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Abstract: In response to increasing global demands for accountability and excellence, 
quality assurance (QA) in higher education has become a critical governance 
mechanism. Despite its widespread adoption, many QA frameworks remain 
compliance-oriented and struggle to deliver meaningful quality improvement. This 
study aims to synthesize existing research to identify best practices, challenges, and 
future directions for optimizing QA frameworks in higher education. This study 
employed a Systematic Literature Review of 46 peer-reviewed articles indexed in the 
Scopus database and published between 2015 and 2025. Data were systematically 
extracted using a structured extraction form capturing study context, QA focus, 
stakeholder involvement, and key findings. The methodological quality of the 
included studies was appraised using the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT). A 
thematic synthesis approach, based on inductive coding, was used to integrate 
findings across studies. The synthesis indicates that effective QA transcends 
accreditation compliance and is driven by alignment with institutional mission, a 
culture of continuous improvement, active stakeholder engagement, and strategic use 
of data analytics. Key barriers include faculty resistance, resource limitations, and 
tensions between standardization and contextual adaptability. Institutions should 
adopt integrated, learning-oriented QA frameworks that balance accountability with 
academic autonomy. This review offers a systems-based perspective on QA by 
integrating institutional culture, stakeholder processes, and technological systems 
into a unified conceptual framework. 
 
Keywords: Higher Education Quality Assurance, Internal Quality Assurance 

Systems, Systematic Literature Review 
 
A. Introduction 
 
Quality assurance in higher education has experienced substantial growth since the 
1980s, embedding itself as an essential component of the higher education landscape 
(Nguyen et al., 2021). Over the past two decades, there has been an increase in quality 
assurance within higher education due to the proliferation of national and 

transnational organizations dedicated to this domain (Pillay & Kimber, 2009). Despite 
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the widespread implementation of quality assurance mechanisms, the effectiveness of 
these practices remains a subject of ongoing scholarly investigation (Ryan, 2011). A 
notable challenge within the realm of quality assurance is the absence of a universally 
accepted framework or definition, which complicates the establishment of 
standardized evaluation methodologies (Ryan, 2011). The decentralization and 
complexity of accreditation structures at regional and international levels present 
another significant impediment to ensuring consistent quality standards (Ryan, 2011). 
Furthermore, the ambiguity surrounding the precise meaning and application of 
quality assurance and quality management concepts in higher education necessitates 
further exploration and clarification (Tight, 2020).  
 
Quality assurance (QA) in higher education has gained global prominence owing to 
the evolving landscape of educational demand and the increasing need for 
accountability and excellence in academic programs. The literature reveals a 
multifaceted view of quality assurance practices, notably highlighting challenges and 
frameworks that can enhance the quality of higher education institutions (HEIs) 
worldwide. A significant driver for QA systems has been the growing demand for 
higher education, which is projected to reach 263 million students globally in the 
coming years, necessitating robust QA frameworks to meet diverse educational needs 
(Zhang et al., 2022). Such frameworks aim to ensure the performance and 
accountability of institutions, wherein professional accreditation plays a pivotal role. 
Accreditation is a significant mechanism for regulating educational quality, fostering 
competition, and encouraging institutions to adopt better pedagogical practices (De 
Paor, 2016; Sánchez-Chaparro et al., 2020, 2022). The quality assurance (QA) field in 
higher education presents several critical gaps in the existing literature that require 
further exploration. Despite significant advancements in QA strategies and 
frameworks across various educational contexts, several relevant areas remain under-
researched or inadequately addressed. 
 
One notable gap pertains to the effectiveness of quality assurance practices from the 
perspective of various stakeholders, particularly students and educators. While 
studies like Gora et al. (2019) highlight the positive influence of quality assurance on 
students’ competencies and employability, there is limited empirical examination of 
how quality managers and educators perceive the effectiveness and relevance of these 
QA practices in enhancing educational outcomes (Seyfried & Pohlenz, 2018). Further 
research needs to explore the alignment or misalignment between the expectations of 
different stakeholders within the QA processes to develop a more robust 
understanding of their effectiveness in diverse contexts (Beerkens & Udam, 2017). 
Moreover, the literature primarily focuses on traditional quality assurance 
mechanisms, such as accreditation, while neglecting innovative and emerging QA 
models tailored for today’s fast-evolving higher education landscape. Biloshchytskyi 
et al. (2025) emphasize the need for developing pedagogical competencies in assuring 
quality, yet comprehensive frameworks that accommodate rapid technological 



PPSDP International Journal of Education 
Volume 4 (2) (Special Issue) 5-7 November 2025, 1553-1574 
3rd PPSDP International Conference on Educational Sciences (IConEds 2025) 
E-ISSN 2829-5196, P-ISSN 2830-3229 
 
 

1555 

advances and societal changes remain scarce. Researching the development and 
implementation of agility and sustainability in QA practices could provide valuable 
insights to enhance the resilience of educational institutions (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). 
 
