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ABSTRACT 

 

This comprehensive review explores the multifaceted landscape of quality assurance in higher education, 

particularly emphasising the unique challenges and opportunities faced by developing nations. Drawing 

upon a wealth of academic research, policy documents, and institutional reports, we delve into the 

complexities of ensuring high-quality education in diverse socio-economic contexts. Our analysis 

identifies key trends, challenges, and innovative practices shaping the future of higher education quality 

assurance worldwide. By shedding light on successes and shortcomings, we aim to inform policymakers, 

educators, and stakeholders on strategies for enhancing educational equity and access in developing 

countries. 

 

KEYWORD: Empowering Education, Quality Assurance, Institutional Quality, Stakeholder 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The significance of quality assurance (QA) mechanisms in shaping the educational landscape of 

developing countries is widely acknowledged. As Altbach and Salmi (2011) emphasise, QA plays a 

pivotal role in fostering academic excellence and advancing global development goals. In an era of 

increasing globalisation, higher education institutions (HEIs) in developing countries face mounting 

pressure to align their QA practices with internationally recognized standards to ensure the credibility and 

competitiveness of their qualifications (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). However, the socio-

economic contexts of these regions present distinct challenges that complicate the effective 

implementation of QA frameworks. Cloete et al. (2011) further highlight the transformative potential of 

education as a catalyst for empowerment and societal progress, reinforcing the need for robust QA systems 

that address both local and global demands. 
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Theoretical frameworks provide valuable lenses through which these challenges can be better understood 

and addressed. Institutional theory suggests that HEIs in developing countries often adopt international 

quality standards to gain legitimacy and recognition in the global academic field (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 

This can create tensions between global benchmarks and local needs, as institutions struggle to balance 

external pressures with internal realities. Resource dependency theory underscores the reliance of 

institutions on external bodies for funding and accreditation, shaping QA practices in ways that prioritise 

external validation over long-term educational quality (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Social capital theory 

introduces the role of relationships and networks in improving QA processes, particularly through 

collaborations and partnerships that enhance institutional capacity (Coleman, 1988). Together, these 

theoretical perspectives provide a framework for analysing the operational dynamics of QA within 

developing countries, focusing on both external pressures and internal constraints. 

 

Despite concerted efforts to implement QA mechanisms, there remains a significant gap in understanding 

the nuanced dynamics of QA practices within these contexts. The real-world problem lies in the growing 

demand for high-quality education, which is often unmet by the limited capacity of developing countries 

to implement effective QA systems. Institutional structures, resource constraints, and socio-economic 

disparities all contribute to this gap. Existing research often overlooks the specific challenges faced by 

developing nations, and lacks comprehensive insights into how these challenges shape QA frameworks 

and practices (Cloete et al., 2011). This gap in understanding hinders informed decision-making, policy 

formulation, and institutional reform. 

 

Addressing this gap is imperative for several reasons. First, enhancing educational quality is vital for 

fostering economic development, social mobility, and global competitiveness (Marginson & van der 

Wende, 2007). Second, effective QA practices can promote inclusive growth, reduce educational 

disparities, and ensure that higher education serves as a driver of societal progress. Third, by identifying 

context-specific strategies and best practices, stakeholders can optimise limited resources and maximise 

the impact of QA initiatives (Naidoo, 2017). 

 

This systematic review seeks to address these gaps by drawing on institutional theory, resource 

dependency theory, and social capital theory to examine the complexities of QA practices in higher 

education across developing countries. By synthesising existing literature, the review aims to provide a 

deeper understanding of how these theoretical frameworks shape QA practices in contexts characterised 

by resource limitations and socio-economic challenges. The review will explore key trends, challenges, 

and innovative strategies in QA, providing actionable recommendations for policymakers, educators, and 

stakeholders. 

 

By applying these theoretical lenses, the study aims to inform both policy interventions and institutional 

practices, ultimately contributing to the enhancement of educational quality, equity, and access in 

developing countries. The findings will provide insights into how QA mechanisms can be effectively 

adapted to local contexts, while still maintaining alignment with global standards, thus fostering 

sustainable development within the higher education systems of developing nations. 

 

The scope of this systematic review encompasses literature published within a specified timeframe, 

focusing primarily on QA practices within higher education institutions in developing countries. While 

efforts have been made to include a wide range of sources, language barriers and accessibility constraints 

may limit the comprehensiveness of the review. Additionally, the review may not capture all regional 
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variations in QA practices, given the diversity of contexts within developing countries. Furthermore, the 

findings of this review may be influenced by publication bias, as well as the inherent limitations of the 

included studies. Despite these limitations, the review seeks to provide valuable insights into the current 

state of QA in higher education in developing countries and offer recommendations for future research 

and policy development. 

 

OVERVIEW OF QUALITY ASSURANCE IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

Quality assurance in higher education encompasses a set of processes and mechanisms designed to ensure 

that educational institutions deliver programs and services of a consistent and acceptable standard (Harvey 

& Green, 1993). It involves systematic monitoring, evaluation, and improvement of various aspects of 

academic provision, including teaching and learning, research, governance, and support services (Naidoo, 

2017). Quality assurance frameworks typically include accreditation, assessment, evaluation, and the 

establishment of standards and guidelines to guide institutional practices (Huang & Stensaker, 2013). 

These mechanisms aim to uphold academic excellence, enhance institutional accountability, and foster 

public trust in the higher education sector (Elton, 2000). 

 

Over the past few decades, quality assurance has become increasingly prominent in higher education 

systems worldwide due to factors such as globalisation, technological advancements, and growing demand 

for skilled graduates (Brennan & Shah, 2000). Accreditation agencies, regulatory bodies, and quality 

assurance networks have emerged to oversee and promote quality standards across diverse educational 

contexts (Dill & Soo, 2005). However, the specific approaches and priorities of quality assurance vary 

significantly across different countries and regions, influenced by socio-economic factors, cultural norms, 

and institutional structures (Huisman & van der Wende, 2004). 

 

In developing countries, quality assurance in higher education faces distinct challenges and opportunities 

(Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). Limited resources, capacity constraints, and contextual complexities 

often pose obstacles to the effective implementation of quality assurance mechanisms (Altbach & Salmi, 

2011). Yet, these nations also demonstrate resilience, innovation, and a commitment to improving 

educational quality amidst adversity (Cloete et al., 2011). Understanding the dynamics of quality 

assurance in developing countries is essential for addressing the unique needs and aspirations of their 

higher education systems, promoting inclusive development, and advancing global educational equity. 

 

IMPORTANCE OF EXAMINING QUALITY ASSURANCE IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

 

Examining quality assurance (QA) in developing countries holds significant importance for several 

reasons. Firstly, higher education plays a crucial role in socio-economic development, and ensuring 

quality is essential for building human capital and fostering innovation and economic growth (Cloete et 

al., 2011). Therefore, understanding the QA mechanisms in developing countries is vital for promoting 

sustainable development and addressing global challenges such as poverty, inequality, and 

unemployment. 

 

Secondly, developing countries often face unique challenges in implementing QA frameworks due to 

limited resources, infrastructure deficiencies, and capacity constraints (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). By 

examining QA practices in these contexts, insights can be gained into innovative strategies and approaches 

for overcoming these challenges and improving the effectiveness of QA mechanisms. 
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Thirdly, QA in higher education directly impacts issues of equity, access, and social inclusion. Developing 

countries typically have diverse student populations with varying socio-economic backgrounds, cultural 

identities, and educational needs (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). Effective QA ensures that all 

students have equal opportunities to access high-quality education and succeed academically, thus 

contributing to social mobility and reducing educational disparities. 

 

Furthermore, the globalisation of higher education has increased the mobility of students, academics, and 

institutions across borders (Knight, 2014). Developing countries are increasingly engaged in international 

collaborations and partnerships, making it essential to align their QA practices with global standards and 

expectations. Understanding how QA operates in these contexts is crucial for ensuring the recognition and 

credibility of qualifications obtained from institutions in developing countries on the international stage. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Search Strategy and Selection Criteria 

 

The search strategy employed for this systematic review involved identifying relevant literature through 

electronic databases, including PubMed, Google Scholar, and Scopus. Keywords and search terms related 

to quality assurance in higher education, developing countries, and relevant subtopics were used to retrieve 

articles published up to date. Additionally, manual searches of reference lists and citation tracking were 

conducted to identify additional relevant studies. 

 

Inclusion criteria were established to ensure the selection of studies aligned with the objectives of the 

review. Studies were included if they focused on quality assurance mechanisms, practices, or frameworks 

within higher education institutions in developing countries. Only peer-reviewed articles, dissertations, 

conference papers, and reports published in English were considered. Studies that provided insights into 

challenges, best practices, and innovations in quality assurance within the context of developing countries 

were prioritised. 

 

Following the initial screening of titles and abstracts, full-text articles meeting the inclusion criteria were 

retrieved and further assessed for relevance. Articles deemed relevant underwent data extraction, wherein 

key information such as study objectives, methodologies, findings, and conclusions were systematically 

recorded. Quality assessment of included studies was conducted to evaluate the rigour and credibility of 

the research methodologies employed. 

 

The selection process was conducted independently by two reviewers, with disagreements resolved 

through discussion and consensus. The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines were followed to ensure transparency and rigour throughout the review 

process. The search strategy and selection criteria were systematically applied to identify and synthesise 

a comprehensive body of literature addressing quality assurance in higher education within developing 

countries. 

 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

 

Inclusion Criteria: Studies focusing on quality assurance mechanisms, practices, or frameworks within 

higher education institutions in developing countries. Peer-reviewed articles, dissertations, conference 
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papers, and reports published in English. Studies providing insights into challenges, best practices, and 

innovations in quality assurance within the context of developing countries. 

Exclusion Criteria: Studies not related to quality assurance in higher education or not specific to 

developing countries. Non-peer-reviewed sources such as opinion pieces, editorials, and non-academic 

publications. Studies published in languages other than English. Studies focusing solely on developed 

countries or regions. Studies lacking relevance to the objectives of the systematic review, as determined 

by the reviewers during the screening process. 

 

These inclusion and exclusion criteria were systematically applied during the literature search and 

selection process to ensure the identification and inclusion of relevant studies while excluding those that 

did not meet the predefined criteria. 

