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Quality assurance in education has been a critical issue in both private and public higher education in all emerging economies
since World War II. Available theories on quality education are numerous, but their strategic models are sparsely sustained. ,e
main objective of this study is, therefore, to articulate and to empirically test a conceptual model to assure and sustain quality in
tertiary education grounding on a theory base presented by Chohen and Ball (2006). ,e model has three parts: independent
components, i.e., quality inputs such as quality teachers, quality students, and quality staffs; mediating component, i.e., quality
process such as quality programs; and target component, i.e., quality product such as quality education. Data (n� 97 private
universities) were gathered from a report of the university grant commission (UGC), Bangladesh. ,e data were analysed
following PLS-SEM using SmartPLS3 and SPSS software. Findings indicate that all of the predictors appear to be robust in
predicting quality education. ,e results also indicate that the mediating construct has a significant partial mediating role in
enhancing quality education in private universities. ,ese outcomes will help academic authorities formulate the right policy
option in assuring quality education in higher education institutes in Bangladesh.

1. Introduction

According to Leo Tolstoy ([1], p. 331), “What is important in
knowledge is not quantity, but quality. It is important to
knowwhat knowledge is significant, what is less so, and what
is trivial” (quoted in [2], p. 2). Nevertheless, quality is often
referred to as a relative concept [3, 4]. Of late, quality
evaluation and reassurance processes in providing higher
learning have drawn huge responsiveness locally and in-
ternationally [5–8]. In reality, the quality aspect of tertiary
education is regarded as one of the most important issues in
all the emerging economies of the globe [8–10], especially in
the country like Bangladesh where more than hundred
private universities have been mushroomed during a span of
two and half decades [5]. In this condition, the issue of
enhancing quality education in the private universities in
Bangladesh is, thus, considered to be one of the most

gigantic challenges by the academic researchers and policy
planners [5, 8].

A large number of theories are also available on quality-
related issues such as TQM [11, 12], service quality model or
Nordic model [13], SERVQUAL model [14], and cue uti-
lization model [15], to name a few. ,ere have been a large
volume of research papers on quality in tertiary education
sector as well [16, 17]. However, most of the theories are
focused on different goals in an isolated way [16]. ,e goal
sometimes concentrates on refining course curricula or
sometimes on training teaching staff in reformed tutoring
methods. A number of such efforts have often been initiated
aiming at instructional capacity building in the name of
educational reform [6]. ,us, only few of such interventions
have noticeable and considerable effects on teaching and
quality education in higher education institutes, but they
become rarely sustainable over time [10].
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A rigorous review of research on improving quality
education and professional experience suggests somewhat
diverse and disheartening findings [16]. One such finding is
that educational institutes face different challenges as they
are complex organizations and are influenced by various
socio-cultural phenomena including families, communities,
and professional and controlling authorities [8, 18, 19].
Other studies show that recruitment of quality teachers
requires high remuneration or fund which is also difficult for
an institute in a developing country context [20, 21]. An-
other difficulty is that the emotional and health problems of
students sometimes deflect educational issues [21].

,e extent of effects of all these measures on quality
education is also an important concern [23]. One of the
explanations of small effects on quality education is that
most higher education institutes are not facilitated with
updated teacher training opportunities that would be needed
to improve classroom instruction [24]. ,ere are some other
explanations too. Some focus on preuniversity education
quality [10]. Few concentrate on involving parents to stu-
dents’ academic works [24]. Many intend to improve col-
legial interactions [25–27]. Most importantly, all these
interventions are isolated and different in focus, design, and
even approach [16]. Some concentrate mostly on a single
factor design: developing curricula or academic programs,
training academics in new methods, or adding new tech-
nology [28]. Besides, some target reading comprehension
[29]; some aim at institutional decision making processes
[30, 31]; and others concentrate on communities and stu-
dents’ welfare conditions [32].