Another crucial gap exists concerning the contextualization of QA frameworks. 
Existing literature, such as that of Chu & Westerheijden (2018), indicates that local 
contexts significantly influence QA systems; however, detailed comparative studies 
examining how these context-specific nuances affect the success and challenges of QA 
implementations are limited. For instance, while Hu et al. (2025) discuss the challenges 
faced by boards in quality assurance in Yunnan, broader evaluations that integrate 
insights across various geographical and cultural settings are necessary to identify 
best practices that could inform global QA strategies. Furthermore, the systematic 
literature review on quality assurance (QA) in higher education reveals a spectrum of 
international perspectives, frameworks, and challenges those institutions face. Quality 
assurance has evolved significantly from a mere regulatory compliance mechanism to 
a comprehensive framework influencing all aspects of educational quality. Various 
scholars have examined the complicated parts of QA, focusing on its theoretical 
foundations, practical implementations, and the resulting impacts on higher 
education institutions (HEIs). 
 
One compelling perspective on QA emerges from the work of Liu and Changsheng, 
who emphasize the significance of constructing a robust QA system within higher 
education teaching. They argue that effective QA hinges on implementing standards 
and the continuous evaluation and enhancement of educational quality, thereby 
advocating for a closed-loop operation in maintaining high standards across 
educational tiers (Liu & Changsheng, 2023). This notion aligns well with the views of 
Roskosa & Stukalina (2018), who discuss the complex management processes that 
ensure quality assurance (QA) meets educational goals, especially considering the 
European framework that highlights the importance of higher education in relation to 
labor market needs. Such frameworks necessitate a strategic approach to integrating 
QA into institutional governance and operational models. The motivation for 
investigating quality assurance in higher education stems from the increasing demand 
for accountability, transparency, and continuous improvement within the sector 
(Cheung, 2015). Stakeholders, including students, employers, and governments, are 
increasingly concerned with the quality and outcomes of higher education programs. 
The goal is to ensure high standards in higher education and satisfy the community’s 
demands in the digital era (Khardi et al., 2020). Quality assurance is critical in helping 
institutions demonstrate their dedication to high standards and accountability, 
essential for maintaining public trust and attracting funding and support. Quality 
assurance in modern higher education has evolved into an increasingly rationalist and 
professionalized power mechanism (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). 
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The increasing competition among higher education institutions for students, faculty, 
and resources has further fueled the need for effective quality assurance processes to 
differentiate institutions and attract top talent. In the context of limited resources and 
increasing pressure to improve outcomes, quality assurance can help institutions 
identify areas for improvement and implement strategies to enhance their efficiency 
and effectiveness (Chiyevo Garwe, 2018). Despite their importance, Accreditation 
structures often exhibit decentralization and complexity at regional and international 
levels (Ryan, 2011). In addition, students should be involved in quality assurance, as 
they are central to higher education and invest time and money in the system (Ryan, 
2011). The external quality assurance system is vital to the European Higher Education 
Area (Kohoutek et al., 2025). It enhances the quality of education and training, fosters 
transparency, and increases confidence in higher education institutions. 
 
Based on the background above, the research question in this study is how quality 
assurance frameworks in higher education can be optimized to foster continuous 
improvement, enhance student learning outcomes, and ensure institutional 
accountability in an increasingly complex and competitive global environment. The 
systematic review addresses these questions by synthesizing existing research and 
providing insights into best practices, challenges, and future directions in quality 
assurance in higher education  (Bencer Abdeslem, 2020; Ebisine, 2013; Tezcan-Unal et 
al., 2018).  
 
B. Methods 
 
This study employed a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) to examine quality 
assurance (QA) frameworks in higher education, following a predefined and 
transparent review protocol. The review was conducted using the Scopus database 
due to its broad coverage of peer-reviewed international literature. The search was 
limited to publications from 2015 to 2025 using the keyword “Quality Assurance in 
Higher Education”. After screening and eligibility assessment, 46 peer-reviewed 
articles were included in the final analysis. 
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Figure 1. Prisma Flow 

 
The diagram illustrates identifying and selecting studies for a systematic review 
following the PRISMA guidelines. The process begins with identifying studies using 
the keyword “quality assurance in higher education” in the Scopus database, which 
resulted in 308 records. Of these, 122 records were removed as they did not meet the 

criteria (e.g., outside the 2015-2025 date range), 20 records were removed due to being 
from lower-tier journals (Tier Q1, Q2, Q3, or Q4), and five records were excluded for 
lacking abstracts. Next, 161 records were screened, and 100 were excluded for being 
irrelevant. Of the remaining records, 61 reports were sought for retrieval, but 15 
reports could not be retrieved. After assessing eligibility, 46 reports were considered 
eligible and included in the review, with no reports excluded. The process also 
included identifying studies via other methods, where one report was sought and 
assessed for eligibility, and ultimately, one study from different sources was included 
in the review. This systematic review included 47 reports related to studies meeting 
the criteria. 
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Data Extraction 
 
A structured data extraction form was developed to ensure consistency and analytical 
rigor. The extracted fields included: (1) author(s) and year of publication; (2) country 
or regional context; (3) study objectives; (4) research design and methodological 
approach; (5) type of QA framework examined (internal, external, or hybrid); (6) 

stakeholder focus (e.g., faculty, students, management); (7) key findings related to QA 
effectiveness; (8) reported challenges and barriers; and (9) implications for QA 
development and practice. 
 