 

Data Extraction Process 

 

The data extraction process involved systematically retrieving key information from selected studies to 

facilitate analysis and synthesis. A structured data extraction form was developed to capture relevant 

details from each included study. The following information was extracted: 

 

Study details: Author(s), year of publication, title, journal or source. Study objectives: Aim or research 

questions addressed in the study. Methodology: Study design, sampling methods, data collection 

procedures, and analytical techniques. Participants: Description of the study population or sample, 

including demographic characteristics if applicable. Quality assurance mechanisms: Description of QA 

practices, frameworks, or interventions examined in the study. Findings: Main results, key findings, and 

outcomes related to quality assurance in higher education within developing countries. Conclusion: 

Authors' interpretations, implications, and recommendations based on the study findings. Limitations: 

Identified limitations or constraints of the study methodology or findings. 

 

Two reviewers independently extracted data from each included study, with discrepancies resolved 

through discussion and consensus. The extracted data were organised and synthesised to facilitate thematic 

analysis and interpretation. The structured data extraction process ensured consistency and transparency 

in capturing relevant information from the selected studies, enabling a comprehensive examination of 

quality assurance practices within higher education institutions in developing countries. 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

KEY CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS 

 

Key concepts and definitions related to quality assurance (QA) in higher education provide a foundational 

understanding for examining QA practices within the context of developing countries. 

 

Quality Assurance (QA): QA refers to systematic processes and mechanisms implemented by higher 

education institutions to ensure and enhance the quality of educational programs, services, and outcomes. 

QA encompasses activities such as accreditation, assessment, evaluation, and continuous improvement 

efforts aimed at meeting defined standards and objectives (Harvey & Green, 1993). 
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Developing Countries: Developing countries, also referred to as low- and middle-income countries 

(LMICs), are characterised by lower levels of economic development, infrastructure, and human capital 

compared to more economically advanced nations. These countries face unique challenges and 

opportunities in higher education, including resource constraints, capacity limitations, and socio-

economic disparities (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). 

 

Accreditation: Accreditation is a formal process whereby higher education institutions undergo external 

evaluation by accrediting agencies or bodies to assess their adherence to established standards and criteria. 

Accreditation status signifies that an institution meets predetermined quality benchmarks and is authorised 

to offer recognised educational programs and qualifications (Elton, 2000). 

 

Standards and Guidelines: Standards and guidelines provide a framework for defining and assessing 

quality in higher education. They encompass criteria related to curriculum design, teaching and learning 

practices, student support services, research, governance, and institutional management. Adherence to 

standards and guidelines ensures consistency, transparency, and accountability in educational provision 

(Huang & Stensaker, 2013). 

 

Continuous Improvement: Continuous improvement involves ongoing efforts to enhance the quality and 

effectiveness of higher education programs and services through systematic monitoring, evaluation, 

feedback, and iterative adjustments. It emphasises a culture of learning, innovation, and responsiveness to 

changing needs and expectations (Dill & Soo, 2005). 

 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON QUALITY ASSURANCE IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

Theoretical perspectives on quality assurance (QA) in higher education offer insights into the underlying 

principles, dynamics, and implications of QA mechanisms within educational systems. 

 

Institutional Theory: Institutional theory posits that organisations, including higher education institutions, 

are influenced by external pressures and expectations from their institutional environments. Within the 

context of QA, institutions conform to established standards and practices to gain legitimacy and maintain 

their status within the broader institutional field (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 

 

Resource Dependency Theory: Resource dependency theory suggests that organizations rely on external 

resources and relationships to function effectively. In the context of QA, higher education institutions 

depend on accreditation agencies, regulatory bodies, and other stakeholders for resources, support, and 

validation of their quality standards (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

 

Social Capital Theory: Social capital theory emphasises the importance of social networks, relationships, 

and trust in facilitating cooperation and collective action within organisations and communities. In QA, 

social capital contributes to the establishment of quality standards, peer review processes, and 

collaborative efforts to improve educational quality and outcomes (Coleman, 1988). 

 

Stakeholder Theory: Stakeholder theory posits that organisations have a responsibility to consider the 

interests and expectations of various stakeholders, including students, faculty, administrators, employers, 

and the broader society. QA practices aim to balance the needs and perspectives of different stakeholders 

by ensuring transparency, accountability, and responsiveness to their concerns (Freeman, 1984). 
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Systems Theory: Systems theory views organisations as complex, interconnected systems composed of 

interrelated components and processes. QA functions as a feedback mechanism within the higher 

education system, facilitating continuous improvement, adaptation, and innovation to meet evolving 

demands and challenges (Bertalanffy, 1968). 

 

FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES 

 

A comprehensive framework for analysing quality assurance (QA) practices in higher education 

institutions within developing countries encompasses several key dimensions: 

 

Policy Environment: This dimension examines the regulatory frameworks, policies, and guidelines 

governing QA in higher education within developing countries. It considers the alignment of QA policies 

with national development goals, international standards, and regional accreditation frameworks (Yılmaz, 

2019; Stukalo & Lytvyn, 2021; Shoukat et al., 2024). 

Institutional Structures: This dimension focuses on the organisational structures, mechanisms, and 

processes within higher education institutions that facilitate QA implementation. It includes aspects such 

as QA offices, committees, accreditation processes, and quality management systems (Kisanga, 2014; 

Ntim, 2014; Cardoso et al., 2017; Agasisti et al., 2019; Nkala & Ncube, 2020). 

 

Stakeholder Engagement: This dimension assesses the involvement of various stakeholders, including 

students, faculty, administrators, policymakers, employers, and the broader community, in QA processes. 

It examines mechanisms for stakeholder participation, feedback mechanisms, and accountability 

mechanisms (Beerkens & Udam, 2017; Pham, 2019; Hou et al., 2022; Luthuli, 2022; Jha et al., 2024). 

 

Assessment Methods: This dimension explores the methods, tools, and techniques used to assess and 

evaluate educational quality and outcomes. It includes approaches such as peer review, self-assessment, 

external evaluation, student evaluations, and learning outcome assessments (Alzaid, 2017; Gerritsen-van 

Leeuwenkamp et al., 2017; Andrade, 2019; Mohan, 2023). 

 

Continuous Improvement: This dimension focuses on efforts to promote continuous improvement and 

enhancement of educational quality through iterative feedback loops, data-driven decision-making, and 

quality enhancement initiatives. It includes mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, and benchmarking 

against best practices (Peurach et al., 2018; Dahnke, 2019; Taleb et al., 2021; Cattani, 2023; Kayyali, 

2024). 

 

Resource Allocation: This dimension examines the allocation of financial, human, and infrastructural 

resources to support QA activities within higher education institutions. It considers the availability of 

funding, staffing, training, and infrastructure necessary for effective QA implementation (Zavale et al., 

2015; Suleiman et al., 2020; Jacob et al., 2021; Asiyai, 2022; Hassan, 2022). 

 

Cultural Context: This dimension acknowledges the influence of cultural norms, values, and practices on 

QA processes within developing countries. It considers factors such as academic culture, institutional 

autonomy, trust, and accountability mechanisms embedded within the cultural context (Dzimińska et al., 

2018; Hillman & Baydoun, 2019; Rahnuma, 2020; Hsu, 2023). 
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QUALITY ASSURANCE MECHANISMS IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

 

ACCREDITATION PROCESSES 

 

Accreditation processes in developing countries play a crucial role in ensuring the quality and credibility 

of higher education institutions and programs (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). Accreditation involves external 

evaluation by accrediting agencies or bodies to assess whether institutions meet established standards and 

criteria for educational quality. Key features of accreditation processes in developing countries include: 

 

External Evaluation: Accreditation processes typically involve external evaluators, often comprising 

experts from academia, industry, and regulatory bodies. These evaluators assess various aspects of 

institutional quality, including curriculum design, faculty qualifications, student support services, 

infrastructure, and governance structures (Chinta et al., 2016; Frank et al., 2020; Kayyali, 2024). 

 

Standards and Criteria: Accreditation standards and criteria serve as benchmarks against which 

institutions are evaluated. These standards may encompass aspects such as academic rigour, relevance to 

societal needs, student learning outcomes, research productivity, and institutional governance. Standards 

are often developed in consultation with stakeholders and are periodically reviewed and updated to reflect 

changing educational priorities and contexts (Airey & Benckendorff, 2017; Degn et al., 2023; Haddad-

Adaimi, 2023; Gaston, 2023; Kayyali, 2024). 

 

Self-Assessment: Accreditation processes often include a self-assessment component, wherein institutions 

conduct internal evaluations of their performance against accreditation standards. Self-assessment enables 

institutions to identify strengths, weaknesses, and areas for improvement, thereby facilitating continuous 

quality enhancement efforts (Phillips & Kinser, 2018; Manimala et al. 2020; Mkuzangwe, 2020; 

Fernandes, & Singh, 2022; Singh et al., 2023). 

 

Peer Review: Peer review is a central component of accreditation processes, whereby institutions undergo 

evaluation by peer institutions or subject matter experts. Peer reviewers provide feedback, 

recommendations, and commendations based on their assessment of institutional performance against 

accreditation standards (Hillman & Baydoun, 2019; King & Ayoo, 2020; Manimala et al., 2020). 

 

Periodic Review: Accreditation is typically granted for a specific period, after which institutions undergo 

periodic re-evaluation to maintain accreditation status. Periodic review ensures that institutions continue 

to meet evolving quality standards and remain responsive to changing educational contexts and priorities. 

(Chidindi, 2016; Do et al., 2021; Bouchard & Hamel, 2023) 

 

Quality Improvement Plans: Accreditation processes often require institutions to develop and implement 

quality improvement plans based on feedback received during the accreditation review (Clinch & Violato, 

2016; McElgunn & Weiner, 2020; Kfuri et al., 2021). These plans outline specific actions, goals, and 

timelines for addressing identified areas for improvement and enhancing overall institutional quality. 

 

Accreditation processes in developing countries face unique challenges, including resource constraints, 

capacity limitations, and variability in regulatory frameworks and standards across regions (Cloete et al., 

2011; Hou et al., 2018; Manimala et al., 2020; Fernandes & Singh, 2022). Despite these challenges, 
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accreditation serves as a valuable mechanism for promoting educational quality, accountability, and 

continuous improvement in higher education institutions within developing countries. 

 

QUALITY ASSURANCE AGENCIES 

 

Quality assurance agencies in developing countries play a pivotal role in overseeing and regulating the 

quality of higher education institutions and programs (Mok & Sawn Khai, 2024). These agencies are 

responsible for implementing accreditation processes, conducting evaluations, and establishing quality 

standards. Key characteristics of quality assurance agencies in developing countries include: 

 

Regulatory Oversight: Quality assurance agencies serve as regulatory bodies responsible for monitoring 

and overseeing the quality of higher education institutions within their respective jurisdictions (Lacey & 

Murray, 2015; Seniwoliba & Yakubu, 2015; Gaston, 2023). They establish policies, guidelines, and 

standards to ensure compliance with quality benchmarks and regulatory requirements. 