For the field of sustainable practice, these diverse
perspectives remind us that in properly-functioning HEIs,
effective coordination is necessary for a well-functioning
HEI that is rarely noticeable in the present formal systems
[7]. Moreover, it often accuses that universities are getting
to be more formal and bureaucratized, but there is a need
for balancing between quality expectations and a space for
open-ended processes [33]. ,us, the three components in
our conceptual model also represent distinct underlying
logics what ought to be present and matched in the in-
stitution. For instance, emphasizing only compliance with
standards and merely being focused on accountability and
not stressing academic development to ensure quality
performance may make institutions stagnated over time
[7]. So, quality outcome should focus on the practicalities
in improving quality education in increasing complex
institutional milieus [33]. ,us, conceptualizing quality
input component can both work as a tool for analysing
quality enriching processes within institutions and also to
cater necessary modifications in formal designs and
standards which are already in practice [37].

Based on these diverse experimental backdrops, the
present article, thus, explores an integrated and distinct
comprehensive conceptual model that represents a novel
quality assurance module in higher education institutes
incorporating the perspectives of three input components
featured by “quality teachers, students, and staff” [38], the
process component featured by “quality program” [7], and

the product component featured by “quality education or
outcome-based quality learning” [36]. ,is unique new
model also has been verified collating secondary data
gathered from the Institute for Quality Assurance Cell
(IQAC) formed under the auspices of the University Grant
Commission (UGC) of Bangladesh.

,e design of this study is as follows: first, the underlying
theory is concisely reviewed, as are the pertinent literature
on quality education in higher education institutes. Next, the
conceptual model and hypotheses are provided, followed by
a description of the research method and results from the
data analysis. An explanation of the meaning of the findings
and their implications ends the paper.

2. Quality Education and Past Literature

Factually, the term quality has been immensely debated
concept in academia since ancient times [37, 38]. As for
example, the antiquity of the scepticism and confusion
about the nature of quality is brought out by an inter-
esting conversation in one of the celebrated dialogues on
“quality medicine” involving Socrates in 410 BC. Socrates
speaks with Asculepo, a fresher in the Hippocrates School
of Medicine in Athens. Asculepo is conversing with
Master Socrates about different lectures at the school on
the theme of “quality in healthcare,” and in the con-
versation, on the topic of quality medicine, Socrates asked
Asculepo, “What exactly is this thing called quality?”
Asculepo replied, “Well, Master Socrates, we did ask one
of the professors how he recognized quality so that we
might learn to do the same thing. He said that he just
recognized good quality whenever he saw it and that it
was the opposite of bad quality.” ,en, Socrates asked
again, “Did your professors tell you what were the ele-
ments of high quality and how you could measure these
elements?” Asculepo answered, “,at, Master Socrates,
was another confusing part of the lectures.” Finally,
Socrates asserted, “Yes that certainly sounds confusing”
([39], pp. 855–856).

Etymologically, the term “quality” is evolved from the
Latin word “qualitas” that means the degree of excellence of
a thing [6, 40]. Since World War II, there have been myriads
of efforts on building instructional capacity to enhance
quality education that is rarely sustained over time. In this
relation, Cohen and Ball [41] represent a theoretical model
(Figure 1) to ensure quality education through building
instructional capacity. ,is capacity building is grounded in
interconnections among teachers and students around ed-
ucational materials rather than separately focusing on them
as the principal basis of instruction. On this view, each of the
three elements is essential and all three factors are inter-
connected in the following way as delineated by Cohen and
Ball [41].

Teachers’ intellectual and personal resources stimulate
instructional interactions by determining how teachers
comprehend, interpret, react, and answer to materials and
students [24]. ,ey must have acquaintance with students’
overall knowledge and capability to link and interact with
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and knowledge about students and to establish classroom
environments [24, 41]. In parallel to teachers’ capacity en-
hancement, students’ prior learning and experience, inter-
ests, devotions, and involvements are crucial to their
apprehension, interpretation, and response to the materials
and teachers. Finally, instructional materials include the
texts, tasks, questions, problems, and program contents in
which students remain engaged. Instructional materials can
mediate students’ engagement through technologies of in-
struction, including print, video, and computer-based
multimedia. In this coordinated way, quality education can
be assured in a sustainable fashion [41].

