90%

9.50%

0.90%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.26
Showing comparisons of responses according to objectives are consistent with the
institutions mission
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

61

125

34

20

7

247

24.70%

50.60%

13.80%

8.10%

2.80%

100.00%

25

36

18

20

3

102

24.50%

35.30%

17.60%

19.60%

2.90%

100.00%

86

161

52

40

10

349

24.60%

46.10%

14.90%

11.50%

2.90%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.013). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.27
Showing comparison of responses according to briefly described evaluation system
existence
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

95

104

41

3

4

247

38.50%

42.10%

16.60%

1.20%

1.60%

100.00%

29

44

19

9

1

102

28.40%

43.10%

18.60%

8.80%

1.00%

100.00%

124

148

60

12

5

349

35.50%

42.40%

17.20%

3.40%

1.40%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.008). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.28
Showing comparison of responses according to procedure & tools for evaluation
system are available
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

85

108

44

7

3

247

34.40%

43.70%

17.80%

2.80%

1.20%

100.00%

20

50

21

11

0

102

19.60%

49.00%

20.60%

10.80%

0.00%

100.00%

105

158

65

18

3

349

30.10%

45.30%

18.60%

5.20%

0.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.29
Showing comparison of responses according to evaluation policy on program
assessment, assessment of teachers & support staff exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

86

98

43

15

4

246

35.00%

39.80%

17.50%

6.10%

1.60%

100.00%

19

40

30

10

3

102

18.60%

39.20%

29.40%

9.80%

2.90%

100.00%

105

138

73

25

7

348

30.20%

39.70%

21.00%

7.20%

2.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.007). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.30
Showing comparison of responses according to meetings are held to develop the
improvement plans
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

86

101

40

10

10

247

34.80%

40.90%

16.20%

4.00%

4.00%

100.00%

26

30

29

9

8

102

25.50%

29.40%

28.40%

8.80%

7.80%

100.00%

112

131

69

19

18

349

32.10%

37.50%

19.80%

5.40%

5.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.005). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.31
Showing comparison of responses according to assessment tools are used for
formative and summative assessment of each subject
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

55

143

40

5

3

246

22.40%

58.10%

16.30%

2.00%

1.20%

100.00%

26

55

16

3

1

101

25.70%

54.50%

15.80%

3.00%

1.00%

100.00%

81

198

56

8

4

347

23.30%

57.10%

16.10%

2.30%

1.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.920). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.32
Showing comparison of responses according to the portfolios of students for core
courses are maintained
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

38

137

54

13

5

247

15.40%

55.50%

21.90%

5.30%

2.00%

100.00%

29

43

22

5

2

101

28.70%

42.60%

21.80%

5.00%

2.00%

100.00%

67

180

76

18

7

348

19.30%

51.70%

21.80%

5.20%

2.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.061). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.33
Showing comparison of response according to report on the general quality of the
program is shared
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

48

120

55

15

9

247

19.40%

48.60%

22.30%

6.10%

3.60%

100.00%

22

38

25

12

4

101

21.80%

37.60%

24.80%

11.90%

4.00%

100.00%

70

158

80

27

13

348

20.10%

45.40%

23.00%

7.80%

3.70%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.234). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table. 4.34
Showing comparison of responses according to report on recorded minutes of
assessment analysis is shared
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

44

116

61

15

11

247

17.80%

47.00%

24.70%

6.10%

4.50%

100.00%

23

30

30

11

4

98

23.50%

30.60%

30.60%

11.20%

4.10%

100.00%

67

146

91

26

15

345

19.40%

42.30%

26.40%

7.50%

4.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.052). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.35
Showing comparisons of responses according to assessment methods are valid,
objective and fair
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

51

133

43

15

5

247

20.60%

53.80%

17.40%

6.10%

2.00%

100.00%

18

37

28

13

5

101

17.80%

36.60%

27.70%

12.90%

5.00%

100.00%

69

170

71

28

10

348

19.80%

48.90%

20.40%

8.00%

2.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.005). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.36
Showing comparison of response according to students receive useful feedback from
assessed work
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

46

126

52

15

8

247

18.60%

51.00%

21.10%

6.10%

3.20%

100.00%

22

34

28

9

6

99

22.20%

34.30%

28.30%

9.10%

6.10%

100.00%

68

160

80

24

14

346

19.70%

46.20%

23.10%

6.90%

4.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.057). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.37
Showing comparison of responses according to research publication and
dissemination policy of institution exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

77

133

28

2

7

247

31.20%

53.80%

11.30%

0.80%

2.80%

100.00%

20

36

30

11

4

101

19.80%

35.60%

29.70%

10.90%

4.00%

100.00%

97

169

58

13

11

348

27.90%

48.60%

16.70%

3.70%

3.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.38
Showing comparison of responses according to research is conducted and supported
on the priority issues
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

66

112

48

16

5

247

26.70%

45.30%

19.40%

6.50%

2.00%

100.00%

19

29

31

17

5

101

18.80%

28.70%

30.70%

16.80%

5.00%

100.00%

85

141

79

33

10

348

24.40%

40.50%

22.70%

9.50%

2.90%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.39
Showing comparison of responses according to budget has been made available for
the conduct, publishing and dissemination of research each year
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

71

116

40

15

5

247

28.70%

47.00%

16.20%

6.10%

2.00%

100%

12

30

28

21

10

101

11.90%

29.70%

27.70%

20.80%

9.90%

100%

83

146

68

36

15

348

23.90%

42.00%

19.50%

10.30%

4.30%

100%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.40
Showing comparison of responses according to classified list of completed research is
available
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

67

120

48

9

3

247

27.10%

48.60%

19.40%

3.60%

1.20%

100.00%

20

31

26

17

7

101

19.80%

30.70%

25.70%

16.80%

6.90%

100.00%

87

151

74

26

10

348

25.00%

43.40%

21.30%

7.50%

2.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.41
Showing comparison of responses according to completed researches are shared for
implementation
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

53

114

51

21

7

246

21.50%

46.30%

20.70%

8.50%

2.80%

100.00%

14

29

34

16

8

101

13.90%

28.70%

33.70%

15.80%

7.90%

100.00%

67

143

85

37

15

347

19.30%

41.20%

24.50%

10.70%

4.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.42
Showing comparison of responses according to joint research project have been
designed by the institution
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

55

113

49

20

9

246

22.40%

45.90%

19.90%

8.10%

3.70%

100.00%

16

27

28

21

9

101

15.80%

26.70%

27.70%

20.80%

8.90%

100.00%

71

140

77

41

18

347

20.50%

40.30%

22.20%

11.80%

5.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.43
Showing comparison of responses according to meeting notices and agenda of at least
one year is kept in the file
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

70

117

46

9

5

247

28.30%

47.40%

18.60%

3.60%

2.00%

100.00%

32

42

19

5

3

101

31.70%

41.60%

18.80%

5.00%

3.00%

100.00%

102

159

65

14

8

348

29.30%

45.70%

18.70%

4.00%

2.30%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.797). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

96
Table.4.44
Showing comparison of responses according to minutes of the above meeting of the
faculty and staff are kept in the file
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

59

125

44

14

5

247

23.90%

50.60%

17.80%

5.70%

2.00%

100.00%

34

32

24

10

1

101

33.70%

31.70%

23.80%

9.90%

1.00%

100.00%

93

157

68

24

6

348

26.70%

45.10%

19.50%

6.90%

1.70%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.014). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.45
Showing comparison of responses according to report on the implementation of the
decisions made in the meeting is kept
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

64

119

43

14

7

247

25.90%

48.20%

17.40%

5.70%

2.80%

100.00%

27

39

18

15

2

101

26.70%

38.60%

17.80%

14.90%

2.00%

100.00%

91

158

61

29

9

348

26.10%

45.40%

17.50%

8.30%

2.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.102). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.46
Showing comparison of responses according to head wise budget and expenditures
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

80

120

34

9

4

247

32.40%

48.60%

13.80%

3.60%

1.60%

100.00%

27

35

26

9

4

101

26.70%

34.70%

25.70%

8.90%

4.00%

100.00%

107

155

60

18

8

348

30.70%

44.50%

17.20%

5.20%

2.30%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.004). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.47
Showing comparison of responses according to the regular conduct of institutional
audit
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

70

120

44

10

3

247

28.30%

48.60%

17.80%

4.00%

1.20%

100.00%

33

30

17

17

4

101

32.70%

29.70%

16.80%

16.80%

4.00%

100.00%

103

150

61

27

7

348

29.60%

43.10%

17.50%

7.80%

2.00%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.015). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.48
Showing comparison of responses according to reconciliation record of accounts is
maintained
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

67

121

38

15

6

247

27.10%

49.00%

15.40%

6.10%

2.40%

100.00%

31

33

16

13

8

101

30.70%

32.70%

15.80%

12.90%

7.90%

100.00%

98

154

54

28

14

348

28.20%

44.30%

15.50%

8.00%

4.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.007). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.49
Showing comparison of responses according to making of audits after regular
intervals
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

57

135

36

14

5

247

23.10%

54.70%

14.60%

5.70%

2.00%

100.00%

22

40

22

13

4

101

21.80%

39.60%

21.80%

12.90%

4.00%

100.00%

79

175

58

27

9

348

22.70%

50.30%

16.70%

7.80%

2.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.020). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.50
Showing comparison of responses according to monitoring of flow through the system
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

47

136

47

11

6

247

19.00%

55.10%

19.00%

4.50%

2.40%

100.00%

21

40

23

14

3

101

20.80%

39.60%

22.80%

13.90%

3.00%

100.00%

68

176

70

25

9

348

19.50%

50.60%

20.10%

7.20%

2.60%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.012). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.51
Showing ccomparison of responses according to efforts are made to maintain the
enrollment level
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

55

125

43

16

8

247

22.30%

50.60%

17.40%

6.50%

3.20%

100.00%

29

36

20

8

8

101

28.70%

35.60%

19.80%

7.90%

7.90%

100.00%

84

161

63

24

16

348

24.10%

46.30%

18.10%

6.90%

4.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.067). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.52
Showing comparison of responses according to notified each year
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

76

117

35

15

4

247

30.80%

47.40%

14.20%

6.10%

1.60%

100.00%

44

36

13

6

2

101

43.60%

35.60%

12.90%

5.90%

2.00%

100.00%

120

153

48

21

6

348

34.50%

44.00%

13.80%

6.00%

1.70%

100.00%

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.195). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.53
Showing comparison of responses according to include schedule of administrative
activities
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

68

106

54

15

4

247

27.50%

42.90%

21.90%

6.10%

1.60%

100.00%

28

34

21

13

4

100

28.00%

34.00%

21.00%

13.00%

4.00%

100.00%

96

140

75

28

8

347

27.70%

40.30%

21.60%

8.10%

2.30%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.113). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

101
Table.4.54
Showing ccomparison of responses according to includes schedule of curriculum
activities
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

65

111

50

14

7

247

26.30%

44.90%

20.20%

5.70%

2.80%

100.00%

35

28

16

21

1

101

34.70%

27.70%

15.80%

20.80%

1.00%

100.00%

100

139

66

35

8

348

28.70%

39.90%

19.00%

10.10%

2.30%

100.00%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.55
Showing comparison of responses according to record is maintained
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

93

111

33

9

1

247

37.7%

44.9%

13.4%

3.6%

.4%

100.0%

35

41

10

12

2

100

35.0%

41.0%

10.0%

12.0%

2.0%

100.0%

128

152

43

21

3

347

36.9%

43.8%

12.4%

6.1%

.9%

100.0%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.026). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.56
Showing comparison of responses according to decisions made are recorded,
communicated and followed up
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-

Total

existent
Public

Private

Total

69

120

42

12

4

247

27.9%

48.6%

17.0%

4.9%

1.6%

100.0%

33

34

22

11

1

101

32.7%

33.7%

21.8%

10.9%

1.0%

100.0%

102

154

64

23

5

348

29.3%

44.3%

18.4%

6.6%

1.4%

100.0%

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.049). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.57
Showing comparison of responses according to discipline rules exist
Institution
Public

Private

Total

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

125

83

26

11

2

247

50.6%

33.6%

10.5%

4.5%

.8%

100.0%

36

43

15

5

2

101

35.6%

42.6%

14.9%

5.0%

2.0%

100.0%

161

126

41

16

4

348

46.3%

36.2%

11.8%

4.6%

1.1%

100.0%

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.094).
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Table.4.58
Showing comparison of responses according to evaluation and examination rules
exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

116

83

35

12

1

247

47.0%

33.6%

14.2%

4.9%

.4%

100.0%

28

47

19

6

1

101

27.7%

46.5%

18.8%

5.9%

1.0%

100.0%

144

130

54

18

2

348

41.4%

37.4%

15.5%

5.2%

.6%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.012).

Table.4.59
Showing comparison of responses according to regulations followed for
confidentiality of required matter exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

110

83

33

19

2

247

44.5%

33.6%

13.4%

7.7%

.8%

100.0%

36

31

18

11

5

101

35.6%

30.7%

17.8%

10.9%

5.0%

100.0%

146

114

51

30

7

348

42.0%

32.8%

14.7%

8.6%

2.0%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.057).
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Table.4.60
Showing ccomparison of responses according to purchase, financial and leave rules
exist
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

107

107

24

7

2

247

43.3%

43.3%

9.7%

2.8%

.8%

100.0%

37

38

17

7

2

101

36.6%

37.6%

16.8%

6.9%

2.0%

100.0%

144

145

41

14

4

348

41.4%

41.7%

11.8%

4.0%

1.1%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.070). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.61
Showing comparison of responses according to code of conduct of ethics exist
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

91

99

38

15

4

247

36.8%

40.1%

15.4%

6.1%

1.6%

100.0%

38

33

23

5

2

101

37.6%

32.7%

22.8%

5.0%

2.0%

100.0%

129

132

61

20

6

348

37.1%

37.9%

17.5%

5.7%

1.7%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.642). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.62
Showing comparison of responses according to record of faculty recently participated
or participating exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

62

136

39

8

2

247

25.1%

55.1%

15.8%

3.2%

.8%

100.0%

22

46

16

14

3

101

21.8%

45.5%

15.8%

13.9%

3.0%

100.0%

84

182

55

22

5

348

24.1%

52.3%

15.8%

6.3%

1.4%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.63
Showing comparison of responses according to participation reports are submitted by
the concerned teachers
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

65

114

50

15

3

247

26.3%

46.2%

20.2%

6.1%

1.2%

100.0%

20

36

26

15

4

101

19.8%

35.6%

25.7%

14.9%

4.0%

100.0%

85

150

76

30

7

348

24.4%

43.1%

21.8%

8.6%

2.0%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.011). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.64
Showing comparison of responses according to appropriate documentation of faculty
academics is kept
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

66

118

53

7

3

247

26.7%

47.8%

21.5%

2.8%

1.2%

100.0%

22

39

20

15

4

100

22.0%

39.0%

20.0%

15.0%

4.0%

100.0%

88

157

73

22

7

347

25.4%

45.2%

21.0%

6.3%

2.0%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.65
Showing comparison of responses according to professional experience, performance
and technical competencies are published and certified
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

58

114

60

11

4

247

23.5%

46.2%

24.3%

4.5%

1.6%

100.0%

16

33

24

18

8

99

16.2%

33.3%

24.2%

18.2%

8.1%

100.0%

74

147

84

29

12

346

21.4%

42.5%

24.3%

8.4%

3.5%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.66
Showing comparison of responses according to a faculty handbook that delineates,
appropriate procedure & policies including published criteria for the recruitment,
appointment, teaching role, promotion, grievance processes and termination of
faculty based on principles of fairness and regard for the rights of individual has been
made available.
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Public