 

Accreditation Functions: Quality assurance agencies conduct accreditation processes to assess the quality 

and effectiveness of higher education institutions and programs (Verma, 2016; Dei, 2019; Makhoul, 2019; 

Yelezhanova et al., 2020; Aburizaizah, 2022). Accreditation evaluations may encompass institutional 

accreditation, programmatic accreditation, and specialised accreditation in fields such as medicine, 

engineering, and business. 

 

Independent Evaluation: Quality assurance agencies operate independently of higher education 

institutions to maintain objectivity and impartiality in their evaluation processes (Hoyle, 2017; 

Kristoffersen, 2023; Vanari & Kaçaniku, 2023). They employ qualified assessors and evaluators with 

expertise in various academic disciplines and institutional management areas. 

 

Stakeholder Engagement: Quality assurance agencies engage with a diverse range of stakeholders, 

including government agencies, higher education institutions, students, employers, and professional 

bodies (Beerkens & Udam, 2017; Ferrero-Ferrero et al., 2018; Hou et al., 2022). Stakeholder involvement 

ensures transparency, accountability, and responsiveness to the needs and expectations of the broader 

community. 

 

Capacity Building: Quality assurance agencies provide support, guidance, and capacity-building 

initiatives to higher education institutions to enhance their quality assurance systems and practices 

(Rahnuma, 2020; Greere, 2023; van de Mortel et al., 2023). Capacity-building efforts may include training 

programs, workshops, and technical assistance to improve institutional governance, data management, 

and quality enhancement strategies. 

 

International Collaboration: Quality assurance agencies often collaborate with regional and international 

organisations, such as the UNESCO-UNEVOC Network and the International Network for Quality 

Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE), to exchange best practices, benchmark standards, 

and promote quality assurance initiatives at the global level (Sirat, 2017; Hou et al., 2021; DeLaquil et al., 

2022; Carvalho et al., 2023). 

 

Continuous Improvement: Quality assurance agencies engage in ongoing evaluation and review processes 

to continuously improve their own performance and effectiveness (McIntosh et al., 2018; Makhoul, 2019; 
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Lucander & Christersson, 2020). They solicit feedback from stakeholders, conduct self-assessments, and 

implement quality improvement measures to enhance their regulatory functions and service delivery. 

 

Despite their critical role, quality assurance agencies in developing countries face challenges such as 

limited financial resources, staffing constraints, and capacity gaps (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007; 

Kagondu, 2015; Garwe, 2021; Mgaiwa, 2021). Addressing these challenges is essential to strengthening 

the quality assurance infrastructure and promoting excellence in higher education within developing 

countries. 

 

INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PRACTICES 

 

Institutional quality assurance practices within developing countries are integral to ensuring the delivery 

of high-quality education and fostering continuous improvement within higher education institutions 

(Cloete et al., 2011; Panda, 2017; Kayyali, 2024). Key components of institutional quality assurance 

practices include: 

 

Quality Policies and Procedures: Higher education institutions develop and implement quality policies 

and procedures to guide their quality assurance efforts (Manatos et al., 2017; Kooli, 2019; Aburizaizah, 

2022). These policies outline institutional commitments to educational excellence, define quality 

objectives, and establish processes for monitoring, evaluating, and enhancing educational quality. 

 

Internal Quality Assurance Mechanisms: Institutions employ internal quality assurance mechanisms to 

monitor and assess the effectiveness of their educational programs, teaching methodologies, and support 

services (Tsevi, 2015; Mkuzangwe, 2020; Rawabdeh et al., 2021; Ng’hoboko, 2024). These mechanisms 

may include curriculum reviews, faculty evaluations, student feedback mechanisms, and program 

evaluations conducted by internal committees or quality assurance units. 

 

Institutional Research and Assessment: Institutions engage in institutional research and assessment 

activities to collect and analyse data on various aspects of institutional performance and student outcomes 

(De Lisle, 2014; Emil & Cress, 2014; Wilson & Wilson, 2018; Hoessler et al., 2023). This may include 

assessing student learning outcomes, tracking graduation rates, conducting alumni surveys, and analysing 

institutional effectiveness measures. 

 

Continuous Improvement Initiatives: Institutions prioritise continuous improvement initiatives aimed at 

addressing identified areas for enhancement and optimising educational quality (Singh & Singh, 2015; 

McLean et al., 2017; Sunder & Antony, 2018; Budihardjo et al., 2021). This may involve implementing 

action plans based on data-driven decision-making, fostering a culture of innovation and experimentation, 

and promoting faculty development and training programs. 

 

External Benchmarking and Collaboration: Institutions engage in external benchmarking and 

collaboration initiatives to benchmark their performance against peer institutions, industry standards, and 

best practices. (Chinta et al., 2016; Tasopoulou & Tsiotras, 2017; Caeiro et al., 2020) This may involve 

participating in national and international benchmarking exercises, collaborating with industry partners, 

and engaging in academic networks and consortia. 
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Accreditation and External Review: Institutions undergo accreditation processes and external reviews 

conducted by quality assurance agencies to validate the quality and credibility of their educational 

programs and services (Martin, 2016; Bagdasarian et al., 2019; Gaston, 2023). Accreditation provides 

external validation of institutional quality and demonstrates compliance with established standards and 

criteria. 

 

Stakeholder Engagement and Accountability: Institutions actively engage with stakeholders, including 

students, faculty, employers, policymakers, and the broader community, to solicit feedback, address 

concerns, and promote transparency and accountability in their quality assurance practices (Benneworth 

et al., 2018; Stosich & Bae, 2018; Hou et al., 2022). 

 

By implementing robust institutional quality assurance practices, higher education institutions in 

developing countries can enhance their educational quality, foster innovation and excellence, and 

contribute to national development goals and societal needs. 

 

GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 

 

Government policies and regulations play a crucial role in shaping the quality assurance landscape in 

higher education within developing countries (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). Key aspects of government 

policies and regulations related to quality assurance include: 

 

Regulatory Frameworks: Governments establish regulatory frameworks to govern higher education 

institutions and ensure compliance with quality standards and requirements (Koebel, 2018; Lescrauwaet 

et al., 2022; Mashaya, 2023; Dudar et al. 2024). These frameworks may include laws, regulations, and 

guidelines governing institutional governance, academic standards, accreditation processes, and quality 

assurance mechanisms. 

 

Accreditation and Licensing: Governments mandate accreditation and licensing processes for higher 

education institutions to ensure that they meet predetermined quality benchmarks and regulatory 

requirements (Delva et al., 2019; Hou et al., 2021; Aburizaizah, 2022). Accreditation and licensing 

procedures may involve external evaluations, peer reviews, and periodic assessments conducted by 

designated quality assurance agencies or governmental bodies. 

 

Quality Standards and Criteria: Governments set quality standards and criteria to guide the evaluation 

and assessment of educational programs, teaching methodologies, and institutional performance (Yorke 

& Vidovich, 2016; Lazić et al., 2021; Molina et al., 2021; Duarte & Vardasca, 2023). These standards 

may encompass aspects such as curriculum design, faculty qualifications, infrastructure, student support 

services, and learning outcomes. 

 

Funding and Resource Allocation: Governments allocate financial resources and funding mechanisms to 

support quality assurance initiatives and enhance the capacity of higher education institutions (Alshamy, 

2012; Ziderman, 2013; de Boer et al., 2015; Zavale et al., 2015). Funding may be tied to compliance with 

accreditation standards, performance indicators, and quality improvement targets, incentivising 

institutions to prioritise educational quality and accountability. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation: Governments establish mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating the 

effectiveness of quality assurance practices and regulatory compliance within higher education institutions 

(Yorke & Vidovich, 2016; Lazić et al., 2021; Duarte & Vardasca, 2023). This may involve conducting 

periodic audits, inspections, and reviews of institutional performance, as well as collecting data on key 

quality indicators and outcomes. 

 

Policy Coordination and Collaboration: Governments collaborate with relevant stakeholders, including 

quality assurance agencies, higher education institutions, employers, and civil society organisations, to 

coordinate policy efforts and promote coherence in quality assurance practices (Hou et al., 2016; Menashy, 

2016; Nwajiuba et al., 2020; Baporikar, 2021). Policy coordination ensures alignment with national 

development goals, educational priorities, and international standards. 

 

Capacity Building and Support: Governments provide capacity-building support, technical assistance, and 

training programs to strengthen the institutional capacity of quality assurance agencies and higher 

education institutions (Hou, 2014; Boeren, 2018; Nguyen, 2019). Capacity-building initiatives aim to 

enhance regulatory enforcement, accreditation processes, data management, and quality enhancement 

strategies. 

 

Effective government policies and regulations are essential for creating an enabling environment for 

quality assurance in higher education, promoting institutional accountability, and safeguarding 

educational quality and relevance within developing countries. 

 

CHALLENGES AND ISSUES 

 

RESOURCE CONSTRAINTS 

 

Resource constraints pose significant challenges to implementing effective quality assurance mechanisms 

in higher education institutions within developing countries (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007; Khalil, 

2017; Hillman & Baydoun, 2019; Zuhairi et al., 2020). Key issues related to resource constraints include: 

 

Financial Limitations: Higher education institutions in developing countries often face inadequate funding 

and budgetary constraints, limiting their ability to invest in quality assurance infrastructure, staff 

development, and technological resources (Obwogi, 2013; Atuahene, 2014; Sarkar, 2014; Cardoso et al., 

2016; Arnhold & Bassett, 2021; Kadikilo et al., 2024). Insufficient financial resources hinder institutions' 

capacity to implement robust quality assurance mechanisms and address emerging challenges. 

 

Staffing Shortages: Many higher education institutions in developing countries experience staffing 

shortages, particularly in specialised areas such as accreditation, assessment, and data analysis 

(Mohamedbhai, 2014; Lim, 2018; Altbach et al., 2019; Ogunode & Musa, 2020). The lack of qualified 

personnel with expertise in quality assurance processes and methodologies undermines the effectiveness 

of quality assurance efforts and compromises the reliability of evaluation outcomes. 

 

Infrastructure Deficiencies: Inadequate infrastructure, including outdated facilities, limited access to 

technology, and insufficient laboratory equipment, impairs institutions' ability to deliver high-quality 

education and support effective quality assurance practices (Khumalo & Mji, 2014; Horton et al., 2018; 
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Jacob et al., 2020; Ogunode et al., 2022). Infrastructure deficiencies hinder institutions' capacity to meet 

accreditation standards, conduct assessments, and provide quality learning environments for students. 