Quality Assessment 
 

To assess the methodological quality of the included studies, the Mixed Methods 
Appraisal Tool (MMAT) was employed, as it is suitable for evaluating qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed-methods research. Each study was appraised based on 
criteria relevant to its research design, including clarity of research questions, 
appropriateness of methodology, data collection procedures, and coherence between 
data, analysis, and conclusions. Studies were not excluded solely based on quality 

scores; instead, quality appraisal informed the interpretation and weighting of 
evidence during synthesis. 
 
Synthesis Method 
 
A thematic synthesis approach was used to integrate findings across studies. Themes 

were generated through an inductive coding process, guided by the research question 
and repeated patterns emerging from the data. Initial codes were developed from 
extracted findings, which were then iteratively compared, refined, and grouped into 
higher-order themes. This process resulted in key thematic domains related to 
institutional culture, stakeholder engagement, technological systems, challenges in 
implementation, and future-oriented QA practices. The thematic synthesis enabled 
the identification of relationships across studies and supported the development of an 
integrative conceptual understanding of effective QA frameworks in higher 
education. 
 
C. Results and Discussion 
 
The “Country Classification” bar chart illustrates the geographical distribution of 

studies or sources analyzed in a research context, most likely related to quality 
assurance in higher education. Each colored bar represents a different country or 
group of countries, along with the number of articles or references associated with it. 
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Figure 2. Country Classification 

 
The data demonstrates a broad international representation, suggesting that the topic 
under review likely quality assurance frameworks or educational policies has global 
relevance and is examined across diverse academic and cultural contexts. 
 
Interpretative Synthesis of Thematic Findings 
 

This systematic review reveals that the effectiveness of quality assurance (QA) 
frameworks in higher education is not determined by isolated mechanisms, such as 
accreditation or evaluation procedures alone, but by the dynamic interaction between 
institutional culture, stakeholder engagement, and technological systems. Across 
diverse national and institutional contexts, QA frameworks that emphasize 
continuous feedback, learning orientation, and adaptability consistently demonstrate 
greater impact on educational quality than compliance-driven, accreditation-only 
models. Rather than functioning as linear control mechanisms, effective QA systems 

operate as iterative learning processes, enabling institutions to identify weaknesses, 
implement improvements, and reassess outcomes over time. The synthesis suggests 
that QA succeeds when it is embedded within everyday academic practices, 
supported by leadership commitment, and reinforced by data-informed decision-
making processes. 
 
Higher education quality assurance (QA) has become increasingly crucial due to the 
growing global demand for educational access and excellence. As Zhang et al. (2022) 
indicated, the forecasted increase in students is expected to reach 263 million, 
emphasizing the necessity for higher education institutions (HEIs) to ensure quality 
through comprehensive QA frameworks. Empirical studies have found that the 
effectiveness of QA initiatives often correlates with institutional support and 
cooperation. Seyfried & Pohlenz (2018) found that support from higher education 
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management and collaboration with other institutions significantly increases 
perceptions of QA effectiveness. It suggests that institutional commitment and 
collaborative practices are critical for successful QA implementations. Furthermore, 
student perspectives on QA are essential indicators of how well these systems 
function. Research by Gora et al. (2019) demonstrated that students’ skills, knowledge, 
and employability are positively impacted by the quality assurance processes 
observed during their education. It is echoed in the objectives of various QA 
frameworks to enhance student competencies and align educational outcomes with 
labor market demands. A global view of QA illustrates multiple approaches taken by 
different nations. For instance, Pham et al. (2022) described how internal quality 
assurance (IQA) systems in Vietnam have been integral to improving academic 
programs in higher education. 
 
In contrast, Davila & Maillet (2021) examined the Chilean context, where QA policies 
introduced for funding purposes have unintended adverse effects on institutions’ 
quality mechanisms. The influence of global university rankings on QA processes 
reflects another layer of complexity in this field. Hauptman Komotar (2020) analyzed 
how these rankings impact the perception and implementation of QA policies, 
suggesting that while rankings aim to quantify quality, they may foster a compliance-
oriented mentality rather than a genuine commitment to improvement. Moreover, the 
evolution of QA mechanisms is evident across diverse higher education systems. For 
example, Chu & Westerheijden (2018) tracked changes in the Netherlands’ QA 
policies, noting shifts from peer review-based systems to an emphasis on 
accountability and accreditation under the Bologna Process. The notion of stakeholder 
engagement in QA processes is also pivotal. Beerkens & Udam (2017) explored how 
diverse stakeholder expectations enrich QA systems. Institutions may achieve more 
comprehensive and effective assurance practices by integrating various perspectives. 
Challenges persist, particularly regarding implementing QA frameworks in different 
national contexts. Asiyai (2022) highlighted best practices essential for effective QA, 
suggesting that educational administration plays a crucial role in navigating these 
complexities. The importance of contextual factors cannot be underestimated, as the 
specific economic, social, and political landscapes significantly shape how QA is 
implemented and perceived within each educational setting. In critically assessing 
corruption within QA frameworks, Martin (2016) proposed that external QA 
processes could serve as a mechanism to mitigate malpractice in higher education. The 
scrutiny inherent in external evaluations often safeguards institutional integrity, 
reinforcing stakeholder accountability and trust. 
 