Similar to Cohen and Ball [41], Biggs [42] has also
presented a model (viz. the 3P model) to ensure and sustain
quality education. According to Biggs [42], the 3P model is
characterized a student’s accomplishment in terms of quality
education and learning. In regards with the learning pro-
gram, the design offered to learners seemed to inspire the
type of cognitive expertise needed for critical thoughtfulness
which requires complementary relations with pragmatic
knowledge. As Confucius says, “Seeking knowledge without
thinking is labour lost; thinking without seeking knowledge
is perilous” (quoted in Cleverley [43]: 6).

Quality education has been a continuing issue of di-
verged interests, especially in an emerging economic context
containing different economic, social, cultural, and insti-
tutional environments [8]. In gist, this divergence in its
meaning principally subsumes: the multidimensionality of
quality [19]; the multiple interpretations of quality viewing
from different stakeholders’ perspectives [31], comprising
providers [19], product users [44], output users, and other
concerned sectors [3], and (c) the dynamic change of quality
that makes it vulnerable to vary in the milieu of a broader
educational, sociocultural, economic, and political landscape
[38]. For example, quality was initially recognized as in-
stitutional prestige [8], but due to lack of public trust in
private higher education sector, institutions diverted their
focus toward quality students and their learning [45, 46]. In
recent times, institutions have shifted their attention to
innovate pedagogical strategies, virtual lecturing, and digi-
talization in the present perilous context of the corona
pandemic [47–49].

3. Conceptual Model and Hypotheses

,e underlying conceptual model (see Figure 2) is to examine
the quality of education for both public and private higher
educational institutes based on the theoretical underpinning
presented by Cohen and Ball [41]. ,is model also addresses
the quality areas prescribed by Self-Assessment Manual of
University Grant Commission of Bangladesh [50]. As men-
tioned earlier, the model consists of 5 types of quality con-
structs: (a) quality faculty, (b) quality student, (c) quality
service, (d) quality program, and (e) quality education. For this
model, quality faculty, quality student, and quality service are
regarded as inputs to influence the quality program and quality
education of quality graduates [51]. At the heart of the model
remains the quality program of education which is regarded as
the process and mediating variable to enhance the quality
graduates with quality education as the outcome variable
[3, 42]. ,ere have been different features attached with input
such as quality teachers, quality students, and quality staff [51],
process such as academic program structure [42], and product
such as quality education [3].

As Deming [11, 52] specifies production as a process,
this concept of production process has been employed in
the 5Qmodel. In this model, a quality product is the quality
graduate who possesses day one skills and experiences
necessary for carrying out professional tasks on a daily
basis for attaining prespecified organizational goals and
objectives.

3.1. Hypotheses Development. As mentioned earlier, the
conceptualization of the 5Q model (Figure 1) is funda-
mentally based on Cohen and Ball [41] and Biggs [42] who
underline their thesis to assure quality in education at large.
,e quality program lies at the heart of the 5Q model which
apply teaching and learning approach in the process for
ensuring outcomes-based learning in the academia. ,is
paper has formulated ten hypotheses which are delineated in
the next discussion.

3.1.1. Quality Teacher, Quality Student, and Quality
Program. In this model, input featured by quality manage-
ment includes three applied constructs such as quality teaching
staff, quality student intake, and quality administrative service.
According to the underlying theory [41], quality teacher is an
important factor affecting learning outcome and student
performance [53] through implementing quality academic
program containing effective course curricula [54]. ,us, an
urgent issue for both instructors and researchers is how to
implement quality teaching program to quality students to
achieve quality learning outcomes [55]. Wittek and Habib [17]
and Ko and Chung [56] also emphasis on the instructional
effects of teachers, including teaching methods, curriculum,
and materials of teachers which can have an influence on
academic program. So, based on these past studies including
theoretical base, it can be postulated that both quality teacher
and quality student are positively associated with quality
program implementation. ,us, the formal hypotheses are as
follows:

Students Teachers

Materials

Figure 1: Instructional capacity building and quality education
(source: [41]).
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H1: quality teacher has a positive relationship with
quality program implementation.
H2: quality student has a positive relationship with
quality program implementation.