 

Training and Capacity Building Needs: Higher education institutions and quality assurance agencies in 

developing countries face challenges in providing training and capacity-building opportunities to staff 

involved in quality assurance activities (Power et al., 2015; Arthur & Arthur, 2016; Okoche, 2017; Hou 

et al., 2018; Nguyen, 2019; Garwe, 2021). The lack of professional development programs, workshops, 

and training resources inhibits the development of essential skills and competencies required for effective 

quality assurance implementation. 

 

Data Management Challenges: Data management poses challenges for higher education institutions in 

developing countries, including limited access to reliable data systems, inadequate data collection and 

analysis tools, and data privacy concerns (Murumba & Micheni, 2017; Mukred, 2019; Alnafrah & 

Mouselli, 2021; Dodman et al., 2021; Mukred et al., 2021; Mohammad & Vargas, 2022). Poor data 

management practices undermine institutions' ability to monitor and evaluate educational quality, track 

student outcomes, and generate evidence-based insights for quality improvement. 

 

Coordination and Collaboration Barriers: Fragmentation and lack of coordination among stakeholders, 

including government agencies, quality assurance agencies, and higher education institutions, hinder 

collaborative efforts to address resource constraints and enhance quality assurance practices (Awasthy et 

al., 2020; Penuel et al., 2020; Adhikari, & Shrestha, 2023; Rossoni et al., 2024). The absence of cohesive 

national policies, coordination mechanisms, and collaborative initiatives exacerbates challenges related to 

resource allocation and utilisation. 

 

Addressing resource constraints requires concerted efforts from government authorities, higher education 

institutions, and international partners to mobilise financial resources, strengthen institutional capacity, 

and promote collaboration and knowledge sharing. By investing in quality assurance infrastructure, staff 

development, and technological resources, stakeholders can mitigate the impact of resource constraints 

and enhance the quality and relevance of higher education in developing countries. 

 

CULTURAL AND CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 

 

Cultural and contextual factors significantly influence the design, implementation, and effectiveness of 

quality assurance mechanisms in higher education institutions within developing countries (De Wit, 2002; 

Hsu, 2017; Greere, 2023). Key considerations regarding cultural and contextual factors include: 

 

Diversity of Educational Systems: Developing countries encompass a wide range of educational systems, 

each shaped by unique cultural, historical, and socio-economic contexts (Mitchell, 2016; Fainshmidt et 

al., 2018; Watkins & Noble, 2021; Alam, & Mohanty, 2023). The diversity of educational systems 

influences the design and implementation of quality assurance mechanisms, as well as the interpretation 

and application of quality standards and criteria across different institutional contexts. 

 

Institutional Autonomy and Governance Structures: Cultural norms, values, and governance structures 

influence the degree of institutional autonomy and academic freedom within higher education institutions 

(Nokkala & Bladh, 2014; Maassen et al., 2017; Chattopadhyay, 2020; Sancheti & Pillai, 2020). Variations 
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in institutional autonomy impact the implementation of quality assurance practices, as institutions navigate 

cultural expectations, regulatory requirements, and internal governance mechanisms. 

 

Academic Culture and Pedagogical Approaches: Cultural factors shape academic culture, teaching 

methodologies, and learning preferences within higher education institutions (Urdan & Bruchmann, 2018; 

Kumpulainen et al., 2019; Adom et al., 2024). Variations in academic culture and pedagogical approaches 

impact the assessment and evaluation of educational quality, as quality assurance mechanisms must 

accommodate diverse teaching and learning practices and cultural norms. 

 

Trust and Accountability Mechanisms: Cultural norms regarding trust, transparency, and accountability 

influence the effectiveness of quality assurance mechanisms and stakeholder engagement within higher 

education institutions (Beerkens & Udam, 2017; Dzimińska et al., 2018; Smith & Benavot, 2019; Abebe, 

2021). Building trust among stakeholders, including students, faculty, administrators, and policymakers, 

is essential for fostering collaboration, accountability, and shared responsibility for quality assurance. 

 

Socio-Economic Contexts and Resource Constraints: Socio-economic factors, including poverty, 

inequality, and resource constraints, pose challenges to implementing quality assurance mechanisms in 

developing countries (Kingdon et al., 2014; Mohamedbhai, 2014; Leibowitz et al., 2015; Kromydas, 2017; 

Abad-Segura & González-Zamar, 2021). Limited financial resources, infrastructure deficiencies, and 

competing priorities hinder institutions' capacity to invest in quality enhancement initiatives and address 

systemic inequities in educational access and outcomes. 

 

Indigenous Knowledge Systems and Local Relevance: Indigenous knowledge systems, cultural traditions, 

and local contexts shape the content, delivery, and relevance of higher education curricula and programs 

(Mawere, 2015; Pidgeon, 2016; Ronoh, 2018; Gainsford, 2021; Adom et al., 2024). Quality assurance 

mechanisms must recognise and respect the value of indigenous knowledge and cultural heritage, ensuring 

that educational offerings are responsive to local needs, contexts, and aspirations. 

 

Globalisation and Internationalisation Dynamics: Globalization and internationalisation trends impact 

higher education systems in developing countries, influencing quality assurance practices, academic 

mobility, and collaboration with international partners (de Wit et al., 2017; Teichler, 2017; Smith, 2022; 

Woldegiorgis, 2023). Cultural factors intersect with global dynamics, shaping institutions' responses to 

external pressures, market demands, and quality assurance standards. 

 

Navigating cultural and contextual factors requires sensitivity to local contexts, cultural diversity, and the 

dynamic interplay between global and local influences. Quality assurance mechanisms must be adaptive, 

inclusive, and responsive to cultural nuances, ensuring that educational quality is equitable, relevant, and 

meaningful within diverse higher education settings. 

 

CAPACITY BUILDING AND TRAINING 

 

Capacity building and training initiatives are essential for strengthening quality assurance mechanisms 

and enhancing institutional effectiveness within higher education institutions in developing countries 

(Cloete et al., 2011; Garwe, 2021). Key challenges and considerations regarding capacity building and 

training include: 
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Staff Competencies and Skills Gaps: Higher education institutions and quality assurance agencies in 

developing countries face challenges related to staff competencies and skills gaps in quality assurance 

processes, methodologies, and tools (Kagondu, 2015; Kalua, 2020; Rahnuma, 2020; Wangai, 2022; 

Bamusi, 2023). Many institutions lack trained personnel with expertise in accreditation, assessment, data 

analysis, and quality enhancement strategies, hindering the effective implementation of quality assurance 

mechanisms. 

 

Professional Development Opportunities: Limited access to professional development opportunities, 

workshops, and training programs inhibits the continuous learning and skill development of staff involved 

in quality assurance activities (Steinert et al., 2016; Wijewantha, 2017; Johns, 2018; Phillips, S. D., & 

Kinser, 2018; Seedat, 2021). The absence of formal training programs and mentorship opportunities 

impedes staff capacity-building efforts, limiting the depth and breadth of expertise in quality assurance 

practices. 

 

Financial Constraints: Financial constraints pose barriers to investing in capacity-building initiatives and 

training programs within higher education institutions (Veer Ramjeawon & Rowley, 2017; Mbithi et al., 

2021; Shah Bukhari et al., 2022). Limited funding for staff development, travel expenses, and training 

materials constrains institutions' ability to provide comprehensive and sustained capacity-building support 

to staff engaged in quality assurance activities. 

 

Institutional Support and Recognition: Higher education institutions may lack institutional support and 

recognition for staff engagement in quality assurance activities, diminishing incentives for staff 

participation in training and capacity-building initiatives (Power et al., 2015; Nguyen, 2016; McCowan, 

2018; Prakash, 2018; Kanwar et al., 2019; Wangai, 2022). The absence of formal recognition mechanisms, 

career advancement opportunities, and performance incentives undermines staff motivation and 

commitment to quality assurance efforts. 

 

Access to Training Resources: Access to training resources, including educational materials, online 

courses, and best practice guides, may be limited in developing countries, particularly in remote or 

underserved regions (Power et al., 2015; Ouma, 2019; Anyim, 2021; Mathrani et al., 2022; Zarei & 

Mohammadi, 2022). Inadequate access to training resources inhibits staff's ability to acquire knowledge, 

develop skills, and stay abreast of emerging trends and innovations in quality assurance practices. 

 

Collaboration and Knowledge Sharing: Collaboration and knowledge sharing among higher education 

institutions, quality assurance agencies, and international partners are essential for leveraging expertise, 

resources, and best practices in quality assurance capacity building (Dhamdhere, 2015; Menon et al., 2022; 

Maiya, & Aithal, 2023). However, barriers such as language barriers, institutional rivalries, and 

information asymmetries may impede effective collaboration and hinder the dissemination of knowledge 

and expertise. 

 

Addressing capacity building and training challenges requires a multi-faceted approach involving 

government support, institutional leadership, and collaboration among stakeholders. Investing in staff 

development, providing access to training resources, fostering collaboration, and incentivizing staff 

engagement are critical steps toward building a skilled and competent workforce capable of implementing 

effective quality assurance mechanisms in higher education institutions. 
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EQUITY AND ACCESS 

 

Equity and access issues present significant challenges to implementing effective quality assurance 

mechanisms and ensuring inclusive higher education environments within developing countries (Altbach 

& Salmi, 2011; Salmi & D’Addio, 2021; Matsieli & Mutula, 2024). Key considerations regarding equity 

and access include: 

 

Socio-Economic Disparities: Socio-economic disparities, including poverty, inequality, and marginalised 

communities, contribute to unequal access to higher education opportunities in developing countries 

(Ramrathan, 2018; Tyagi et al., 2021; Mishra & Pettala, 2023; Makhanya, 2024). Students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds face barriers such as financial constraints, lack of access to quality schooling, 

and socio-cultural factors that limit their participation in higher education. 

 

Geographic Inequities: Geographic disparities in educational infrastructure, resources, and opportunities 

exacerbate inequities in access to higher education (Cullinan et al., 2021; Zahnd et al., 2022; Mishra et 

al., 2023). Rural and remote areas often lack adequate higher education institutions, facilities, and support 

services, forcing students to relocate or travel long distances to access educational opportunities, further 

marginalising underserved communities. 

 

Gender Disparities: Gender inequities persist in higher education access and participation rates, 

particularly in patriarchal societies where cultural norms and discriminatory practices limit women's 

educational opportunities (Walker et al., 2019; O'Connor, 2020; De Welde & Stepnick, 2023). Women 

face barriers such as early marriage, domestic responsibilities, and societal expectations that prioritise 

male education, hindering their access to higher education and career advancement opportunities. 