Additionally, higher education increasingly recognizes technology and data 
management systems as vital for sustainable QA. Javed & Alenezi (2023) emphasize 
that effective key performance indicators (KPIs) inform the accreditation process and 
contribute to a sustainable quality management framework. Finally, learning-oriented 
quality assurance underscores the need for continuous adaptation and responsiveness 
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within educational systems. Tezcan-Unal et al. (2018) argued for QA processes 
prioritizing student learning outcomes and adapting to the evolving academic 
landscape. Quality assurance in higher education is critical for ensuring that 
educational institutions meet specific standards and continuously improve their 
offerings (Ashour, 2017). 
 
Answering the Research Question: What does this synthesis tell us about 
optimizing QA frameworks? 
 
The synthesis indicates that optimizing QA frameworks requires a shift from 
procedural compliance toward integrative and learning-oriented models. Specifically, 
QA frameworks are optimized when they: 

1. Are embedded in institutional culture, rather than imposed as external controls; 
2. Actively involve multiple stakeholders, particularly faculty and students, as co-

creators of quality; 
3. Leverage technology and analytics to support continuous monitoring, feedback, 

and improvement. 
 

Optimized QA frameworks balance accountability and academic autonomy, ensuring 
transparency and standards compliance while preserving the professional judgment 
of academic staff. This balance enables QA to function as a driver of improvement 
rather than a source of resistance. 
 
Quality assurance frameworks in higher education should be strategically designed 
to cultivate a continuous improvement and innovation culture, fostering an 
environment where institutions are accountable and motivated to enhance their 
educational offerings and operational practices (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). To ensure 
that diverse perspectives are considered in the improvement process, it is necessary 
to embed mechanisms for regular self-assessment, external review, and stakeholder 
feedback (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Technology integration, as highlighted earlier, plays 
a crucial role in streamlining data collection and analysis, providing institutions with 
actionable insights to drive improvements (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Furthermore, 
frameworks should encourage experimentation and the adoption of innovative 
pedagogical approaches, creating opportunities for faculty to explore new teaching 
methods and technologies (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Quality assurance frameworks 
should emphasize a cyclical process of planning, implementation, evaluation, and 
refinement to promote continuous improvement. Institutions should establish clear 
goals and objectives, implement strategies to achieve them, evaluate the effectiveness 
of their efforts, and adjust based on the results. This iterative approach ensures that 
quality assurance is not a one-time event but an ongoing learning and development 
process. Furthermore, external quality assurance allows institutions to reflect on their 
practices and make improvements based on feedback (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). 
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Promoting a culture of experimentation and risk-taking can foster innovation. 
Institutions should encourage faculty and staff to try new approaches and learn from 
successes and failures. It can be achieved through providing funding for innovative 
projects, creating spaces for collaboration and knowledge sharing, and recognizing 
and rewarding innovative practices. Institutions should ensure ownership and 
engagement of academic staff in matters of quality and accountability in collegial, 
inquiry-based, data-informed, self-regulatory, and dialogic professional 
environments. Institutions should also ensure psychological safety, appreciation of 
differences, openness to new ideas, and time for reflection (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). 
 
Feelings of safety impact employees’ performance, communication, and the 
establishment of a quality culture in higher education institutions (Tezcan-Unal et al., 
2018). A quality culture encourages each institution to define quality based on its 
history, mission, goals, location, and environment, and to use a quality culture 
awareness to organically bring together multiple internal stakeholders, including 
administrators, faculty, and students, to work together to improve quality through 
negotiation and dialogue (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). Such a quality culture uses a 
“contextual” approach to integrate the concept of quality’s self-improvement into the 
everyday management of the institution, the academic practices of the faculty, and the 
learning process of students, breaking free of the traditional higher education quality 
assurance paradigm of “decontextualization” and the widely decried crisis of 
autonomy and academic freedom triggered by external accountability (Yingqiang & 
Yongjian, 2016). Institutions may benefit from external quality assurance if they are 
willing to turn the rigorous processes into a sustainable growth opportunity (Tezcan-
Unal et al., 2018). An approach that places learning at the core of quality seems 
necessary (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). Moreover, the design of quality assurance 
frameworks should incorporate elements of flexibility and adaptability, recognizing 
that higher education institutions operate in diverse contexts and face unique 
challenges. It involves moving away from prescriptive, one-size-fits-all approaches 
and embracing frameworks that allow institutions to tailor their quality assurance 
processes to their specific needs and circumstances.  
 