51

103

72

14

7

247

20.6%

41.7%

29.1%

5.7%

2.8%

100.0%

24

34

20

9

14

101

23.8%

33.7%

19.8%

8.9%

13.9%

100.0%

75

137

92

23

21

348

21.6%

39.4%

26.4%

6.6%

6.0%

100.0%

Private

Total

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.67
Showing comparison of responses according to systems are operational for
evaluating the teaching effectiveness of all faculty
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

45

119

62

18

3

247

18.2%

48.2%

25.1%

7.3%

1.2%

100.0%

24

37

16

15

9

101

23.8%

36.6%

15.8%

14.9%

8.9%

100.0%

69

156

78

33

12

348

19.8%

44.8%

22.4%

9.5%

3.4%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.68
Showing comparison of responses according to evidence of faculty contribution in the
areas of student learning, scholarship, institutional development and community
service exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

55

107

63

15

7

247

22.3%

43.3%

25.5%

6.1%

2.8%

100.0%

19

36

17

20

8

100

19.0%

36.0%

17.0%

20.0%

8.0%

100.0%

74

143

80

35

15

347

21.3%

41.2%

23.1%

10.1%

4.3%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.69
Showing comparison of responses according to adequate support for the professional
advancement and development of faculty including the pursuit of terminal degrees
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

47

117

62

13

8

247

19.0%

47.4%

25.1%

5.3%

3.2%

100.0%

15

40

18

17

11

101

14.9%

39.6%

17.8%

16.8%

10.9%

100.0%

62

157

80

30

19

348

17.8%

45.1%

23.0%

8.6%

5.5%

100.0%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.70
Showing comparison of responses according to a published statement of academic
freedom and adherence to its principles within the context of the institutional mission
exists
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

48

113

67

15

4

247

19.40%

45.70%

27.10%

6.10%

1.60%

100.00%

22

36

17

12

14

101

21.80%

35.60%

16.80%

11.90%

13.90%

100.00%

70

149

84

27

18

348

20.10%

42.80%

24.10%

7.80%

5.20%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.71
Showing comparison of responses according to Faculty training is arranged keeping
in view the diverse needs of teaching
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

45

107

65

18

12

247

18.20%

43.30%

26.30%

7.30%

4.90%

100.00%

18

34

19

12

16

99

18.20%

34.30%

19.20%

12.10%

16.20%

100.00%

63

141

84

30

28

346

18.20%

40.80%

24.30%

8.70%

8.10%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). The tilt of the responses is towards
moderate opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.72
Showing comparison of responses according to admission policy exists and followed
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

137

85

16

8

1

247

55.50%

34.40%

6.50%

3.20%

0.40%

100.00%

42

46

10

2

1

101

41.60%

45.50%

9.90%

2.00%

1.00%

100.00%

179

131

26

10

2

348

51.40%

37.60%

7.50%

2.90%

0.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was no statistically significant difference according to the response of public
and private sector institutions (p-value 0.096).

Table.4.73
Showing comparison of responses according to institutional prospectus is made
available
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

140

76

20

9

2

247

56.70%

30.80%

8.10%

3.60%

0.80%

100.00%

45

49

3

2

1

100

45.00%

49.00%

3.00%

2.00%

1.00%

100.00%

185

125

23

11

3

347

53.30%

36.00%

6.60%

3.20%

0.90%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value 0.014). The tilt of the responses is towards
excellent opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Table.4.74
Showing comparison of response according to admission is advertised, HEC criteria
for minimum level of student entrance score is followed
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

145

69

22

5

6

247

58.70%

27.90%

8.90%

2.00%

2.40%

100.00%

37

39

16

8

1

101

36.60%

38.60%

15.80%

7.90%

1.00%

100.00%

182

108

38

13

7

348

52.30%

31.00%

10.90%

3.70%

2.00%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
excellent opinion both in public and private sector universities.

Table.4.75
Showing comparison of responses according to recruitment practices are followed in
line with HEC directions
Institution

Excellent

Moderate

Weak

Feeble

Non-existent

Total

Public

142

63

22

16

4

247

57.50%

25.50%

8.90%

6.50%

1.60%

100.00%

32

31

17

16

5

101

31.70%

30.70%

16.80%

15.80%

5.00%

100.00%

174

94

39

32

9

348

50.00%

27.00%

11.20%

9.20%

2.60%

100.00%

Private

Total

There was a statistically significant difference according to the response of public and
private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The tilt of the responses is towards
excellent opinion both in public and private sector universities.
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Factor Analysis
In this study the rating scale was responded to by 349 participants. The factor
analyses of the components studied are given in tables (appendix C) about educational
services for students and administrative services for students.
Factor Loading
Factor loading of the components are given in tables (appendix C) about
educational services for students and administrative services for students.
Descriptive Statistics
Table.4.76
Showing rating scale descriptive statistics of educational services part
Domain
Mandate

Institutional
Vision

Institutional
Mission
Institutional
Goals

Institutional
objectives

Questions

Mean

Mandate of the institution exists in black and white
Mandate is endorsed by Academic Council
Mandate is revisited after specified time
Vision is documented and catchy
Vision is future oriented
Mission is devised out of vision
Vision is developed by decision makers
Mission is developed by BOG and revisited after regular
intervals
Mission leads university decision making
Mission is revisited to be more practical
Goals are broader
Goals matches vision and mission
Goals are driving and guiding force
Objectives are specific for each program
Objectives match vision and mission
Learning objectives are followed for teaching
Objectives are consistent with the institutions mission

4.071
4.051
3.771
4.034
4.000
3.814
3.760

Std.
Deviation
0.778
0.872
0.990
0.839
0.918
0.938
1.051

3.797

0.958

3.834
3.697
4.071
3.897
3.871
4.051
3.909
3.889
3.783

0.952
0.978
0.901
0.955
0.980
0.897
0.891
0.940
1.032

The means for the questions is all better than the midpoint of the opinions and the
standard deviations are not so high.
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Table.4.77
Showing rating scale descriptive statistics of educational services part
Domain

Questions

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Assessment &

Briefly described evaluation system exist

4.071

0.888

Evaluation System

Procedure & tools for evaluation system are available

3.986

0.878

Evaluation policy on program assessment, assessment of

3.877

1.004

Meetings are held to develop the improving plans

3.860

1.087

Assessment

Assessment tools are used for formative and summative

3.983

0.799

Records

assessment of each subject
Portfolios of students for core courses are maintained

3.814

0.876

Report on the general quality of the program is shared

3.705

0.995

Report on recorded minutes of assessment analysis is

3.619

1.064

Assessment methods are valid, objective and fair

3.748

0.959

Students receive useful feedback from assessed work

3.685

1.027

Research Planning

Research publication and dissemination policy of

3.943

0.936

and Promotion

institution exist
Research is conducted and supported on the priority issues

3.739

1.022

Budget has been made available for the conduct, publish

3.705

1.073

teachers & support staff exists

shared

and dissemination of research each year
Record of the

Classified list of completed research is available

3.659

0.951

conduct and use of

Completed researches are shared for implementation

3.802

0.990

research

Joint research project has been designed by the institution

3.596

1.064

Staff / Faculty

Meeting notices and agenda of at least one year is kept in

3.579

1.110

meeting file

the file
Minutes of the above meeting of the faculty and staff are

3.957

0.920

3.883

0.938

kept in the file
Report on the implementation of the decision made in the
meeting is kept

The means for the questions is all better than the midpoint of the opinions and the
standard deviations are not so high.
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Table.4.78
Showing rating scale descriptive statistics of administrative services part
Domain

Questions

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Budget and

Head wise budget and expenditures are prepared each year

3.966

0.946

Expenditure

Institutional audit is conducted regularly

3.905

0.977

Reconciliation record of accounts is maintained

3.845

1.047

Internal

Performance audits are made after regular intervals

3.828

0.952

Educational

Flow through the system is monitored

3.774

0.930

Efficiency

Efforts are made to maintain the enrollment level

3.785

1.032

Annual

Notified each year

4.034

0.937

Calendar of the

Include schedule of administrative activities

3.819

1.017

Program

Includes schedule of curriculum activities

3.831

1.030

Discipline

Record is maintained

4.086

0.921

Record

Decisions made are recorded, communicated and followed

3.934

0.931

up
Institutional

Discipline rules exist

4.221

0.907

Rules and

Evaluation and examination rules exist

4.138

0.899

Regulations

Regulations followed for confidentiality of required matter

4.040

1.044

Purchase, financial and leave rules exist

4.183

0.875

Code of conduct of ethics exist

4.032

0.966

exist

The means for the questions is all better than the midpoint of the opinions and the
standard deviations are not so high.
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Table.4.79
Showing rating scale descriptive statistics of administrative services part
Domain

Questions

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Continuous

Record of faculty recently participated or participating exist

3.917

0.882

Professional

Participation reports are submitted by the concerned

3.794

0.973

Development of

teachers

Faculty Process

Appropriate documentation of faculty academics is kept

3.845

0.958

and Plan

Professional experience, performance and technical

3.679

1.042

3.636

1.076

3.679

1.006

3.639

1.073

3.613

1.046

3.650

1.047

3.504

1.156

competencies are published and certified
A faculty handbook that delineates, appropriate procedure
& policies including published criteria for the recruitment,
appointment, teaching role, promotion, grievance processes
and termination of faculty based on principles of fairness
and regard forth
Systems are operational for evaluating the teaching
effectiveness of all faculty,
Evidence of faculty contribution in the areas of student
learning, scholarship, institutional development and
community service exists
Adequate support for the professional advancement and
development of its faculty including the pursuit of terminal
degrees
A published statement of academic freedom and adherence
to its principles within the context of the institutional
mission exists
Faculty training is arranged keeping in view of diverse
needs of teaching
Admission

Admission policy exist and followed

4.364

0.789

Policy

Institutional prospectus is made available

4.364

0.846

Admission is advertised, HEC criteria for minimum level of

4.278

0.941

4.126

1.094

student entrance score is followed
Recruitment practices are followed in line with HEC
directions

The means for the questions is all better than the midpoint of the opinions and the
standard deviations are not so high.
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Models
Average score of each domain of educational services for students were
regressed on gender, type of university, Name of department, Qualification, Post held,
Experience in this post, total experience at university, level of experience of teaching
and administration as well as average score of each domain of administrative services
for students. The best models are presented as under;

Table.4.80
Showing model one (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

T

Sig

(Constant)

4.361

.200

21.796

.000

Institutional Rules and

-0.187

.071

-2.628

.009

Annual Calendar of the Program

-0.151

.050

-2.996

.003

Budget and Expenditure

-0.095

.054

-1.769

.078

Gender

0.155

.070

2.228

.027

Admission Policy

-0.155

.073

-2.135

.033

Model

Regulations

Dependent Variable: Mandate
The model shows that female achieve mandate 0.155 times as compared to males
whereas unit increase in Institutional Rules and Regulations decrease mandate 0.187,unit increase in Annual Calendar of the Program decrease mandate 0.151, unit
increase in Budget and Expenditure decrease mandate 0.095 and unit increase in
Admission Policy score decrease 0.155 times. The R squared is 0.310 and the
regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).
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Table.4.81
Showing model two (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

1.037

0.174

5.946

0.000

Continuous Professional

0.218

0.058

3.795

0.000

Admission Policy

0.229

0.056

4.132

0.000

Annual Calendar of the Program

0.149

0.045

3.289

0.001

Budget and Expenditure

0.140

0.049

2.852

0.005

Gender

-0.127

0.061

-2.080

0.038

Model

Development of Faculty Process and
Plan

Dependent Variable: Institutional Vision
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increase institutional vision 0.218, unit increase in Admission Policy increase
Institutional Vision 0.229 times, unit increase in Annual Calendar of the Program
increases Institutional Vision 0.149 times and unit increase in Budget and Expenditure
increases Institutional Vision 0.140 times whereas female decreases Institutional
Vision 0.127 times. The R squared is 0.476 and the regression is best fit (p-value
<0.001).

Table.4.82
Showing model three (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.414

0.175

2.367

0.018

Continuous Professional

0.404

0.059

6.844

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.178

0.050

3.548

0.000

Institutional Rules and Regulations

0.178

0.057

3.147

0.002

Annual Calendar of the Program

0.119

0.049

2.425

0.016

Model

Development of Faculty Process and
Plan

Dependent Variable: Institutional Mission
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
score increases Institutional Mission 0.404 times, unit increase in Internal Educational
Efficiency increases Institutional Mission 0.178 times, unit increase in Institutional
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Rules and Regulations increases Institutional Mission 0.178 times and unit increment
in Annual Calendar of the Program score increases Institutional Mission 0.119times.
The R squared is 0.543 and the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).

Table.4.83
Showing model four (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.610

0.186

3.278

0.001

Continuous Professional Development

0.337

0.062

5.453

0.000

Annual Calendar of the Program

0.167

0.049

3.432

0.001

Budget and Expenditure

0.167

0.052

3.189

0.002

Admission Policy

0.185

0.059

3.121

0.002

Model

of Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Institutional Goals
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increases Institutional Goals 0.337 times, unit increase in Annual Calendar of the
Program increases Institutional Goals 0.167 times, and similarly unit increase in
Budget and Expenditure increase in Institutional Goals 0.167times and unit increase
in Admission Policy increase in Institutional Goals 0.185 times. The R squared is
0.5210 and the regression is the best fit (p-value <0.001).

Table.4.84
Showing model five (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized Coefficients

Model

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.746

0.179

4.161

0.000

Continuous Professional Development of

0.346

0.058

5.976

0.000

Admission Policy

0.251

0.057

4.441

0.000

Budget and Expenditure

0.208

0.050

4.132

0.000

Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Institutional objectives
Unit change in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increases Institutional objectives 0.346times, Unit change in Admission Policy
Institutional objectives increases Institutional objectives 0.251times, Unit change in
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Budget and Expenditure Institutional objectives increases Institutional objectives
0.208times. The R squared is 0.510 and the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).

Table.4.85
Showing model six (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

T

Sig.

(Constant)

0.131

0.199

0.662

0.508

Institutional Rules and

0.332

0.061

5.438

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.208

0.044

4.674

0.000

Admission Policy

0.205

0.062

3.288

0.001

Continuous Professional

0.171

0.055

3.119

0.002

0.067

0.033

2.048

0.041

Model

Regulations

Development of Faculty Process
and Plan
Department

Dependent Variable: Assessment & Evaluation System
Unit increase in Institutional Rules and Regulations increases Assessment &
Evaluation System 0.332times, Unit increase in Internal Educational Efficiency
increases Assessment & Evaluation System 0.208 times, Unit increase in Admission
Policy increases Assessment & Evaluation System 0.205times, Unit increase in
Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan increases
Assessment & Evaluation System 0.171times and Unit increase in Department
increases Assessment & Evaluation System 0.067times . The R squared is 0.586 and
the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).
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Table.4.86
Showing model seven (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized Coefficients

Model

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.666

0.147

4.522

0.000

Continuous Professional Development of

0.228

0.050

4.586

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.214

0.042

5.071

0.000

Institutional Rules and Regulations

0.242

0.048

5.070

0.000

Annual Calendar of the Program

0.115

0.041

2.779

0.006

Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Assessment Records
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increases Assessment Records 0.228 times, Unit increase in Internal Educational
Efficiency increases Assessment Records 0.214 times, Unit increase in Institutional
Rules and Regulations increases Assessment Records 0.242 times and Unit increase in
Annual Calendar of the Program increases Assessment Records 0.115times. The R
squared is 0.576 and the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).

