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ABSTRACT: : The quality education dependence upon the performance measures of the higher educational
institutions. It is important to make an effort to know from the faculty about the latest happening in
teaching and learning process for further improvement in higher education and how responses can be
utilized for the excellent higher education system. In this regard, questionnaires have administered from
the faculty members of different institutes of Punjab (India). This study extracted some factors from
faculty’s perception by using exploratory factor analysis, viz. Research and Staff Development, Support
System, Placement & Extracurricular Activities, Digitization, Basic amenities, Student teacher
interrelationship and Faculty constraint which will be beneficial for the top management, and educational
planners in designing a more efficacious system that can be valuable to improve the overall productivity of
higher educational institutions. Therefore, this research has emphasized that government need to
concentrate on improving the enrolment of the students under NAD and need to digitize the entire
examination system. For this purpose,students should join NAD on priority basis. Moreover,a proper focus
will have to be given on policies and strategies to appoint high quality faculty by the academicians.
Moreover, Research and innovation should become the core constituent for the transformation of our
higher education. Educationist, Government and industries should collaboratively invest in research and
innovations to provide world class infrastructure, facilities, library services, staff development and
technology along with human resource. It will offer rich dividends in future for sure.

Key Words: Performance Measurement, Higher Educational Institutions (HEIs), Quality in higher
Education, Digitization, National Academic Depository (NAD)

INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, higher educational institutions are the centres for producing human resource play a vital part in
Nation’s economic growth (King.R, 1995). Today’s era, the education field loses its academic efficiency
because of failures in teaching skills, infrastructure and resources, campus placement, extracurricular
activities, digitization and miscellaneous such as hostel and cafeteria facilities. Therefore, strategic planning
is important for such academic institutions (Kriemadis, 1997) and guides them to better future by adapting
to the environment beside the academic policies (Kettunen, 2006). Indian HE system, no doubt is one of the
largest in the world, but at present it is in flux and questions regarding its quantitative growth, quality,
relevance, funding, accountability autonomy and its contribution to the development of the country are
being asked and debates/discussions/seminars/workshops over these issues, since last two decades has
gained the momentum and the policy makers are very apprehensive so far as future of the HE in the country
is concerned. It is asserted that the universities/institutions for tomorrow have a number of challenges and
opportunities to face the critical mass of the students and shape the nation to compete at the global level.
Moreover, the biggest challenge for any education system in India today is to impart learning in a way that
will enable the students to use the knowledge and skills for the benefit of self, society and the nation, but
rising population of India, increasing disparity between rich and poor and lack of funds is still a challenge to
the existing setup of higher educational institutes. We all are very well aware that the higher education is
not only important for a country’s competitiveness and economic growth, but also for social stability. But on
the other hand, we find that public higher education loans enough funding from its competing and
prioritized ends. As a consequence, India has seen a dramatic shift towards sharp increase in number of
private institution as well as universities with aims to improve the quality challenges to higher education,
such as rapid growth of IT, globalization, increase competition and other resource constraints. With a
successful realization of these institutes play a vital role in educational service market, therefore, the
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performance assessment of higher education institutions has become essential. Hence, strategic planning
and performance measurement tracking play a great role for such institutions.

Every stakeholder wants quality education or excellent in education. Excellence in higher education is
desirable but it is readily measured or assessed. Excellence in higher education provides a structural guide
for reviewing each of these areas as they operate within a particular institution, department or programme
evaluation based on characteristics of leading international universities, excellence may mean possessing
attributes such as: Excellence in research, top quality professors, favourable working conditions, job
security and good salary & benefits, adequate facilities, adequate funding including predictability year to
year, academic freedom and an atmosphere of intellectual excitement.( Singh, 2017). The impetus for
improving quality of higher education and scrutiny by the accreditation agencies and the corporate
employers are gaining momentum in India. There are many important quality measurement tools and
techniques, fully tried outin industry, which could be adopted in the field of education, to diagnose a system
and identify potentials for the improvement. Now people have started realizing that there is no other
activity that promises more leverage in the improvement of society than the development of a generation
that understands quality and remains equipped to improve it.

Further, performance measurement has become more popular as total quality management programs
emphasised using all the management tools, including performance appraisal. [t involves the strategic use of
performance measures and standards, and aims to establish performance targets and goals to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of the organization. (Chen,2011). Therefore, survivals of academic institutions
aredepending upon the changes, practices and performance measurements which they are implementing for
the improvement and rise in their competitiveness. Because due to the more competition and establishment
of more universities/ academic institutions are using various kinds of measurements to improve their
services.

OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY
Present study has attempted to identified the factors and their association with demographic profile of
respondents for measuring the performance of higher educational institutions in Punjab.

METHODOLOGY

It is based upon the primary data collected from 182 faculty members of management institutes in Punjab. A
pre tested structured questionnaire was prepared after a thorough study of available literature and
discussion with different faculty members. A total of 63 statements in Faculty’s questionnaire were taken
for responses on the seven point likert scale. The data obtained was thus analyzed using SPSS 25.0. To
determine the suitability of the data for Explanatory factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of
sampling adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were applied. ANOVA and t test was also used for
finding any association between demographic profile with extracted factors from faculty members were
selected from both institutions.A total of 300 questionnaires were distributed to the respondents in the
different institutions. After being verification, about 182 of returned questionnaires are usable which 60%
rate of return.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Demographic Variables

Detailed description of the demographic background of the sample respondents was reported in Table 1.
About 37 % (i.e. 67) of the sample were male and 63% (i.e. 115) were the females. It is found that 30 % (i.e.,
55) respondents work in public institutions while 70 % (i.e. 127) in private institutions. Moreover, only 2%
faculty were working as part time while 98% faculty members were working as full time. Meanwhile, half of
the faculty were married. There were six age groups of respondents in which 50 % (i.e.91) were 26 to 30
and only 3 % were above 50. Data also show that 13% of the faculty members who have teaching experience
more than 10 years and 30% respondents have 1 to 3 years’ experience.

Apart from this, qualification attainment level, 74 % respondents hold a master’s degree, 6% have obtained
Bachelor’s degree, 9% have MPhil degree and only 11% hold Doctoral degree. In this research, 35% faculty
had been working in the same institution for a period of one year and 20 % of them for a period of more
than equal to 5 years. Thus, the demographic profile clearly establish that the sample is spread uniformly
over the population and it is adequate enough to carry out analysis to meeting the objective of the study.

The results from Explanatory factor analysis were mentioned in Table 2. Results from EFA suggested that all
items have significant factor loading. The Kaiser Meyer Olkin measure of sampling adequacy of 0.50 or higher
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was considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2006). The high value of KMO is 0.847 indicates that factor analysis
was quite useful for the data being used in this study. For data, the value of KMO falls into the range of great.
Similarly, the value of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was statistically significant, x2 = 9611.482, b < 0.000 less
than the level of significance (0.05) which indicates that there exist significance relationships among
statements. The value 0.961 obtained on the scale of Cronbach Alpha, is also considered good, and
communalities were ranged from 0.456-0.850. Higher communalities are better. If communalities for a
particular variable are low (between 0.0-0.4), then that variable may struggle to load significantly on any
factor.

Table 1 Demographic Profile of the sample respondents
Variable | n | %
Gender
Male 67 36.8
Female 115 63.2
M arital Stauts
Married 90 49.5
Unmarried 92 50.5
Job Status
Part Tmme 4 2.2
Full Time 178 97.8
Institution Status
Public 55 30.2
Private 127 69.8
Age
Below 25 25 13.7
26-30 91 50.0
31-35 41 22.5
36-40 13 7.1
41-45 7 3.8
Above 50 5 2.7
Faculty Experience
1--3 66 36.3
3--3 42 23.1
5--10 50 27.5
Above 10 24 13.2
Educational Level
Bachelors 11 6.0
Masters 135 74.2
M.Phil 16 8.8
Ph.D 20 11.0
No. of years in the same institute
1 year 64 35.2
2year 45 24.7
3 year 35 19.2
5 or more 38 20.9
Note: N =182

The descriptive analysis of 63 variables of the questionnaire is shown in the Table 2. The variables with the
loadings of 0.4 were included for the purpose of the data analysis. For extraction of factors, Principal
Component Method was used. Tables 2 narrate the factor loadings, communalities, Mean, Eigen values and
Percentage of variance. In the factor loadings, nine factors were obtained. Each factor has 3 or more items
indicate that factor can be labeled. The factor loadings equal and above 0.4 have been considered as
significant for this analysis. In the factor loadings, nine factors were obtained. Each factor has 3 or more
items indicate that factor can be labeled. The factor loadings equal and above 0.4 have been considered as
significant for this analysis.

