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Abstract

This paper presents a quantitative analysis of the Academic and Administrative Audit (AAA) system conducted in
40 Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) located in Pune, India, drawing upon primary data collected from 1104
stakeholders, including teaching staff, students, and administrative personnel. The research establishes that while
HEISs in the region demonstrate structural maturity through high rates of compliance and strong academic quality
assurance processes, this efficacy is simultaneously undermined by pervasive organizational friction. Key findings
indicate a strong endorsement of AAA for its ability to enhance strategic planning and core academic delivery,
achieving high reported implementation rates. However, this procedural success exists in tension with critical
failures in non-academic support services (e.g., washroom maintenance, canteen hygiene), which receive
significant stakeholder dissatisfaction. The study identifies staff resistance , lack of funds , and structural
bureaucracy as the primary systemic barriers to achieving a robust, sustainable quality culture. The paper
concludes by arguing that for AAA to transition from a mandatory compliance mechanism to a genuine driver of
institutional transformation, policy revisions must mandate targeted investment in infrastructure and staff welfare,
coupled with a deliberate shift toward decentralized, participatory administrative governance.

1. Introduction and Contextualization of Quality Assurance
1.1. The Evolving Regulatory Landscape of Indian Higher Education

The higher education system in India, one of the world's largest and most complex, has increasingly focused on
institutional quality assurance mechanisms over the past three decades. Recognizing the imperative to maintain
high standards and ensure accountability in the field of higher education, both the central government and state
authorities have mandated rigorous evaluation processes. The National Assessment and Accreditation Council
(NAAC), established by the University Grants Commission (UGC), serves as the apex body responsible for
assessing and accrediting HEIs nationwide.

A vital component of this quality assurance framework is the Academic and Administrative Audit (AAA). The
AAA system functions as a mechanism for controlling and maintaining high standards by offering a continuous
process of self-introspection for the better growth of the institution. Its benefits are documented to include ensuring
a heightened level of clarity and focus in institutional functioning, internalizing a quality culture, and providing a
sound basis for decision-making aimed at improving institutional operations.” The adoption of AAA signifies an
international trend, as developing countries increasingly move toward systematic quality management strategies.

1.2. Problem Statement: AAA as a Catalyst vs. Compliance Mechanism

While the objectives of AAA are centered on promoting quality enhancement, a fundamental academic debate
exists regarding the inherent dichotomy of quality assurance systems. These external auditing processes may, in
practice, impose conformity and regulatory control (a "hard" compliance model) rather than genuinely supporting
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cultural change, innovation, and self-improvement (a "soft" quality culture). Experience suggests that mandatory
evaluation often shifts organizational focus toward documentation and procedural adherence to satisfy external
requirements.®

This research aims to critically examine the operation of the AAA framework within HEIs in Pune city. By
analyzing the perceptions of key stakeholders—teaching staff responsible for core academic processes,
administrative staff handling institutional support, and students as the end-users of educational services—the study
seeks to determine the position of these institutions on the compliance-culture spectrum. Specifically, the analysis
evaluates whether the administrative efforts are translating into substantive, holistic quality enhancement, or
whether the process remains a largely symbolic exercise driven by mandatory requirements.

1.3. Research Objectives and Scope
The primary objectives of this research paper are structured as follows:

1. To establish the demographic context and operational structure of the surveyed HEIs in Pune, including
funding, accreditation status, and workforce composition.

2. To quantify and compare the multi-stakeholder perceptions regarding the procedures, value, and overall
effectiveness of the AAA process.

3. To assess the perceived impact of AAA preparation and implementation on various institutional functions,
including curriculum, teaching-learning methodologies, and administrative efficiency.

4. To identify and categorize the key organizational and resource-based challenges that impede the effective
implementation of quality assurance recommendations.

2. Theoretical Framework: Compliance, Culture, and Effectiveness of Quality Audits
2.1. Defining Academic and Administrative Audit (AAA)

Academic and Administrative Audit is fundamentally understood as a mechanism to control and maintain high
standards in higher education. The institutional vision, operations, and processes should reflect a sustained focus
on quality enhancement, quality sustenance, and quality initiatives.” For HEIs in India, this task is often assigned
to the NAAC, which mandates evaluation based on the past and present contributions of the institution against a
fixed scale.*

The documented benefits of effective AAA implementation include ensuring enhanced coordination among
various institutional activities, providing a platform to institutionalize all good practices, and acting as a dynamic
system for quality changes. The process encourages self-evaluation, accountability, autonomy, and innovation.
The subsequent analysis will utilize stakeholder feedback to assess how successfully HEIs are moving toward these
aspirational objectives.