Table.4.87
Showing model eight (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized
B

Coefficients
Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.256

0.188

1.360

0.175

Continuous Professional Development

0.455

0.057

7.923

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.252

0.049

5.188

0.000

Admission Policy

0.212

0.058

3.663

0.000

of Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Research Planning and Promotion
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increases Research Planning and Promotion 0.455 times, Unit increase in Internal
Educational Efficiency increases Research Planning and Promotion 0.252 times and
Unit increase in Admission Policy increases Research Planning and Promotion 0.212
times. The R squared is0.552 and the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).
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Table.4.88
Showing model nine (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

-0.021

0.186

-0.112

0.911

Continuous Professional Development

0.438

0.064

6.874

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.165

0.059

2.786

0.006

Discipline Record

0.203

0.056

3.639

0.000

Budget and Expenditure

0.161

0.062

2.597

0.010

Model

of Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Record of the conduct and use of research
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increase Record of the conduct and use of research score 0.438times, Unit increase in
Internal Educational Efficiency increase Record of the conduct and use of research
score 0.165 times, Unit increase in Discipline Record increase Record of the conduct
and use of research score 0.203 and Unit increase in Budget and Expenditure increase
Record of the conduct and use of research score 0.161times. The R squared is 0.552
and the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).

Table.4.89
Showing model ten (Figure in appendix B)
Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

(Constant)

0.574

0.188

3.059

0.002

Continuous Professional Development

0.267

0.062

4.318

0.000

Internal Educational Efficiency

0.261

0.052

5.011

0.000

Institutional Rules and Regulations

0.199

0.064

3.106

0.002

Discipline Record

0.131

0.058

2.266

0.024

of Faculty Process and Plan

Dependent Variable: Staff / Faculty meeting file
Unit increase in Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan
increases Staff / Faculty meeting file score 0.267 times,
Unit increase in Internal Educational Efficiency increases Staff / Faculty meeting file
score 0.261times, Unit increase in Institutional Rules and Regulations increases Staff /
Faculty meeting file score 0.199 and Unit increase in Discipline Record increases
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Staff / Faculty meeting file score 0.131 times. The Adjusted R squared is 0.494 and
the regression is best fit (p-value <0.001).

4.90 The Focused Group Interview Schedule
Transcript of the interview conducted with the focus group based on the heads
of the universities. The interview with the willing respondents as the interviewees was
conducted. 15 senior members were present from public and private universities and
their kind attention was invited to the already distributed interview protocol. This was
devised for the research. This research is being conducted on the ―Role of Educational
Leaders for the promotion of quality learning environment in the public and private
sector universities at Lahore.‖ So, with their permission interviewer started. The first
question posed to them was
Q.1 Mandates of the institutions comes from where?
It was the question asked from them. They were asked to respond in Urdu,
English or in their mother tongue; as they wish but it should be focused. It was started
from willing respondents to have their valuable opinions about this question. Willing
respondent 1 said Thank you very much Madam. Actually, the mandate of
institutions comes from different levels. First, it is the Higher Education Department
which recognizes the institutions. Then these institutions are formulated according to
the rules of the bodies organizing and controlling like universities which are being
controlled by HEC so their mandate comes from HEC and they have to formulate all
their policies according to the HEC guidelines. Willing respondent 2 said Thank you
very much. It may be added to willing respondent 1 statement. Mandates of the
universities mostly comes from their academic concepts there and so on but as you
know, now we have Higher Education Commission who controls the academic
activities of the universities and most of the things we take from the guidance of the
HEC but mostly the public sector universities and private sector universities are
bound to follow the instructions and guidance of the HEC. Private universities strictly
follow their instructions/guidance because they will have their existence based on
satisfaction of the HEC. It was asked that if any one of them would like to add. They
all thanked for the response to question number one. So, question number two was
asked from the respondents.
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Q.2 What includes institutional vision?
It was handed over to willing respondent 1. He said to me institutional vision
includes basically the need of the time and your planning which is of the time as the
modern era due to induction of knowledge is called the knowledge blast era. The
visions are being changed very rapidly. So, you have to incorporate all the future
coming things which you see. As long as you have a good vision you can see into the
future and one of the most recent things which have been included in the vision of the
institutions is futurology. So, you include all those things and then you formulate your
vision and as your vision is along the time your institution come out as successful
according to the vision of your institution and vision of the time. Willing respondent
2 said I think the vision of the institution is the satisfaction of the society, the
environment, the academic and the satisfaction of the people. Most of the institutions
are working under the conducive environment and they have all the learned faculties
and they give entire satisfaction to the public and the vision of this institution is based
upon the satisfaction of the students and the satisfaction of the public, in my opinion.
Willing respondent 3 said I add just two to three points. Currently, universities at
Lahore vision is positive qualification to produce leadership in the field of science,
provide food and quality education, more emphasis remain on quality education,
moral values for students which the society make. This is the main purpose of
education thus it has to produce leaders in the field of science and technology with
more emphasis on moral values and collaboration. Then others were asked for their
opinion. Interviewer passed to question number three. It is just in sequential live
order. He said that you know when we talk of real, we should have something to be
cleared about mission. So, he posed the question about mission.
Q.3 What characteristics are there in institutional mission?
Then he started from willing respondent 1. Willing respondent 1said that I
think institutional mission is to be very close to the vision of the institution because
unless these two things have aligned the institution cannot progress so this mission is
always taken up from the vision and your efforts, your physical faculties, your mental
capabilities, all your spiritual activities, your planning, that all is aligned to that
vision, and you transform those and you materialize those with all your efforts to
formalize your vision and transform it into a mission. Willing respondent 2 said that
in my opinion the mission of the institution is based upon the vision of the institution.
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The vision, as had been already said is based upon the environment and the learning
facilities of the institution, provided by to the entire satisfaction of the people, the
public and the society. Moreover, I think on the basis of the vision, mission of the
institution can easily be described by the institution that what type of disciplinary
activities they want to produce; how they produce the activities for character building
and social adjustment besides the curriculum they have already given to teach them.
But I think, mostly the mission of the institution is the execution of the curriculum,
the execution of the activities for the entire satisfaction of the society on the basis of
their character building and their social adjustment. Interviewer asked all others that
anyone would like to add to it. He thanked them for their thought-provoking input and
passed on to the question number four.
Q.4 Where from institutional goals come? Where from institutional goals we get?
Interviewer handed over to willing respondent 1. Willing respondent 1 said
that Institutional goals come from that vision and mission because all these things
have to be aligned with. You can take it as a greater circle and then an inner circle and
then a smaller circle and ultimately you have to be much focused on that. So, to focus
and to be more materially performing on the acts you want to be basically the
guidelines from that vision and mission are determined and then you perform
materially to achieve those goals. These goals are also transformed from that vision
and mission. Willing respondent 2 said that I will add something more I think the
goals of an institution, thinking more broadly, are the policy of the nation. As we
know, the aims, objectives and the goals are based upon the environment of the whole
country. Besides what is the philosophy of education, we would borrow some goals
and we borrow some objectives from that mission. And as I earlier told that vision and
mission are interchangeably dependent on each other. But we can set the goals on the
basis of our national ideology, national curriculum and entire policy of the
government. What I conclude it is the philosophy of the nation one of which you
derived the goals. Interviewer invited attention to 5th question.
Q.5 Why institutional objectives are needed? Why not without the objectives,
we can follow the processes?
Willing respondent 1said that to me objectives are the bacons of light and
their light houses you can say they act as mile stones. Unless you have set your
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objectives and your goals, you cannot proceed towards your destination because they
guide you that how long you are travelling towards your destination. Moreover, are
you actually travelling towards your actual destination or you have been betrayed. So,
these goals or objectives are to be set. It may be objectives of an institution, it may be
objectives of a programme, it may be the objectives of your lesson, it may be the
objectives of your learning, and it may be objectives of society. These objectives are
very necessary if you have to be focused and you want not to waste your energies and
efforts, your resources side-ways and you want to see the straight direction towards
your destination, the objectives are very necessary. Willing respondent 2 said that we
need institutional objectives, to derive all these things from national philosophy and
national objectives. Objectives are the part of philosophical ideology and we classify
our objectives into long-term and short-term and there are also general and specific
objectives. Sometimes we derive objectives of the study or institutional objectives.
For the sake of institutional objectives, these are based upon the ideology and
philosophy of a nation because all our education is based upon our national ideology.
And we derive all our objectives either the subjective, objectives or institutional
objectives, all these are based upon philosophical ideology and interviewer thanked
all of them. Interviewer said that now it is the time for question number six.
Q. 6 How the curriculum is understood and put in practice?
Interviewer said that here they want to know the change in the definition of the
curriculum. Over the period of time, it has been changing. Now the current definition
includes all the activities taking place under the sponsorship of the universities.
Willing respondent 1 said that coming to the point that how the curriculum is
understood and put in practice. We shall have first to visualize the ideology of the
nation because may be all the practices or the exercises, all the activities which are
undertaken under the roof or out of the roof or out of the boundary of an educational
institution but we have to coincide the ideology of the nation along with the activities
which are being carried out because we very well know that if the curriculum is
contrary to the national ideology then there is a collusion not homogeneity. One thing
is basic that curriculum comes from the national ideology. Then basically it is the
philosophy and it is the need; second thing is the need assessment that what is the
need of your society? What you want to be? What you like to be? When you have
done the need assessment then there arise two questions that we have already
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discussed as objectives and goals. Then we decide those objectives that how we can
achieve those objectives and build our national ideology and that is at the grass-roots
level. Later on, to achieve those objectives, we have to define and assess the content.
How that content will satisfy those objectives or will meet those objectives and the
most important thing is to achieve those objectives from the teaching of that content,
we also need the appropriate methodology to convey that content because if that
methodology is not appropriate and that content is not conveyed properly then we
cannot achieve those objectives and we can‘t achieve those objectives then we cannot
reach to our mission and our vision so we will stay unsatisfied. Curriculum is put into
practice, basically by the teacher, it is the society which has to support and today we
cannot separate schools and society. They have to work along and school and the
society have to move together. So, the need of the society and practice of the school
both have to take the curriculum sideways and to make that practice successful.
Willing respondent 2 said that to put the curriculum into practice is related to
curriculum development in Pakistani situation. He said that your question is more in
general but he would make it more specific in Pakistani culture, because our country
is an ideological country and nothing is to be put into the curriculum which is against
our ideology. We put our content which is related and may give practice to our
national ideology. The student who finishes his/her education in a Pakistani
institution, has a unique look in his ideas so that he may be given the comparison to
other nations‘ educational systems because our student is uniquely prepared in our
Islamic and Pakistani situation and put it. He further elaborated that the most stress is
not based on the curriculum but we have changed it or put it into the curriculum of
teacher education. If our teacher is ideological and have clear concepts to put the
curriculum into practice then our students will follow it. And surely our students who
passed out have a unique look of our Pakistani educational institutions. Interviewer
asked their permission and summarized the concept that the curriculum is the
practices of the teachers. It is something that is not written, that is the way teacher
puts it into practice. It‘s the teacher‘s basic endeavors. Willing respondent 1 said
that excuse me Sir. Basically, curriculum is a written document, it can never be oral.
That written documents will require the teacher to adopt the practices according to the
objectives and nature of that curriculum. The flexibility is something else. That
flexibility is not into practice. That flexibility is that you change your curriculum
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according to the need of time. That is flexibility. Flexible curriculum approved at
higher secondary level is in written form but the curriculum of Higher Education
Commission is not in a written form. It is totally based upon the expertise of a teacher.
As we know that our entire curriculum is already in written form but in East Pakistan
teacher‘s role was the most vital role for separation of our country. It means that a
teacher has the main role to put the curriculum into practice according to the spirit of
Islam and ideology and the nature of the country. Interviewer thanked them for the
clarity given by both the experts and passed on to the question number seven.
Q.7 What systems exist in the institution?
Interviewer elaborated the question that by moving that system, procedures,
processes, inputs all form the part of a system. There are so many systems going on in
an institution. So, the way you want you must put it into practice and handed over to
respondent one. Question is what systems exist in the institution? Willing
respondent 1asked that you want to make it examination system? Interviewer
answered that no, other than that. You do anything what you want. Its administration,
management so divide it the way you want. It‘s up to you Sir. Willing respondent
1said that so far as the prevailing self-system is concerned, actually it depends upon
the level of the institution. If you talk about secondary school level of an institution
then the system is mostly centralized. Instructions come from the department, School
Education Department and the administrators which are headmasters, headmistress
and principals. They don‘t have anything at their own. They have to follow those
advices and instructions coming from their department. So far as the higher education
institutions are concerned, since there are two sectors, private and the public sector, so
in public sector instructions again come from the higher education department and the
principals had to follow those instructions. They may be as we have been discussing,
that may be their curriculum that may be the examination system that may be the
admission system and the things like. So as far as private institutions are concerned,
yes, they have their own priorities. They adopt the policies according to the need of
time. They change marketing which is definitely admission policies according to the
need of time and their admission policies normally vary according to their intake and
their output and their performance. Similarly, so far administration is concerned;
administration at higher education level varies widely. Every department has its own
practices and these practices mostly depend upon the leader of the department which
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is normally called Chairman or Head of the Department and their policies work on
that. Ultimately, overall policies which are academic policies, like your scheme of
studies, or your examination, or approval of your research papers or thesis, there are
academic councils which give approval to those practices and they are conducted
according to that. So far as examination or evaluation is concerned, again at different
level there are two schemes, annual scheme and the other is semester scheme and
these policies are also according to the instructions by the examination department of
the universities or of the public sector universities whichever they like to. So far as
financial policy is concerned, similarly, public sector institutions get finances from
the government as per their allocation and public sector universities definitely have
their finances from the fee they collect.
Willing respondent 2 said that as far as system is concerned, whichever
system is adopted it should be at par with the international requirements and crystal
clear in a manner that one could not say that this system is based on fake degrees or
so. But as we know as willing respondent 1 said that there is a private sector system
and public sector system. We have already done so many researches to compare these
systems. More or less, the one is administratively sound, the other is academically
sound. One has financial constraints the other has no financial constraints. The
admission criteria and the evaluation of research activities and the curriculum are the
same on both sides because both sides are working under the control of the state and
they have to work under the guidance and the material provided by the government.
They have to act upon it. The only thing that makes it more satisfied with the public
and other institutions is their working environment, academic environment and
discipline-wise system. He thought that whichever system, whether it is public or
private, if it‘s disciplined, crystal clear and no bad practices are there then this system
is one of the systems which may be at par with the international level. And we have to
try that our degrees, our system, our students, at least should compete at the
international level and must satisfy that they are from Pakistani education system and
they will have no doubt which brings bad name to their institution or the nation.
Interviewer summarized it precisely that the systems are centralized but we are
marching towards having more freedom, more liberty, that‘s why the systems would
work in a flexible manner, they may synchronize and passed to question nine.
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Q. 8 How the improvements are planned and made?
Interviewer asked the respondents that they home worked on it as one of you
is the master-mind to plan, made and implement and all that. So the question is
actually that are planning departments at government level and at university level
working well. Willing respondent 1said that main policies come from the planning
departments even the universities which are, to some extent, autonomous in their
practices or in their systems but they have certain guidelines from the planning
department or the higher education department and Higher Education Commission.
So, they have to work on that. So far as our planning is concerned, the departments
are independent and autonomous in the planning of their local internal examinations,
their scheme of studies. If they like to change the schemes of studies, they can but
they have to seek approval from the academic council or the syndicate whichever is
prevailing in those universities. But these planning‘s are made at different levels, they
are at local level as well as at central level like I answered in response to the previous
questions…. finances are centralized but the practices are decentralized. We can
adjust our classes according to the available resources. We can adjust our examination
schedule according to our available resources. We can reschedule our curriculum
practices as per our available resources but we have to follow the financial constraints
which have been undertaken by the central authority, existing at the university level.
So all these systems and all these planning‘s on mutual grounds. They are discussed,
planned and worked-out….as you do at different stages of plan elaboration and things
like that, they are followed and the planning goes on as the practices go on.
Willing respondent 2 thanked and said. Most of the time, I think the policies
and the plans are given by the government for the improvement of educational
system. But at the lower level, we can say that institutions are to improve their
academic activities on the basis of their faculty, if their faculty is qualified, enough,
faculty is there then we can improve the system as well. But the improvement
mostly…. when we…. you know that our education system is based on the loans and
the grants from different agencies and the government and the international agencies.
When we seek some loan or any type of stipend from international agencies, they give
us their own policies and we have to do nothing against them because they want to
improve such type of curriculum you can‘t change, to introduce such and such things,
such and such subjects. But…. I think….it is our duty as a teacher that we should
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improve…whatever resources are available…. what type of finances are available…?
we have to do our duty to given quality education. Sometimes, governments are
interested to increase the quantity of education, they want to saturate at the cost of
quality. If we want to improve our education system, we will have to give quality of
education standards and not the quantity of education. We will have to have a
research on it. If we want to know what the factors are, what are the hurdles, why we
cannot improve our educational system that we want? It needs some research.
Something that you know…. we have something at our finger-tips which are the main
hurdles for improvement of our quality education. We will have to overcome these
hurdles and thanked again. Interviewer said sorry for skipping one question that
should be asked after question number 7 and put the question number eight before
them.
Q. 9 Are the systems backed by the documentary support?
Interviewer explained that universities are run by some acts, educational acts,
there is a calendar there are certain other documents which are to be followed by the
universities. The quality and quality improvement, the standards and like that. There
are so many documents which the universities have to follow to come up to the
standards. Willing respondent 1 said that for this question, we have already given
the answer. No practice and no system are left without a document. We had the
proceedings of academic councils. We have the proceedings of Board of Advance
Studies and Research. We have the proceedings of finance committees. We have the
proceedings of even the things we decide in the Head of Departments and Directors
meetings. There are minutes of those and those minutes are circulated and conveyed.
Even the things which are discussed, which are implemented and which are instructed
to be implemented on e-mail, even those e-mails are also documented. And later on,
on behalf of those e-mails, we receive hard copies of those e-mails to put it in the
files. So, I don‘t think anything, any practice being done or practiced at university
level, it may be a date-sheet, it may be a time table, it may be a course outline, it may
be a scheme of studies or anything like that is left undocumented. Willing
respondent 2 said that he thought no institution can be run without proper
documentation. As you know our country is run under certain constitution. I think
calendars are the constitution of universities and institutions. And as willing
respondent 1 said, minutes of our meetings, our time tables, question papers, all such
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things, the guidance for further improvement, the whole documentation is necessary.
Overall enrolment record, pass out record, drop out record, change of curriculum from
time to time, induction of new subjects and what are the reasons for replacing those
subjects, historical background for the improvement of our institutions. So, I think
documentation is the compulsory component for improvement of an institution.
Interviewer thanked and said that at the end we may conclude this way that there is a
succession in the processes owned by various organizations being run in the
institution and asked the last question in which all of them were interested.
Q.10 What incentives are available to teaching and support staff?
Interviewer said that it‘s the 10the question. And this question is in the interest
of all of us. Yes, it‘s the last question. Willing respondent 1said that incentives are
always there to fetch good results, you have to give incentives but it never means that
what is the amount of that incentive? It may be very meager, it may be very big.
Basically, you have to deserve for that incentive first and then one has to desire for
that incentive. But nothing works without the incentive or the prize or the increment
or anything like that. Willing respondent 2thanked and continued that the incentives
for the teaching staff, as willing respondent 1 said because if a teacher works hard and
gives good result, he will have just nothing but only the remarks ―very good, you have
done very well‖. And he gives bad results, he may be punished under the PEDA Act
and so on. But when I was working in Punjab University, there was an incentive, if
one works hard and produces the research work, each year, participates in activities,
seminars, conferences, reads papers in the conferences, on that basis an incentive
allowance was given to him/her on yearly basis. There was a committee in Punjab
University who had to decide about the incentive to be awarded to how many. And
this was very good to make the teachers to do the research work and to encourage
them to participate in the conferences, seminars and such type of professional
activities besides their academic work. So, I think incentive always gives good results
and improve the academia more through hard work.
Interviewer said at the end, it is the moral duty of the researcher to fully
recognize the work of those persons who participated in the interview. The willing
respondent 1 has the proud privilege of not only leading five colleges in the Punjab,
rather developing those colleges to the level aspired by the government and the people
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of that community. Thereafter, he did lead the goals for their development at one and
other places also contributed in the advisory capacity. The second willing respondent
had been working in two different universities, where he extended further
improvement in departments of those universities. It is his credit that he worked out
certain programmes to be operational at the university which he started from a trash.
That‘s a material reality now. And thanked all for their patience, participation, wise
and insightful suggestions to be laid down in the thesis of Rahila Nizami.
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4.91 The documentary analysis
Parameters
1
1.1

