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ABSTRACT

This research analyzes the transition from traditional accreditation standards to modern ranking systems as they relate to the
evolution of quality assessment in higher education. The purpose of the study is to examine the implications of university
rankings on institutions’ behavior, especially research output, teaching quality, and the overall reputation of the institution.
This research analyzes different form of scholarly articles, reports and case studies on the trends of quality assessment as
well as its challenge faced by higher education institutions to match up with the global standard. According to results, more
than 65 percent of the surveyed universities are experiencing a great deal of pressure to put research ahead of teaching,
largely because of ranking systems. In addition, it found that 78 percent of institutions with strong accreditation programs
were more likely to accomplish more diverse regional needs at the expense of having higher levels of student satisfaction.
The findings raise the question of whether quality assessment should be based on more balanced set of criteria including
internal institutional goals, such as faculty development and community engagement in addition to external rankings. It
argues to develop a dynamic and context sensitive framework that is responsive to emerging technologies including artificial
intelligence in order to improve assessment. Results show that combining multiple measures of evaluation can balance quality
to create a more comprehensive, equitably weighted measure of quality for higher education institutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

There are significant changes to how quality is assessed in higher education over the past few decades. Quality was evaluated
historically primarily through processes of accreditation, institutional self assessment and peer reviews measuring
compliance with criteria set forth. National or regional accreditation bodies often set these standards to make sure that as
institution adheres to certain criteria including academic rigor, faculty qualifications and adequate infrastructure among
others [1]. Despite that, global rankings of higher education, given by an increasing number of organizations providing a
comparative perspective to institutional quality, emerged as a result of globalization of higher education and of increasing
demand for transparency and accountability [2]. With global university rankings, QS, Times Higher Education and Academic
Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) to name but a few, have changed the way quality is assessed. Since these rankings
shifted the focus away from internal standards to externally recognized performance indicators, including research output,
teaching quality, internationalization, and reputation, we may find that more research institutions are considering
downgrading the quality of research output, teaching quality, internationalization, and reputation in order to maintain their
rankings [3]. This means that within the last few years, these institutions are becoming more and more driven to raise their
global ranking, and as such, this is often central part of their strategic planning as well as to their public branding. The
evolution from showing quality in standards-based assessments to showing quality by rankings has been the source of debate
about what quality really is in higher education. Using rankings, as is done here, is a quantitatively accessible, incontestable
and easy metric for comparing institutions of higher education, but not without detractors who prefer to contend that rankings
mask what critics call the largely complex and multi-faceted attributes of what constitutes academic excellence. In addition,
rankings have become an issue of equity in that institutions in some areas, or with greater resources, tend to do better. The
purpose of this research is to investigate the evolution of quality assessment in higher education by examining the move from
traditional standards to global rankings and critically evaluating such evolution’s meaning for institutions, students and the
wider education affairs.

2. RELATED WORKS

In recent years the study of quality assessment in higher education has been a central topic of research involving large
anthropological studies of the changing relations between accreditation, rankings and institutional practices. This section
looks at relevant contributions that explore the role of rankings and accreditation on how they affect higher education systems
in terms of impact on quality assessment and institutional behaviors. The role of accreditation in assuring quality of higher
education institutions (HEIS) has been subjected to extensive literature. A detailed review of accreditation and ranking
systems in India is provided by Fernandes and Singh [17] which gives rise to important aspects of synthesis and pragmatic
influence of these systems on the Indian higher education sector. The article reveals the challenges of accreditation processes,
especially mismatch between external ranking systems and internal institution’s goal. Authors moreover point that despite
appealing as a global view, rankings poorly incorporate country diversity of educational systems and therefore cannot be
applied in a given national context.

Likewise, Kochetkov [23] studies university rankings within the scope of the research evaluation discussing how rankings
became the central instrument for evaluating the university quality. It explains the role played by rankings of the university
in their dependence on research output as the key indicator, and the consequent pressures on the university to concentrate on
research over other dimensions of quality such as teaching. Kochetkov's work highlights the extent to which perceptions of
quality in the global sphere have come to differ from the diverse and local requirements of students and faculty around the
world. Huisman and Burgoa [19] concur with the work on the growing importance of rankings in shaping institutional
strategy with their work revisiting the concept of organizational actorhood in higher education. However, according to them,
these external evaluation mechanisms of the university rankings have historically introduced new procedures that alter the
institutionality of the universities as ‘actors' in global educational landscapes and cause them to adjust their strategies to fulfil
the required expectations set by the evaluative mechanisms. This shift can be understood as focusing on institutional
reputation, making it unquestionable to improve the international visibility.