2.2. The Dichotomy of Quality Assurance

The efficacy of quality assurance mechanisms hinges on the development of a genuine "quality culture." This
culture is defined as belonging to the people within the institution, rooted in their values and attitudes, rather than
merely reflecting mission statements or strategic documents. However, quality assurance systems, particularly
those that are risk-based or mandatory, face the inherent risk of driving institutional cultures toward conformity,
control, and compliance.

The data analysis will test this dichotomy by examining stakeholder agreement on two conflicting perspectives:
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first, the view that AAA is a compliance tool (a metric of external control); and second, the view that AAA
facilitates substantive quality improvement (a metric of internalized culture). The goal is to determine if the HEIs
have successfully moved toward a system that enables mentoring and internal improvement rather than just external
monitoring.

2.3. Indicators of Institutional Effectiveness

Institutional effectiveness in the context of AAA is evidenced by verifiable facts and figures about institutional
functioning, particularly focusing on how quality initiatives are sustained and enhanced. The data collected across
the three respondent groups provides indicators in three key domains: academic effectiveness (teaching,
curriculum), administrative efficiency (policy review, planning), and infrastructural/support service quality
(facilities, welfare). The analysis will test whether procedural improvements (e.g., documentation systems,
academic planning) translate directly into improved service quality as perceived by students and staff (e.g., welfare
measures, washroom maintenance).

3. Demographic Mapping of the Pune Higher Education Ecosystem

The study sample is drawn from 40 Arts, Commerce, and Science colleges in Pune city. The collective perceptions
of the 1104 respondents provide a robust cross-section of the region’s higher education landscape.

3.1. Profile of Surveyed Institutions (N=40): Evidence of Quality Commitment

The institutional profile reveals significant characteristics regarding financial structure, accreditation status, and
commitment to quality. Funding and Status

The colleges surveyed show a preference for external financial support, with 60% classified as Aided Colleges and
40% as Unaided Colleges. This majority reliance on aided status suggests that institutional operations are
significantly influenced by public financial frameworks and resource allocations. Furthermore, only 27.5% of the
institutions hold Autonomous status, indicating that the majority operate within a more traditional, affiliated
university environment.

Accreditation Landscape and Quality Standard

The commitment to quality compliance in Pune is high, with 85% (34 out of 40) of the surveyed colleges holding
NAAC accreditation. This high rate reflects a strong regional response to the mandatory quality assessment
framework.

Analysis of the NAAC grades reveals that 37.5% of institutions received high grades (15% A+ and 22.5% A),
indicating successful attainment of quality benchmarks. Conversely, 22.5% were graded B, suggesting substantive
room for improvement in quality standards, and 15% were not accredited (NA). The presence of colleges across
the quality spectrum ensures the findings reflect the diverse performance landscape of the regional HEI ecosystem.

3.2. Composition and Structure of Respondent Sample (N=1104)

The total respondent base comprises 1104 individuals, carefully distributed to ensure representation of the
academic community: 48.55% students (N=536), 30.25% teaching staff (N=334), and 21.20% administrative staff
(N=234).! The high proportion of students ensures that the evaluation of educational delivery and support services
is strongly grounded in end-user perception.
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Table 1: Consolidated Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents (N=1104)

Stakeholder Group | Total N Percentage (%)
Students 536 48.55%
Teaching Staff 334 30.25%
Administrative Staff | 234 21.20%

3.3. Detailed Demographic Analysis of Teaching Staff (N=334)

The teaching staff exhibits clear demographic trends suggestive of a workforce geared primarily for instructional
stability. The majority of faculty (66.46%) are aged 40 to 49 years, indicating a strong concentration of middle-
aged individuals. Furthermore, a significant gender disparity exists, with females comprising 75.44% of the
teaching staff, suggesting that the academic community in this region is predominantly female-led.!

Regarding professional roles, the faculty structure is highly hierarchical, dominated by Assistant Professors
(75.75%). A large majority hold Master’s degrees (53.89%), followed by Net/Set qualifications (37.12%)
Critically, only 8.99% of the teaching staff possess a Ph.D. This profile indicates that the workforce is optimized
for instructional delivery and stability. However, the relatively low percentage of doctoral degree holders suggests
that while teaching quality may be prioritized, performance metrics related to research productivity could pose a
significant challenge during comprehensive quality audits. This suggests that the HEI system structure may
currently prioritize instructional effectiveness over advanced research output, possibly reflecting resource
constraints or institutional mission focus.