 

Disability Inclusion: Persons with disabilities often encounter barriers to accessing higher education due 

to physical, sensory, or cognitive impairments, as well as institutional barriers such as inaccessible 

infrastructure, limited support services, and negative attitudes (Matonya, 2016; Abubakar, 2017; Ahmed, 

2017; Sarkar, 2023; Malinovskiy et al., 2024). Ensuring disability-inclusive higher education 

environments requires proactive measures to remove barriers, provide accommodations, and promote 

inclusive policies and practices. 

 

Ethnic and Linguistic Diversity: Ethnic and linguistic diversity within developing countries pose 

challenges to ensuring equitable access to higher education for minority and indigenous communities 

(Hays et al., 2019; Cucio et al., 2020; Dhokare & Jadhav, 2023; Akintayo et al., 2024; Smith, 2024). 

Language barriers, cultural biases, and discrimination limit minority students' access to educational 

opportunities and contribute to disparities in educational attainment and outcomes. 

 

Affordability and Financial Aid: Affordability remains a significant barrier to higher education access for 

many students in developing countries, particularly those from low-income households (Schendel & 

McCowan, 2016; Mitchell et al., 2019; Heleta & Bagus, 2021; Salmi & D’Addio, 2021). High tuition fees, 

limited availability of financial aid, and inadequate scholarship opportunities constrain students' ability to 

pursue higher education, perpetuating socio-economic inequalities and limiting social mobility. 

 

Quality of Education: Disparities in the quality of education between urban and rural areas, public and 

private institutions, and elite and non-elite schools contribute to inequities in higher education access and 
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outcomes (Marginson, 2016; Malish, 2020; Wu et al., 2020; Ding et al., 2021; Saule & Kurmanov, 2024). 

Ensuring equitable access to quality education requires addressing systemic inequalities in educational 

resources, infrastructure, and teaching quality across diverse educational settings. 

 

Addressing equity and access challenges requires comprehensive strategies that prioritise social inclusion, 

address systemic inequalities, and promote diversity and inclusion in higher education. Policy 

interventions, targeted support programs, affirmative action measures, and community engagement 

initiatives are essential for expanding access to higher education and fostering inclusive learning 

environments within developing countries. 

 

BEST PRACTICES AND INNOVATIONS 

 

CASE STUDIES OF SUCCESSFUL QUALITY ASSURANCE INITIATIVES 

 

Case studies of successful quality assurance initiatives within developing countries highlight innovative 

approaches, strategies, and practices that have contributed to enhancing educational quality and 

institutional effectiveness. Some examples include: 

 

Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) in India: The ACGME India 

consortium, a collaboration between medical education institutions, regulatory bodies, and professional 

associations, has implemented a competency-based accreditation framework for postgraduate medical 

education programs. The framework emphasises outcomes-based assessment, faculty development, and 

continuous quality improvement, leading to enhanced training outcomes and improved patient care (Singh 

et al., 2015). 

 

Quality Assurance and Accreditation System in Malaysia: Malaysia's Quality Assurance and 

Accreditation System (SETARA) and Discipline-Based Rating System (D-SETARA) evaluate the quality 

and performance of higher education institutions and programs based on established criteria and standards. 

The systems employ peer review, self-assessment, and external evaluation mechanisms to assess 

institutional effectiveness, teaching quality, research productivity, and graduate employability, fostering 

a culture of quality enhancement and accountability (Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia, 2019). 

 

Institutional Quality Assurance Systems in South Africa: South Africa's Council on Higher Education 

(CHE) has implemented institutional quality assurance systems to promote excellence, equity, and 

transformation in higher education. The systems include institutional audits, program reviews, and quality 

enhancement initiatives aimed at ensuring compliance with national standards, promoting diversity and 

inclusivity, and addressing systemic challenges such as historical inequalities and underrepresentation of 

marginalised groups (Council on Higher Education, 2019). 

 

Quality Assurance Framework for Open and Distance Learning in Nigeria: Nigeria's National Open 

University of Nigeria (NOUN) has developed a quality assurance framework for open and distance 

learning (ODL) programs, emphasising learner support, course materials development, assessment 

practices, and technology-enhanced learning modalities. The framework incorporates stakeholder 

engagement, feedback mechanisms, and quality improvement processes to enhance the accessibility, 

flexibility, and effectiveness of ODL delivery (National Open University of Nigeria, 2020). 

 



18 
 

Regional Quality Assurance Networks in Latin America: Regional quality assurance networks, such as the 

Latin American and Caribbean Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (RECLA) and the 

Inter-American Organization for Higher Education (IOHE), facilitate collaboration, knowledge sharing, 

and capacity building among higher education institutions across Latin America. The networks promote 

regional harmonisation of quality assurance standards, mutual recognition of qualifications, and quality 

enhancement initiatives, contributing to the internationalisation and quality improvement of higher 

education in the region (RECLA, n.d.). 

 

These case studies demonstrate the diverse approaches, innovative practices, and collaborative efforts that 

have contributed to strengthening quality assurance mechanisms and promoting educational excellence 

within developing countries. By drawing on lessons learned from successful initiatives, policymakers, 

educators, and quality assurance practitioners can identify strategies for overcoming challenges, fostering 

innovation, and advancing quality assurance agendas in higher education. 

 

INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO OVERCOMING CHALLENGES 

 

Innovative approaches to overcoming challenges in quality assurance within developing countries 

demonstrate creative solutions and adaptive strategies that address systemic issues and promote 

continuous improvement. Some innovative approaches include: 

 

Mobile Technology for Quality Monitoring: Leveraging mobile technology and digital platforms for 

quality monitoring and assessment enables real-time data collection, analysis, and feedback mechanisms 

(King & South, 2017; Murumba & Micheni, 2017; Shorfuzzaman et al., 2019; Aithal et al., 2024). 

Initiatives such as mobile-based assessment tools, electronic learning portfolios, and virtual quality audits 

facilitate remote monitoring of educational quality, engagement with stakeholders, and timely intervention 

in response to emerging issues (UNESCO, 2019). 

 

Community-Engaged Quality Assurance: Adopting community-engaged approaches to quality assurance 

involves collaborating with local communities, employers, and civil society organisations to co-create 

quality standards, assess educational relevance, and align programs with societal needs (Grewell, 2019; 

Sweatman, 2019; Sengupta et al., 2020; Chessa et al., 2022; Sedlacek, 2024). Engaging stakeholders in 

quality assurance processes enhances transparency, accountability, and responsiveness to community 

expectations, fostering a culture of mutual trust and partnership (Marginson, 2017). 

 

Open Educational Resources (OER) for Quality Enhancement: Open educational resources (OER), 

including open textbooks, multimedia materials, and digital learning resources, offer cost-effective 

solutions for enhancing educational quality, accessibility, and relevance (Miao et al., 2019; 

Mahendraprabu et al., 2022; Adil et al., 2024). Integrating OER into curriculum design, teaching practices, 

and assessment strategies enables institutions to expand access to educational materials, promote learner-

centred approaches, and support continuous professional development for educators (UNESCO, 2020). 

 

Peer Learning and Collaboration Networks: Establishing peer learning and collaboration networks among 

higher education institutions fosters knowledge sharing, capacity building, and quality improvement 

initiatives (Saaida, 2023; Saroyan & Frenay, 2023; Pelser, 2024). Collaborative platforms, consortia, and 

communities of practice enable institutions to exchange best practices, benchmark standards, and 
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collaborate on joint projects, enhancing institutional effectiveness and promoting a culture of continuous 

learning and innovation (OECD, 2018). 

 

Flexible Accreditation Models: Developing flexible accreditation models that accommodate diverse 

institutional contexts, missions, and educational approaches promotes inclusivity, innovation, and quality 

enhancement (Fernandes & Singh, 2022; Gaston, 2023; Jaafar et al., 2024; Kayyali, 2024). Accreditation 

frameworks that recognise non-traditional forms of learning, such as competency-based education, prior 

learning assessment, and experiential learning, enable institutions to demonstrate educational quality and 

outcomes in ways that align with their unique strengths and priorities (Middle States Commission on 

Higher Education, 2020). 

 

These innovative approaches demonstrate the potential for creative problem-solving, collaboration, and 

adaptation to overcome challenges and advance quality assurance agendas in higher education within 

developing countries. By embracing innovation and leveraging emerging technologies, methodologies, 

and partnerships, stakeholders can address systemic issues, promote educational excellence, and ensure 

equitable access to quality higher education opportunities. 

 

LESSONS LEARNED FROM DEVELOPING COUNTRIES' EXPERIENCES 

 

Lessons learned from developing countries' experiences in quality assurance highlight valuable insights, 

strategies, and recommendations for addressing common challenges and promoting effective quality 

assurance practices. Some key lessons include: 

 

Contextualised Approaches: Developing countries have demonstrated the importance of adopting 

contextualised approaches to quality assurance that consider local needs, priorities, and socio-cultural 

contexts (Chidindi, 2016; Rangou, 2017). Tailoring quality assurance mechanisms to fit the diverse 

institutional landscapes, educational systems, and socio-economic realities within developing countries 

enhances the relevance, ownership, and sustainability of quality assurance initiatives (Altbach & Salmi, 

2011). 

 

Stakeholder Engagement and Ownership: Engaging stakeholders, including government authorities, 

higher education institutions, students, employers, and civil society organisations, is essential for building 

consensus, generating buy-in, and fostering collective ownership of quality assurance processes (Greere 

& Riley, 2014; Garcia & Jamias, 2023; Jingura et al. 2018; Lucander & Christersson, 2020; Dewi et al., 

2021Jha et al., 2024). Meaningful stakeholder involvement ensures transparency, accountability, and 

responsiveness to diverse perspectives and interests, enhancing the credibility and effectiveness of quality 

assurance mechanisms (Cloete et al., 2011). 

 

Capacity Building and Professional Development: Investing in capacity building and professional 

development for staff involved in quality assurance activities is critical for enhancing institutional 

capacity, promoting innovation, and ensuring the sustainability of quality assurance initiatives (Shabbir et 

al., 2016; Tezcan-Unal, 2018; Nguyen, 2022; Ansari & Jonathan, 2024). Training programs, workshops, 

and collaborative learning opportunities enable staff to acquire essential competencies, stay abreast of 

emerging trends, and develop leadership skills needed to drive quality enhancement efforts (UNESCO, 

2020). 
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Institutional Autonomy and Academic Freedom: Preserving institutional autonomy and academic freedom 

is essential for fostering a culture of innovation, creativity, and academic excellence within higher 

education institutions (Hofstadter, 2017; Alibašić et al., 2024; Trivedi, 2024). Quality assurance 

mechanisms should respect institutional diversity, encourage experimentation, and support institutional 

initiatives aimed at continuous improvement and quality enhancement (Marginson, 2017). 