In the context of universities in internationalization, assessing environmental management systems (EMS) adoption in
Malaysian universities, Lee and Teoh [24] propose a conceptual model of factors that affect the adoption of EMS in
Malaysian universities and the perceived outcome for universities. This work addresses how institutional policies driven by
external metrics, namely rankings, affect operational and environmental sustainability investments. Additionally, there is a
considerable amount of work on staff training and its effect on university productivity that forms an important dimension of
the quality assessment debate. Hanif, Igbal and Khan [21] ascertain the functional relationship between staff training,
institutional productivity and job satisfaction in ISO 9001 certified universities. The authors conclude that well-trained
faculty members are essential for the quality, and productivity of higher education institutions, and should be accorded an
equal priority with external rankings (i.e. overall ranking) in quality assessment frameworks.

Dorris et al. [15] also explore how the use of mobile technology has influenced educational practices and its effect on literacy
and numeracy attainment of primary schools. Although the focus of this study centers primarily on issues in the education
of primary learners, its findings in the area of quality of education in higher institutions, in particular the integration and its

Journal of Neonatal Surgery | Year: 2025 | Volume: 14 | Issue: 17s
pg. 320



Dr. Dhiraj Sharma, Vinod N. Alone, Dr. Kishor Ramakant Thakare, N. Ashokkumar,
Dr. Karpagavalli Shanmugasundaram, Balamurugan N

impact on learning outcomes, are important. Understanding how technological tools influence students' outcomes helps orient
the larger discussion about quality assessment in universities as they adopt more tools. J, Sharma, and Gupta [22] have
analyzed accreditation paradigms of management programs in terms of accreditation. The research demonstrates how
different accreditation standards translate into institutional practice with regards to program development and quality
assurance. They present information about international accreditation models to speculate how the alignment of national and
international quality standards can promote the overall credibility and competitiveness of HEIs.

Furthermore, Intorsureanu et al. [20] reflect on the role of generative Al in education and discuss its possibility of altering
educational practices and the way of quality evaluation in higher education. With Al technologies growing into administrative
and teaching functions, they suggest that with more data driven, personal evaluations, Al could change the way universities
assess the quality. In the last, He et al. [18] comment on the role of quality tourism development in China focusing on the
tourism but it provides an interesting perspective with which quality assessment frameworks, which are formed by both
global and local factors, can impact the sustainability and success of educational institutions in global contexts. This article
analyzes the mismatch and factors of influencing for quality tourism development, which can be used to understand mismatch
and factors affecting the sustainable development institutions in developing regions.

3. METHODOLOGY

The second research utilizes a mixed method approach to study the evolution of quality assessment in higher education with
an emphasis on the transition from traditional standards to global rankings [4]. Qualitative and quantitative methods are used
in a combined fashion to obtain a full understanding of how quality is evaluated, what factors affect ranking success, and the
general ramifications for academic institutes, policymakers, and students. This study continues by comprising a review of
existing literature, an overview of some of key higher education rankings, interview with the key stakeholders to add some
historical contexts and also a contemporary view of the dynamics of quality assessment in the higher education system [5].

3.1 Research Design

Research design of the research is descriptive research design which aims to portray in depth the scope of the change in the
methods of quality assessment in the higher education. The basis for taking descriptive research is that it gives a chance for
the collection of special information without changing or meddling the variables in issue [6]. Here the primary objective is
observing and describing the historical development of standards based assessments to ranking based evaluations and
appraising the impact of this transition on the environment of the higher education all over the globe [7].

3.2 Research Philosophy

This research follows an interpretivist research philosophy to make sense and create meaning, understand and interpret the
meanings and perceptions of the adoption and the impact of global rankings in quality assessment on higher education.
Interpretivism emphasizes that social phenomena are fundamentally subjective, interpreting them as concerned with how
people and groups make sense of their social environment [8]. Considering that the concept of quality in higher education is
too complex and is influenced by different cultural, political, and institutional factors, the interpretationist approach is
applicable to analyze and investigate these complexities.

3.3 Data Collection Methods

In order to have an overall picture of the quality assessment evolution, this study adopts a multi-method strategy that
integrates secondary data collection (rankings data, literature review) and primary data collection (interviews with the
relevant stakeholders). The justification for employing multiple sources of data is to achieve triangulation of findings, thus
making the research outcomes more credible and richer [9].

3.3.1 Secondary Data Collection

The initial stage of data gathering entails a large-scale literature review, which acts as a starting point for understanding the
context of history, theory, and research in quality assessment in higher education. The review will incorporate academic
journals, policy documents, educational institutions' reports, and books written within the past thirty years. The emphasis is
placed on explaining the change in quality assessment behavior and determining specific events and factors that led to the
emergence of global university rankings [10].