3.4. Detailed Demographic Analysis of Administrative Staff (N=234)

The administrative staff shows a polarized experience profile, suggesting potential internal knowledge gaps. The
workforce is mature, with 72.21% of staff aged between 31 and 50 years. Work experience is strongly
dichotomized, with a significant cohort possessing less than 6 years of experience (36.32%) and an equally large
group having over 15 years of service (34.61%).

The organizational structure is top-heavy at the base, with Junior Staff comprising the majority (63.24%). This co-
existence of a large veteran staff cohort (with institutional memory) and a substantial new staff cohort (requiring
training) creates a delicate organizational environment. The administrative system depends heavily on the veteran
staff for procedural knowledge and documentation adherence, while new staff must navigate potentially entrenched
bureaucratic practices. This inherent structural gap foreshadows the later-reported difficulties in decentralization,
knowledge transfer, and resistance to change.

4. Stakeholder Perceptions of the AAA Framework and Process

The analysis of teaching staff perceptions concerning the modalities, purpose, and procedures of AAA reveals a
highly conscious, yet skeptical, engagement with the quality assurance system.
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4.1. Awareness and Preferred Modality of AAA Conduct

Faculty members demonstrate varying levels of awareness regarding the conduct of the audit process. While a
substantial 84.64% of respondents believe AAA is primarily conducted by an Internal peer team, a significant
portion (51.35%) simultaneously strongly agrees or agrees that AAA should be conducted by an External team.

This difference between perceived practice (internal audit) and preference (external audit) reveals a critical
credibility gap. Faculty preference for external team involvement suggests an inherent scepticism regarding the
impartiality or rigor of purely internal assessments. The strong reliance on internal peer teams, as currently
practiced, implies that AAA often functions as a structured preparation exercise for mandated external audits (like
NAAC) rather than a truly independent, culturally embedded audit. This places greater institutional pressure on
the effectiveness and impartiality of the Internal Quality Assurance Cell (IQAC).

4.2. Perceived Purpose and Value of AAA

Faculty generally acknowledge the value of the AAA process despite its demands. A substantial majority (81.68%
strongly agree or agree) view AAA as worthwhile, even though they perceive it as time-consuming.! Furthermore,
57.94% agree that the process is expensive, confirming the perception of a significant resource burden imposed on
institutions.

The research confirms the existence of the compliance-culture dichotomy in stakeholder perception. While 75.28%
of faculty agree that AAA genuinely enhances the quality of HEIs, a notable majority (61.38%) also concur that
the process is more towards compliance rather than quality improvement.! This simultaneous agreement suggests
that compliance is viewed as the primary motivation for engagement, even if these mandatory efforts inadvertently
yield positive, tangible improvements in institutional quality.

4.3. Procedural Aspects and Transparency

The data highlights a strong professional expectation for consistent and transparent quality assurance practices. A
significant majority of faculty (81.32% strongly agree or agree) believe the IQAC should conduct internal AAA
annually. This strong support for continuous, frequent internal auditing underscores a desire among the academic
community for sustained quality assurance efforts beyond the periodicity of external audits.

Procedurally, there is high confidence in the rigor of the external process: 86.83% agree that the AAA team
physically visits the organization, and 85.20% confirm that documentary evidence is verified. Furthermore, faculty
strongly emphasize the necessity of actionable outcomes; 79.85% express the need for a plan to be developed to
implement the observations generated by the AAA process, demonstrating an expectation that audit findings must
translate directly into strategic actions. This strong professional emphasis on structured implementation reflects a
cultural aspiration toward continuous improvement, even if the primary driver remains compliance.

5. AAA Impact on Institutional Processes and Quality Initiatives (Faculty Perspective)
The teaching staff perceives a high positive correlation between engagement with the AAA framework and
quantifiable improvements across core institutional operations.

5.1. Impact on Core Academic Functions

The process of preparing for and undergoing AAA 1is consistently linked to improvements in the core academic
functions of the HEIs. Overwhelming consensus exists for perceived improvements in three key areas: Curriculum
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Design and Planning (87.72% strongly agree or agree), Teaching and Learning (89.82% SA/A), and Examinations
(88.59% SA/A).