Comparison with Established Theories and Prior Reviews 
 
The findings align with learning-oriented quality assurance theory (Tezcan-Unal et 
al., 2018), which conceptualizes QA as an ongoing developmental process rather than 

a summative evaluation tool. They also extend Yingqiang and Yongjian’s (2016) 
concept of quality culture, reinforcing the idea that sustainable QA emerges from 
shared values, trust, and internal motivation rather than external enforcement. 
Compared with earlier reviews that emphasize accreditation and regulatory 
compliance (Ryan, 2011; Pillay & Kimber, 2009), this review highlights a more 
integrated and systems-based understanding of QA. In contrast to compliance-
centered models, the synthesized findings demonstrate that internal QA systems with 
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continuous feedback loops outperform rigid, episodic accreditation models, 
particularly in dynamic and resource-constrained environments. 
 
Conceptual Model Development of Quality assurance frameworks in higher 
education 
 
Based on the synthesis, a conceptual model of effective quality assurance is proposed 
(Figure 3). 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. A Conceptual Model 
 
Institutional culture shapes how stakeholders engage with QA processes. Stakeholder 
engagement generates meaningful data and insights, which are amplified through 
technological systems. In turn, technology-supported feedback informs institutional 
learning and cultural reinforcement. Weakness in any component disrupts the QA 
cycle and reduces effectiveness. 
 
Quality assurance in higher education is not merely about meeting minimum 
standards or complying with external requirements (Greere, 2023). Instead, it should 
be viewed as a strategic tool for fostering continuous improvement, enhancing student 
learning outcomes, and ensuring institutional accountability. The purposes of quality 
assurance range from institutional performance assessments to academic and 
management improvements (Alzafari & Ursin, 2019). The most notable change in the 
transformation of American higher education accreditation organizations has been 
increased student assessments, indicating a shift in emphasis from resources invested 
in the student learning process (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). Student learning 
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outcomes have become the basis and focus of judging the quality of institutions under 
higher education accreditation (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). Quality assurance 
ensures that higher education institutions employ good practices (Tezcan-Unal et al., 
2018). However, they could utilize external quality assurance practices to enhance 
their educational standards. However, most academics do not perceive that external 
quality assurance is a solution to their educational quality issues (Tezcan-Unal et al., 
2018). It is essential to recognize that quality assurance is not a one-size-fits-all 
approach and that the most effective frameworks are tailored to individual 
institutions’ specific context and needs (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). 
 
External quality assurance allows institutions to reflect on their practices, improve 
based on feedback, and increase structural effectiveness (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). 
Others consider the intervention a bureaucratic, box-ticking exercise that does not 
necessarily enhance students’ educational experiences and creates a relatively 
compliant institutional dynamic (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). External quality assurance 
remains relevant for higher education institutions worldwide (Tezcan-Unal et al., 
2018). If external quality assurance is thus considered a process rather than a product, 
collegial team learning is reinforced to achieve sustained growth (Tezcan-Unal et al., 
2018). Quality assurance effectively addresses all the difficulties and challenges 
present in modern society. Therefore, to maximize the effectiveness of quality 
assurance, institutions should adopt a holistic and integrated approach that 
encompasses all aspects of their operations, from curriculum design and delivery to 
student support services and institutional governance. Higher education institutions 
can leverage quality assurance by emphasizing learning outcomes, promoting 
continuous improvement, and fostering a culture of accountability to achieve their 
strategic goals and enhance their overall effectiveness (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). 
 
Quality assurance frameworks in higher education are conceptualized in international 
literature by examining claims and propositions about practical relevance to a 
particular context (Ansah, 2015). Key components and the principles identified in the 
literature were employed to conceptualize an internal quality assurance framework 
for embedding and aligning graduate employability competencies (Ansah, 2015). 
Improvement and accountability functions of quality assurance are not mutually 
exclusive (Ansah, 2015). Instead, they are interdependent and synergistic. Quality 
assurance and accreditation practices are integral to this transformation in higher 
education systems. Quality assurance agencies often employ additional tools 
alongside accreditation (Kohoutek et al., 2025). These organizations significantly 
influence higher education practices (Kohoutek et al., 2025). They provide a basis for 
comparing educational quality across institutions and countries, contributing to 
greater transparency and recognition of qualifications. Quality assurance mechanisms 
occupy a space between accountability and professional responsibility and enable 
academic staff to continue expressing their professional commitment to preparing 
future profession members (De Paor, 2016). Adequate quality assurance demands 
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continuous investment in financial resources to support its implementation (Ansah, 
2015). It also calls for significant investments in human capital, including training and 
development opportunities for faculty and staff involved in quality assurance 
processes. To align graduate employability competencies, quality assurance 
frameworks must be embedded and aligned into curriculum and assessment practices 
(Ansah, 2015). Transparency and attractiveness consider the perspectives of key 
stakeholders to satisfy them through negotiations and settlements (Ansah, 2015). The 
internal stakeholders of the polytechnics should initiate and complete the fine-tuning 
periodically through the stakeholder consultative process (Ansah, 2015). Quality 
assurance needs regular fine-tuning of the employability competencies of graduates 
in the curriculum and assessment (Ansah, 2015). 
 