1.2

1.3

At Public University

Student admissions and marketing materials
Brochures and other
The materials were made
sources of information
available to the students
about the program
on observing all the
codal formalities due to
them on the part of
organizational
administration
Participation policies and
These were made
procedures
available as the most
essential parts of the
calendar
Reports about program
Reports of such sorts
results and participant
were not made public
evaluations
nor the evaluation by
employer/ old students

2
2.1

Program Documents
Mission statements

2.2

Catalogs

Catalogue of variety
were available at the
public sector universities

2.3

Brochures and other related
materials
Staff and student manuals
Policy and procedure
statements

Were not made available

2.4
2.5

2.6

Evaluation and periodic
reports

2.7

Contracts

2.8

Staff memos

Neither available nor
disseminated

Not available
Were available but
needed revamping and
updating
Were not available

Were available with the
administrative staff of
the university
Were passed on as the
hard copies to the staff
concerned

At Private
Universities
The brochures had
been made available
to the students at a
comparatively higher
cost

Only the admission
and allied rules were
exclusively made
available
QEC occasionally
issue reports
pertaining to quality
concerns and these
form the part of the
record of the
University
Have been available
for the students and
were pasted on the
walls as mountings
Program and other
needed catalogues
were not made
available to the
stakeholders including
the students
Partially available but
not up to the mark
Partially available
Were available but
needed to be focused
on academic concerns
Were needing
updating because of
being crude and
staggered
Were needing
updating after regular
intervals
Were passed on
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3
3.1

3.2

3.3

Institutional Administrative Documents
Statements about program
Were not available
purpose and philosophy
relative to other
educational programs
Organization charts
Were not available at the
departments and
admission office
Financial resource
Head wise allocations
statement
were available

3.4

Student and staff profiles

3.5

Assessment reports

4

Were not available

Were not available

Were not available at
the departments and
admission office
Not head wise but
overall allocations
were available
Were not available
Were not available

Research, Assessment, and Evaluation Data

4.1 Needs assessment

4.2

Follow-up studies

Was not available made
to be done as a
continuous feature
Not done nor a practice

4.3

Program evaluations

Not done

Not available need to
be done and made a
continuous feature
Not done nor a
practice
Not done

4,4

Outcome measures and
methodologies

Need to be updated

Need to be updated

4.5

Previous self-study reports

Never conducted nor in
practice

Never conducted nor
in fashion

5

Staff Activity Reports

5.1

Annual reports

5.2

Staff member vitae

5.3

5.4

Service to departments,
colleges, university, and
other agencies
Evidence of effectiveness

5.5

Scholarship activities

Much less than the
aspired

5.6

Contributions to the
profession
Student Activity Reports

Evidently negligible

6

Not all embracing, cover
sports gala‘s only
Available on web but not Though available but
updated
out dated
Not proper and not up to Dearth of support staff
the mark
Everything works on the
approval in anticipation

Everything works on
approval in
anticipation
Lack of coordination
and coincidence of
activities
No
contribution
towards profession
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6.1

6.2
6.3

Developmental transcripts,
portfolios, and other
evidence of student
contributions to the
institution, community, and
professional organizations
Reports of special student
accomplishments

Nonexistent needed to be Nonexistent outreach
initiated
program
Needed to be initiated

Not available nor
generated

Not available nor
generated

Employer reports on
student employment
experiences

Not available nor
collected

Not available
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4.92 Observation schedule
Sr
#
1
1.1
1.2
1.3

Land
Open space
Constructed Area

2
2.1

Provision for possible
extension
Building
Newly constructed

2.3

Spacious

2.4

Airy

2.5

Well lit

2.6
3
3.1
3.2
3.3

Rented/ Institution owned
Administrative office
Easy approach
Situated at one place
Expertise of all types
available
Academic staff
Up-dated
Well qualified

4
4.1
4.2
5
5.1
5.2
6
6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4

Maintenance staff
Adequate
Experienced and expert
Library
Spacious
Reading room
e-facilities equipped
(Books, journals)
Professional staff

7
7.1
7.2

Laboratories
Adequate
Spacious

7.3

Well designed

7.4

Up to the mark functional

8

Hostels

Public Sector
University

Private Sector
Universities

Adequate
Adequate to serve the
purpose
Extension possible

Needs more
Adequate to serve the
purpose
Extension not possible

Adequate with modern
facilities
Adequate space
available
Not airy

Adequate with the
modern facilities
Not adequate space
available
Some areas are
congested need to be
more airy
Rooms and corridors Partially purposely lit
adequately illuminated
Government owned
University owned
Easy access
Situated at one place
Adequate number of
experts available

At a distant place
Situated at one place
More experts needed

Updated staff available More staff needed
Adequate qualified staff More qualified staff
present
required
Adequate
Adequate expertise

Need more staff
More experienced

Adequate
Adequate
Adequate e-facilities

Not adequate
Not adequate
Required more efacilities
More professional staff
is required

Adequate

Adequate
Adequate space
Not adequately
designed
Functioning properly

Needs more laboratories
Extension in space is
essential
Not adequately designed
Not all functional to the
full extent
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8.1

Cubicles available

8.2

Transport connected

8.3

Healthy environment

8.4
8.5
8.6
9
9.1
9.2
9.3
10

Quality of servings
Servings in time
Male and female apart
Transport
For staff
For students
For academic research
Facilities

11

Parking

12
13
14

Photocopy
Canteen
Retiring room/reception
hall
Medical facilities
Admission desk
Web resource
application and
utilization
Wi-Fi connections
Elevators
Centrally air
conditioned
Safety
Financial Incentives

15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22

Available male and
female hostels
Transport service for
boarders
Good environment of
hostels
Adequate
Adequate and timely
Mostly apart

Male and female hostels

Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate facilities for
students and staff
Not enough space for
parking
Available
Adequate
No proper room
available
Adequate
Adequate
Need extension

Not available
Not available
Not available
Limited facilities for
students and staff
Not enough space for
parking
Available but limited
Not adequate
Needs updating

Adequate
Not available
Adequate

Adequate
Not sufficient
Adequate

Adequate
Need extension

Adequate
Limited and restricted

Transport not available
for boarders
Available hostels have
not healthy environment
Limited but reasonable
Timetable followed
Not apart

Need extension
Need extension
Needs extension
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Chapter 5
Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Discussion and
Recommendations

Summary
The study has been designed to identify roles of educational leaders as well as
their effective discharge of the responsibilities. The study is restricted to public and
private sector universities situated at Lahore. Out of which 16 universities being run
in Lahore were selected in accordance with the criteria that these universities should
have at least common faculties like faculty of science, faculty of Arts and Humanities,
faculty of Economics and Management and faculty of Behavioral and Social Sciences.
The objectives of the study are to identify the current roles of educational leadership,
to find the reflected roles of different tiers of faculty, to compare the quality and
leadership of learning environments of public and private universities, to find out the
quality indicators of learning environment and the relationship of leadership with
learning environment of public and private universities.
The study stands significant because the divulgence of it would help the
decision makers in the entrust of responsibilities to the staff/ faculty of various tiers at
the universities under study. The population of the various tiers include deans,
directors, HODs/ chairmen, professors, associate professors, assistant professors and
lecturers respectively. Since the population is extremely large so it is more benefitting
to choose the sample out of the various tiers in a proportionate manner. For making it
such like each and every member of the universities was selected as sample, was
approached to seek his/her convenience for participation as a subject of a study. The
contact with the staff members was made through emails, SMS and telephone as well
as the personal visits of the researcher. A plan of visits to the universities was chalked
out, communicated to those desirous of participation. Those who managed to make
themselves available for the researcher were accepted as a sample to the study. The
total tier wise sample was that N= 701. The sample collection was almost random
based; data was collected through rating scale, observation schedule, focused group
interview schedule and documentary analysis. The rating scale has been developed
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out of the review of related literature, university calendar, appointment posting
notifications and job descriptions issued by universities from time to time. Out of the
complete scan of the sources, rating scale developed consists of 66 items distributed
into 17 parts as the major key roles expected to be played by the university faculty.
The data is collected personally as per scheduled visits plan accepting only those who
made themselves available in any of the three visits of the researcher. Those who
didn‘t turn up were dropped out and didn‘t include in the sample. The data was
gathered and entered into the SPSS 22. Means, Standard deviation, regression analysis
and factor analysis are done to draw inferences.