This suggests that the rigorous self-study and systematic documentation required for AAA act as a powerful
catalyst for internal reflection and subsequent process optimization. The need to systematically review operations
and document evidence of effectiveness validates the self-evaluation component of quality assurance as a strategic
tool for generating internal improvements, regardless of the ultimate external outcome. The emphasis on
pedagogical support, such as encouraging faculty to enroll for Faculty Development Programs (FDPs) (90.11%
SA/A) and motivation for research activities (91.08% SA/A), further supports this notion of targeted academic
refinement driven by audit requirements.

5.2. Effectiveness of Strategic Planning and Policy Implementation

Faculty agreement on strategic planning and policy execution is exceptionally high, indicating successful
organizational alignment following audit focus. Strong adherence is reported across procedural mechanisms:
Effective Planning Process (88.02% SA/A), adherence to the Academic Calendar (87.90% SA/A), and the presence
of well-defined college policies (88.02% SA/A).

The data confirms a robust documentation culture, which is essential for audit compliance: 88.32% agree that a
documentation policy is in place, and 87.13% confirm the timely submission of the Annual Quality Assurance
Report (AQAR). The high levels of agreement on linking activities toward the achievement of the institutional
Vision and Mission (89.17% SA/A) suggest that the audit process successfully mandates and verifies
organizational clarity and goal alignment.

5.3. Reported Rate of Implementation of Audit Suggestions

A key finding concerning the effectiveness of the AAA process is the high reported rate of implementation of audit
suggestions among teaching staff. A substantial majority of teaching staff (53.00%) report implementation rates
between 75% and 99%. Furthermore, a remarkable 92.22% of respondents report implementation rates above 50%
(30.24% reporting 50-74%, 8.98% reporting 100%).

This high procedural compliance rate suggests that HEI leadership and the internal quality mechanisms are
effective at enforcing compliance on measurable, visible, and process-oriented tasks (e.g., documenting policies,
updating curriculum). However, this successful enforcement must be analyzed alongside the significant challenges
reported in Section 7. The implementation success appears to be driven by procedural mandate and rigorous follow-
up, rather than organic cultural adoption, hinting at underlying organizational friction that the mandate overrides.

6. Service Quality and Operational Efficiency: Student and Administrative Staff Perspectives

While teaching staff report high success in procedural implementation, evaluations from students and
administrative staff on institutional service quality and operational efficiency expose significant organizational
weaknesses, revealing a critical quality paradox.

6.1. Student Quality Indicators: Academic Performance

Student feedback confirms the high quality of core academic delivery established by the faculty data. Students
exhibit near-universal satisfaction with the fundamental academic experience: 93.99% strongly agree or agree that
teachers possess adequate subject knowledge, 93.30% affirm effective teacher communication, and 91.60% agree
that lectures are conducted regularly.! The integration of technology is also largely successful, with 72.69%
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reporting satisfaction with teachers’ use of ICT tools (e.g., MS PowerPoint, LMS).

Furthermore, the HEIs appear effective at developing key competencies. Students report high proficiency
acquisition in soft skills, with 88.79% satistied with their Communication Skills development and 84.90% with
their Decision-making skills. This strong performance in academic delivery and skill development underscores the
HEIs’ capability to meet core educational objectives.

6.2. The Quality Paradox: Non-Academic Support Services

In stark contrast to the exemplary academic ratings, student satisfaction plummets drastically regarding non-
academic support services, exposing a critical institutional blind spot. Basic facilities receive widespread
dissatisfaction:

e Adequate and Clean Washrooms: Only 65.70% of students agree or strongly agree that each floor has an
adequate number of well-maintained and clean washrooms. Conversely, 27.05% disagree or strongly
disagree.!

e Hygienic and Nutritious Canteen Food: Only 45.49% agree or strongly agree regarding the hygiene and
nutrition offered by the college canteen. A substantial 31.04% disagree or strongly disagree, compounded by
high neutrality (23.88%).!

The extreme disparity between high academic quality (e.g., 93.99% satisfaction with teaching) and low facility
quality (e.g., 54.51% neutral/dissatisfied with canteen services) suggests a failure in resource allocation and
strategic prioritization. While resources and efforts are successfully channelled toward measurable NAAC
academic criteria, there is systemic neglect of environmental quality and student well-being . This service quality
failure can profoundly impact the overall student experience, potentially nullifying the gains achieved through
academic excellence.

6.3. Administrative Staff Evaluation of Operational Efficiency

The administrative staff’s evaluation of internal operations highlights both structural strengths and managerial
rigidities. Efficiency is deemed strong in formalized, auditable structures: 91.88% strongly agree or agree that the
institution has well-laid policies and processes, 89.74% agree regarding Office Automation, and 85.47% confirm
effective Documentation.! The positive agreement on the Well-laid Grievance Redressal Mechanism (82.47%
SA/A) suggests confidence in addressing formal concerns.