3.1.2. Quality Administrative Staff and Quality Program.
Administrative staff used to provide different types of ser-
vices to stakeholders of an academic institution. ,ese staff
also can influence implementation of academic program or
program curricula to render quality education to students
and other stakeholders [54]. However, there have been few
empirical studies on this particular context of academic
issue, such as Ahmed and Masud [57]; Ashraf et al. [6];
Ashraf and Osman [58]; and Poole [59]. Ahmed and Masud
[57] examine the relation between quality administrative
service and quality program implementation and observe a
significant positive association between them. Similarly,
Ashraf et al. [6]; Osman and Ashraf [58]; and Poole [59]
demonstrate that there is a positive significant relationship
between quality administrative staff and quality academic
program in higher education sector. ,us, it can be hy-
pothesized that

H3: quality staff has a positive relationship with quality
academic program implementation.

3.1.3. Quality Teacher and Quality Education. According to
Cohen and Ball [41], teachers’ quality and students’ per-
formance in terms of learning outcomes are closely linked.
School systems all over the globe admit that the quality of
teaching is the most critical in-school factor impacting on
student outcomes [60–62]. Similar finding has been obtained
by Johnson [63] who remarks that individuals who care
about children’s education must agree that availing a good

teacher is a key to students’ success in life. Of late, scholars
have cautiously followed students’ achievement over time
and confirmed what parents long have known that the
quality of their child’s teacher can provide quality education
and have lifelong consequences [63–66]. In parallel to these
studies, empirical evidence suggests that there is a positive
association between quality teaching and quality of educa-
tion [67, 68]. ,us, it can be hypothesized that

H4: quality teaching has a positive relationship with
quality education.

3.1.4. Quality Student and Quality Education.
Understanding the quality teaching grounding in quality
curricula and program is based on the quality characteristics
of learners such as prior knowledge, ability, conception of
learning, and language competence [41, 42], for this reason,
student in-take ought to be scrutinized based on those
quality student characteristics by which students can grasp
the mission of quality program and achieve quality edu-
cation [10]. If students are well-prepared in their preuni-
versity education, they will be able to digest the quality
lectures delivered by the quality teachers focusing quality
program in the lectures. However, empirical studies on this
particular nexus between those two constructs are rare.
Based on the content analysis and few theoretical models, it
can be hypothesized that

H5: quality student has a positive relationship with
quality education.

3.1.5. Quality Staff and Quality Education. In fact, no school
can operate effectively without its administrative and op-
erational staff [69]. Be that as it may, quality staff provides
quality services to different stakeholders of academic

Quality
teacher 

Quality
education 

Quality
staff

Quality
student 

Quality
program 

H7

H1

H4

H2

H5

H3

H6

Quality
input

Quality
process 

Quality
product 

Figure 2: ,e 5Q model of quality education.
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institutions such as students, teachers, and parents or
guardians of students [69]. Quality staffers functionally
include administrative, dormitory, and crucially library
departments and others. Library staff very substantially can
provide rich collection of teaching and research materials
which are essential to produce quality learning outcome.
Without adequate supply of books, journals, magazines, and
others, quality teaching and quality research are impossible.
So, it can be hypothesized that

H6: quality staff has a positive relationship with quality
education.

3.1.6. Quality Program and Quality Education. Quality
course materials or program is an important factor of overall
quality education [41, 42]. Several studies demonstrate that
there are positive relations between academic program or
course design and quality learning outcome which is fit for
both fast-paced and ever-changing current workplace en-
vironment [56, 67]. For this reason, Ritter et al. [67] em-
phasis on the increased complexity of today’s work
environment and change in curricula redesign for attaining
required quality skills and learning outcome. In a recent
study, Osman and Ashraf [4] report that quality program is
observed to be positively significant to effect on quality
program. All these instances indicate that there is a positive
association between quality program and quality education.
,us, it can be hypothesized that

H7: quality program has a positive relationship with
quality education.

3.1.7. Mediating Hypotheses. According to Biggs [42], there
is a positive relationship between quality teaching context
and quality education. Biggs [42] also incorporated quality
program as the mediating factor in the links between in-
dependent factors and quality learning outcome. Besides,
Osman and Ashraf [4] report that quality program has a
positive link with quality program. ,ese research works
imply that quality program has a mediating effect between
quality teacher and quality education. ,us, it can be hy-
pothesized that

H8: quality program has a mediating influence between
quality teaching and quality education.