 

Continuous Improvement and Adaptation: Embracing a culture of continuous improvement and adaptation 

is essential for responding to evolving challenges, leveraging opportunities, and advancing quality 

assurance agendas (Tyler & Glasgow, 2021; Kayyali, 2024; Yurkofsky et al., 2024). Institutions and 

quality assurance agencies should adopt a dynamic, iterative approach to quality assurance that 

emphasises reflective practice, evidence-based decision-making, and ongoing evaluation of effectiveness 

(UNESCO, 2019). 

 

Collaboration and Knowledge Sharing: Developing countries have recognised the importance of 

collaboration and knowledge sharing among higher education institutions, quality assurance agencies, and 

international partners in advancing quality assurance agendas (Aulak, 2019; Maiya & Aithal, 2023; Shaffi 

& Mohamed, 2023). Building collaborative networks, sharing best practices, and fostering South-South 

and North-South partnerships enable stakeholders to leverage expertise, resources, and innovations to 

address common challenges and promote educational excellence (OECD, 2018). 

 

By drawing on these lessons learned, developing countries can strengthen their quality assurance systems, 

promote institutional effectiveness, and contribute to the broader goals of quality, relevance, and equity 

in higher education. 

 

DISCUSSIONS 

 

INTERCONNECTED CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTING QUALITY ASSURANCE IN 

HIGHER EDUCATION: A THEORETICAL AND CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS 

 

The challenges of quality assurance (QA) in higher education within developing countries are multi-

faceted, with significant interplays between resource constraints, cultural and contextual factors, capacity 

building and training, and equity and access. This complexity can be understood within theoretical 

frameworks such as resource dependency theory and institutional theory, which provide insights into how 

external pressures, internal constraints, and socio-cultural factors shape higher education quality assurance 

mechanisms. 

 

Theoretical Framework: Resource Dependency Theory and Institutional Theory 

 

Resource Dependency Theory (RDT) posits that organisations, including higher education institutions, 

are constrained by their dependence on external resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). This theory is 

particularly relevant to developing countries, where institutions are heavily reliant on government funding, 

international donors, and private investors. The scarcity of resources such as finances, qualified staff, 

infrastructure, and technology impacts institutions' ability to implement effective quality assurance 

processes. 
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Institutional Theory emphasises the role of cultural, regulatory, and cognitive factors in shaping 

organisational behaviour (Scott, 2004). Higher education institutions are influenced not only by formal 

rules and standards but also by cultural norms, societal expectations, and governance structures, which 

vary widely across developing countries. This theory helps explain why quality assurance practices may 

differ in their design and implementation across various national and institutional contexts. 

 

INTERACTION OF RESOURCE CONSTRAINTS, CULTURAL FACTORS, AND CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

 

Financial Limitations and Staffing Shortages 

 

The interplay between financial limitations and staffing shortages is crucial. Institutions struggling with 

funding are less able to attract and retain qualified personnel for quality assurance roles (Obwogi, 2013; 

Atuahene, 2014). This shortage undermines the ability to effectively manage accreditation processes, 

assessments, and data collection, which are essential for quality assurance. RDT highlights that institutions 

heavily dependent on external funding may face challenges in controlling their internal processes, as 

external entities often dictate how resources are allocated. 

 

Infrastructure Deficiencies and Cultural Contexts 

 

Infrastructure deficiencies, including limited access to technology and inadequate facilities, affect quality 

assurance outcomes. At the same time, cultural factors such as the diversity of educational systems and 

institutional autonomy compound these challenges. For instance, institutions in rural areas may lack basic 

infrastructure, but cultural factors such as governance structures also determine how institutions navigate 

these limitations. According to institutional theory, these institutions are embedded within broader social 

and political contexts that shape their approach to quality assurance (Scott, 2004). 

 

Training Needs and Socio-Economic Contexts 

 

There is an evident link between training needs and the broader socio-economic contexts in which 

institutions operate. For example, financial constraints hinder access to professional development 

opportunities for staff, which is compounded by socio-economic challenges such as poverty and 

inequality. Institutions with limited resources are less likely to offer training programs that would equip 

staff with the necessary skills to implement robust quality assurance mechanisms (Kagondu, 2015; Garwe, 

2021). This again aligns with RDT, as the availability of resources dictates the ability to invest in capacity-

building. 

 

HOW EQUITY AND ACCESS ARE SHAPED BY KEY FACTORS: FROM SOCIOECONOMICS 

TO POLICY AND POWER 

 

Geographic and Socio-Economic Inequities: Geographic inequities, particularly in rural or remote areas, 

lead to disparities in the quality of education and access to higher education opportunities (Cullinan et al., 

2021). These inequities are tied to resource constraints such as insufficient funding for infrastructure in 

remote regions. Moreover, socio-economic disparities result in unequal access to higher education for 

marginalised communities, creating additional barriers to implementing quality assurance mechanisms 

that are inclusive and equitable (Makhanya, 2024). 
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Gender Disparities and Cultural Norms: Gender disparities are deeply influenced by cultural factors in 

many developing countries. Patriarchal norms and societal expectations often limit women's access to 

higher education, further exacerbating inequities in quality assurance and educational outcomes (Walker 

et al., 2019). These cultural factors also intersect with institutional governance structures, where 

institutional autonomy may either support or hinder efforts to address gender inequities (Nokkala & Bladh, 

2014). 

 

Capacity Building, Collaboration, and Knowledge Sharing: Collaboration and knowledge sharing play a 

critical role in overcoming resource constraints and addressing capacity-building needs. However, barriers 

to collaboration-such as language barriers and institutional rivalries-limit the ability to disseminate best 

practices and enhance staff competencies (Dhamdhere, 2015). Capacity-building efforts require strong 

government support and collaboration between higher education institutions and international partners, 

aligning with institutional theory, which highlights the importance of norms, values, and collaborative 

frameworks in shaping organisational outcomes (Scott, 2004). 

 

Addressing Equity and Access in Quality Assurance: Equity and access issues are at the heart of quality 

assurance challenges in developing countries. Quality assurance mechanisms must be designed to ensure 

that students from diverse socio-economic, gender, and geographic backgrounds have equal access to 

higher education opportunities. This requires targeted interventions such as affirmative action, 

scholarships, and community outreach programs (Salmi & D'Addio, 2021). Institutions must also develop 

disability-inclusive policies and practices to ensure that higher education is accessible to persons with 

disabilities (Matonya, 2016). 

 

SYNTHESISING THE INTERPLAY OF FACTORS 

 

The success of quality assurance mechanisms in developing countries is contingent upon addressing the 

interconnectedness of resource constraints, cultural and contextual factors, capacity building, and equity 

and access. 

 

Resource dependency theory highlights that institutions must navigate external resource dependencies 

while managing internal processes, creating a balancing act between financial limitations and quality 

assurance needs. 

 

Institutional theory explains how cultural norms, governance structures, and societal expectations 

influence the design and implementation of quality assurance mechanisms. Institutions must adapt these 

mechanisms to local contexts, ensuring they are relevant and responsive to diverse educational systems 

and cultural dynamics. 

 

In summary, addressing the challenges of quality assurance in higher education in developing countries 

requires a holistic approach that integrates resource management, cultural sensitivity, capacity building, 

and a commitment to equity and access. Theoretical frameworks like resource dependency theory and 

institutional theory provide valuable insights into how institutions can navigate these challenges and create 

sustainable, inclusive, and effective quality assurance systems. 
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INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO QUALITY ASSURANCE IN HIGHER EDUCATION: 

INTEGRATING SYSTEMS, STAKEHOLDERS, CULTURE, TECHNOLOGY, AND EQUITY 

 

In discussing the best practices and innovations in quality assurance (QA) in higher education within 

developing countries, it is essential to understand the interplay between various contextual factors and 

theoretical frameworks that shape the success of these initiatives. The effectiveness of QA mechanisms is 

not only driven by isolated strategies but by how they interact with broader socio-economic, cultural, 

technological, and policy dynamics. 

 

Systems Theory and Holistic Approaches: The success of QA initiatives can be better understood through 

the lens of systems theory. Higher education institutions (HEIs) operate as complex systems where 

multiple components-financial resources, staff capabilities, governance structures, and external 

accreditation bodies-interact. A systemic approach views QA not as a standalone process but as integrated 

with other institutional activities, as seen in South Africa’s institutional audits. These audits focus on 

equity and transformation, acknowledging that historical inequalities affect the quality and outcomes of 

higher education (Council on Higher Education, 2019). By embedding QA into the institution’s broader 

system, outcomes such as equity and inclusivity are better addressed. 

 

Stakeholder Theory and Community Engagement: Community-engaged quality assurance, highlighted in 

successful case studies such as Malaysia's SETARA system, aligns with stakeholder theory, which asserts 

that institutions must consider the needs and interests of all stakeholders. Malaysia’s success stems from 

its commitment to peer reviews, external evaluations, and stakeholder engagement, ensuring that programs 

remain relevant to the labour market and society (Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia, 2019). This 

engagement fosters accountability and transparency, essential elements in developing trust and aligning 

educational outcomes with societal expectations. 

 

Cultural and Contextual Sensitivity in QA Implementation: The influence of cultural and contextual 

factors in QA processes is a recurring theme, emphasising the need for culturally adaptive frameworks. 

For instance, the Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) in India, which 

emphasises competency-based outcomes, reflects the adaptation of global best practices to local contexts 

(Singh et al., 2015). Successful QA systems account for local pedagogical traditions, societal needs, and 

governance structures, as institutions cannot adopt a one-size-fits-all approach. This aligns with cultural 

adaptation theory, which posits that educational systems must adjust to their cultural contexts to be 

effective. 

 

Technology Adoption and Innovation Diffusion: The role of technology in overcoming QA challenges is 

increasingly prominent, particularly in resource-constrained environments. Initiatives such as mobile 

technology for quality monitoring in remote areas align with innovation diffusion theory (Rogers, 2003). 

These technologies allow HEIs to gather data in real time, provide flexible learning options, and assess 

performance across geographically diverse regions. By integrating open educational resources (OER), 

institutions can also address equity challenges, expanding access to educational materials for underserved 

populations (UNESCO, 2020). This demonstrates how technological innovations can be diffused across 

institutions, improving both access and quality. 

 

Capacity Building and Professional Development: Addressing the challenge of staff competencies 

requires frameworks that emphasise continuous learning and professional development, such as human 
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capital theory (Becker, 1964). Effective QA systems rely on staff who are trained in current 

methodologies, as seen in Nigeria’s National Open University, which developed a QA framework for open 

and distance learning. Investing in staff capacity ensures that QA processes are sustainable and adaptive 

to emerging educational trends, including the increasing use of technology in assessments and evaluations. 