However, efficiency ratings drop noticeably in areas requiring cultural change and participatory management: only
75.21% agree or strongly agree on the effectiveness of Decentralisation of work, and only 67.95% agree on the
effective conduct and maintenance of records for Staff Meetings. The lower rating for decentralization and staff
participation indicates centralized control and poor horizontal communication. This administrative structure, while
robust for formal policy adherence, creates the very bureaucratic environment later identified as a major
implementation barrier.

7. Analysis of Institutional Welfare and Key Implementation Barriers

The data reveals that the primary obstacles to sustained quality enhancement are not procedural but organizational
and financial, characterized by a persistent dissatisfaction with staff support mechanisms and high internal friction.
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7.1. Adequacy of Welfare Measures for Staff

The perception of staff welfare is strongly bifurcated between basic workplace conditions and resource-intensive
tangible benefits. Both teaching and administrative staff report high satisfaction with fundamental working
environments, such as Good Working Conditions (90.71% SA/A for Teaching Staff, 84.61% SA/A for
Administrative Staff) and clean amenities (Administrative Staff satisfaction with Clean Drinking
Water/Washrooms exceeds 88% SA/A).!

Conversely, satisfaction is significantly lower for benefits requiring high financial resource allocation:

e Teaching staff agreement is noticeably lower for Medical Bills Reimbursed (56.89% SA/A) and Financial
Support (63.32% SA/A).

e Administrative staff express mixed responses regarding Health Check-ups (67.52% SA/A) and Fee
Concessions (65.81% SA/A).

This persistent gap in financial and tangible welfare measures suggests that budgetary constraints, potentially
exacerbated by the heavy reliance on external funding (60% Aided Colleges), prevent the HEIs from
comprehensively meeting staff expectations and improving morale.

7.2. Critical Challenges Hindering Quality Initiative Implementation

Despite the high reported rates of procedural compliance (Section 5.3), the teaching staff identifies severe
organizational challenges that impede cultural quality adoption. The primary barriers cited are organizational
friction, financial strain, and administrative rigidity:

e Staff Resistance: 54.79% strongly agree or agree that Staff Resistance is a major challenge during
implementation of quality initiatives.!

e Lack of Funds: 47.90% identify Lack of Funds as a key barrier.’

e Bureaucracy: 45.81% cite Bureaucracy as a hindrance.!

This triad of challenges is highly interconnected. The organizational friction is compounded by financial
constraints. The agreement on the high cost of AAA (57.94% agreement) coupled with the reported Lack of Funds
(47.90%) suggests that HEIs are often unable to allocate necessary capital to address resource-intensive
recommendations, such as facility upgrades or welfare benefits. When these tangible issues remain unaddressed,
it creates frustration among staff (7.1), which manifests as Staff Resistance (7.2) to further audit-mandated change,
regardless of the perceived value of AAA.

Furthermore, the rigidity inherent in the administrative structure—evidenced by the low support for
Decentralization of Work (6.4)fuels the challenge of Bureaucracy. The centralized administrative system, while
excellent at formal documentation, struggles to execute agile, culturally sensitive changes required for continuous
improvement, thus reinforcing the perception that AAA is a top-down, compliance-driven exercise achieved
despite, rather than through, cultural buy-in.

8. Discussion and Policy Implications

8.1. The Paradox of Compliance Maturity and Service Quality Failure

The data presents a clear and critical dichotomy: the HEIs studied possess high procedural maturity but exhibit a
failure in holistic quality assurance. They excel in core academic functions, strategic documentation, and the timely
implementation of audit suggestions (evidenced by 87%+ agreement on academic processes and 92%
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implementation success).! This suggests that the current AAA/NAAC framework has successfully imposed a
minimum standard of academic excellence and verifiable systematic functioning.

However, the simultaneous, steep decline in student satisfaction with basic institutional facilities the quality
paradox underscores a strategic neglect of Criterion VII (Institutional Values and Best Practices). This neglect is
likely due to institutional efforts prioritizing easily measurable and high-stakes academic criteria (Teaching,
Curriculum, Research) over resource-intensive, yet crucial, environmental and service quality components
(canteen, maintenance, welfare). The HEIs are functioning optimally for audit passage but failing in the daily
delivery of holistic service quality, damaging the overall institutional reputation despite the quality of teaching.