Empirical studies conducted by Osman and Ashraf [4]
and Osman et al. [10] reveal that quality student charac-
teristics have a positive significant relation with quality
education. Other studies also show that quality program is
positively connected with quality education [4, 42]. ,us, it
can be postulated that

H9: quality program has a mediating influence between
quality student and quality education.

,e people that perform these roles determine how
education is delivered and what it needs to develop and
progress into the future [63]. Administrative functions also
support teaching staff to deliver effective strategy to students
and keep educational facilities operating [10, 69]. While they

may not necessarily be perceived as crucial to delivering
quality educational services, without operational adminis-
trative services, the entire campus could be at risk. ,us, it
can be hypothesized that

H10: quality program has amediating influence between
quality staff and quality education.

4. Methodology

4.1. Data Sources and Sample. ,e data for the current study
were obtained from the institutional quality assurance cell’s
(IQAC) report archived in University Grants Commission
(UGC) office on the early period of 2020. ,e report is based
on all private and public university’s self-assessment results
and an external peer review team’s (EPRT) evaluation on
quality education in tertiary sector of education. As per the
UGC guidelines, each school of the private universities
prepared a self-assessment (SA) report which was a con-
textual analysis of different educational issues associated
with the quality indicators. ,e EPRT piloted physical
verifications of the SA report while they witnessed the
documents and interviewed the stakeholders such as faculty
members, students, and administrative and topmanagement
authorities and awarded quality scores or points on ten
indicators mentioned later in the measurement instrument
section. Finally, the committee submitted a report called
external peer review report (EPRR), which essentially
highlights quality culture and status of the schools with
reference to the ten quality education indicators.

To select the sample size, this study employed G ∗Power
to decide the minimum sample size needed based on sta-
tistical power [71]. As the conceptual model has four ex-
ogenous variables (predictors of quality education), the
analysis selects the effect size as medium (0.35) and power
required as 0.95. ,e calculation ended up with the required
sample size was 96. Hence, the study decided to gather data
which are equal to or slightly larger than the needed number
of sample size. Generally, the minimum power needed in
social science research is 0.8 as the minimum acceptable
power [72, 73]. Besides, it is recommended for PLS-SEM to
employ “10 times” rule of thumb as the rule of estimating the
minimum needed sample size [74–76]. ,is guidance rec-
ommends that PLS-SEM needs a sample size of 10 times the
largest number of paths in the structural model. According
to this rule, the current study is required for a minimum
sample size of 70. ,us, it can be safely concluded that a
sample of 97 which is considered adequate for this study for
ensuring a sufficient statistical power.

4.2. Measurement Instrument. ,e study considers the
quality measures of two schools such as the School of
Business and the School Engineering Sciences, which are
mostly common in most of the private universities in
Bangladesh. Five Likert type quality scales distributed as 1
(unsatisfactory), 2 (poor), 3 (good), 4 (very good), and 5
(excellent) were used to capture the responses for two
schools’ quality evaluations. ,ese scales were based on ten
quality education indicators which are as follows: (a)
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quality governance, (b) quality curriculum design or
program, (c) physical facilities, (d) quality student ad-
mission, (e) quality teaching, (f ) assessment of student
performance, (g) student support service, (h) quality staff
and services, (i) quality process management for continual
improvement, and (j) overall quality education and
learning. In the research framework, a total of five variables
of those quality indicators were employed such as quality
teaching, quality students, quality staff and services, quality
curricula and program, and quality education assessment.
Among these variables, quality program is selected as the
mediating variable in this study. For each of these variables,
assessed quality scores for the two schools (School of
Business and School of Engineering) were considered for
data analysis. At the initial phase, the pretesting was done
with a pool of two academicians, three administrative
management experts, and five students to clarify and es-
tablish the content validity of the constructs. Later on, a
pilot study comprising of 30 universities was conducted
following Alam et al. [77].