In Table 2, Research and staff development factor comes out be an imperative factor and accounts for the
highest percentage of variance equal to 16.203 and the Eigen value is more than one also highlights that it is
an important factor for the faculty members. This factor consists of 23 variables and factor loading ranged
from 0.457 to 0.757. Overall, this factor gives less rating to satisfactory promotion chances, all essential
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material available in library regarding research, availability of research plagiarism and internet facility in
the institutions. Research is most important parameter for the education. However, without the interest of
the faculty member, it can’t be implemented (Lovat et al,, 1995) and faculty members have to face many
problems in developing their research skills in institutes due to involvement in non- academic work (
kazarina et al,, 2015). Therefore, research work requires essential serene environment (Blaskova et al.,
2014). The system support for the faculty and students is the second important factor which accounts for
9.08 percent of variance and item loading is ranged from 0.449 to 0.725. The third factor is placement and
extracurricular activities, accounts for 8.553 percent of variance with 3.709 Eigen value and factor loading
ranged from 0.513 to 0.769. The variables of this factor are concerned with the success of the students in the
attainment of employment. The fourth factor is named as teaching support system records 5.164 percent
of variance whereas factor loadings ranged from 0.438 to 0.700 with the Eigen value 2.943 which is again
more than one. In some institutions, there is lack of basic facilities such as computer facility and no space for
the individual cabins of the faculty. The mean values specified that faculty members working in the public
institutions tend to have better satisfaction level as compared to private institutions. Because private
institutions are facing many chronic problems which are inversely related with the quality of education,
such as lack of funds, lack of qualified faculty, more work load on faculty, lack of facilities for the research,
insecure job and less rigorous recruitment program.

The fifth factor is digitization of academic awardsaccounts for the 5.039 percentage of variance and the
Eigen value is more than one also highlights that it is an important factor for the students, and in terms of
satisfaction of the stakeholder, it affects. This factor consists of 3 variables related to the student’s
satisfaction. Factor loading is ranged from 0.849 to 0.893. Overall, this factor gives the poorest rating by the
stakeholders. Faculty responded ‘Neutral’ for the variables related to Students can take printed copy of
digital certificates from NAD (3.51).

The responses of other statements i.e. Digital certificates are available on NAD (3.53) and Students may
claim their awards from NAD (3.31) are also more minded towards ‘Neutral’. Digitization of academic
awards initiative step taken by the University Grant commission (UGC) with the help of Indian
Government, Ministry of Human Resources Development (MHRD) for the academic changes with the use of
technology to providing the well-organized services for all stakeholders. National Academic
Depository(NAD) is an absolute system for issuing online certificates to well identified and registered
students and it is an online reservoir of academic awards (degrees, dilomas, certificates, mark sheets etc.)
lodged by the academic organizations/boards in a digital format).

Digitization of Academic Awards is the most important factor for the students. It is at the