8.2. Institutional Friction as the Primary Barrier to Sustainable Quality Culture

The analysis confirms that the primary impediment to transitioning AAA from a compliance mechanism to a
genuine quality culture catalyst is organizational friction. The interconnected problems of staff resistance,
bureaucracy, and lack of funds prevent continuous, internally motivated improvement.

The bureaucratic structure, evidenced by the administrative staff's low support for decentralization and heavy
reliance on formal policies, creates an environment where change must be mandated and enforced rather than
embraced. The high implementation rate is achieved despife this friction, not because the culture supports it. As
long as the HEI structure remains centralized and lacks the resources to address basic welfare gaps, the high cost
and time commitment of AAA will continue to breed resistance, ultimately hindering the HEIs' long-term capacity
for true self-evaluation and sustained change.

8.3. Policy Recommendations for Regulators and HEI Leadership

To ensure that the Academic and Administrative Audit system fosters institutional transformation beyond mere
compliance, the following policy adjustments are recommended:

Targeted Funding and Resource Allocation

Regulators should introduce specific, transparent funding streams or grants directly tied to addressing low-scoring
non-academic support areas identified by student and staff feedback (Canteen Hygiene, Washroom Maintenance,
Medical Reimbursement). Given the perceived Lack of Funds (47.90% agreement) and high cost of AAA,
mitigating these resource gaps is crucial to reducing staff resistance and demonstrating a commitment to holistic
quality assurance.

Refining Quality Audit Templates

Future audit frameworks must increase the proportional weighting of student service quality and institutional
welfare to ensure they are non-negotiable elements for high accreditation scores. More sensitization is required to
make the AAA process truly participative, focusing evaluation on the processes of decentralized policy review,
stakeholder engagement, and cultural adoption, rather than solely on the creation of documentation.®

Cultivating Participatory and Decentralized Management

HEI leadership must proactively address the challenge of Bureaucracy by instituting mandatory requirements for
the decentralization of minor decision-making and enhancing the frequency and effectiveness of staff meetings.
Transforming the administrative ethos from rigid control to agile, participatory management will enhance
administrative efficiency, reduce friction, and enable the swift execution of quality initiatives that currently stall

© 2025,1JSREM | https://ijsrem.com DOI: 10.55041/IJSREM55072 | Page 9


https://ijsrem.com/

e
‘;‘IJSREME"

s seurna International Journal of Scientific Research in Engineering and Management (IJSREM)

W Volume: 09 Issue: 12 | Dec - 2025 SJIF Rating: 8.586 ISSN: 2582-3930

due to centralized bureaucratic hurdles. This cultural shift is necessary to ensure that academic excellence is
matched by an exemplary supportive environment.

9. Conclusion

The present analysis of HEIs in Pune city underscores a pivotal stage in the maturation of quality assurance
processes in Indian higher education. The findings confirm that the Academic and Administrative Audit has
successfully mandated systematic procedures, documentation, and a high level of academic delivery, positioning
the institutions for strong compliance. However, this systemic success is shadowed by fundamental organizational
weaknesses: a chronic lack of funding that impacts resource-intensive welfare and infrastructural provisions, and
administrative structures that prioritize control over decentralization and participation.

Ultimately, the research demonstrates that the HEI system suffers from an organizational maturity gap where
structural compliance is high, but cultural buy-in and holistic service quality are deficient. To realize AAA’s full
potential as a dynamic force for quality culture, regulatory and institutional leaders must implement integrated
strategies that prioritize stakeholder well-being, strategic resource investment in neglected facilities, and a
definitive move towards decentralized administrative governance. Only by resolving this internal friction can HEIs
successfully bridge the gap between procedural compliance and sustained institutional transformation.

References

Journals
1. A N Sarkar, Impact of higher Education on Skill Development on Employment generation and
Economic Development: Focus on India, The Master builder.
2. Agarwal, J.C.(1998), Teacher’s Role, Status, Service Conditions and Education in India. Doaba
House, Delhi.
3. Akiri, A. A. (2013), Effects of Teachers’ Effectiveness on Students’ Academic Performance in
Public Secondary Schools; Delta State- Nigeria, Journal of Educational and Social Research, 3(3),105-
112.

4. Alemu, S. K. (2018). The meaning, idea and history of university/higher education in Africa: A
brief literature review. Fire: Forum for International Research in Education, 4(3), 210-227. Retrieved on
January 30, 2024, from https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1199154.pdf

5. Almanasreh, E., Moles, R., & Chen, T. F. (2019). Evaluation of methods used for estimating
content validity. Research in social and administrative pharmacy, 15(2), 214-221.