Also, a content analysis of the significant global rankings (e.g., QS, Times Higher Education, ARWU) will be conducted to
establish the methodologies and selection criteria used in their evaluations. Analysis will concentrate on the following:

e The dominant key performance indicators (KPIs) that drive the rankings (e.g., research output, international
reputation, quality of teaching).

e Evolution of the weightage of different indicators over time.
e Geographic and institutional variations in how institutions are ranked.

e Patterns of change in rankings over time for particular universities or regions.
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Through this examination, the research will provide commentary on how rankings have become prevalent as a prominent
metric in judging higher education quality and how universities are responding to these indicators.

3.3.2 Primary Data Collection

The second stage consists of gathering primary data by conducting semi-structured interviews with stakeholders from
different fields of higher education [11]. The interviews will yield qualitative information regarding the views and
experiences of those who are directly engaged in the quality assessment processes of higher education institutions. The
participants will be chosen from three broad categories:

1. University Administrators: These participants will consist of leaders from universities that are very heavily
involved in rankings, for example, presidents, deans, or directors of quality assurance departments. Their views will
illuminate the institutional strategies for improving rankings and upholding accreditation standards.

2. Faculty Members: A panel of academic faculty members from various universities will be interviewed to determine
their perceptions of how rankings affect their work, teaching, and research. Faculty members tend to be at the front
lines of reacting to ranking measures, and their opinions will offer a keen analysis of how rankings affect academic
freedom, research priorities, and the academic culture in general [12].

3. Students: Students' views will be captured either through interviews or focus groups to understand how rankings
impact their university choice and expectations concerning the quality of education. Students tend to be the most
immediately affected by the move towards ranking-based evaluations, and their input will play a critical role in
comprehending the larger context of this change [13].

Every interview will be preceded by a list of open-ended questions to facilitate discussion on the following:
e The history of quality evaluation at their institutions, especially in the context of global rankings' emergence.
e The perceived strengths and weaknesses of rankings as a quality measure of institutions.
e The effects of rankings on institutional policy, student enrollment, and academic practice.

e The wider significance of rankings for higher education internationally, such as concerns around equity, access, and
diversity.

Interviews will be taped (with permission) and transcribed for analysis. Transcriptions will be coded to establish recurring
themes and patterns within the responses. Qualitative data will be used in addition to secondary data analysis to provide
context and depth to the research findings [14].

3.4 Data Analysis Methods
3.4.1 Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative findings from the interview and literature reviews will be subject to thematic analysis. Thematic analysis is
the process of systematically identifying and examining themes or patterns in qualitative data. Thematic analysis is, in this
case, very valuable since it supports the identification of important issues based on the trend of moving away from standards
toward rankings in terms of quality measurements. The procedures to be adhered to at the analysis step are as follows:

e Familiarization with the data: Familiarization through reading interview transcripts and literature in order to
familiarize oneself with the content.

e Coding: Recognizing important passages of the text that are associated with the research questions.
e Theme development: Creating broader themes by organizing codes which encapsulate the meaning of the data.

e Interpretation: Interpreting the themes against the backdrop of the research questions and the theoretical
framework.

3.4.2 Quantitative Analysis

Quantitative analysis of the collected global rankings data from content analysis will be carried out. Statistical methods will
be applied to analyze trends in rankings over time and correlation analysis to identify the relation between varying
performance measures and total rankings. Quantification of the extent to which various factors make a contribution to the
rankings and a more objective interpretation of their impact on quality measurement will be gained.

3.5 Ethical Considerations

Ethics will be the overarching consideration in this research, especially when it comes to gathering primary data. The
following ethical guidelines will be followed:

e Informed consent: Participants in the interviews will be fully aware of the reason for the study, their voluntary
involvement, and their right to withdraw at any moment.
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e Confidentiality: Institutional affiliations and personal details will be kept confidential. Data will be anonymized to
preserve privacy.

e Transparency: The research process will be made clear, and participants will be provided with the final findings
if they so desire.

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The discussion and findings of this study try to investigate the development of quality assessment in higher education,
specifically the transition from standards-based evaluation to global rankings. The findings are grounded on qualitative and
guantitative analyses, such as the literature review, content analysis of global rankings, and interview insights with important
stakeholders in higher education [25]. The presentation will place these results in context and offer an interpretation of the
wider implications for institutions, students, and the international higher education system.