establishment and slower stage. Therefore, this facility is not available at every region of the India. Total 484
academic institutions have been registered with NDML Database Management Limited till 5t February
2019. As per the NAD guidelines, all the students can have their all academic documents on their NAD logins.
So this step of the government would be helpful for all the stakeholders such as students, Academic
Institutions and verifier users. (Kaur & Singla, 2019).
Apart from this, there are some other factors such as basic amenities, Student facilities, student teacher
interrelationship and faculty constraint which accounts for the 4.989, 4.687, 4.653 and 4.373 percentage
of variance respectively. Apart from this, teachers are heavily burdened with non-teaching work in the
private institutions due to the reasons: one being qualified, they do job efficiently and secondly, institutions
save money by not appointing administrative staff in appropriate number (Ball, 2000).
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Tallle 2 Rotated Facter Landimes
Comen
Factors Variables Factors 'wnalsh | Meam
I ) | | 1] w v VI | YH | VIR K s
Amount spent on staff Development D737 04| 201
Promotion Chances D784 0.T30 | 3.4
Amount spent on research 0757 066X | 326
Salaries are as per scale 0725 0711|299
Well planned staff development programs 0723 o7 |11
Training/ induction opportunities for the newfaculty
~ 0707 0676 | 276
member is adequate
Availahility of Grievances committee 0696 0.66% | 279
Sufficent Research material in Liberary 0655 0634|317
availabilty of Avessential material in Library 0634 0.632 | 336
Duties are assigned fairly in the institute 0618 0643 | 260
F1. Research Facilities are suffident in office room 0614 0BT 2111
d Staff Accept suggestions of the faculty member D602 D616 | 135
And 5ta Teaching and learning material is under review through 0576 o
Developmen |proprer monitoring and evaluation 544 ( 236
1 Research Papers published by faculty is sufficient 0525 0609 | 297
Research plagrism is available in institute 0527 0523 | 3.64
Individual cabins are available for faculty 0524 0573 | 296
Institute give the proper awards,honors and increments
for the contritutions of the faculty 0503 .67 | 261
Internet fadlity is available 0496 0547 | 305
Proper Seminars and conferences are organised 0430 0640
Industrial visits are arranged frequently D466 0600 | 263
Institute covers the knowledge gap of students with
different course backrounds 0466 o 22
Considerable attention to growth of the institute 0457 0620 | 253
Each faculty memb: ts sfficient chance to attend
; ach faculty member ge cient chance to atten 0618 o@1 | 265
various seminars, conferences, workshops for updatation
Frequently guest lectwres are arranged 0725 0656 | 232
Teaching material is avalable in Library 701 0DM3| 260
Students actively participate in placement activities D641 0756 | 237
F2_ System Projectors and audieo facility is available in lecture halls 0617 0532|216
support for [Facity isinvolved in decison making of the mstitute n614 D739 | 256
faculty and |faculty newideas are always welcomed 0590 01| 225
students | Plateform for overall personality development 0552 0664|234
proper security and discipline is available 0503 0607|223
Career counciling sessions are availatle 0455 0721|2133
I feel proud to be part of this institute 0449 0492|212
Student placement is earlier than students of other
. 0.769 o122
institutes
Placement is high in institute 0732 0 H1
F3 Students have good success rate in competative exams 0.5 2705 | 292
Placement Initltuno.n pays suffident scholarships /grantsin sports 0.6x2 0781
competitions to the students
and extra Institute encourages the sports activities 0.67T 04| 241
curricular pass-out stud.ants get easy admissionsin 0547 o672 | 236
higher education courses
Institution pays attention to the extra curricular 0545 omsl|2m
activities _
X6B Institution pays attention to the extra curricular 0513 otz | 224
activities
. All the lecture halls are fully equiped by latest
FA.Teaching | . oy 0T 0132|124
Support All study rooms and Staff cabins are well maintained 0656 0725 | 256
System Sufficient recreation facilities are available 0438 [ TIEY
Studen[F can take printed copy of digital certificate s 0193 ox50 | 351
s from NAD
T Digital Certificates are available on NAD
Digitization 0570 0138353
of Academic | Students may claim their awards from NAD
0549 076|331
Awands
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Caft facility is satisfactory 0.590 0.683]2.81
) Inter faculty and intra faculty relation is healthy 0.554 05731234
Fé. Basic
.| Fresh water and washrooms are nearby 0.511 0.668 | 2.76
Amenities 75— . ————
Parking space is enough in the institution 0.507 0.661]2.37
Clerical staff is helpful for teaching faculty 0.486 05571223
All the essential material is available in labs 0.542 0.626  2.80
Number of students and equipment ratio in labs is quite
F7.Student | o ! 0538 0701{ 288
- satisfactory
Facilities QOutsiders are invited for the guest lectures 0419 0.650] 2.64
Sufficient playgrounds and sports material is available 0417 0.685] 2.63
Teachers always teach as per the specialization 0.746 0.6401 2.26
Teachers stimulate students thinking through strategy
0.628 0.610] 2.41

and learning material
F8.Student I\eriar s as 17 and stationary is available 0.591 0.637] 246
Teacher Availabilty of good educational environment for

interrelation [intellectual qualities and capabilities of the faculty 0384 0480 203
. Lecture load on faculty and breaks after lecture is
ship » 0.532 0.627] 2.39
sufficient
Family atomsphere and mutual trust is exist in teaching
0412 0456 2.43
faculty
F9. Faculty [Faculty have excessive teaching work load 0.796 | 0.601 1 3.26
Constraint |Teaching work suffers due to other work assigned (.74510.636  3.20
Figen Values 19.923( 4.784 13.709 | 2.943 [ 2.619 {2.238 | 1.981 | 1.734 | 1.650
Percentage of Variance 16.203] 9.208 | 8.553 [5.164 | 5.039|4.989)4.687 | 4.653 | 4.373

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 30 iterations.