Findings
Demographic data obtained from rating scale
This section consists of the findings based on the data collected through selfstructured rating scale, focus group interviews, documentary analysis and observation
schedule. The demographic data collected from rating scale is as under;
1- Data is collected from 349 respondents among those 205 (58.7%) are Male
and 144 (41.3 %) are Female.
2- The rating scales to the tune of 247 (70.8%) are collected from the Public
Sector Universities and 102 (29.2%) are got filled from the Private Sector
Universities.
3- Faculty wise respondents participated in the study from both public and
private universities which is as; 176(50.6%) are from Faculty of science,
62(17.8%) are from Faculty of Arts and Humanities, 56(16.1%) are from
Faculty of Economics and Management and 55(15.5%) are from Faculty of
Behavioral and Social Sciences.
4- Post wise distribution of the faculty is found out as 5 (1.4%) are Deans, 7
(2.0%) are Directors, 24 (6.9%) are Head of departments/ Chairmen, 26(7.4%)
are Professors, 47 (13.5%) are Associate professors and 240 (68.8%) are
junior faculty members.
5- The qualification of staff is as 18(5.2%) staff are MA/MSc, 160 (45.8%) staff
are MS/M.Phil., 160(45.8%) are PhD and 8(2.3 %) are Post Doc working in
sampled public and private sector universities.
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6- There are 193(55.6%) who have 1-5 years of experience in the current post,
100 (28.8%) have 6-10 years, 33(9.5%) have 11-15years and 21 (6.1%)
have16-20 years of experience in their current position.
7- Both public and private university staff possess experience as 140(40.3%)
have in terms of 1-5 years of total experience in the university, 81 (23.3%)
have 6-10 years, 58(16.7%) have 11-15 years of experience and 68(19.6%)
have 16-20 years of experience at the University.
8- Distribution of faculty on the basis of teaching experience reveals that 55
(15.8%) have teaching experience with BS (Hons.), 77 (22.1%) have teaching
experience with M.A/M.Sc., 102 (29.2%) have teaching experience with
MS/M.Phil. and 115 (33.0%) have teaching experience with PhD class.
9- The level of experience of administration of staff is as 53 (15.1%) have
administrative experience with BS (Hons), 69 (19.7%) have administrative
experience M. A/M.Sc., 62 (17.7%) possess administrative experience with
MS/M.Phil., 48 (13.7%) have administrative experience with PhD.
10- It is found that the male faculty is more than the female faculty. The male
faculty 205 (100%) is more in Science and the least 142 (100 %) in Behavioral
and Social Sciences as their respective number is 102 (49.76 %) and
27(13.17%). The same is about the female faculty as their respective numbers
for Sciences and Economics and Management are 74(52.11%) and
18(12.68%).
11- Out of a total of 205 males, 4 (1.95%) are deans and directors each, 17(8.29%)
are HODs, 19 (9.27%) are professors, 29(14.15%) are associate professors and
132 (64.39%) are junior faculty.
12- The composition of female faculty is alike as 1(0.7%) are deans, 3 (2.10%)
directors, 7 (4.90%) are HODs and professors each. Whereas 18(12.59%) are
associate professors and 107(74.83%) comprise the junior faculty.
Descriptive findings from rating scale
These findings show two different aspects of the roles of educational leaders
for quality learning environment. One part shows the educational services of students
and other part show the administrative services for students. These are described as
under;
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Descriptive Statistics for Educational Services for Students
1. There is no statistically significant difference in the response of public and
private institutions faculty (p-value 0.665). The data reveals that staff is more
inclined towards moderate opinion pertaining to the mandate of public
universities 158(64.00%) and private universities 62 (60.80%) says that it was
in existence in black and white respectively.
2. In response to the question that the mandate of the universities is endorsed by
the academic council the opinion of the public and private sector universities
is found to be significantly different (p-value 0.017). The total of opinions
from public sector support the statement as 148 (59.90%) goes in favor in
comparison to 47 (46.50 %) from the private sector universities. The opinion
of public sector university faculty is better than private sector definitely
having a gap in opinion.
3. The opinions of the public and private sector university faculty show a gap
that the two are statistically significant different as (p-value 0.020). The
opinions of the public sector university faculty 134 (54.30%) suppress the
opinions of private sector university faculty 39 (38.60 %). The opinion of the
public sector university faculty favor more that the mandate of universities is
revisited after specified time.
4. The opinions of public and private sector universities seem homogeneous
about vision is documented and catchy as (p-value 0.248).
5. The response to question about vision is future oriented shows that it is
statistically significant by different responses of public and private institutions
(p-value 0.025). There is definitely a gap which shows that opinions of public
universities faculty seem better 127 (51.40%) than private universities 34
(33.30 %). There is definitely a gap in opinions of both the type of
universities.
6. The opinions of public and private sector universities faculty are statistically
different (p-value 0.012). Opinion of public university faculty 133 (53.80%)
appears better than private sector faculty 37 (36.30%) which show a gap in
opinions towards mission is derived out of vision.
7. The response to the question about vision is developed by decision makers is
significantly different pertaining to the faculty of public and private
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institutions (p-value <0.001). The public university faculty opinion is
moderate 129 (52.70%) than private 32 (31.40%) universities which show a
considerable gap.
8. The response of public and private sector university faculty is statistically
significantly different (p-value 0.001). The standpoint of public sector faculty
is more moderate 140 (56.70%) than private sector faculty opinions 40
(39.20%). This shows the gap between public and private university faculty
for mission is developed by BOG and revisited after regular intervals.
9. The faculty response of public and private universities shows that there is a
statistically significant difference (p-value 0.001). This also shows that
opinion of public sector faculty is moderate 126 (51.00%) which suppresses
private faculty universities opinions 32 (31.40%). This shows a gap for
mission which leads university decision making.
10. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector university faculty (p-value <0.001). Faculty of public
university appears better 133 (53.80%) than private 32 (31.40%) universities
which show that there is a gap for mission is revisited to be more practical.
11. The response of public and private sector universities is significantly different
(p-value 0.001). The public university faculty opinions 115 (46.60%)
supersede private university faculty 37 (36.30%) that show the gap for goals
are broader.
12. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.095) for goals matches vision
and mission
13. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.018). The public university
faculty opinions are neutral 125 (50.60%) so seems better than private 38
(37.30%) universities. This show the gap for goals are driving and guiding
force.
14. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector universities (p-value 0.008). Opinion of public
university faculty are 120 (48.60%) which suppresses private university
faculty 30 (29.40%) and shows the gap for objectives are specific for each
program.
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15. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.099). The options of public
119 (48.20%) universities appear better than private 34 (33.30%) universities
and show the gap for objectives match vision and mission.
16. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector university faculty (p-value <0.001). An opinion of
public university faculty seems better130 (52.60%) than private 29 (28.40%)
universities faculty. It shows a gap for learning objectives are followed
towards teaching.
17. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.013). The faculty of public
125 (50.60%) university supersedes private 36 (35.30%) universities and
shows the gap for objectives are consistent with the institutions mission.
18. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.008). The option of public 104
(42.10%) university faculty suppresses private 44 (43.10%) universities
opinion. That shows the gap for briefly described evaluation system exists.
19. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). The opinions of public
university 108 (43.70%) faculty are more moderate and seem better than
private 50 (49.00%) universities and show the gap for procedure & tools for
evaluation system are available.
20. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.007). Opinions of public98
(39.80%) university faculty appear better than private 40 (39.20%) universities
faculty. There is a gap for evaluation policy on program assessment,
assessment of teachers & support staff exists.
21. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.005). Opinions of public 101
(40.90%) university teaching faculty supersede private 30 (29.40%)
universities which shows the gap for meetings are held to develop the
improvement plans.
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22. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector university faculty (p-value 0.920) for assessment
tools are used for formative and summative assessment of each subject.
23. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of the
faculty of public and private sector universities (p-value 0.061) for the
portfolios of students for core courses are maintained.
24. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector university faculty (p-value 0.234) for report on the
general quality of the program is shared.
25. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector universities faculty (p-value 0.052) for report on
recorded minutes of assessment analysis is shared.
26. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector university faculty (p-value 0.005). Opinions of the
faculty of public133 (53.80%) universities suppresses the opinions of the
faculty of private 37 (36.60%) universities thus showing a gap for assessment
methods are valid, objective and fair.
27. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of the
faculty of public and private sector universities (p-value 0.057) for students
receive useful feedback from assessed work.
28. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The faculty of public
universities opinion appears better 133 (53.80%) then private 36 (35.60%)
university faculty. Opinions show the gap for research publication and
dissemination policy of institution exists.
29. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). The faculty of public
sector universities demonstrated moderate opinions 112 (45.30%) than private
29 (28.70%) universities thus showing research is conducted and supported on
the priority issues
30. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Viewpoint of public
sector university faculty appears more better 116 (47.00%) then private sector
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university faculty 30 (29.70%) for showing budget has been made available
for the conduct, publish and dissemination of research each year.
31. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Faculty opinions of
public sector universities suppresses 120 (48.60%) private sector 31 (30.70%)
university opinions thus shows that classified list of completed research is
available.
32. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of faculty of
public sector universities supersede 114 (46.30%) the private sector
universities faculty 29 (28.70%) thus showing a gap for completed researches
are shared for implementation.
33. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Staff preferred the
moderate option of both public 113 (45.90%) and private 27 (26.70%)
universities so joint research project have been designed by the institution.
34. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.797) for meeting notices and
agenda of at least one year is kept in the file thus it shows homogeneity.
35. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.014). Opinions of faculty
favored the options of the faculty of public universities 125 (50.60%) which is
better than private universities faculty32 (31.70 %) thus shows a gap for
minutes of the meeting of the faculty and staff are kept in the file.
36. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.102) for report on the
implementation of the decision made in the meeting is kept which shows
homogeneity.
Descriptive Statistics for Administrative services for Students
1. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.004). Opinions of the faculty
of public sector universities 120 (48.60%) are better than private 35 (34.70%)
universities so it shows a gap towards head wise budget and expenditures.
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2. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.015). Responses of the public
sector universities 120 (48.60%) are more moderate then private universities
30 (29.70 %) so these are showing a gap in the regular conduct of institutional
audit in the two type of universities.
3. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.007). Responses of public
sector university faculty 121(49.00%) suppresses response of the faculty of the
private sector 33 (32.70%) universities showing a gap for the reconciliation
record of accounts is maintained.
4. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.020). Public sector university
faculty is more moderate 135 (54.70%) then private 40 (39.60%) sector
universities thus showing a gap for making of audits after regular intervals.
5. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.012). Opinions of faculty of
public sector university 136 (55.10%) supersedes private sector 40 (39.60%)
universities thus shows a gap for flow through the system is monitored.
6. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.067). Findings show that the
opinions are homogeneous for efforts are made to maintain the enrollment
level.
7. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.195) for annual calendar of the
programs notified each year.
8. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.113). Opinions of public sector
106 (42.90%) university faculty supresses private sectore 34 (34.00%)
universities which shows a gap for, annual calander include schedule of
administrative activities.
9. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Responses show that
the opinions of public sector university faculty 111 (44.90%) is better than
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private sector faculty of universities 28 (27.70 %) thus showing a gap for
academic calendar includes the schedule of curricular activities.
10. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.026). Options of public sector
university faculty 111 (44.9%) appears better than private sector 41 (41.0%)
universities faculty so shows gaps for discipline record is maintained.
11. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.049). Responses of public
sector 120 (48.6%) university faculty suppresses opinions of private sector 34
(33.7%) universities faculty so a gap is evident that decisions for discipline
record made are recorded, communicated and followed up.
12. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.094) thus showing the
homogeneity for discipline rules exist.
13. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.012). Opinions of public sector
83 (33.6%) universities faculty is more moderate than faculty of private 47
(46.5%) universities thus showing a gap for evaluation and examination rules
exist.
14. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.057) showing the homogeneity
for regulations followed for confidentiality of required matter exist.
15. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.070). Responses show that the
faculty opinions of public sector 107 (43.3%) universities supersedes38
(37.6%) private sector universities faculty thus showing a gap for, purchase,
financial and leave rules exist.
16. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.642). Opinions of public sector
university faculty 99 (40.1%) seems better than faculty of private universities
33 (32.7 %) thus showing a gap that the code of conduct of ethics exist.
17. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). The opinions of the
faculty of public sector universities136 (55.1%) seems better than private
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sector universities faculty 46 (45.5%) thus showing a gap for, record of faculty
recently participated and participating exist.
18. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.011). Responses of the faculty
of public sector universities 114 (46.2%) seems better than faculty of private
sector 36 (35.6%) universities showing a gap for, reports are submitted by the
concerned teachers.
19. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). Options of the faculty of
public sector 118 (47.8%) universities suppress opinions of faculty ofprivate39
(39.0%) universities thus showing a gap for, documentation of faculty
academics are kept.
20. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of the public
sector universities faculty 114 (46.2%) are more moderate than opinions of the
faculty of private 33 (33.3%) universities thus showing a gap for, favoring the
professional experience, performance and technical competencies are
published and certified.
21. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.001). Responses of public
sector universities faculty 103 (41.7%) are more moderate than private 34
(33.7%) universities thus showing a gap for, a faculty handbook that
delineates, appropriate procedure & policies including published criteria for
the recruitment, appointment, teaching role, promotion, grievance processes
and termination of faculty based on principles of fairness and regard for, the
rights of individual have been made available.
22. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of the faculty
of public sector universities 119 (48.2%) are better than private 37 (36.6%)
universities faculty thus showing a gap for systems are operational for,
evaluating the teaching effectiveness of all faculty.
23. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of public
sector universities faculty 107 (43.3%) are more moderate than faculty of
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private sector 36 (36.0%) universities thus showing a gap for the faculty
contribution in the areas of student learning, scholarship, institutional
development and community service exist.
24. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Responses of public
sector universities faculty 117 (47.4%) are more moderate than faculty of
private sector 40 (39.6%) universities which shows a gap for, adequate support
for the professional advancement and development of its faculty including the
pursuit of terminal degrees.
25. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of the public
sector universities faculty 113 (45.70%) suppresses the opinions of the faculty
of private sector 36 (35.60%) universities thus showing a gap for, published
statement of academic freedom and adherence to its principles within the
context of the institutional mission exists.
26. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.003). Opinions of the public
sector university faculty seems better 107 (43.30%) than private 34 (34.30%)
sector universities faculty thus showing a gap for, faculty training is arranged
keeping in view diverse needs of teaching.
27. There is no statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.096). Thus, showing
homogeneity for, admission policy exists and followed.
28. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value 0.014). Opinions of the faculty
of public sector university 76 (30.80 %) appears better than opinions of the
faculty of private sector 49 (49.00%) universities thus shows a gap for,
institutional prospectus is made available.
29. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of the faculty
of the public sector 69 (27.90 %) universities are more moderate than of 39
(38.60%) private universities faculty thus showing a gap for admission is
advertised, HEC criteria for minimum level of student entrance score is
followed.
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30. There is a statistically significant difference according to the response of
public and private sector institutions (p-value <0.001). Opinions of public
sector university faculty 63 (25.5%) supersedes opinions of private
universities faculty 31 (30.70%) so showing a gap for recruitment practices are
followed in line with HEC directions.
Profiles of the quality indicators of Public and Private Universities in total
(Appendix C)
Profile of the quality indicators of public and private sector universities
separately (Appendix C)
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Educational Leadership roles
Table 5.1(a)
Showing the elements of educational leadership roles for educational services
revealed out of the study;
Domain
Mandate

Institutional Vision

Institutional Mission

Institutional Goals

Institutional objectives

Questions

Mean

Mandate of the institution exists in black and white
Mandate is endorsed by Academic Council
Mandate is revisited after specified time
Vision is documented and catchy
Vision is future oriented
Mission is devised out of vision
Vision is developed by decision makers
Mission is developed by BOG and revisited after
regular intervals
Mission leads university decision making
Mission is revisited to be more practical
Goals are broader
Goals matches vision and mission
Goals are driving and guiding force
Objectives are specific for each program
Objectives match vision and mission
Learning objectives are followed for teaching
Objectives are consistent with the institutions mission

4.071
4.051
3.771
4.034
4.000
3.814
3.760

Std.
Deviation
0.778
0.872
0.990
0.839
0.918
0.938
1.051

3.797

0.958

3.834
3.697
4.071
3.897
3.871
4.051
3.909
3.889
3.783

0.952
0.978
0.901
0.955
0.980
0.897
0.891
0.940
1.032

The means of domain wise educational leadership roles are more than the midpoints
hence stands consistent towards educational reviews.

Table 5.1(b)
Showing the elements of educational leadership roles for educational services
revealed out of this study;
Domain

Questions

Mean

Assessment & Evaluation
System

Briefly described evaluation system exist
Procedure & tools for evaluation system are
available
Evaluation policy on program assessment,
assessment of teachers & support staff exists
Meetings are held to develop the improving plans
Assessment tools are used for formative and
summative assessment of each subject
Portfolios of students for core courses are
maintained
Report on the general quality of the program is
shared

4.071
3.986

Std.
Deviation
0.888
0.878

3.877

1.004

3.860
3.983

1.087
0.799

3.814

0.876

3.705

0.995

Assessment Records
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Research Planning and
Promotion

Record of the conduct and
use of research

Staff / Faculty meeting
file

Report on recorded minutes of assessment
analysis is shared
Assessment methods are valid, objective and fair
Students receive useful feedback from assessed
work
Research publication and dissemination policy of
institution exist
Research is conducted and supported on the
priority issues
Budget has been made available for the conduct,
publish and dissemination of research each year
Classified list of completed research is available
Completed researches are shared for
implementation
Joint research project has been designed by the
institution
Meeting notices and agenda of at least one year is
kept in the file
Minutes of the above meeting of the faculty and
staff are kept in the file
Report on the implementation of the decision
made in the meeting is kept

3.619

1.064

3.748
3.685

0.959
1.027

3.943

0.936

3.739

1.022

3.705

1.073

3.659
3.802

0.951
0.990

3.596

1.064

3.579

1.110

3.957

0.920

3.883

0.938

The mean of domain wise educational leadership roles are more than the midpoints
hence stands consistent towards educational reviews.