4.3. Model Assessment Using PLS-SEM. ,e study applied
component-based structural equation modelling, namely,
PLS-SEM, investigating the predictive capacity of a me-
diating variable along with other antecedents which de-
mands for using prediction-oriented PLS-SEM [78].
Following Anderson and Gerbing [79], we analysed the
data at two stages: firstly, measurement model assessment,
and secondly, structural model assessment. PLS-SEM is a
statistical technique that permits a simultaneous equation
modelling holding a large number of paths in a conceptual
model comprising more than one dependent variable.
PLS-SEM has been successfully employed in the social
science research for a long time [78].,us, it is now widely
applied in social science and business research [80, 81].
,e conceptual model (presented in Figure 2) was run for
attaining factor analysis. ,e path analysis with item
loadings appears in Figure 3. Item loadings were checked
to confirm that they are all above 0.6 [78]. ,e statistical
significance of the paths in the model was tested using
jackknifing procedure, with a sample size of 1, for 5000
samples. Using one-tailed tests, all seven paths were found
statistically significant, four at the p< 0.01 level, and three
at p< 0.05 level, providing support for H1, H2, H3, H4, H5,
H6, and H7. ,e evaluated model is presented in Figure 4,
with critical ratios, t-statistics, R2, f2, Q2, and VIF listed in
Table 1.

5. Results

Based on the procedure advanced by Hair et al. [78], the
study examined the reliability, convergent validity, and
discriminant validity. According to Hair et al. [78], the item
loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance
extracted (AVE)must exceed 0.60, 0.70, and 0.50 to ratify the
item reliability, construct reliability, and convergent validity
of the constructs, respectively. Table 2 demonstrates that all
the factor loadings, CR, and AVE exceeded the suggested

threshold levels. ,us, both the indices of reliability and
convergent validity in the sample are established.

Moreover, the authors inspected the validity of the
constructs in terms of discrimination by applying Fornell
and Larcker method. As shown in Table 3, the coefficient of
correlation value of any cell is smaller than the square root of
AVE values in its corresponding row or column. Hence, the
model is said to have discriminant validity [82].

After examining the outer model’s reliability and val-
idity, the analysis of the study checked the inner model. In
this research, typical 5-step methods were followed as rec-
ommended by Hair et al. [78] to run the structural model by
PLS-SEM. In the next section, those steps are delineated one
by one.

Accordingly, the study first addressed the multi-
collinearity problem before conducting the structural path
analysis. It is recommended that the predictors of the cri-
terion variables must be free frommulticollinearity issue. As
is evident in Table 1, the calculated VIF-variance inflation
factor values are lower than 3.3 [83]; there is no such
problem of multicollinearity in this study.

In the second step, the study analysed the prepostulated
structural associations by employing the bootstrapping
technique with 5000 resamples. As presented in Figure 2 and
Table 1, all the hypothesized relationships are observed to be
significant. Notably, quality teacher (β� 0.496, t� 1.906,
p< 0.001), quality student (β� 0.375, t� 5.047, p< 0.001),
quality staff (β� 0.230, t� 2.339, p< 0.001), and quality
program (β� 0.379, t� 4.172, p< 0.001) have positive and
the highest impact on quality education as an outcome
variable in the research framework supporting H5, H6, and
H7, respectively. Similarly, quality student (β� 0.139,
t� 1.524, p< 0.05) and quality staff (β� 0.280, t� 1.857,
p< 0.001) also have positive and significant influence on
quality program which support H1, H2, and H3, respectively.
In the similar fashion, quality student (β� 0.117, t� 1.431,
p< 0.05) has positive and significant influence on quality
education and supports H4. Besides, quality program has
partial mediating effects in the links between quality teacher
and quality education (β� 0.819, t� 14.359, p< 0.001;
VAF� 0.474> 0.20), quality student and quality education
((β� 0.628, t� 6.306, p< 0.001; VAF� 0.507> 0.20). and
quality staff and quality student (β� 0.739, t� 9.817,
p< 0.001; VAF� 0.670> 0.20) partially supporting H8, H9,
and H10. According to Hair et al. [76], partial mediation is
demonstrated when variance accounted for (VAF) exceeds
the 0.2 threshold level and that full mediation is demon-
strated when it exceeds 0.8.