The faculty members have more lecture load and a different subject doesn’t increase their competency in
any specific field. Therefore, it gives intangible output and there is no any measuring rod to measure these
types of issues, and this issue totally ignored in the private institutions. However, faculty has less teaching
load in public institutions and most of the faculty members are teaching as per the specialization and
specific subjects for a very long time. Therefore, in depth subject knowledge can boost the research
competency. On the other hand, private institutions are facing the financial crunch and as a result of this,
they cutting down the size of faculty. That's why the reason, these institutes give more burden of non-
academic work and lecture load on faculty. In addition to this, private institutions give more importance to
cut down the cost which blocks the procurement of learning resources.

Factors/ Demographic Profile

Difference in perceptions of the faculty for the performance of higher educational institutions was examined
among respondents based on gender, marital status, job status, institution status, age- groups, faculty
experience, faculty qualification and experience in the same institution. T-test was used to examine the
differences among respondents by gender, marital status, job status, and institution status whereas an
ANOVA was used to examine perceptions of age group, faculty experience, qualification and experience in
the same institution.

The results of gender t-test depicted that there was a significant difference between male and female
respondents’ perception of two factors: one is System support (t = 1.86, Sig < 0.10), males indicated higher
perceptions (Mean = 2.50, SD = 0.83) than females (Mean = 2.24, SD = 0.93) and another factor is Placement
and extracurricular activities (t= 2.00, Sig < 0.05). Similarly, the results of marital status showed that there
was significant difference between married and unmarried staff perception in one factor: Student teacher
interrelationship (t = 1.82, Sig < 0.90), unmarried faculty indicated higher perceptions (Mean = 2.43, SD =
0.83) than married faculty (Mean = 2.23, SD = 0.70) and same as there is significant difference between part
time and full time faculty perception in two factors: one is Digitization of academic awards (t= 3.04, Sig <
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0.1), part time faculty indicated higher perceptions ( Mean = 5.42, SD = 1.17) compared to full time faculty (
Mean = 3.40, SD = 1.31) and second factor is faculty constraint ( t = 2.93, Sig < 0.1), part time faculty showed
the higher perceptions( Mean = 5.13, SD = 1.31) than full time faculty members ( Mean = 3.17,SD = 1.44). A
part from this, results indicated that there is significant difference between public and private institutions in
terms of factors: Research and Staff Development (t = 1.91, Sig < 0.10), system support and faculty
constraints have the significant difference at 0.10 levels and digitization of academic awards has significant
difference at 0.05 level of significance. When our significant value is less than 0.05 which it is in this case,
then Ho hypothesis can be rejected. We may conclude that our t-test has fallen into the rejection region and
there is significant evidence to support our research proposal that digitization of academic awards actually
affect the students. These results suggest that there was no significant difference in the other factors. (Table
3).

Table 3 Means, Standard deviation, and t-test by Gender, Marital Status, Job Status & Institution Status

Se (- | Marital Sig (2- S (- Sg (-

Factors| Gender | N Mean | $D [t-vele ) s N | Mean | 8D f-value gieg) |JobStatus| N | Mean | SD f-velef ey | Status | N fMean| S -vahe tid)
Male | 67 | 290 ] 089 Married | 90 | 287 | 0.90 Part Time| 4 | 273 | 157 Public [ 55 |3.04] 0.8

Fl 053] 060 022 083 0.16] 088 1.91 [0.057###
Female | 115 | 283 | 0.90 Unmarried] 92 | 284 | 0.89 Full Time | 178 | 2.86 | 0.88 Private| 127 |2.77] 090
Male | 67 | 2.50 [ 083 Married | 90 | 242 | 0.88 Part Time| 4 | 253 | 143 Public | 55 2641090

R 1.86 [ 0.06%# 1201 023 042] 067 3.04] 0.00%
Female | 115 | 224 [ 093 Unmarried 92 | 226 | 092 Full Time | 178 | 233 [ 0.89 private| 127 221] 087
Male | 67 [ 2741093 Married | 90 | 263 | 097 Part Time| 4 | 1.94 {097 Public | 55 | 2411087