 

Equity and Access in QA Systems: Social justice theory provides a useful lens through which to analyse 

QA initiatives focused on equity and access. HEIs in developing countries face significant challenges 

related to socio-economic, geographic, and gender inequities. Flexible accreditation models, such as those 

in Latin America, and open educational resources, offer innovative solutions to these issues by making 

higher education more accessible to marginalised groups (Miao et al., 2019). By promoting inclusive and 

flexible learning pathways, these initiatives contribute to social equity, aligning with the principles of 

fairness and justice in educational access. 

 

INTERRELATIONSHIP OF FACTORS 

 

The case studies and innovations reveal that these factors- cultural sensitivity, stakeholder engagement, 

technological adoption, and equity considerations-are interdependent. For instance, capacity-building 

efforts enhance institutional effectiveness, which in turn supports the successful adoption of technology 

and innovative teaching methods. At the same time, addressing socio-economic and cultural disparities 

improves the effectiveness of QA systems, as institutions can better respond to local needs and priorities. 

In conclusion, applying these theoretical frameworks to the case studies of successful QA initiatives 

highlights the interconnectedness of different factors. The most effective approaches are those that 

recognise the complexity of educational systems and address these factors in an integrated, adaptive 

manner. By fostering collaboration, embracing cultural contexts, investing in capacity building, and 

leveraging technology, HEIs in developing countries can overcome challenges and ensure that quality 

assurance mechanisms lead to sustainable educational improvement. 

 

INTERCONNECTED FACTORS AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK IN LESSONS FROM 

DEVELOPING COUNTRIES QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA) EXPERIENCES 

 

The experiences of developing countries in quality assurance offer valuable lessons on how various factors 

collectively contribute to educational quality. These lessons underscore the importance of contextualised 

approaches, stakeholder engagement, institutional autonomy, capacity building, and continuous 

improvement. The success of quality assurance mechanisms can be better understood through the 

application of several theoretical frameworks that highlight the relationships among these factors. 

 

Contextualised Approaches: Relevance and Cultural Adaptation 

 

The adoption of contextualised approaches in quality assurance aligns with cultural adaptation theory 

(Lave & Wenger, 1991), which emphasizes the need to tailor practices to local realities. Developing 

countries have diverse socio-economic, cultural, and political environments that directly influence how 

QA processes are received and implemented. For example, Chidindi (2016) and Rangou (2017) highlight 

the importance of aligning quality assurance mechanisms with local priorities and educational systems to 

ensure sustainability. This approach fosters institutional ownership and relevance, improving the long-

term success of QA initiatives. 
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Contextualisation also plays a role in making QA processes more equitable, as they can better address 

specific challenges such as resource constraints, regional disparities, and varying levels of educational 

infrastructure. By incorporating local cultural and social norms, institutions increase the effectiveness and 

legitimacy of their QA systems. 

 

Stakeholder Engagement: Stakeholder Theory and Collective Ownership 

 

The stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) emphasises the importance of engaging all relevant parties in 

decision-making processes to foster shared ownership and responsibility. In the context of QA, the 

involvement of students, employers, academic staff, civil society, and government bodies ensures that 

quality assurance systems are aligned with societal needs and expectations. Studies like Garcia & Jamias 

(2023) and Jingura et al. (2018) illustrate how such engagement leads to more credible and effective QA 

processes, where transparency and accountability are key outcomes. 

 

Collaboration among stakeholders promotes a balanced approach to quality assurance, where diverse 

perspectives help shape standards and strategies. This ensures that the educational system remains flexible, 

adaptable, and responsive to both market demands and the broader socio-cultural context, ultimately 

enhancing institutional credibility. 

 

Capacity Building and Human Capital Development 

 

The need for capacity building and professional development aligns with human capital theory (Becker, 

1964), which posits that investing in the skills and competencies of individuals leads to increased 

productivity and innovation. In quality assurance, institutional staff who are trained in the latest QA trends 

and practices can drive continuous improvement, innovation, and sustainable QA processes. 

 

Capacity building, as highlighted by Shabbir et al. (2016) and Tezcan-Unal (2018), ensures that HEIs have 

the internal expertise required to maintain and adapt their QA systems over time. Furthermore, continuous 

professional development enables institutions to stay competitive in a global educational landscape, 

ensuring that the competencies of educators and administrators evolve alongside emerging technologies 

and pedagogical innovations. 

 

Institutional Autonomy and Academic Freedom 

 

The balance between institutional autonomy and quality assurance mechanisms is rooted in institutional 

theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), which emphasises how organisations respond to external pressures while 

maintaining internal flexibility. In the context of QA, institutional autonomy allows universities and 

colleges to innovate and experiment, contributing to educational quality and academic excellence 

(Hofstadter, 2017). 

 

However, maintaining this autonomy requires a careful balance with accountability. Quality assurance 

frameworks must ensure that institutions meet national and international standards while respecting the 

diversity of institutional missions and educational approaches. This balance supports creativity and 

responsiveness to local needs, making QA more adaptable and institution-specific. 
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Continuous Improvement and Adaptation: Organizational Learning Theory 

 

The concept of continuous improvement aligns with organisational learning theory (Argyris & Schön, 

1978), which suggests that institutions learn and improve through iterative processes of reflection, 

evaluation, and adaptation. Institutions that embrace a culture of continuous improvement are better 

positioned to respond to challenges and leverage opportunities for quality enhancement, as emphasised by 

Tyler & Glasgow (2021) and Yurkofsky et al. (2024). 

 

This iterative process fosters innovation and ensures that QA mechanisms are dynamic rather than static. 

It allows institutions to integrate feedback, adjust strategies, and adopt new technologies or methodologies 

that improve educational outcomes. Furthermore, the ability to reflect and adapt makes these systems 

more resilient in the face of changing educational landscapes. 

 

Collaboration and Knowledge Sharing: Network Theory 

 

The importance of collaboration and knowledge sharing in quality assurance is underpinned by network 

theory (Burt, 1992), which highlights the value of interconnectedness in driving innovation and capacity 

building. Developing countries have found success in building collaborative networks, and engaging in 

South-South and North-South partnerships to share best practices, resources, and expertise (Maiya & 

Aithal, 2023). 

 

These networks enhance the flow of knowledge and innovation, allowing institutions to benefit from 

shared resources, benchmark against international standards, and implement successful QA practices from 

other contexts. Collaborative efforts help institutions overcome resource limitations by pooling knowledge 

and enabling peer learning, which is crucial for developing more robust and innovative quality assurance 

systems. 

 

In summary, the experiences of developing countries in quality assurance offer important lessons about 

the significance of integrating stakeholder engagement, capacity building, contextual adaptation, and 

institutional autonomy. Theoretical frameworks such as stakeholder theory, human capital theory, and 

organisational learning theory help explain the success of these initiatives by highlighting the 

interconnectedness of the factors that drive quality assurance. Through collaboration, innovation, and a 

focus on continuous improvement, developing countries can continue to strengthen their quality assurance 

systems and ensure that they meet the challenges and opportunities of an evolving global educational 

landscape. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

This review of quality assurance (QA) practices in higher education within developing countries highlights 

the complex interplay of theoretical perspectives and practical challenges. Key conclusions can be drawn 

from the discussions on institutional capacity, stakeholder engagement, resource constraints, and the 

influence of local and global standards: 

 

Balancing Global Standards with Local Contexts: Higher education institutions (HEIs) in developing 

countries face significant challenges in meeting international QA standards due to resource limitations 

and socio-economic disparities. While international accreditation enhances institutional legitimacy, it 



27 
 

must be adapted to local needs. Tailoring global QA models to fit the unique contexts of these countries 

is crucial for sustainable improvement. 

 

Institutional Capacity and Continuous Improvement: Developing countries often lack the internal 

structures and resources to fully support effective QA systems. This review underscores the importance 

of building institutional capacity-establishing dedicated QA offices, improving staff expertise, and 

leveraging internal feedback mechanisms to foster a culture of continuous improvement. Long-term 

capacity-building strategies are needed to ensure the sustainability of QA practices. 

 

Importance of Stakeholder Engagement: Effective QA practices rely heavily on the involvement of diverse 

stakeholders, including students, faculty, employers, and policymakers. However, stakeholder 

engagement in developing countries is often minimal due to a lack of awareness and weak institutional 

structures. Strengthening stakeholder participation through more inclusive feedback loops is critical to 

ensuring transparency, accountability, and relevance of QA processes. 

 

Resource Allocation and Strategic Planning: Resource dependency is a significant factor influencing QA 

practices in developing countries. With limited financial and human resources, institutions must 

strategically allocate resources to prioritise areas that have the highest potential to impact educational 

quality. International collaborations and partnerships can be leveraged to alleviate resource shortages, but 

local institutional autonomy is essential to adapt these resources to specific contexts. 

 

Cultural Sensitivity in QA Implementation: The successful implementation of QA systems in developing 

countries depends on understanding and incorporating the local cultural context. Traditional academic 

hierarchies, societal norms, and institutional trust can either support or hinder the adoption of modern QA 

practices. QA frameworks must be designed to respect these cultural factors while introducing 

accountability mechanisms that align with both local and global expectations. 

 

Collaborative Networks and Social Capital: The review emphasises the value of social capital-building 

networks and relationships among institutions, accrediting bodies, and governmental agencies as a key 

factor in enhancing QA processes. Collaborative peer reviews, mentorship programs, and partnerships can 

help resource-constrained institutions develop robust QA systems, fostering both short-term 

improvements and long-term sustainability. 

 

In summary, the review highlights the need for context-specific strategies that balance global QA 

standards with the realities of developing countries. By fostering institutional capacity, engaging 

stakeholders, strategically allocating resources, and leveraging social capital, HEIs in developing 

countries can overcome the unique challenges they face in implementing effective QA systems and 

improving educational quality. 

 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Based on the discussions and conclusions drawn from the review of quality assurance (QA) practices in 

higher education within developing countries, the following policy recommendations are proposed to 

enhance the effectiveness and sustainability of QA systems: 
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Develop Context-Specific QA Frameworks: Governments and higher education institutions (HEIs) in 

developing countries should avoid a wholesale adoption of QA models from economically advanced 

nations. Instead, they should develop context-specific frameworks that balance international standards 

with local realities. This would involve adapting global benchmarks to account for resource limitations, 

socio-economic challenges, and cultural factors. Policymakers should create flexible QA policies that 

allow institutions to tailor global standards to local needs, focusing on practical, achievable quality 

improvements rather than rigid adherence to external benchmarks. 