,ird, the explanatory power of the predictors of a
dependent variable in terms of coefficient of determination
R2 was obtained from the path analysis. Figure 2 and Table 1
represent the R2 values for quality teacher and quality ed-
ucation as 0.713 and 0.952, respectively, indicating that those
two constructs have strong coefficient of determination and
the models have substantially high explanatory power [76].

Fourth, the study calculated the effect size of f2 of each of
criterion variables flowing [84]. According to the guiding
principle, the f2 value of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 is interpreted as
small, medium, and large effect, respectively [85]. Table 1
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illustrates that quality student, quality staff, and quality
program have large effects on quality education variable.
However, quality teacher has medium effect on quality
program. Furthermore, all other independent variables have
small effect on their corresponding dependent variable.

Finally, the study examined the predictive relevancy (Q2)
of the model following Henseler et al. [80]. ,e model is
considered to have predictive relevancy if the Q2 value is
more than zero [78]. As represented in Table 1, theQ2 values
for quality program and quality education are 0.382 and
0.529, respectively, indicating that the predictive relevancy is
medium and high correspondingly.

6. Discussion

One of the underlying premises is quality input such as
quality teaching staff, quality student, and quality admin-
istrative staff can impact on quality program identified as
quality process which, in turn, influences quality education

identified as outcome variable. It has been observed from the
analysis of outputs that quality teaching staff has positive and
significant impacts on both quality program and quality
education. ,ese findings are supported by several scholars
in the similar context of quality assurance in education
[63, 86]. ,e positive influence of quality student on both
quality program and quality education has also appeared
significant. Notably, quality student has a robust influence
on quality education. Similar observation has been echoed
by Morrison and van der Werf [87] who notice that student
performance has strong effects on entry and has moderate
effects on attrition and completion. ,ese outcomes are
compatible with the quality graduates produced by the high
ranked academic institutes all over the world [4].

Besides, quality administrative staff has positive and
significant effect on quality program and quality education.
,ere is evidence that administrative staff has a collaborative
and associative role in facilitating different services to
teaching and research activities which are considered to be

Table 1: Path analyses evaluation.

H Relationship Beta SE t value Supported R2 f2 Q2 VIF
Direct effects
H1 TEACH⟶PROG 0.496 0.260 1.906∗∗ Yes 0.713 0.167 0.382 3.128
H2 STUD⟶PROG 0.139 0.151 1.524∗ Yes 0.025 2.720
H3 STAFF⟶PROG 0.280 0.016 1.657∗ Yes 0.098 2.784
H4 TEACH⟶QUAL EDU 0.117 0.013 1.431∗ Yes 0.952 0.048 3.185
H5 STUD⟶QUAL EDU 0.375 0.074 5.047∗∗ Yes 1.051 0.529 2.787
H6 STAFF⟶QUAL EDU 0.230 0.099 2.339∗∗ Yes 0.363 3.150
H7 PROG⟶QUAL EDU 0.379 0.091 4.172∗∗ Yes 0.861 3.020
Mediating effects
H8 TEACH∗∗PROG⟶QUAL EDU 0.819 0.057 14.359∗∗ Yes
H9 STUD∗PROG⟶QUAL EDU 0.682 0.043 6.306∗∗ Yes
H10 STAFF∗PROG⟶QUAL EDU 0.739 0.035 9.817∗∗ Yes
∗∗p< 0.01; ∗p< 0.05.

Table 2: Measurement model evaluation.

Construct Item Loadings CR AVE
Quality teacher TEACH1 0.620 0.705 0.563

TEACH2 0.862
Quality student SXPERF1 0.916 0.900 0.838

SXPERF2 0.916
Quality staff SXSERV1 0.701 0.796 0.575

SXSERV2 0.811
Quality program PROG1 0.668 0.809 0.659

PROG2 0.934
Quality education QXASS1 0.700 0.778 0.640

QXASS2 0.889
Note. CR� composite reliability; AVE� average variance extracted.

Table 3: Discriminant validity.