B 200 | 0,046+ L] 027 122( 023 LIS [ 024
Female | 115 | 243 | 1.04 Unmarried] 92 | 246 | 1.05 Full Time | 178 | 2.56 | 1.01 Private| 127 | 2.60{ 1.06
Male | 67 | 256 | 110 Married | 90 | 263 | L04 Part Time| 4 | 250 | 191 Public | 55 |237( 107

H 005 096 080 [ 043 0.11] 091 152 013
Female | 115 | 2.57 [ LIS Unmarried] 92 | 250 | 121 Ful Time| 178 | 256 | L1 Private| 127 |2.65] 115
Mae | 67| 342 | 134 Narried | 90 | 350 | 138 pat Time| 4 | 542 {117 paic | 55 [377] 1.2

F6 0.18] 085 057 057 3.04] 0.00% 216 0,03+
Female | 115 | 346 [ 135 Unmarred] 92 | 339 | 130 Full Time | 178 | 340 [ 131 private| 127 331] 140
Male | 67 [ 248 | 085 Married | 90 | 242 | 0.83 Part Time| 4 | 2.80 | 148 Public | 55 |2.51] 089

F1 033 074 130 0.19 062 053 0.05] 0.96
Female | 115 | 253 | 1.00 Unmarried] 92 | 260 | 1.04 Full Time | 178 | 2.50 | 093 Private| 127 2.51] 097
Male | 67 272087 Married | 90 | 273 [ 0.96 Part Time| 4 | 275 | 165 Public | 55 2.64]099

I3 0.17] 086 0.3 | 089 0.01) 09 090] 037
Female | 115 | 275 | 105 Unmaried 92 | 275 | 101 Full Time | 178 | 274 | 097 private| 127 2781 099
Male | 67 225078 Married | 90 | 223 ] 0.70 Part Time| 4 | 246 | 085 Public | 55 |2.26] 0.74

12 103 | 031 1.8 {0,074 033 074 0.77] 044
Female | 115 | 238 0.77 Unmarried| 92 | 243 | 0.83 Full Time | 178 | 2.33 {077 Private| 127 |2.36] 0.79
Male | 67 [3.03]143 Married | 90 | 337 ] 138 Part Time| 4 | 513 | 131 Public | 55 |3.89] 133

Fl0 059 055 1471 0.14 294 10.05% 431 0.00¢
Female | 115 | 3.26 | 1.49 Unmarried] 92 | 3.05 | 1.54 Full Time | 178 | 3.17 | 144 Private| 127 |2.92] 142

Note: *Significant at 1% level, **Significant at % level, ***Significant at 10% level

On the other hand, the results of one-way ANOVA test were used to find the perceptions for the
measurement of higher educational institutions by age groups of the faculty members. The findings showed
that there is significant difference among respondents’ perceptions for the factor: Research and staff
development (F = 1.97, Sig < 0.10) and for Student teacher interrelationship (F = 2.543, Sig < 0.05).
Similarly, there is significant difference among respondents’ perception for the four factors by faculty
experience: one factor is Research and staff development (F = 2.31, Sig <0.10), second factor is System
Support (F = 3.95, Sig < .01), third factor is Teaching support system (F = 2.70, Sig < 0.05), and the fourth
factor is Digitization of academic awards (F = 3.32, Sig < 0.05). Same as results of ANOVA by Educational
levels of the faculty members showed the significant difference in the factors Research and staff
development (F = 2.95, Sig < 0.05), Teaching support system (F = 3.52, Sig < 0.05), Digitization of academic
awards (F = 2,88, Sig < 0.05), Basic amenities (F =4.29, Sig < 0.01), Student facilities (F = 4.64, Sig < 0.01),
Student teacher interrelationship (F = 6.19, Sig < 0.01). Apart from this, results of faculty experience in the
same institution showed that there is not any significant difference in the perceptions for the factors:
Placement extracurricular activities, Teaching support system, Basic amenities, Student facilities. (Table 4 &
5).
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Table 4 Means, standard deviation, and one - way ANO VA by age groups
Factors Age Group N Mean SD F-value Sig.
Below 25 25 2.47 0.83
26-30 91 2.83 0.85
31-35 41 2.95 1.01 sk
F1 36-40 13 3.14 0.88 19721008
41-45 7 2.93 0.86
Above 50 5 3.55 0.42
Below 25 25 2.54 0.88
26-30 91 2.21 0.91
31-35 41 2.32 0.87
F2 36-40 13 2.62 0.87 1231 | 029
41-45 7 2.47 1.09
Above 50 5 2.84 0.59
Below 25 25 2.48 0.97
26-30 91 2.51 1.13
31-35 41 2.60 0.82
F3 36-40 13 2.35 0.66 1706 | 0.14
41-45 7 2.41 0.92
Above 50 5 3.78 0.76
Below 25 25 2.60 1.02
26-30 91 2.52 1.20
31-35 41 2.63 1.12
F4 36-40 13 2.56 0.93 0.068 | 099
41-45 7 2.57 1.23
Above 50 5 2.60 1.09
Below 25 25 3.13 1.48
26-30 91 3.32 1.23
31-35 41 3.50 1.52
F5 36-40 13 413 113 1867 | 010
41-45 7 3.95 1.03
Above 50 5 4.40 1.01
Below 25 25 2.24 1.00
26-30 91 2.66 0.97
31-35 41 2.51 0.85
F6 36-40 13 2.02 0.75 1603 | 0.16
41-45 7 2.51 1.02
Above 50 5 2.40 1.00
Below 25 25 2.65 1.13
26-30 91 2.81 1.02
31-35 41 2.65 0.79
F7 36-40 13 2.77 1.16 0311 1 0.91
41-45 7 2.86 0.88
Above 50 5 2.45 1.15
Below 25 25 2.20 0.79
26-30 91 2.47 0.79
31-35 41 2.33 0.71 ek
F8 36-40 13 2.00 0.56 2:543 | 0.030
41-45 7 2.17 0.71
Above 50 5 1.50 0.85
Below 25 25 2.80 1.32
26-30 91 3.10 1.39
31-35 41 3.33 1.77
Fo 36-40 13 3.81 1.32 14431 021
41-45 7 3.71 1.19
Above 50 5 4.00 0.94