 

Strengthen Institutional Autonomy and Capacity-Building: Increasing the institutional autonomy of HEIs 

is crucial for allowing them to implement and manage QA systems that align with their specific goals and 

challenges. Alongside autonomy, capacity-building initiatives should be prioritized, focusing on 

establishing dedicated QA units, enhancing staff training, and providing technical support for quality 

management. Governments should offer grants and technical assistance programs to build the internal 

capacities of HEIs, including the establishment of QA offices and the training of quality assurance 

professionals. 

 

Ensure Sustainable Resource Allocation: Given the resource constraints that many HEIs in developing 

countries face, strategic resource allocation is critical. National governments, in partnership with 

international organizations, should prioritize funding for key areas that have the highest impact on 

educational quality, such as infrastructure development, staff recruitment, and technological 

advancements. Policymakers should allocate budgetary support specifically for QA activities, ensuring 

that resources are channelled into building and sustaining long-term quality improvement mechanisms, 

including accreditation, regular evaluations, and internal monitoring systems. 

 

Enhance Stakeholder Engagement: QA practices must involve a wide range of stakeholders, including 

students, faculty, employers, and government agencies, to ensure that they reflect the needs and 

expectations of all parties involved. This can be achieved by creating formal platforms for stakeholder 

participation, such as advisory boards, feedback committees, and consultation forums. Policies should 

mandate the establishment of stakeholder engagement mechanisms within HEIs, ensuring regular and 

structured input from students, faculty, and other relevant groups in shaping and evaluating QA processes. 

 

Promote International Partnerships and Collaborations: International collaborations with established 

universities and accrediting bodies can help HEIs in developing countries strengthen their QA systems. 

Governments should encourage partnerships that facilitate peer reviews, mentorship programs, and 

knowledge exchange to build capacity and improve the quality of education. National policies should 

incentivize cross-border collaborations by providing funding or regulatory support for institutions seeking 

partnerships with international accrediting bodies, universities, and educational organizations. 

 

Foster a Culture of Continuous Improvement: A reactive approach to QA, where improvements are only 

made when accreditation audits are due, is insufficient for long-term educational quality. Institutions need 

to foster a culture of continuous improvement, where regular self-assessments, data-driven decision-

making, and feedback mechanisms are integrated into their daily operations. Governments should 

implement policies that encourage ongoing monitoring and evaluation practices within HEIs, offering 

rewards or incentives for institutions that demonstrate sustained quality improvements through continuous 

self-evaluation and external peer reviews. 
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Integrate QA with National Development Goals: QA policies should be aligned with broader national 

development goals to ensure that higher education institutions contribute to the socio-economic progress 

of the country. This includes linking QA standards to workforce development, innovation, and social 

equity objectives. Policymakers should align QA frameworks with national priorities, ensuring that higher 

education quality contributes to the achievement of broader development goals such as poverty reduction, 

technological advancement, and increased access to education. 

 

Address the Digital Divide: Many developing countries face technological limitations that impede the 

effective implementation of QA systems, particularly in areas like data collection and analysis, online 

learning platforms, and virtual assessments. Governments should address the digital divide by investing 

in ICT infrastructure and digital literacy programs for both faculty and students. Governments should 

invest in technology to support QA processes, including the digitization of quality management systems, 

online evaluation tools, and e-learning platforms, especially in rural and under-resourced areas. 

 

Promote Regional QA Networks: In addition to international collaborations, regional QA networks should 

be promoted to foster knowledge exchange and best practices between HEIs within developing regions. 

These networks can help build local capacity, reduce reliance on external accrediting bodies, and create 

regionally appropriate QA standards. Policymakers should establish or support regional QA bodies or 

associations that encourage collaboration among institutions within the same region, helping them to 

develop standards that reflect regional educational and socio-economic contexts. 

 

By adopting these policy recommendations, governments and institutions in developing countries can 

build stronger, more sustainable QA systems that are better suited to local needs while still meeting 

international benchmarks. This will not only improve the quality of higher education but also enhance the 

global competitiveness and socio-economic impact of their institutions. 

 

AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

 

While this review provides a comprehensive analysis of quality assurance (QA) practices in higher 

education within developing countries, there remain several gaps and opportunities for future research. 

Addressing these gaps will deepen our understanding of how to enhance QA systems and adapt them to 

the unique challenges of these regions. The following directions for future research are proposed: 

 

Local Adaptation of Global QA Standards: Future research should explore how global QA standards can 

be better adapted to local contexts in developing countries. While many institutions adopt international 

models, there is limited research on how these standards can be customized to fit the socio-economic, 

cultural, and institutional realities of specific countries. Empirical studies are needed to investigate how 

different developing countries modify and integrate global benchmarks in a way that addresses local 

challenges without compromising quality.  Research Direction: Comparative studies across different 

developing regions on the effectiveness of localised QA frameworks, exploring the best practices and 

lessons learned in adapting global standards. 

 

Impact of Resource Allocation on QA Outcomes: There is limited empirical evidence on the specific 

relationship between resource allocation and QA outcomes in developing countries. Future research 

should examine how varying levels of financial, technological, and human resources influence the 

effectiveness and sustainability of QA practices. Understanding which areas of resource investment yield 
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the most significant quality improvements will be valuable for policymakers and institutions facing 

resource constraints. Research Direction: Longitudinal studies assessing how different types of resource 

allocation (e.g., funding for staff training, infrastructure development, or technology) affect the quality of 

education and QA performance over time. 

 

Role of Stakeholder Engagement in Enhancing QA: Although the importance of stakeholder engagement 

is well-documented, there is a need for research to investigate effective models of stakeholder involvement 

in QA processes, particularly in developing countries. Studies can explore how students, faculty, 

employers, and policymakers can be better integrated into QA mechanisms and the impact of their 

involvement on the outcomes of quality assurance efforts. Research Direction: Case studies on successful 

stakeholder engagement strategies, focusing on how active participation influences decision-making, 

transparency, and accountability in QA processes. 

 

Cultural Influence on QA Practices: The role of cultural factors in shaping QA practices in developing 

countries remains underexplored. Future research should delve into how cultural values, academic 

hierarchies, and societal expectations influence the acceptance and implementation of QA frameworks. 

Understanding the role of culture can inform the design of QA systems that are more culturally sensitive 

and contextually appropriate. Research Direction: Ethnographic studies or surveys examining how 

cultural norms and values in specific regions affect QA practices, with a focus on reconciling traditional 

educational models with modern QA mechanisms. 

 

Technological Integration in QA Systems: As higher education moves toward greater digitalisation, future 

research should investigate how technological tools can be integrated into QA processes in resource-

constrained settings. Research can explore the use of data analytics, digital platforms for assessments, and 

online feedback systems to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of QA in developing countries while 

addressing the challenges of the digital divide. Research Direction: Action research or experimental 

studies testing the impact of ICT solutions on improving QA systems in under-resourced institutions, with 

an emphasis on scalability and sustainability. 

 

Longitudinal Impact of QA on Educational Outcomes: There is a need for more longitudinal research to 

assess the long-term effects of QA initiatives on educational outcomes in developing countries. Future 

studies should investigate whether QA mechanisms lead to sustained improvements in teaching quality, 

student learning, graduate employability, and institutional reputation over time. Such research can also 

explore the unintended consequences of QA systems, such as compliance-focused behaviour or short-

termism. Research Direction: Long-term impact assessments comparing institutions that have 

successfully implemented QA systems with those that have not, measuring educational outcomes such as 

student performance, employability, and institutional prestige. 

 

QA in Non-Traditional Learning Environments: As online education and other non-traditional learning 

models gain traction in developing countries, future research should explore how QA frameworks can be 

adapted to these emerging educational formats. Research is needed to understand how QA processes can 

evaluate the quality of online courses, blended learning, and alternative educational pathways in 

environments with limited digital infrastructure. Research Direction: Exploratory studies on QA 

mechanisms for online and distance learning in developing countries, investigating how to ensure quality 

and equity in access to these non-traditional educational models. 
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Role of Social Capital and Networks in QA: The role of social capital in enhancing QA systems, especially 

in resource-constrained settings, warrants further investigation. Future research should explore how 

networks, collaborations, and partnerships between institutions, accrediting bodies, and international 

agencies can be leveraged to build capacity and improve QA outcomes. Understanding how social capital 

can facilitate knowledge-sharing and mutual support among HEIs will be critical in addressing the 

challenges of limited resources. Research Direction: Social network analysis of collaborations between 

developing country institutions and international partners, with a focus on the role of social capital in 

enhancing institutional QA capacity. 

 

Policy Coherence and National QA Frameworks: More research is needed on how national policies align 

with institutional QA frameworks and the broader development goals of countries. Investigating the 

coherence between national education policies, regulatory frameworks, and QA systems can provide 

insights into how to improve policy design and implementation for better educational outcomes. Research 

Direction: Policy analysis studies assessing the alignment between national development objectives and 

QA frameworks, identifying gaps and opportunities for policy improvement. 

 

Comparative Studies of Regional QA Networks: Research on the effectiveness of regional QA networks 

and accreditation bodies in developing countries is limited. Future studies should compare different 

regional QA systems to determine how they can best support institutions in improving quality while 

addressing shared challenges such as funding, capacity, and cultural differences. Research Direction: 

Comparative research on regional QA networks in Africa, Latin America, and Asia, evaluating their role 

in promoting regional quality standards and facilitating peer learning among institutions. 

 

By pursuing these future research directions, scholars and policymakers can gain a deeper understanding 

of the complexities of QA in developing countries and develop innovative strategies to improve the quality 

of higher education in these regions. 

 

CLOSING REMARKS 

 

The review underscores the critical importance of quality assurance in higher education within developing 

countries. As these nations strive to expand access, improve educational outcomes, and promote socio-

economic development, robust quality assurance mechanisms are indispensable for ensuring that higher 

education institutions meet established standards of excellence, relevance, and accountability. 

 

While significant progress has been made in recent years, challenges remain in enhancing the 

effectiveness, inclusivity, and sustainability of quality assurance systems. Addressing these challenges 

requires concerted efforts from policymakers, educators, quality assurance agencies, and other 

stakeholders to innovate, collaborate, and adapt to evolving educational landscapes and needs. 

 

As we move forward, it is essential to prioritise evidence-based policies, stakeholder engagement, capacity 

building, and continuous improvement in quality assurance practices. By doing so, we can strengthen the 

foundations of higher education, empower learners, and contribute to the advancement of societies and 

economies in developing countries and beyond. We should reaffirm our commitment to quality assurance 

in higher education as a cornerstone of progress, equity, and opportunity for all. 
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