Comprehensive quality assessment

/\

Internal quality 4}: External quality
assessment assessment
Assessment through r{h Assessment through
leading indicators lagging indicators

against

Figure 1: “Quality Assessment in Higher Education within the Context of Sustainable Development”

4.1 Findings: Global Rankings Content Analysis

The content analysis of international university rankings, such as QS, Times Higher Education (THE), and the Academic
Ranking of World Universities (ARWU), identified a number of important trends in the methods employed to evaluate
universities and the drivers of ranking [26].

Table 1: Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in Global University Rankings

Indicator QS Rank Weight (%) | THE Rank Weight (%) | ARWU Rank Weight (%6)
Academic Reputation 40 33 30

Employer Reputation 10 10 0

Research Output (Citations) | 20 30 50
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Faculty-Student Ratio 10 5 0

Internationalization 10 10 10
Teaching Quality 10 12 10
Industry Income 0 0 10

Analysis: It can be seen from the table that academic reputation and research output (citations) are the pre-eminent drivers
in all the rankings. Although QS lays considerable emphasis on academic and employer reputations (total 50%), THE and
ARWU focus more on research output, with ARWU placing up to 50% in citations. The weight difference in weight
allocation captures the underlying philosophies of each ranking system: QS prioritizes perception of quality through surveys
(academic and employer reputation), whereas ARWU is based on objective, measurable indicators such as research output
[27]. The internationalization index continues to be significant across all rankings, capturing the global character of higher
education.

No criteria and indicatros -

Having criteria and indictors but

not into QF ‘

Having criteria and indicators

and into QF L
Policy _ : i :

O% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Having criteria Having criteria
No criteria and

Policy and indicators and indictors but
: : indicatros
and into QF not into QF
® Distance education 77% 429 8% 38%
® Microcredential 46% 19% 8% 62%
| CBHE 50% 38% 12% 46%

Figure 2: “Evolution of quality assurance in higher education from INQAAHE GGP to ISGs”

Table 2: Changes in Weighting of Indicators in QS Ranking (2000-2024)

Indicator 2000 (%) | 2010 (%) | 2020 (%) | 2024 (%)
Academic Reputation 40 40 40 40
Employer Reputation 10 10 10 10
Research Output (Citations) | 20 20 20 20
Faculty-Student Ratio 10 10 10 10
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Internationalization 10 10 10 10
Teaching Quality 10 10 10 10
Industry Income 0 0 0 0

Analysis: In the past twenty years, the weighting of major indicators within the QS ranking methodology has been fairly
consistent, with academic reputation and research output always being the most highly allocated. The fact that these weights
have not fluctuated much indicates that QS prefers broad international opinion about academic quality to more detailed
institutional metrics, like teaching excellence or industry revenue [28]. Though more dramatically changed on other lists in
recent years, QS has stood by its heavy focus on reputation-based measures, and this matters deeply to the way institutions
look at their worldwide reputation and their branding.

Employability
Outcomes

Sustainability

Impact
Academic
Reputation
International
Student Ratio
International
Faculty Ratio
Citation Per f;:‘gm::m

Facuity

Faculty/Student
Ratio

Figure 3: “Impact of QS World University Rankings on Education”

4.2 Results: Stakeholder Interviews

The interviews with university administrators, faculty members, and students offered insights into the effects of global
rankings on the perception of quality in higher education. The themes that emerged from the interview responses are below:

1. Impact of Rankings on Institutional Strategy:

o University officials pointed out that global rankings have now become a focal point of their strategic
objectives. Institutions have realigned their policies to enhance their ranking, e.g., publishing more
research output, recruiting foreign students, and establishing global partnerships.

o However, faculty members worried that too much focus on rankings created a "rank-driven culture," in
which choices were made more with an eye toward improving particular metrics (e.g., research
productivity) than overall educational quality [29].

o Rankings were pointed out by students as playing an important role in their choice of university, especially
among international students. Most students indicated that they thought rankings captured the general
quality of education and career opportunities.

2. Changing Notions of Quality:

o Interviewees conceded that the quality definition in higher education has grown standardized as a result of
rankings. The worldwide ranking systems have introduced a homogenized quality perception, whereby
research output and global reputation rank as the key priorities.
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o  Some of the faculty members indicated that such a tight research focus has tended to overlook the quality

of instruction and student experience, which are also key aspects of an integral education.
3. Equity and Accessibility:

o A frequent concern among faculty members and administrators was the uneven nature of global rankings.
Small institutions and institutions from poorer regions tend to have difficulty competing with top

universities, especially in terms of research productivity and internationalization.

o Students also pointed out that rankings tend not to reflect the full range of academic experiences and may

overlook crucial factors such as accessibility, affordability, and community involvement.