Note: *Significant at 1% level, **Significant at 5% level, ***Significant at 10% level
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Table 5 Means, standard deviation, and one - way ANOVA by total Faculty Experience, Qualification & Experience in the same institute
EXPETTENT
Factors Total N | vean | 0 |Foate| sig [N N |vean| sD [Fvatue| sig | €™ | N | Mean | D [Fvatue| sig
Experience ation same
1--3 66 281 0.82 2319 [ 0.07%#* (Bachelors| 11 | 2.22 | 0.59 | 2.954 |0.03**|1 year 64 | 295 | 0.73 [ 3301 [0.021%%
3--5 4 2.63 0.75 Masters | 135 | 291 | 0.90 Dyear 45 263 | 0.75
FlI -
5--10 50 294 1.02 M.Phil 16 13.12{073 3 year 35 265 | 1.00
Above 10 24 320 0.94 Ph.D 20 263098 Sormore | 38 305 | 109
1--3 66 238 0.93 3958 | 0.00% [Bachelors| 11 |2.21]0.59]0.524 [0.667 |1 year 64 230 1.00 | 2.870 [0.03%*
3-5 42 1.96 0.73 Masters | 135 [ 2.33 | 0.94 2year 45 211 0.74
F2
5--10 50 243 0.94 M.Phil 16 1259 (092 3 year 35 233 [ 076
Above 10 24 2.68 0.84 Ph.D 20 (2271079 Sormore | 38 2.68 [ 095
1-3 66 257 0.98 0757 | 052 [Bachelors| 11 | 2.00 | 0.60 | 1.518 | 0.211 |1 year 64 257 ] 092 | 114710332
3--5 42 235 1.10 Magters | 135 | 2.62 | 1.07 year 45 232 | Ll
F3 - - <
5--10 50 2.62 1.05 M.Phil 16 [ 251074 3 year 35 271 [ L1
Above 10 24 2.67 0.85 Ph.D 20 |238{0.88 Sormore | 38 262 | 093
1--3 66 249 111 2701 | 0.04%* [Bachelors| 11 | 2.48 | 0.58 | 3.527 |0.01%#|1 year 64 [ 254 | 1.00 |0.672 [ 0.570
3-5 2 ] 226 101 Masters | 135 | 2.64 | 1.19 2year 45 | 240 | 113
F4 - =
5--10 50 291 1.23 M.Phil 16 1285 (089 3 year 35 275 | 114
Above 10 24 2.56 1.04 Ph.D 20 183075 Sormore | 38 | 261 | 132
1-3 66 331 1.39 3326 | 0.02+* [Bachelors| 11 | 236 | 0.60 | 2.881 |0.03%*|1 year 604 322 | 123 | 5.48810.00%
- 3--5 42 322 118 Masters | 135 | 3.53 | 1.36 Dyear 45 37 ) 120
5--10 50 345 147 M.Phil 16 ]3.60 (132 3 year 35 342 | 166
Above 10 24 4.21 0.89 Ph.D 20 [332]128 Sormore | 38 418 [ 111
1--3 66 259 1.02 1242 | 030 [Bachelors| 11 [2.02 | 0.60 | 4.292 [ 0.00* |1 year 64 269 | 091 | 145910227
3--5 4 243 0.82 Masters | 135 | 2.65 | 0.97 Dyear 45 249 ] 098
F6 -
5--10 50 261 0.98 M.Phil 16 1228074 3 year 35 238 ] 099
Above 10 24 221 0.84 Ph.D 20 [2.02]081 Sormore | 38 233 ] 090
1--3 66 2.79 1.06 1.104 | 035 [Bachelors| 11 [2.27 [ 0.75 | 4.646 [ 0.00% |1 year 64 [ 291 | 090 | 1.535 0207
- 3-5 42 2.53 0.86 Masters | 135 [ 2.89 | 0.99 2year 45 251 0.93
5--10 50 2.89 0.96 M.Phil 16 250 | 1.00 3 year 35 275 [ 1.03
Above 10 24 2.67 1.02 Ph.D 20 [ 218073 Sormore | 38 272 | 112
1--3 66 244 0.75 1447 | 023 [Bachelors] 11 | 2.15 [ 0.62 | 6.197 | 0.00% [I year 64 254 ] 0.72 ] 3.580 [0.01%*
s 3-5 4 232 0.77 Magters | 135 | 243 ] 0.77 Dyear 45 236 ] 082
5--10 50 233 0.78 M.Phil 16| 243 ] 0.66 3 year 35 ] 217 [ 081
Above 10 24 2.06 0.80 Ph.D 20 | 1.68 | 0.67 Sormore | 38 2.09 [ 0.68
1--3 66 3.26 1.37 1.145 | 033 [Bachelors| 11 [2.32 | 0.72] 1.757 [ 0.157 |1 year 64 361 | 138 | 7.743 | 0.00%
3--5 4 2.94 1.23 Masters | 135 | 3.24 | 1.50 2year 45 283 [ 130
F9 -
5--10 50 318 1.82 M.Phil 16 1359 [ 134 3 year 35 246 | 124
Above 10 24 3.03 1.26 Ph.D 20 [323 155 Sormore | 38 3.68 | 1.63