Construct 1 2 3 4 5
Quality teacher (1) 0.751
Quality student (2) 0.744 0.916
Quality staff (3) 0.740 0.540 0.758
Quality program (4) 0.726 0.679 0.747 0.812
Quality education (5) 0.735 0.784 0.708 0.790 0.800
Bold values on diagonal represent the square-roots of AVE values provided in Table 2.
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important resources for innovative knowledge creation and
further development [87]. ,is outcome corroborates sev-
eral earlier studies in the similar field [69]. ,e assumed
positive effect of quality program on quality tertiary edu-
cation has also appeared highly positively significant. Rich
contents of curricula and academic program are empirically
proven to be associated with enhancing quality education
and this outcome is consistent with the numerous scholarly
works [41, 68, 86, 88–95]. Besides, quality program has
observed to be mediating in the link between the three
quality inputs and quality tertiary education. ,ese types of
mediating roles of quality program are evident in several
earlier scholarly works in the similar context [42].

6.1. Implications for Research and Practice. First of all, the
underlying theory helps construct the current conceptual
model. ,eoretically, it shows its robustness for aiding to
explain and predict quality education in tertiary sector. One
of the most important contributing implications for research
in the current study is that quality curriculum or quality
program is observed to be the strongest factor to influence
quality education as well as to perform as a mediating
variable. ,e second most important contributing lesson of
this study is that quality student and quality staffers are also
found to be robust to impact on quality education. ,irdly,
quality teacher demonstrates significant influence on both
quality program and quality education. As a general theory,
Cohen and Ball [41] suggest that the three quality inputs
such as quality teachers, quality students, and quality staff
are instrumental to directly determine the quality program
which, in turn, highly influences overall quality education.
So, this study implies that the underlying theory yields ef-
ficient results in terms of predicting and explaining quality
indicators of quality education in the tertiary education
sector. ,us, as a general theory, these explanations con-
tribute to connect to an overarching theoretical perspective
or framework.

From practical perspectives, these results imply that all
five quality variables ought to be carefully incorporated in
the plan that pursue enhancing quality education outcome.
As a matter of fact, in addition to the variables identified in
the research framework, there are other factors that can
affect quality education such as governance, physical facil-
ities, process management, research, and extension. As more
and more empirical works on quality education will emerge,
it would be easy to advise policy planners and responsible
authorities to formulate right educational materials and
maintain proper process management. In this study, the one
area of findings that may help academic authorities the most
concerns quality processes or programs.

7. Conclusions

,e main objective of the present article is to examine a
research model that articulates a few factors of quality as-
surance in education. ,is study concludes that quality
assurance in education is a key dimension in the successful
accomplishment of any educational institution. Based on the

projected research structure, quality education can be en-
hanced through the employment of quality faculty members,
admission of quality entrant students, and provision of
quality administrative services to the concerned
stakeholders.

,is projected research model is a conceptual model
which has been quantitatively investigated to check the
model’s predictability as well as its explicability. ,e rele-
vance, practicality, and adequacy of the framework ought to
be examined as well in further empirical studies. ,ese types
of testing of this research model in further empirical pro-
cedures would cater helpful information and insights to
professionals when utilizing the framework. ,e present
paper does not demonstrate explicit competencies and ex-
tensive variables that put effects on graduate record in the
job sector. More empirical research works ought to highlight
different explicit competencies that affect practical works of
the graduates based on different contexts.

Data Availability

,e data used to support the findings of this study will be
available on request from the corresponding author.
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S. Lindblom-Ylänne, ““I study because I’m interested”:
university students’ explanations for their disciplinary
choices,” Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,
vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 229–244, 2009.

[106] M. Sarstedt and J. F. Hair, C. M. Ringle, K. O. ,iele, and
S. P. Gudergan, Estimation issues with PLS and CBSEM:
where the bias lies!” Journal of Business Research, vol. 69,
no. 10, pp. 3998–4010, 2016.

[107] UNESCO, EFA Global Monitoring Report, UNESCO Pub-
lishing, Paris, France, 2005.

[108] J. Williams, “Editorial,” Quality in Higher Education, vol. 25,
no. 1, pp. 1–3, 2019.

12 Education Research International

https://Bookboon.Com