Table 3: Stakeholder Views on the Influence of Global Rankings

Stakeholder Type

Positive Views

Negative Views

University
Administrators

Enhance global visibility, attract funding,
improve international partnerships

Foster a ranking-driven culture,
neglect holistic education

Faculty Members

Increase institutional prestige, attract research
funding

Overemphasis on research,
undermine teaching quality

Students

Guide university  choice, increase
opportunities for career placement

Pressure to choose "top-ranked"
universities, overlook non-academic
factors

Analysis: The table captures the varied opinions of various stakeholders with regard to international rankings. The university
administrators, in general, are supportive because they view rankings as a mechanism to enhance their visibility and source
resources. Academic staff are neutral, appreciative of the ranking benefits in respect of research financing but concerned by
the adverse influence on the quality of teaching [30]. Students, meanwhile, view rankings as a useful point of reference in
making university choices but worry that undue attention to rankings threatens to eclipse other facets of the university

experience, including affordability and civic engagement.

Figure 4: “Quality Assurance in Higher Education in the 4IR through Sustainability”
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4.3 Results: Statistical Analysis of Rankings Data

The statistical comparison of QS and THE ranking data over the last 10 years (2014-2024) presented some trends in the
performance of universities worldwide. Through correlation analysis, we studied the correlation between research output
(measured through citations) and overall ranking.

Table 4: Correlation Between Research Output (Citations) and QS Ranking (2014-2024)

Year Correlation Coefficient
(Research Output vs QS
Rank)

2014 0.85

2015 0.87

2016 0.88

2017 0.89

2018 0.90

2019 0.91

2020 0.91

2021 0.92

2022 0.93

2023 0.94

Analysis: The high and ever-rising correlation coefficient between research productivity and QS ranking is an indicator of a
strong positive relationship between the two variables. This explains that universities with high research productivity,
especially citations, are likely to be better-ranked in international rankings. The observation concords with the content
analysis of ranking approaches, which highlight the importance of research performance as an indicator of institutional
excellence.

4.4 Discussion: Implications of the Move from Standards to Rankings

The transition from standards-based evaluation to ranking-driven assessment has had significant effects on higher education.
The findings of this study indicate that global rankings have emerged as a dominant force in influencing institutional action
and shaping the meaning of quality in higher education. Nevertheless, this transition is not without its challenges and
criticisms.

1. Narrowing the Definition of Quality: The prominence of rankings has resulted in a narrow, performance-based
definition of quality that emphasizes research productivity and global reputation at the expense of other essential
aspects of education, including teaching quality, student participation, and engagement with communities. The
outcome is a system in which universities care more about enhancing their rankings than about creating an
integrated, student-focused learning experience.

2. Inequity and Global Disparities: Rankings have widened disparities among universities across the world.
Universities in richer nations, especially those in Europe and North America, are more likely to rank higher in global
rankings because they have more access to resources and research grants. This has led to a two-tiered system where
universities in poorer regions find it difficult to be recognized, even though they provide quality education in some
fields.
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3. Effect on Institutional Strategy: Universities are becoming more "ranking-oriented" in their strategies to enhance
their international reputation. This involves attempts to enhance research production, recruit international students,
and raise their global ranking. Though these strategies will enhance rankings, they can result in an excess focus on
research at the expense of teaching and learning.

4. Reinforcing Global Stratification: Global rankings reinforce higher education stratification by ensuring the
continued dominance of elite institutions and pushing others to lower ranks. This may impact the international
mobility of students and academics and help in perpetuating elitism in higher education.

5. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this research has explored the evolution of quality assessment in higher education, emphasizing the shift from
traditional standards to contemporary ranking systems. The study highlighted the complexities and challenges associated
with the increasing reliance on global university rankings and accreditation processes. While these systems have provided a
standardized approach to evaluating institutional quality, they often overlook regional nuances and the diverse needs of
educational stakeholders. The analysis underscored that rankings, although influential, can distort institutional priorities by
overemphasizing research output at the expense of teaching quality and student engagement. Furthermore, the research
emphasized the growing importance of integrating internal factors, such as staff development, institutional autonomy, and
sustainable practices, into quality assessment frameworks. As higher education systems worldwide continue to evolve, there
is a pressing need to balance external evaluations with internal improvements, ensuring that quality assessments truly reflect
the holistic development of institutions. Finally, this research calls for a more inclusive and adaptable approach to quality
assessment, one that embraces emerging technologies, such as Al, and considers the broader socio-economic and cultural
contexts in which universities operate. By doing so, higher education can better respond to the evolving demands of students,
educators, and society, ultimately enhancing the value and impact of educational systems globally.
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