Note: *Significant at 1% level, **Significant at 5% level, ***Significant at 10% level

Conclusion

This research empirically extracted the important factors for the performance measurement by perception
of faculty members. Firstly, on the basis of considered factors, this study extracted some important factors
such as Research and staff development Digitization of awards, placement & extracurricular activities,
teaching support, Infrastructure, faculty constraint that need special consideration for the improvement.
Faculties and the students are the backbone of any educational institution, thus, top management has to
develop some efficacious ways to conduct performance measures to calculate overall organizational
performance and link it to the objectives of corporate, i.e. a holistic evaluation model of
University /institutions performance is the key to a higher educational organization’s survival.

Apart from this, Research and innovation should become the core constituent for the transformation of our
higher education. Government and industries should collaboratively invest in research and innovations to
provide world class infrastructure, facilities, library services, technology along with human resource. It will
offer rich dividends in future for sure.

In addition to this, this study recommends the top management to consider faculty capability as the most
important parameter in improving their educational quality system. Therefore, faculty’s recruitment aspect
would have to be very carefully designed by various levels, and a proper focus will have to be given on
policies and strategies to attract and retain high quality faculty and to provide continuing in service
education for such teachers. The private institutions need complete overhauling because some private
technical institutions in India including Punjab are getting closed due to poor quality of teaching and low
admission. These type of institutions are lacking in their basic approach toward education (The Tribune,
2017; India Today, 2017). In addition to this, Faculty members must be kept away from the administration
and non-teaching work. Institutions must be more proactive for the faculty development activities. Last but
not the least;Government should also concentrate on the process of enrolment of the students under NAD.
So that, every student can be cognizant about the digitization of academic awards.
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