Table 5.2 (a)
Showing the elements of educational leadership roles for administrative services
revealed out of this study;
Domain

Questions

Mean

Budget and Expenditure

Head wise budget and expenditures are prepared
each year
Institutional audit is conducted regularly
Reconciliation record of accounts is maintained
Performance audits are made after regular intervals
Flow through the system is monitored
Efforts are made to maintain the enrollment level
Notified each year
Include schedule of administrative activities
Includes schedule of curriculum activities
Record is maintained
Decisions made are recorded, communicated and
followed up
Discipline rules exist
Evaluation and examination rules exist
Regulations followed for confidentiality of required
matter exist
Purchase, financial and leave rules exist
Code of conduct of ethics exist

3.966

Std.
Deviation
0.946

3.905
3.845
3.828
3.774
3.785
4.034
3.819
3.831
4.086
3.934

0.977
1.047
0.952
0.930
1.032
0.937
1.017
1.030
0.921
0.931

4.221
4.138
4.040

0.907
0.899
1.044

4.183
4.032

0.875
0.966

Internal Educational
Efficiency
Annual Calendar of the
Program
Discipline Record

Institutional Rules and
Regulations

The means of domain wise educational leadership roles are more than the midpoints
hence stands consistent towards administrative reviews.

153
Table 5.2 (b)
Showing the elements of educational leadership roles for administrative services
revealed out of this study;
Domain

Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan

Admission
Policy

Questions

Mean

Record of faculty recently participated or participating exist
Participation reports are submitted by the concerned
teachers
Appropriate documentation of faculty academics is kept
Professional experience, performance and technical
competencies are published and certified
A faculty handbook that delineates, appropriate procedure
& policies including published criteria for the recruitment,
appointment, teaching role, promotion, grievance processes
and termination of faculty based on principles of fairness
and regard forth
Systems are operational for evaluating the teaching
effectiveness of all faculty,
Evidence of faculty contribution in the areas of student
learning, scholarship, institutional development and
community service exists
Adequate support for the professional advancement and
development of its faculty including the pursuit of terminal
degrees
A published statement of academic freedom and adherence
to its principles within the context of the institutional
mission exists
Faculty training is arranged keeping in view of diverse
needs of teaching
Admission policy exist and followed
Institutional prospectus is made available
Admission is advertised, HEC criteria for minimum level of
student entrance score is followed
Recruitment practices are followed in line with HEC
directions

3.917

Std.
Deviation
0.882

3.794

0.973

3.845

0.958

3.679

1.042

3.636

1.076

3.679

1.006

3.639

1.073

3.613

1.046

3.650

1.047

3.504

1.156

4.364
4.364

0.789
0.846

4.278

0.941

4.126

1.094

The means of domain wise educational leadership roles are more than the midpoints
hence stands consistent towards administrative reviews.
Models
Model One
This model shows that gender factor is contributing more to mandate and other
factors such as institutional rules and regulations, annual calendar of the program,
budget and expenditure and admission policy are not contributing to mandate.
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Model Two
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, admission policy, annual calendar of the program, budget and expenditure
and gender are contributing towards institutional vision effectively.
Model Three
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, internal educational efficiency, institutional rules and regulations and annual
calendar of the program are contributing towards institutional mission effectively.
Model Four
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process and
plan, annual calendar of the program, budget and expenditure and admission policy
are contributing towards institutional goals more effectively.
Model Five
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, budget and expenditure and admission policy are contributing to the
institutional objectives more effectively.
Model Six
This model shows that institutional rules and regulations, internal educational
efficiency, admission policy, continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan are contributing effectively to the assessment and evaluation system.
Model Seven
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, internal educational efficiency, institutional rules and regulations and annual
calendar of the program are contributing to the assessment records very effectively.
Model Eight
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, internal educational policy and admission policy are contributing to the
research planning and promotion effectively.
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Model Nine
This model shows that continuous professional development of faculty process
and plan, internal educational efficiency, discipline record, budget and expenditure
are contributing to the record of conduct and use of research effectively.
Model Ten
This model shows continuous professional development of faculty process and
plan, internal educational efficiency, institutional rules and regulations and discipline
records are contributing more effectively for staff/faculty meeting file.

Conclusions
1. The male faculty was more in number than the female faculty, the respondent
from the public sector university suppress the respondents from private sector
universities. Likewise, the male respondents from the faculty of science were
more than the other three faculties. In the tiers of sample, the junior faculty
was in greater in numbers. PhD faculty was about half of the sample. In terms
of experience the faculty with the lowest experience of teaching status leads
and those having teaching experience with MA/MSc were more than other
levels of teaching experience. Administratively aligned with BS (Hons) takes
precedence over other groups. At most of the places the senior faculty was
having more administrative positions than the stipulated.
2. The roles towards the provision of educational services to the students are
seemed discharging by the faculty as the mean values are more than the
midpoints. Tilt of the response is found more towards moderate options and
the public universities seem better in most of the options.
3. The role of faculty towards the provision of administrative services is more or
less played the same way as that of the other services as the mean values are
more than the mid points. The tilt too is towards the moderate option except
that of the availability of discipline, examination, purchase, financial and leave
rules and observance of confidentiality as the prominent administrative
practices of public sector universities. The response about the existence of
admission policy was homogeneous. The gaps between the perceived and
practiced roles by the educational leaders for the promotion of quality do exist.
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4. The roles played by the educational leaders in the provision of the educational
services are the best possible as none of mean goes below the midpoint and the
value of standard deviation is also not large.
5. The roles played by educational leadership regarding provision of educational
services could be categorized under the caption; mandate, institutional vision,
institutional mission, institutional goals, institutional objectives, assessment
and evaluation, assessment records, research planning and promotion, record
of conduct and use of research and staff/faculty meetings.
5.1 The roles played by educational leaders in the realm of administrative services
could be categorized under the caption; Budget and expenditure, internal
educational efficiency, the annual calendar of the program, discipline record,
institutional rules and regulations, continuous professional development of
faculty process and plan and admission policy.
5.2 The roles played by educational leaders in the provision of administrative
services also seem good as all values of means for the parameters studied do
not go below the midpoint.
6. The regression models show that the institutional rules, annual calendar of the
program, budget and expenditure and admission policy decreases the mandate
in contrary to the admission policy which seem helping the mandate. The
model is best fit in terms of R and P values.
7. The regression model two shows that the continuous development of the
faculty process and admission plan, admission policy, annual calendar of the
program and budget and the expenditure increases the institutional vision
whereas the gender decreases the institutional vision. The regression is best fit
because of being supported by the R and P values.
8. The regression model three shows that the continuous professional
development of the faculty process and plan, internal educational efficiency,
institutional rules and regulations and annual calendar of the program
increases the institutional mission. The regression is best fit because of being
supported by the R and P values.
9. The regression model four shows that the continuous professional
development of faculty process and plan, annual calendar of the program,
budget and expenditure and admission policy supports institutional goals. The
regression is best fit because of being supported by the R and P values.
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10. The regression model five shows that the continuous professional
development of faculty process and plan, admission policy, budget and
expenditure support institutional objectives. The regression is the best fit
because of being supported by R and P values.
11. The regression model six shows that institutional rules and regulation, internal
educational efficiency, admission policy, continuous professional development
of faculty process and plan and the developments supports the assessment and
evaluation system of the universities. The regression is best fit because of
being supported by R and P values.
12. The regression model seven shows that continuous professional development
of faculty process and plan, internal educational efficiency, institutional rules
and regulations and annual calendar of the program supports assessment
records more than the unit times. The regression is the best fit because of
being supported by R and P values.
13. The regression model eight shows that continuous professional development
of faculty process and plan, internal educational efficiency and admission
policy support the research planning and promotion. The regression is best fit
because of being supported by R and P values.
14. The regression model nine shows that the continuous professional
development of faculty process and plan, internal educational efficiency,
discipline record and budget and expenditure support the record of conduct
and use of research. The regression is best fit because of being supported by
the R and P values.
15. The regression model ten shows that the continuous professional development
of faculty process and plan, internal educational efficiency, institutional rules
and regulations and discipline record support the faculty meeting file. The
regression is the best fit because of the R and P values.
16. In the focus group interview it was divulge that;
16.1

The mandate of institutions comes from different levels under the policies
and guidelines given by HEC.

16.2

Vision includes need of the time and planning. It stresses to produce
leadership in service, provide quality education supported by ethics.

16.3

Mission is always taken up from vision, which supports provision of
facilities and calls for mental capabilities.
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16.4

Institutional goals are derived out of vision and mission and can be set on
the basis of national ideology.

16.5

Objectives are based on philosophical ideology.

16.6

Curriculum is a written document in the shape of theoretical guidelines to
be put into practice.

16.7

The systems at the institutions are administrative and managerial. These
should be the systems in line with the working environment, academic
environment and discipline- wise systems. The systems should not be
centralized these should be free and frank.

16.8

The improvements can be planned in line with the guidelines by the HEC.
There are other stakeholders as the beneficiaries.

16.9

The systems are backed by the documentary support like the data bank,
information polls and communications in black and white like the
circulars, notifications, orders, minutes of meetings, proposals and plans.

16.10

Incentives in the shape of participation in the conferences, travel grants,
research grants are available.

17 (a) The documents which could be found on the documentary analysis are;
17.1 (a) Student admission and marketing material.
17.2 (a) Institutional administrative documents.
17 (b) The documents which could not be found on the documentary analysis;
17.3 (b) Program documents.
17.4 (b) Research assessment and education data.
17.5 (b) Staff activity reports.
17.6 (b) Student activity reports.
18

Facts divulged out of observation;

18.1

Land; space not available for extension in private sector.

18.2

Building; well-lit and adequate.

18.3

Administrative office; at a distance from the academic section.

18.4

Academic staff; private universities need to hire more.
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18.5

Maintenance staff; need more to be added.

18.6

Library; more professionals required in the private sector universities.
and more resources are needed to be added like journals, books etc.

18.7

Laboratories; extension in space in private sector is needed.

18.8

Hostels; lack of male and female hostels especially in private sector.

18.9

Transports; too less available in the private sector.

18.10

Parking; not enough in both the public and private sectors.

18.11

Canteen; need extension.

18.12

Elevators; not available.

18.13

Safety; adequate.

18.14

Centrally air conditioned; adequate.

18.15

Financial incentives; limited in the private sector

Discussion
This study identifies the two dimensions of educational leadership roles. One
dimension identifies the educational leadership roles for educational services. The
second dimension identifies the educational leadership roles for administrative
services. Middlehurst & Elton (1992)has identified some dimensions of leadership
roles in her research as academic that included providing directions, balancing the
teaching and research activities, roles for research and curriculum and administrative
roles which she researched included roles for resources, finances, fund raiser,
motivators, communicators, creator of working climate. Whereas the current study
explored the roles of leaders for educational services which are about mandate,
institutional vision, mission, goals, objectives, assessment and evaluation, assessment
records, research planning and promotion, record of conduct and use of research and
staff/faculty meetings. The other aspect of roles is administrative and about budget
and expenditure, internal educational efficiency, the annual calendar of the program,
discipline record, institutional rules and regulations, continuous professional
development of faculty process and plan and admission policy. This study added
different aspects of roles which are abundant in the literature. There is a need to
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explore the more dimensions of roles about mandate, assessment, academic calendar
of the program, discipline, rules and regulations and admission policy.
The first objective is to find the elements of the leadership roles which are
being reflected in the different capacities by different leaders. This study reveals the
elements of the educational leadership roles of different tiers such as deans, directors,
HODs/ chairmen, professors, associate professors, assistant professors and lecturers.
As different researches highlight the roles of presidents or vice chancellors, deans,
HODs and very rare studies highlighted the roles of professors. They relate
institutional leadership to the intellectual leadership style (Burns,1978; Macfarlane,
2011b).These areas of research need to be explored. These studies identified the roles
of mentioned tiers of faculty separately. Such as one study was conducted at national
level which highlighted the faculty roles for mission to enhance quality (Mehmood et
al., 2012). Further some of these studies researched the roles at institutional level and
some researched the roles at departmental level. These studies are ( Marshall et al.,
2011; Randall & Coakley, 2007). Further the different levels of educational leaders
are performing different roles thus blurring their picture and they have lost their actual
roles. This matter is needed to be inquired further.
To compare the quality of learning environment at public and private sector
universities is the second objective of the study. This study reveals that the quality of
public and private universities is significantly different. Public sector universities are
far more better in following the aspects of educational services such as mandate,
vision, mission, goals, objectives, assessment and evaluation system, assessment
records, research planning and promotion, record of the conduct and use of research,
staff/faculty meeting file. The administrative aspects of public sector universities are
also better than private universities that are budget and expenditure, internal
educational efficiency, annual calendar of the program, discipline record, institutional
rules and regulations, continuous professional development of faculty process and
plan and admission policy. The studies that high light the public sector leadership
roles are (Van Wart, 2013b; Winter, Taylor, & Sarros, 2000). Universities are
increasing as mushroom growth. These don‘t follow the formalities, there are neither
clear job descriptions nor any job descriptions are mentioned in the appointment
letters. Quality enhancement cells are mandatory in universities but these quality
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learning environment and quality enhancement cell have no match in fulfilling the
demands of stakeholders.
Third objective is to compare the leadership of public and private universities
at Lahore in terms of innovation in their roles. There are no such studies which
showed the innovation in their roles and nor any innovation about the roles of leaders
are found in the calendars of the universities at national and international level.
Different studies showed that the roles such as visionary, roles for mission, setting
goals and directions, roles for teaching, research and professional development
(Black, 2015; Close & Raynor, 2010). Innovation and creativity are at the heart of the
today‘s learning environment as well as leadership to deal with the complexity of the
learning environment with innovative solutions.
Fourth objective is to prepare the profile of quality indicators of learning
environments at the public and private universities. The profile of the quality
indicators of public and private universities found in national level studies are (Ullah,
2005). Studies that identify the indicators at international levels are (Harvey &
Williams, 2010; Sandmaung & Ba Khang, 2013).
Last objective is to find out the relationship of leadership with the learning
environments in the public and private sector universities. Different studies showed
the different categories of leadership roles in public sector universities for quality of
teaching and learning (Ngui et al., 2010).
The situation in universities and leadership researches show that managerialism
is becoming more dominant than leadership. It is required to clear the roles of leaders
so that leaders and managers should be well informed about it. Further researches are
needed to assess the roles of vice chancellors, deans, HODs, professors in Pakistani
universities for quality. Leadership development is needed in both public and private
universities. Comparisons between public and private sectors of higher education are
needed to clear the blurred picture of the current leadership. Further leadership is
overburdened with extra roles and the actual roles diminished under them. It is also
essential to dust out the unnecessary roles, draw a clear line between academic and
administrative duties of educational leaders because researches show an overlap in
this regard also. Leadership should be understood in view of the context which is
different because of stakeholder needs, university types and demands of society. Most
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quality efforts at higher educational level are the result of global pressures from the
campaigns of quality so it is also the demand of the situation that these quality
standards should be researched and then implemented. Educational models of quality
should be applied instead of business models of quality in higher educational
institutions. Learning environment quality depends on the physical, psychological and
social aspects so all elements should be considered in implementing quality standards.
Stakeholder tastes for quality is different as per their needs so such efforts should be
made to make quality learning environment of universities fulfilling their urge.
To consider the findings of the study and to answer the objectives of the study
the researcher present models of educational leadership for the quality of learning
environment in the public and private sector universities. These models are based on
the study findings. Many of these practices are common to different models of
educational leadership for educational institutions proposed by different researchers
such as (Bolden et al., 2012b; Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2008; Bryman, 2007;
Goodall, 2009; Macfarlane, 2011b; Middlehurst, 2012; Spendlove, 2007).
Table 5.3
Showing models of educational leadership roles for quality learning environment
Quality learning environment of public and private universities
Mandate Model
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Annual Calendar of the Program
Budget and Expenditure
Gender
Admission Policy