The key components and characteristics of effective quality assurance frameworks 
in higher education 
 
Effective quality assurance frameworks in higher education comprise several key 
components and characteristics that collectively contribute to their success. A critical 
aspect of successful quality assurance frameworks is their ability to promote a culture 

of continuous improvement within higher education institutions (Yingqiang & 
Yongjian, 2016). It fosters an atmosphere where faculty, staff, and administrators are 
committed to constant reflection, evaluation, and practice enhancement. Institutions 
may benefit from external quality assurance if they are willing to turn the rigorous 
processes into a sustainable growth opportunity. This suggestion resonates with 
Elassy’s argument that appreciates quality assurance as a diagnostic stage to be 
followed by quality enhancement activities wherein improvement of learning and 
teaching experiences becomes an ongoing process (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). The 
institution’s mission, values, and strategic goals should align with effective quality 
assurance frameworks. It guarantees that the institution’s success is the primary focus 
of quality assurance activities. Academic personnel and students are the central 
quality bodies in such a quality culture. The definition of quality is no longer to satisfy 
external stakeholders’ demands continually but rather to fully account for the 
specialized nature of academic work and the natural laws of student development and 
to adapt to social demands autonomously (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). Effective 
quality assurance frameworks should incorporate multiple sources of evidence, 
including student feedback, faculty evaluations, assessment data, and external 
reviews. It provides a comprehensive picture of institutional performance and helps 
identify areas for improvement. 
 
Efficiency and effectiveness of technology in quality assurance processes in higher 
education 
 
Technology offers numerous opportunities to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness 
of quality assurance processes in higher education. By using IT, higher education 
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institutions can significantly improve how they handle quality assurance, making 
processes smoother and more effective (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). It involves using 
technological tools, media, and strategies suitable for manufacturing and service 
industries to improve quality-related practices (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). The main goal 
of using IT in managing quality assurance at universities is to ensure students are 
happier with their education using software systems (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Using 
sophisticated ICT is essential (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). The incompatibility between 
software products developed by different developers can hinder effective data 
exchange. Consequently, many HEIs opt to purchase or create an integrated 
management system that facilitates synchronizing all aspects of higher education 
quality assurance (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Such systems can automate data collection, 
analysis, and reporting, freeing up staff time for other tasks. Different educational 
institutions use various software tools to support different activities and stages of the 
quality assurance procedures, wholly or partially (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). It includes 
applications for data processing and report generation, data aggregation and 
visualization, and various combinations of commercial and university applications for 
data collection, processing, and analysis for different educational subjects and objects 
(Javed & Alenezi, 2023).  
 
Learning analytics tools can track student progress, identify struggling students, and 
provide targeted interventions. Academic analytics can offer faculty members a clear 
picture of the most essential practices for improving learning and teaching methods 
through descriptive and predictive analyses. Data mining can transform unstructured 
data into useful information, providing a more profound understanding of students 
and educational systems. Moreover, technology can facilitate communication and 
collaboration among stakeholders, enabling them to share best practices and work 
together to improve quality. This strategy uses analytics to transform unstructured 
data into useful information to understand better students and educational systems 
(Javed & Alenezi, 2023). However, ensuring that technology is used strategically and 
effectively is vital. Instead of being used as a stand-alone, unintegrated system within 
the organization, the quality management system must be operated at the enterprise 
level. Institutions need to invest in the necessary infrastructure and training to support 
the use of technology. Institutions must also address data security and privacy issues, 
particularly when dealing with sensitive information (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). 
Organizations should align their quality processes so that the software can automate 
them. Otherwise, the technology might not be as effective as it could be. An 
application stores, processes, and analyzes the information it collects to support the 
educational institution’s management process and prepare accreditation-related 
documents (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). 
 
Odessa Polytechnic University researchers are working in the same direction and have 
created a decision support system that takes information from student surveys. By 
combining learning and bridging communication gaps, educational services can be 



PPSDP International Journal of Education 
Volume 4 (2) (Special Issue) 5-7 November 2025, 1553-1574 
3rd PPSDP International Conference on Educational Sciences (IConEds 2025) 
E-ISSN 2829-5196, P-ISSN 2830-3229 
 
 

1567 

provided more efficiently. Reflective monitoring of key performance indicators 
through dashboards and alerts can also help improve education quality. Institutions 
may find having a solid data foundation built on accuracy, timeliness, relevance, 
integration, and security advantageous. These systems were integrated into the 
existing framework using a suitable mechanism to ensure a specific response rate 
(Javed & Alenezi, 2023). For instance, Prince Sultan University has implemented a 
data warehouse approach using Microsoft Power BI to visualize data and build 
dashboards for strategic, institutional, college, and program purposes. The study’s 
findings suggest that the quality of the educational process, infrastructure and 
technical equipment, practical activities, and students’ research activities influence the 
students’ knowledge/competencies/skills (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). Therefore, higher 
education institutions can use these findings to improve the quality of their 
educational process, infrastructure, practical activities, and research activities to 
enhance students’ outcomes. To overcome these challenges, it is recommended to 
follow a DevOps model for development and integration, a Publisher–Subscriber 
model for data sharing, an XML-based common data language for communication, 
incremental system development, and incremental policy implementation based on 
feedback (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). A service-oriented architecture model focusing on 
business intelligence is used in design and implementation.  
 