6. Barrie, S., C. Hughes, G. Crisp and A. Bennison (2012), Assessing and assuring Australian graduate
learning outcomes: Principles and practices within and across disciplines: Final report, Office for Learning
and Teaching, Sydney, www.itl.usyd.edu.au/projects/aaglo/.

7. Beck, R. (2009). The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education and the Academic
Infrastructure. Quality in Higher Education, 15(1), 1-17.

8. Bertolin, J. C. G. (2015). Quality in Higher Education: From the Diversity of Conceptions to the
Relentless Conceptual Subjectivity. Creative Education, 6, 2410-2421.
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ce.2015.622247

9. Cave, M., S. Hanney, M. Henkel and M. Kogan (1997), The Use of Performance Indicators in
Higher Education: the Challenges of the Quality Movement (3rd ed.), Jessica Kingsley, London.

© 2025, IJSREM | https://ijsrem.com DOI: 10.55041/IJSREM55072 | Page 10


https://ijsrem.com/
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1199154.pdf
http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/projects/aaglo/

e
‘J;‘IJSREF:{'
h-e0 7 International Journal of Scientific Research in Engineering and Management (IJSREM)
w Volume: 09 Issue: 12 | Dec - 2025 SJIF Rating: 8.586 ISSN: 2582-3930

10. Cave, M., S. Hanney, M. Kogan and G. Trevett (1988), The Use of Performance Indicators in
Higher Education: A Critical Analysis of Developing Practice, Jessica Kingsley, London.

11. Chatterjee, S.K.(2008), Teacher Education: Its Revitalization and Quality Control. Anweshika —
Indian Journal of Teacher Education. Volume-5, No.2 (NCERT).

12. Cheng, Y. C. (1995). Monitoring Education Quality in Schools: Framework and Technology.

13. D Pradhan,(2018) Skill Development: A Challenge For A Billion plus nation, The Management
Accountant, Vol, 53, ISSn-0972-3538, pp-22-29.

14. Dill David, Is there an academic audit in your future? , Taylor & Francis (Jul/Aug-2000, Vol. No-
32), Page No: 35 to 41.

15. Dill David, Massy William et al., Accreditation & Academic Quality Assurance,
16. Doyle, J. T., Ge, W., & McVay, S. (2007). Accruals quality and internal control over financial

reporting. The accounting review, 82(5), 1141-1170. Retrieved on February
01,2024, https://scholar.google.co.in/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_vis=1&q=Doyle+et+al++2007+r
esearch+paper&btnG=

17. Dr.R.K.Doharey, & Verma, Aman & Verma, Kapil & Yadav, Vishal. (2023). Education : Meaning,
definition & Types. Retrieved on January

2024, frohttps://www.researchgate.net/publication/372418302 Education_Meaning_definition Types/dow
nload

18.  Ferguson, T., & Roofe, C. G. (2020). SDG 4 in higher education: Challenges and
opportunities. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 21(5), 959-975.

19. Flesher, D. L., Previts, G. J., & Samson, W. D. (2005). Auditing in the United States: A historical
perspective. Abacus, 41(1), 21-39. Retrieved on November 01, 2024, from

20.  Goel, P. Vijay (2008), “Technical and Vocational Education and Training (TVET) system in India
for sustainable Development”. Retrieved on January 17, 2024, from
https://unevoc.unesco.org/up/India_Country Paper.pdf.

21. Goff, L., M. K. Potter, E. Pierre, T. Carey, A. Gullage, E. Kustra, . . . G. V. Gastel (2015), Learning
Outcomes Assessment: A Practitioner's Handbook, Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario, Toronto.
22. Goswami, D.(2007), Student Teachers’ Perception of Quality Teacher Education. Anweshika
Indian Journal of Teacher Education, Vol 4.

23.  Green, D. (1994). What Is Quality in Higher Education? Bristol: SRHE and Open University
Press.

24.  Grix, J. (2002). Introducing Students to the Generic Terminology of Social Research. Politics,

22(3), 175.

25.  Harvey, L., & Green, D. (1993). Defining Quality. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,
18(1), 9-34.

26.  Harvey, L., & Newton, J. (2004). Transforming quality evaluation. Quality in Higher Education,
10(2), 149-165.

27. Harvey, L., & Williams, J. (2010). Fifteen years of quality in higher education (Part Two). Quality
in Higher Education, 16(2), 81-113.