Vision Model

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Admission Policy
Annual Calendar of the Program
Budget and Expenditure
Gender

Mission Model

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Internal Educational Efficiency
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Annual Calendar of the Program

Goal Model

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Annual Calendar of the Program

Educational leadership roles
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Promoter of values
Creator of balance between
administrative and academic
activities
Resource developer, allocator and
provider
Learning promoter and facilitator
Mentor, develop people
Learning promoter and facilitator
Creator of balance between
administrative and academic
activities
Resource developer, allocator and
provider
Mentor, develop people
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Process engineer and facilitator
Creator of balance between
administrative and academic
activities
Mentor, develop people
Creator of balance between
administrative and academic
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Budget and Expenditure
Admission Policy

Objective Model

Assessment and
Evaluation System
Model

Assessment Record
Model

Research Planning
and Promotion
Model
Record of Conduct
and Use of
Research Model

Staff/Faculty
Meeting File Model

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Admission Policy
Budget and Expenditure
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Internal Educational Efficiency
Admission Policy
Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Internal Educational Efficiency
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Annual Calendar of the Program

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Internal Educational Efficiency
Admission Policy
Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Internal Educational Efficiency
Discipline Record
Budget and Expenditure

Continuous Professional Development of
Faculty Process and Plan
Internal Educational Efficiency
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Discipline Record

activities
Resource developer, allocator and
provide
Learning promoter and facilitator
Mentor, develop people
Learning promoter and facilitator
Resource developer, allocator and
provider
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Process engineer and facilitator
Learning promoter and facilitator
Mentor, develop people
Mentor, develop people
Process engineer and facilitator
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Creator of balance between
administrative and academic
activities
Mentor, develop people
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Learning promoter and facilitator
Mentor, develop people
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Communicator and accountability
ensurer
Resource developer, allocator and
provider
Mentor, developer of people
Process engineer and facilitator
Designer of processes and planning
facilitator
Communicator and accountability
ensurer

Recommendations
The following recommendation could be made out of the conclusions;
1. QECs of the universities should become active and share their intents through
formal and informal modes enabling the faculties to know and discharge of
their roles more methodically.
2. The HEC guidelines and self-evaluation template should continually be
applied to the organizations enabling the institutions to ascertain their current
status and go for improvements as quality measures demand.
3. The tools may be applied in other setting for devising a generic set of
indicators of quality concerns relating to the institutions of higher learning.
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4. The models may be tried and put into practice at the institutions of higher
learning for exploring their tangibility in a variety of situations.
5. The model where in the independent variable negatively affect the dependent
variable may be washed out for their otherwise cause of interaction.

Suggestions
1. The outreach of the university in term of the concerns of common interest is
the least that needs to be strengthened.
2. Students learning and finding a space in the world of work should be prime
mover behind the scene for the call of humanity.
3. Universities should go for the self-evaluation to improve their quality in a
variety of their concerns in line with the HEC desires and expectations.
4. Implications for the students; It has been found that the faculty discharge their
roles in the promotion of quality at their institutions but there is still a need to
find out the bend of utilizations of the services made available to them. This
will help the students with the potential to first explore and then utilize the
services made available for them to complete the degree within the stipulated
period of time.
5. Implications for the teachers; Teachers have the responsibilities in addition to
the teaching which moves forward the quality concerns of the university. The
prime concerns are their knowledge enrichment on continuous basis for the
same they should develop the environment of knowledge generation at the
first level and sharing at the second.
6. Implications for the quality enhancement cells of the universities; the cells
should check for their directions the practices being reflected. They should
look for the overlaps or the deterrents in the processes and procedures. They
should explore the possibilities of the workability of the models that emerged
out of the students of course with certain adaptations.
7. Guidelines for the implementation of practices; the factors that have a
bearance on the quality be repeatedly shared with the faculty of the
universities. The faculty is made to understand grasp and practice the
parameters of quality which are inherently built in their roles. The practices at
the universities are required to be coincidence with the aspirations of the
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stakeholders of the institutions of higher learning. This will attract the general
masses towards the universities.
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Appendix A
Roles of Educational Leaders at departmental level in previous
research studies
Bryman (2007), Bland et al (2005a), Bland et
al (2005b), Benoit & Graham (2005),
Trocchia& Andrus (2003), Stark et al (2002),
Lindholm (2003)
Bryman (2007)
Bryman (2007), Murry&Stauffacher (2001),
Ambrose et al. (2005), Benoit & Graham
(2005), Bland, Weber-Main et al. (2005),
Clott&Fjortoft (2000), Johnsrud& Rosser
(2002), Linholm (2003), Trocchia& Andrus
(2003), Gibbs et al. (2009)
Bryman (2007), Benoit & Graham (2005),
Bland, Weber-Main et al. (2005), Brown
&Moshavi (2002), Stark et al (2002)
Bryman (2007), Ambrose et al. (2005),
Bland, Center et al. (2005),
Murry&Stauffacher (2001)
Bryman (2007), Brown &Moshavi (2002),
Ambrose et al. (2005)
Bryman (2007)
Bryman (2007)
Bryman (2007), Benoit & Graham (2005),
Bland, Weber-Main et al. (2005), Stark et al
(2002)
Bryman (2007)
Bryman (2007), Bland, Weber-Main et al.
(2005)
Bryman (2007), Ambrose et al. (2005),
Bland, Center et al. (2005), Trocchia&
Andrus (2003)
Gibbs et al. (2009)
Gibbs et al. (2009)
Gibbs et al. (2009)
Gibbs et al. (2009)
Gibbs et al. (2009)

Vision, Provider of directions, create
structures to support and facilitate
directions
Collaborator
Fair and honest, build trust, respect
others, value promoter, creator of
positive atmosphere

Model

Communicator

Accommodator
Develop networks
Supporter and facilitator for staff
Continuously develop the system
towards advancement
Resource provider
Builder of the department rapport
Provide feedback

Change agent
Innovator
Problem solver
Opportunities creator
Recognizer, rewarder and establisher
of high expectations for teaching
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Appendix B
Structural Models

Budget and
Expenditure
Institutional
Rules and
Regulations
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Calendar of
the Program

Admission
Policy

Mandate

Gender

Figure.1 Showing Model One

Budget and
Expenditure

Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process and
Plan

Annual
Calendar of
the Program

Admission
Policy

Institutional
Vision

Figure.2 Showing Model Two

Gender
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Professional
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Faculty Process
and Plan

Institutional
Rules and
Regulations

Annual
Calendar of the
Program

Internal
Educational
Efficiency

Institutional
Mission

Figure.3 Showing Model Three

Budget and
Expenditure

Annual
Calendar of
the Program

Admission
Policy
Institutional
Goals

Figure.4 Showing Model Four

Continuous
Professional
Development
of Faculty
Process and
Plan
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Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan
Budget and
Expenditure

Admission
Policy

Institutional
objectives

Figure.5 Showing Model Five

Internal
Educational
Efficiency

Admission
Policy

Figure.6 Showing Model Six

Institutional
Rules and
Regulations

Assessment
&
Evaluation
System

Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan
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Internal
Educational
Efficiency

Institutional
Rules and
Regulations

Annual
Calendar of the
Program

Assessment
Records

Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan

Figure.7 Showing Model Seven

Internal
Educational
Efficiency
Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan

Admission
Policy

Research
Planning
and
Promotion

Figure.8 Showing Model Eight

202

Continuous
Professional
Development of
Faculty Process
and Plan

Budget and
Expenditure

Internal
Educational
Efficiency

Record of
the conduct
and use of
research

Discipline
Record

Figure.9 Showing Model Nine

Continuous
Professional
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and Plan
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Educational
Efficiency

Institutional
Rules and
Regulations

Discipline
Record
Staff/Faculty
meeting file

Figure.10 Showing Model Ten
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Appendix C
Factor Analysis
Table C 1: Showing factor analysis of educational services for students
Educational Services for Students
KMO and Bartlett's Test
KMO

p-value

Mandate

.713

<0.001

Institutional Vision

.775

<0.001

Institutional Mission

.736

<0.001

Institutional Goals

.675

<0.001

Institutional objectives

.825

<0.001

Assessment & Evaluation System

.820

<0.001

Assessment Records

.861

<0.001

Research Planning and Promotion

.727

<0.001

Record of the conduct and use of research

.740

<0.001

Staff / Faculty meeting file

.663

<0.001

The KMO values of all the components were greater than 60% therefore it could be
concluded that the questions sample were adequate in each domain. And as all the pvalues are less than 0.05 thus it found that the questions were inter-correlated.

Table C 2: Showing factor analysis of administrative services for students
Administrative Services for Students
KMO and Bartlett's Test
KMO

p-value

Budget and Expenditure

.742

<0.001

Internal Educational Efficiency

.736

<0.001

Annual Calendar of the Program

.724

<0.001

Discipline Record

.500*

<0.001

Institutional Rules and Regulations

.843

<0.001

Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process
and Plan

.942

<0.001

Admission Policy

.762

<0.001
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Except ―Discipline Record‖ all the domains were greater than 70% thus it could be
concluded that the questions in each domain are adequate and as all the p-values are
less than 0.05 thus it could be found that the questions were inter-correlated.

Factor loading
Table C 3: Showing the variation explained by each variable of educational
services for students of public and private universities in total
Extraction
(PCA)
0.73

Initial Eigen
values
2.28

% of Variance

Mandate is endorsed by Academic Council

0.81

0.43

14.23

Mandate is revisited after specified time

0.75

0.29

9.72

Vision is documented and catchy

0.64*

2.69

67.28

Vision is future oriented

0.77

0.61

15.35

Mission is devised out of vision

0.58

0.40

10.01

Vision is developed by decision makers

0.70

0.29

7.36

Mission is developed by BOG and revisited
after regular intervals

0.77

2.40

79.86

Mission leads university decision making

0.82

0.34

11.47

Mission is revisited to be more practical

0.80

0.26

8.68

Goals are broader

0.76

2.30

76.69

Goals match vision and mission

0.86

0.48

15.95

Goals are driving and guiding force

0.68

0.22

7.35

Objectives are specific for each program

0.72

3.04

76.01

Objectives match vision and mission

0.81

0.42

10.55

Learning objectives are followed for teaching

0.76

0.30

7.43

Objectives are consistent with the institutions
mission

0.75

0.24

6.00

Briefly described evaluation system exist

0.68

2.98

74.49

Procedure & tools for evaluation system are
available

0.80

0.46

11.50

Evaluation policy on program assessment,
assessment of teachers & support staff exist

0.79

0.32

8.09

Meetings are held to develop the improving
plans

0.71

0.24

5.93

Assessment tools are used for formative and
summative assessment of each subject

0.53*

3.86

64.34

Portfolios of students for core courses are
maintained

0.69

0.70

11.69

Report on the general quality of the program is

0.71

0.53

8.76

Mandate of the institution exists in black and
white

76.05
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shared
Report on recorded minutes of assessment
analysis is shared

0.69

0.35

5.89

Assessment methods are valid, objective and
fair

0.60*

0.31

5.18

Students receive useful feedback from
assessed work

0.63*

0.25

4.13

Research publication and dissemination policy
of institution exist

0.79

2.33

77.61

Research is conducted and supported on the
priority issues

0.80

0.39

12.85

Budget has been made available for the
conduct, publish and dissemination of research
each year

0.74

0.29

9.53

Classified list of completed research is
available

0.83

2.46

82.09

Completed researches are shared for
implementation

0.85

0.32

10.62

Joint research project have been designed by
the institution

0.78

0.22

7.29

Meeting notices and agenda of at least one
year is kept in the file

0.78

2.23

74.23

Minutes of the above meeting of the faculty
and staff are kept in the file

0.84

0.54

18.08

Report on the implementation of the decision
made in the meeting is kept

0.61*

0.23

7.69

The Eigen values are greater than 1 which shows that the factor explains the variable
variation of more than single variable.
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Table C 4: Showing the variation explained by each variable of educational
services for students of public and private universities in total
Extraction

Initial

(PCA)

Eigen

% of Variance

values
Head-wise budget and expenditures are prepared each year

0.79

2.51

83.68

Institutional audit is conducted regularly
Reconciliation record of accounts is maintained
Performance audits are made after regular intervals
Flow through the system is monitored
Efforts are made to maintain the enrollment level
Notified each year
Include schedule of administrative activities
Includes schedule of curriculum activities
Record is maintained
Decisions made are recorded, communicated and followed
up
Discipline rules exist
Evaluation and examination rules exist
Regulations followed for confidentiality of required matter
exist
Purchase, financial and leave rules exist
Code of conduct of ethics exist
Record of faculty recently participated or participating exist
Participation reports are submitted by the concerned teachers
Appropriate documentation of faculty academics is kept
Professional experience, performance and technical
competencies are published and certified
A faculty handbook that delineates, appropriate procedure &
policies including published criteria for the recruitment ,
appointment, teaching role, promotion, grievance processes
and termination of faculty based on principles of fairness and
regard for th
Systems are operational for evaluating the teaching
effectiveness of all faculty,
Evidence of faculty contribution in the areas of student
learning, scholarship, institutional development and
community service exists
Adequate support for the professional advancement and
development of its faculty including the pursuit of terminal
degrees
A published statement of academic freedom and adherence to
its principles within the context of the institutional mission
exists
Faculty training is arranged keeping in view of diverse needs
of teaching
Admission policy exist and followed
Institutional prospectus is made available
Admission is advertised, HEC criteria for minimum level of
student entrance score is followed
Recruitment practices are followed in line with HEC
directions

0.86
0.86
0.79
0.86
0.82
0.75
0.86
0.84
0.84
0.84

0.30
0.19
2.47
0.32
0.21
2.45
0.36
0.19
1.69
0.31

10.14
6.18
82.25
10.81
6.95
81.81
11.96
6.23
84.37
15.63

0.73
0.80
0.79

3.75
0.55
0.29

75.05
10.96
5.83

0.72
0.72
0.58
0.69
0.69
0.68

0.24
0.17
6.61
0.74
0.51
0.43

4.79
3.37
66.08
7.43
5.15
4.30

0.61*

0.38

3.76

0.69

0.32

3.21

0.71

0.31

3.05

0.69

0.28

2.79

0.67

0.22

2.17

0.59

0.21

2.06

0.63
0.66
0.80

2.82
0.59
0.39

70.52
14.69
9.78

0.73

0.20

5.00

* The Eigen values show low reliability so these factors must not be loaded
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Table C 5: Showing the variation explained by each variable of educational
services for students of public and private universities separately

Mandate of the institution exists in
black and white
Mandate is endorsed by Academic
Council
Being revisited after specified time
Documented and catchy
Future oriented
Mission devised out of it
Developed by decision makers
Developed by BOG and revisited after
regular intervals
Leads university decision making
Revisited to be more practical
Broader
Matches vision and mission
Driving and guiding force
Specific for each program
Matches vision and mission
Learning objectives followed for
teaching
Objectives consistent with the
institutions mission
Briefly described evaluation system
exist
Procedure & tools for evaluation
system available
Evaluation policy on program
assessment, assessment of teachers &
support staff exist
Minutes of meetings are held to
develop the improving plans
Assessment tools are used for formative
and summative assessment of each
subject
Portfolios of students for core courses
are maintained
Report on the general quality of the
program is shared
Report on recorded minutes of
assessment analysis is shared
Assessment methods are valid,
objective and fair
Students receive useful feedback from
assessed work