The challenges and barriers to implementing and sustaining quality assurance 
processes 
 
Implementing and sustaining quality assurance processes in higher education has 
challenges and barriers that can hinder their effectiveness. These challenges can arise 
from various sources, including limited resources, resistance to change, lack of faculty 
engagement, and inadequate data infrastructure. One of the most significant 
challenges is securing sufficient resources to support quality assurance activities 
(Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). It includes funding for personnel, training, data collection 
and analysis, and technology infrastructure. Most such schemes aim to enhance 
students’ educational experiences. However, competing priorities and budget 
constraints can make it difficult for institutions to allocate adequate resources to 
quality assurance. Another significant barrier to implementing and sustaining quality 
assurance processes is resistance to change from faculty, staff, and administrators. 
This resistance can stem from various factors, including skepticism about the value of 
quality assurance, fear of increased workload, and concerns about academic freedom. 
Emphasizing compliance with and being accountable for quality assurance will lead 
to the danger of isolating academic personnel and jeopardizing the entire institutional 
culture of the higher education system (Yingqiang & Yongjian, 2016). To overcome 
this resistance, engaging stakeholders in the quality assurance process, 
communicating its benefits, and providing training and support to help them adapt 
to new methods and procedures are essential. Implementing quality assurance 
standards in European higher education is a complex process influenced by various 
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contextual factors. This topic explores how European countries and institutions adopt 
and adapt these standards, considering national traditions, regulatory frameworks, 
and the broader European Higher Education Area (EHEA) guidelines (Alzafari & 
Ursin, 2019). 
 
Furthermore, the inconsistency has influenced the psychological safety of the 
environment, affecting the quality of these practices. Recent institutional experiences 
seem to have shaped members’ mental models adversely. Because organizational 
routines are developed over time and mental models influence individuals’ actions 
and behavior, reconciling people’s existing mental models is a prerequisite for 
building learning organizations (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). Only then might ZU form 
effective professional communities of practice that could focus on data-informed 
problem identification to make systematic and inquiry-based improvements (Tezcan-
Unal et al., 2018). Notably, 103 staff took the time to respond to the survey despite the 
issues, which might be interpreted as an indication of ZU’s members’ commitment to 
improving their workplace (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). ZU’s employees seem to have 
accepted top-down decisions as an institutional reality. Some faculty members keep 
their conflicting opinions to themselves for fear of losing their jobs or believing their 
opinions would not matter. Some others do not attempt to experiment with 
educational improvements due to perceived accreditation-related restrictions or do so 
off the record (Tezcan-Unal et al., 2018). 
 
Future Directions in Quality Assurance 
 
Looking ahead, QA frameworks must evolve to address digital transformation, 
complexity, and uncertainty in higher education. Future QA models should 
increasingly incorporate: 1) Advanced learning analytics and artificial intelligence to 
support predictive quality monitoring; 2) Agile QA approaches that allow institutions 
to respond rapidly to changing educational and labor market demands; Student-
centered QA metrics that go beyond satisfaction to capture learning gain and graduate 
capabilities; and 3) Context-sensitive frameworks that accommodate institutional 
diversity rather than enforcing uniform standards. These directions position QA not 
merely as a mechanism of control, but as a strategic capability that enhances 
institutional resilience and innovation.  
 
Higher education quality assurance (QA) has become increasingly crucial due to the 
growing global demand for educational access and excellence. As indicated by Zhang 
et al. (2022), the forecasted increase in students is expected to reach 263 million, 
emphasizing the necessity for higher education institutions (HEIs) to ensure quality 
through comprehensive QA frameworks. Empirical studies have found that the 
effectiveness of QA initiatives often correlates with institutional support and 
cooperation. Seyfried & Pohlenz (2018) found that support from higher education 
management and collaboration with other institutions significantly increases 
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perceptions of QA effectiveness. It suggests that institutional commitment and 
collaborative practices are critical for successful QA implementations. 
 
Furthermore, student perspectives on QA are essential indicators of how well these 
systems function. Research by Gora et al. (2019) demonstrated that students’ skills, 
knowledge, and employability are positively impacted by the quality assurance 
processes observed during their education. It is echoed in the objectives of various QA 
frameworks that aim to enhance student competencies and align educational 
outcomes with labor market demands. A global view of QA illustrates multiple 
approaches taken by different nations. For instance, Pham et al. (2022) described how 
internal quality assurance (IQA) systems in Vietnam have been integral to improving 
academic programs in higher education. Such context-specific approaches highlight 
the importance of tailoring QA frameworks to local needs and challenges. 
 
The influence of global university rankings on QA processes reflects another layer of 
complexity in this field. Hauptman Komotar (2020) analyzed how these rankings 
impact the perception and implementation of QA policies, suggesting that while 
rankings aim to quantify quality, they may foster a compliance-oriented mentality 
rather than a genuine commitment to improvement. Moreover, the evolution of QA 
mechanisms is evident across diverse higher education systems. For example, Chu & 
Westerheijden (2018) tracked changes in the Netherlands’ QA policies, noting shifts 
from peer review-based systems to an emphasis on accountability and accreditation 
under the Bologna Process. Such transitions signify the oscillation between ensuring 
quality and maintaining control, with lasting implications for institutional practices 
and educational standards. Challenges also persist regarding the implementation of 
QA frameworks in various national contexts. Asiyai (2022) highlighted best practices 
essential for effective QA, suggesting that educational administration plays a crucial 
role in navigating these complexities. The importance of contextual factors cannot be 
underestimated, as the specific economic, social, and political landscapes significantly 
shape how QA is implemented and perceived within each educational setting. 
 