28.  Hazelkorn, E. (2015), Rankings and the Reshaping of Higher Education: The Battle for World-
Class Excellence (2nd ed.), Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke

IJCRT2212054 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org a427

29.  Institutional Accreditation Manual for Self-appraisal of Teacher Education Institutions. Joshi,
S.(2007). Teacher Education in Retrospect. Indian Journal of Teacher Education, Vol 4.

© 2025, IJSREM | https://ijsrem.com DOI: 10.55041/IJSREM55072 [ Page 11


https://ijsrem.com/
https://unevoc.unesco.org/up/India_Country_Paper.pdf

e
‘J;‘IJSREF:{'
h-e0 7 International Journal of Scientific Research in Engineering and Management (IJSREM)
w Volume: 09 Issue: 12 | Dec - 2025 SJIF Rating: 8.586 ISSN: 2582-3930

30. James, S. (2012). Exploring the philosophical underpinnings of research: Relating ontology and
epistemology to the methodology and methods of the scientific, interpretive, and critical research
paradigms. English Language Teaching, 5(9), 9—-16. Retrieved on January 15, 2024, from
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1080001.pdf.

31. Kivunja, C. & Kuyini, A. B. (2017). Understanding and Applying Research Paradigms in
Educational Contexts. International Journal of Higher Education, 6(5), 26—41. Retrieved on January 15,
2024, from https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1154775.pdf.

32. Kufi, E. F. (2022). Quality audit in Education. The Journal of Quality in Education, 12(20), 69-82.
33. Kumawat, A., & Vardia, S. (2023). Unveiling Student Perceptions: Exploring the Advantages of
Academic Audits in Selected Universities of Rajasthan. Pacific Business Review International, 16(5).

34.  Lomas, L. (2004). Embedding quality: The challenges for higher education. Quality Assurance in
Education, 12(4), 157-165

35.  Marginson, S. (2011). Higher Education and Public Good. Higher Education Quarterly, 65(4), 411-

433.
36.  Mari Elken&BjernStensaker (2018): Conceptualising ‘quality work’ in higher education, Quality
in Higher Education

37.  Massy, W. F. (2003), Honoring the Trust: Quality and Cost Containment in Higher Education,
Anker Publishing, Bolton.

38.  Merriam, S. B., & Simpson, E. L. (1995). 4 guide to research for educators and trainers of adults.
Krieger Publishing Co., PO Box 9542, Melbourne, FL 32902-9542.

39.  Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and
ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363.
40. Middlehurst, R. (1997). Quality enhancement in British higher education. Higher Education
Management, 9(1), 53-68.
41. Neave, G. (1988), "On the cultivation of quality, efficiency and enterprise: an overview of recent
trends in higher education in Western Europe, 1986-1988", European Journal of Education, Vol. 23/1/2,
pp. 7-23.
42.  Newton, J. (2000). Feeding the beast or improving quality? Quality in Higher Education, 6(2), 153-
163.
43.  Newton, J. (2000). Feeding the beast or improving quality?: Academics’ perceptions of quality
assurance and quality monitoring. Quality in Higher Education, 6(2), 153-163.
44. OECD (2012), Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes AHELO: Feasibility Study
Report: Volume 1 Design and Implementation, OECD, Paris.
45. Rauhvargers, A. (2013), Global university rankings and their impact: Report II, European
University Association, Brussels. Sarrico, C. S. (2010), "On performance in higher education: towards
performance governance?"Tertiary Education and Management, Vol. 16/2, pp. 145-158.
46. Rocco, T. S., & Plakhotnik, M. S. (2009). Literature reviews, conceptual frameworks, and
theoretical frameworks: Terms, functions, and distinctions. Human resource developmentreview, 8(1),
120-130.
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep | &type=pdf&doi=a27705046df98a1{824c11efe9c88c00
8da5050c
47, Rohidas Nitonde and B. U. Jadhav, Academic and Administrative Audit: A Parameter of
QualityEducation, The South Asian Academic Research Chronicle, Vol 2, Issue 9; August 2015, Special
issue (Proceedings of National Conference)www.ijcrt.org © 2022 IJCRT | Volume 10, Issue 12
December 2022 | ISSN: 2320-2882

©2025,1JSREM | https://ijsremcom DOl 10.55041/IJSREM55072 | Pagel12



https://ijsrem.com/
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a27705046df98a1f824c11efe9c88c008da5050c
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a27705046df98a1f824c11efe9c88c008da5050c