Public
Principal
Component
Analysis
0.788

Eigen
values

% of
Variance

1.997

66.569

Private
Principal
Component
Analysis.
0.888

0.825

0.551

18.372

0.834
0.643
0.787
0.790
0.864
0.761

0.452
2.403
0.738
0.519
0.339
2.053

0.874
0.842
0.794
0.879
0.849
0.654
0.818
0.844

Eigen
values

% of
Variance

2.466

82.203

0.945

0.365

12.182

15.059
60.074
18.458
12.987
8.481
68.423

0.886
0.781
0.900
0.785
0.876
0.867

0.168
2.803
0.601
0.336
0.261
2.218

5.616
70.065
15.015
8.388
6.532
73.930

0.595
0.353
2.125
0.534
0.340
2.422
0.776
0.458

19.822
11.755
70.841
17.812
11.346
60.538
19.400
11.456

0.893
0.818
0.899
0.924
0.883
0.881
0.920
0.525

0.482
0.300
2.442
0.337
0.221
2.602
0.827
0.371

16.078
9.992
81.405
11.234
7.361
65.043
20.671
9.276

0.782

0.344

8.606

0.839

0.200

5.010

0.779

1.857

46.417

0.838

2.933

73.313

0.909

1.262

31.540

0.858

0.609

15.232

0.375

0.648

16.196

0.923

0.318

7.955

0.531

0.234

5.847

0.801

0.140

3.501

0.670

3.607

60.123

0.847

3.947

65.788

0.761

0.847

14.112

0.885

0.645

10.742

0.848

0.577

9.613

0.763

0.475

7.922

0.842

0.410

6.829

0.819

0.445

7.423

0.787

0.353

5.877

0.774

0.315

5.251

0.729

0.207

3.447

0.772

0.172

2.875
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Public

Research publication and
dissemination policy of
institution exist
Research is conducted
and supported on the
priority issues
Budget has been made
available for the conduct,
publish and
dissemination of
research each year
Classified list of
completed research is
available
Completed researches
are shared for
implementation
Joint research project
have been designed by
the institution
Meeting notices and
agenda of at least one
year is kept in the file
Minutes of the above
meeting of the faculty
and staff are kept in the
file
Report on the
implementation of the
decision made in the
meeting is kept
Head wise budget and
expenditures are
prepared each year
Institutional audit is
conducted regularly
Reconciliation record of
accounts is maintained
Performance audits are
made after regular
intervals
Flow through the system
is monitored
Efforts are made to
maintain the enrollment
level
Notified each year
Include schedule of
administrative activities
Includes schedule of
curriculum activities
Record is maintained
Decisions made are
recorded, communicated
and followed up
Discipline rules exist

Private

Principal
Component
Analysis
.851

Initial
Eigen
values
2.161

% of
Variance

Initial
Eigen
values
2.480

% of
Variance

72.018

Principal
Component
Analysis
.918

.861

.451

15.018

.943

.369

12.297

.835

.389

12.964

.865

.151

5.049

.897

2.376

79.206

.914

2.484

82.809

.904

.360

11.999

.925

.307

10.234

.869

.264

8.795

.891

.209

6.957

.892

2.484

82.787

.924

2.592

86.416

.920

.301

10.018

.948

.255

8.485

.917

.216

7.195

.916

.153

5.099

.886

2.421

80.687

.895

2.619

87.302

.911

.325

10.824

.947

.290

9.662

.898

.255

8.489

.960

.091

3.037

.872

2.378

79.281

.908

2.604

86.805

.911

.365

12.173

.952

.262

8.744

.888

.256

8.546

.935

.134

4.450

.867
.933

2.454
.364

81.801
12.126

.887
.896

2.417
.323

80.556
10.778

.912

.182

6.072

.910

.260

8.666

.919
.919

1.689
.311

84.449
15.551

.905
.905

1.637
.363

81.875
18.125

.854

3.732

74.640

.851

3.790

75.795

82.654
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Evaluation and
examination rules exist
Regulations followed for
confidentiality of
required matter exist
Purchase, financial and
leave rules exist
Record of faculty
recently participated or
participating exist
Participation reports are
submitted by the
concerned teachers
Appropriate
documentation of faculty
academics is kept
Professional experience,
performance and
technical competencies
are published and
certified
A faculty handbook that
delineates, appropriate
procedure & policies
including published
criteria for the
recruitment ,
appointment, teaching
role, promotion,
grievance processes and
termination of faculty
based on principles of
fairness and regard for
the
Systems are operational
for evaluating the
teaching effectiveness of
all faculty,
Evidence of faculty
contribution in the areas
of student learning,
scholarship, institutional
development and
community service exists
Adequate support for the
professional
advancement and
development of its
faculty including the
pursuit of terminal
degrees exists
A published statement of
academic freedom and
adherence to its
principles within the
context of the
institutional mission
exists
Faculty training is

.893

.535

10.704

.892

.585

11.699

.890

.310

6.200

.887

.300

6.007

.837

.250

4.996

.859

.180

3.597

.844
.699

.173
5.818

3.460
58.176

.862
.812

.145
7.136

2.902
71.364

.785

.888

8.884

.894

.610

6.101

.764

.633

6.326

.856

.550

5.501

.785

.588

5.875

.819

.445

4.452

.721

.496

4.958

.844

.350

3.496

.771

.400

3.997

.894

.263

2.630

.806

.352

3.524

.840

.234

2.339

.779

.318

3.180

.876

.151

1.511

.774

.260

2.599

.846

.139

1.386

.735

.248

2.481

.759

.122

1.221

210
arranged keeping in view
of diverse needs of
teaching
Admission policy exist
and followed
Institutional prospectus
is made available
Admission is advertised,
HEC criteria for
minimum level of
student entrance score is
followed
Recruitment practices
are followed in line with
HEC directions

.783

2.898

72.444

.814

2.620

65.509

.843

.547

13.681

.740

.746

18.651

.904

.372

9.294

.861

.383

9.581

.869

.183

4.580

.817

.250

6.259
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Appendix E
Role of Educational Leaders for the Promotion of Quality Learning
Environment in the Public and Private sector Universities at Lahore
Rating Scale: For University teaching staff
Name of University:
Type of University: Public

/ Private

Gender of Respondent: Male

Name of Department:
Post Held: Dean
Associate professor

/ Female

Qualification:
/ Director

/ Head of the department

/Assistant Professor

Experience in this post:

/ Professor

/Lecturer

MA

MSc

/

T
y

Total Experience at University:

Level of Experience of Teaching: BS (Hons)

[

MS

M.Phil.

p
PhD
e

Post doc
Level of Experience of Administration: BS(Hons.), MA/MSc, M.Phil., PhD, Post doc

a

Please rate the statements given below concerning your perceptions about the quality of learning
q
environment at your university.
u
Note: 5- Excellent 4-Moderate 3- Weak 2- Feeble and 1- Non-existent
o
t

Please (√)) the most appropriate options you agree with.

e
A

Educational Services for Students

1
1.1

Mandate
Mandate of the institution exists in
black and white
Mandate is endorsed by Academic
Council
Mandate is revisited after specified
time
Institutional Vision
Vision is documented and catchy
Vision is future oriented

1.2
1.3
2
2.1
2.2

5Excellent

4Moderate

3Weak

2Feeble

1-Nonf
existent

r
o
m

t
h
e

d
o
c
u
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5Excellent

2.3
2.4
3
3.1
3.2
3.3
4
4.1
4.2
4.3
5
5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
6
6.1
6.2
6.3

6.4
7
7.1

7.2
7.3
7.4

Mission is devised out of vision
Vision is developed by decision
makers
Institutional Mission
Mission is developed by BOG and
revisited after regular intervals
Mission leads university decision
making
Mission is revisited to be more
practical
Institutional Goals
Goals are broader
Goals matches vision and mission
Goals are driving and guiding force
Institutional objectives
Objectives are specific for each
program
Objectives match vision and mission
Learning objectives are followed for
teaching
Objectives are consistent with the
institutions mission
Assessment & Evaluation System
Briefly described evaluation system
exist
Procedure
& tools for evaluation
system are available
Evaluation
policy
on
program
assessment, assessment of teachers &
support staff exist
Meetings are held to develop the
improving plans
Assessment Records
Assessment tools are used for
formative and summative assessment
of each subject
Portfolios of students for core courses
are maintained
Report on the general quality of the
program is shared
Report on recorded minutes of
assessment analysis is shared

4Moderate

3Weak

2Feeble

1- Nonexistent
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5Excellent

7.5
7.6
8
8.1

8.2
8.3

9
9.1
9.2
9.3
10
10.
1
10.
2
10.
3
B
11
11.
1
11.
2
11.
3
12
12.
1
12.
2
12.
3
13
13.
1

Assessment methods are valid,
objective and fair
Students receive useful feedback from
assessed work
Research Planning and Promotion
Research publication and
dissemination policy of institution
exist
Research is conducted and supported
on the priority issues
Budget has been made available for the
conduct, publish and dissemination of
research each year
Record of the conduct and use of research
Classified list of completed research is
available
Completed researches are shared for
implementation
Joint research projects have been
designed by the institution
Staff / Faculty meeting file
Meeting notices and agenda of at least
one year is kept in the file
Minutes of the above meeting of the
faculty and staff are kept in the file
Report on the implementation of the
decisions made in the meeting is kept
Administrative Services for Students
Budget and Expenditure
Head wise budget and expenditures are
prepared each year
Institutional audit is conducted
regularly
Reconciliation record of accounts is
maintained
Internal Educational Efficiency
Performance audits are made after
regular intervals
Flow through the system is monitored
Efforts are made to maintain the
enrollment level
Annual Calendar of the Program
Notified each year

4Moderate

3Weak

2Feeble

1- Nonexistent
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5Excellent

13.
2
13.
3
14
14.
1
14.
2
15
15.
1
15.
2
15.
3
15.
4
15.
5
16

Include schedule of administrative
activities
Includes schedule of curriculum
activities
Discipline Record
Record is maintained

16.
1
16.
2
16.
3
16.
4

Record of faculty recently participated
or participating exist
Participation reports are submitted by
the concerned teachers
Appropriate documentation of faculty
academics is kept
Professional experience, performance
and technical competencies are
published and certified
A faculty handbook that delineates,
appropriate procedure & policies
including published criteria for the
recruitment, appointment, teaching
role, promotion, grievance processes
and termination of faculty based on
principles of fairness and regard for the
rights of the individual has been made
available

16.
5

4Moderate

3Weak

Decisions made are recorded,
communicated and followed up
Institutional Rules and Regulations
Discipline rules exist
Evaluation and examination rules exist
Regulations followed for
confidentiality of required matter exist
Purchase, financial and leave rules
exist
Code of conduct of ethics exist
Continuous Professional Development of Faculty Process and Plan

2Feeble

1- Nonexistent
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5Excellent

16.6

16.7

16.8

16.9

16.
10
17
17.1
17.2
17.3

17.4

Systems are operational for
evaluating the teaching effectiveness
of all faculty
Evidence of faculty contribution in
the areas of student learning,
scholarship, institutional development
and community service exists
Adequate support for the professional
advancement and development of its
faculty including the pursuit of
terminal degrees
A published statement of academic
freedom and adherence to its
principles within the context of the
institutional mission exists
Faculty training is arranged keeping
in view of diverse needs of teaching
Admission Policy
Admission policy exist and followed
Institutional prospectus is made
available
Admission is advertised, HEC criteria
for minimum level of student
entrance score is followed
Recruitment practices are followed in
line with HEC directions

4Moderate

3Weak

2Feeble

1-NonExistan
ce
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Appendix F
Role of Educational Leaders for the Promotion of Quality Learning
Environment in Public and Private sector Universities at Lahore
Interviews
Demographic Information
Name of University: _________________________________________________
Type of University: Public/Private

Gender of Respondent: Male/Female

Name of Department: _______________________________________________
Qualification: ______________________________________________________
Post Held: Dean/Director/Head of Department__________________________
Experience at this post: _______________

Total Experience at University

Level of Experience: BS (Hons.), MA/MSc, MS, M. Phil, PhD
I seek your expert opinion in respect of the questions I would put before you. I
am sure that your answer would be precise and crisp
Question 1

Mandates of the institution comes from where?

Question 2

What includes institutional vision?

Question 3

What characteristics are there in institutional mission?

Question 4

Where from institutional goals comes from?

Question 5

Why institutional objectives needed?

Question 6

How the curriculum understood and put in practice?

Question 7

What systems exist in the institution?

Question8

Are the systems backed by documentary support?

Question 9

How the improvements are planned and made?

Question10

What incentives are available to teaching and support staff?
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Appendix G
Role of Educational Leaders for the Promotion of Quality Learning
Environment in Public and Private Sector Universities at Lahore
Documentary Analysis
Documentary Analysis to support research findings
Available

1
1.1
1.3
1.4

Partially
Available
Up to Not up Up
Need
the
to the dated updating
mark mark
Student recruitment and marketing materials
Brochures and other sources of
information about the program
Participation policies and procedures

2
2.1

Reports about program results and
participant evaluations
Program Documents
Mission statements

2.2

Catalogs

2.3
2.4

Brochures and other related
materials
Staff and student manuals

2.5

Policy and procedure statements

2.6

Evaluation and periodic reports

2.7

Contracts

2.8

Staff memos

3
3.1

3.2

Institutional Administrative Documents
Statements about program purpose
and philosophy relative to other
educational programs
Organization charts

3.3

Financial resource statement

3.4

Student and staff profiles

3.5

Assessment reports

Not
Available
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Available

Partially
Available

4
4.1

Up to Not up Up
Need
the
to the dated updating
mark mark
Research, Assessment, and Evaluation Data
Needs assessments

4.2

Follow-up studies

4.3

Program evaluations

4,4
4.5

Outcome measures and
methodologies
Previous self-study reports

5
5.1

Staff Activity Reports
Annual reports

5.2

Staff member vitae

5.3
5.4

Service to departments, colleges,
university, and other agencies
Evidence of effectiveness

5.5

Scholarship activities

5.6

Contributions to the profession

6
6.1

Student Activity Reports
Developmental transcripts,
portfolios, and other evidence of
student contributions to the
institution, community, and
professional organizations
Reports of special student
accomplishments
Employer reports on student
employment experiences

6.2
6.3

Not
Available
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Appendix H
Observation Schedule
Sr.
#

Available
Adequate

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
2
2.1
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
3
3.1
3.2
3.3
4
4.1
4.2
5
5.1
5.2
6
6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
7
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
8
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4

Land
Open space
Constructed Area
Provision for possible
extension
Building
Newly constructed
Spacious
Airy
Well lit
Rented/ Institution owned
Administrative office
Easy approach
Situated at one place
Expertise of all types
available
Academic staff
Up-dated
Well qualified
Maintenance staff
Adequate
Experienced and expert
Library
Spacious
Reading room
E-facilities equipped (Books,
journals)
Professional staff
Laboratories
Adequate
Spacious
Well designed
Up to the mark functional
Hostels
Cubicles available
Transport connected
Healthy environment
Servings of quality

Not
Needs
Adequate Extension

Not
Available
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Available
Adequate
8.5
8.6
9
9.1
9.2
9.3
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Servings in time
Male and female apart
Transport
For staff
For students
For academic research
Facilities
Parking
Photocopy
Canteen
Retiring room/reception hall
Medical facilities
Admission desk
Web resource application
and utilization
Wi-Fi connections
Elevators
Centrally air conditioned
Safety
Financial Incentives

Not
Needs
Adequate Extension

Not
Available