Stakeholder engagement in QA processes is pivotal for the future of quality assurance 
in higher education. Beerkens & Udam (2017) explored how diverse stakeholder 
expectations enrich QA systems. By integrating various perspectives, institutions may 
achieve more comprehensive and effective assurance practices reflecting the diversity 
that defines quality in education. Additionally, higher education increasingly 
recognizes technology and data management systems as vital for sustainable quality 
assurance. Javed & Alenezi (2023) emphasize that effective key performance 
indicators (KPIs) inform the accreditation process and contribute to a sustainable 
quality management framework. Incorporating data analytics into QA processes 
allows institutions to make informed decisions and tailor their strategies to improve 
educational outcomes effectively. Finally, learning-oriented quality assurance 
emphasizes the value of continuous adaptation and responsiveness within 
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educational systems. Tezcan-Unal et al. (2018) argued for QA processes prioritizing 
student learning outcomes and adapting to the evolving academic landscape. As such, 
QA in higher education represents a dynamic interplay between maintaining 
standards, addressing stakeholder needs, and ensuring that the academic mission 
aligns with broader societal goals. 
 
Limitations of the Review 
 
This review has several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the analysis is 
restricted to studies indexed in the Scopus database, which may exclude relevant 
research published in non-indexed journals or regional outlets. Second, the review 
primarily includes English-language publications, introducing potential language 
bias. Third, the geographical distribution of studies shows a stronger representation 
of Europe and parts of Asia, which may limit the generalizability of findings to 
underrepresented regions. Despite these limitations, the systematic approach and 
thematic synthesis provide a robust foundation for understanding contemporary QA 
frameworks and identifying pathways for future research and practice. 
 
D. Conclusions 
 
Quality assurance in higher education is not simply a regulatory requirement but a 
dynamic and evolving process that requires ongoing reflection, adaptability, and a 
strong commitment to cultivating a culture of excellence. Achieving meaningful 
quality involves a comprehensive approach that integrates institutional values, active 
stakeholder engagement, and the strategic use of technology. By fostering a quality-
driven culture, higher education institutions can transcend external mandates and 
nurture an environment that encourages innovation, academic freedom, and 
continuous development. Emphasizing academic involvement, student engagement, 
and alignment with each institution’s unique context highlights the necessity of 
adopting context-sensitive strategies in quality assurance. Quality assurance (QA) 
frameworks must adapt as higher education continues to evolve to address emerging 
challenges and opportunities. By embracing the principles of continuous 
improvement, innovation, and collaboration, higher education institutions can ensure 
they deliver high-quality education and effectively prepare students for success in a 
rapidly changing world. We should view external quality assurance as a process 
rather than a final product, as it remains relevant globally. When approached this way, 
it fosters collegial team learning and contributes to sustainable institutional 
development. Institutions can benefit from external QA when they view its rigorous 
procedures as opportunities for long-term growth. This perspective aligns with 
Elassy’s view, which positions quality assurance as a diagnostic phase that should be 
followed by quality enhancement initiatives transforming the improvement of 
teaching and learning into an ongoing endeavor. To support this transformation, 
institutions must promote a sense of ownership and active engagement among 
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academic staff in quality and accountability matters. It should occur within collegial, 
inquiry-driven, data-informed, self-regulated, and dialogic professional 
environments. The implications of quality assurance practices in higher education are 
profound and complex. Institutions must navigate these challenges thoughtfully, 
integrating effective strategies that promote accountability while fostering an 
environment supportive of growth and development. A robust QA framework 
benefits students and graduates and strengthens the educational institution’s 
reputation, contributing positively to its overall sustainability and relevance in a 
competitive global system. The implications of quality assurance practices in higher 
education are profound and complex. Institutions must navigate these challenges 
thoughtfully, integrating effective strategies that promote accountability while 
fostering an environment supportive of growth and development. A robust QA 
framework benefits students and graduates and strengthens the educational 
institution’s reputation, contributing positively to its overall sustainability and 
relevance in a competitive global system. 
 
Future research should focus on developing more complex theories about the 
relationship between quality assurance and institutional culture, particularly in 
diverse global contexts. Investigating the role of technology in enhancing quality 
assurance processes, including using artificial intelligence and machine learning, is 
also warranted. It is equally important to examine the impact of quality assurance on 
student learning outcomes and experiences, focusing on developing methodologies 
that capture the complexities of the learning process. Evidence-based policy and 
practice require longitudinal studies that track the long-term effects of various quality 
assurance models on institutional performance and student success. Finally, research 
should explore innovative approaches to quality assurance that promote 
collaboration, innovation, and continuous improvement, rather than mere compliance 
with external standards. 
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