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ABSTRACT— The National Assessment and
Accreditation Council (NAAC) serves as India’s premier
external quality assurance body for higher education
institutions, systematically evaluating and grading
colleges across a comprehensive spectrum of criteria. This
study examines the impact of NAAC accreditation on
institutional quality assurance mechanisms within Indian
colleges. Employing a cross-sectional survey of 120
accredited colleges spanning six states, data were collected
via a structured questionnaire targeting heads of quality
cells, senior faculty, and administrative officers. Key
metrics included preparedness for self-study reports,
effectiveness of internal quality assurance cells (IQACs),
stakeholder perceptions of teaching-learning
enhancements, research and extension activities,

infrastructure improvements, and governance reforms

post-accreditation.
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Quantitative analyses reveal that 78% of institutions
reported significant enhancements in curricular design
and teaching methodologies, 65% noted measurable gains
in research output and collaborations, and 82% invested
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in upgraded facilities and student support services.
However, challenges persist in sustained data
management, resource allocation for quality initiatives,
and follow-up peer-team engagement. The findings
underscore the catalytic role of NAAC accreditation in
institutionalizing continuous quality improvement, while
highlighting areas requiring intensified capacity building
and policy support. Recommendations include
strengthening IQAC-led monitoring, embedding quality
metrics into routine governance, and fostering
peer-learning networks among colleges to share best

practices.
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Institutional Effectiveness
1. Introduction

Quality assurance in higher education has emerged as a
pivotal concern globally, shaping institutional credibility,
academic standards, and stakeholder trust. In India, the
NAAC was established in 1994 under the University Grants
Commission’s aegis to assess and accredit colleges and
universities, thereby driving a systemic shift from ad hoc
evaluation to structured, criteria-based quality assurance.
Accreditation by NAAC is a cyclical process involving
submission of a Self-Study Report (SSR), an on-site
peer-team visit, data validation, and final grading on a
seven-point scale (A++ to C). By mandating the formation of
Internal Quality Assurance Cells (IQACs), NAAC aims to
embed a culture of continuous quality enhancement through
regular monitoring, feedback loops, and stakeholder

engagement.
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Fig.2 NAAC Accreditation and Quality
Assurance,Source([2])

Indian colleges grapple with diverse challenges:
heterogeneous resource endowments, disparities in faculty
expertise, varied student demographics, and evolving
regulatory mandates. Against this backdrop, NAAC
accreditation functions as both a catalyst for reform and a
benchmark against which institutions can measure progress.
Yet, empirical evidence on the real-world efficacy of
accreditation in driving substantive quality improvements
remains limited. This study addresses this gap by surveying a
representative  sample of accredited colleges to assess
changes in quality assurance practices, identify persisting
obstacles, and propose strategic pathways for strengthening

accreditation-linked quality initiatives.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Quality assurance frameworks in higher education typically
encompass two complementary dimensions: internal quality
assurance (IQA) and external quality assurance (EQA). IQA
refers to institution-led processes—strategic planning, peer
reviews, performance audits—while EQA involves
independent  bodies evaluating compliance against
established standards. The European Association for Quality
Assurance in Higher Education underscores the synergy
between IQA and EQA, where internal mechanisms sustain

improvements initiated by external evaluations.

In the Indian context, several scholars have examined

NAAC’s role. Rao (2010) argues that NAAC accreditation
25
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incentivizes curricular modernization and pedagogical
diversification, as institutions align their offerings with
defined criteria covering curricular aspects,
teaching-learning, research, infrastructure, student support,
governance, and innovations. Kumar and Jain (2015) find that
post-accreditation, colleges experience up to a 20% increase
in research funding and collaborative projects, attributing this
to heightened institutional visibility and stakeholder
confidence. Sharma et al. (2018) highlight improvements in
infrastructure and library services, noting that colleges often

leverage accreditation cycles to secure grants under schemes

linked to quality enhancement.

Conversely, criticisms of NAAC point to procedural rigidity
and administrative burden. Singh and Gupta (2016) contend
that frequent data solicitations for SSR preparation can
overwhelm smaller colleges with limited staff. Mehta (2019)
notes inconsistencies in peer-team evaluations, citing
variability in feedback quality and follow-up support.
Additionally, the temporal gap between peer visits and result
declarations—often stretching to six months—can dilute

momentum for immediate corrective actions.

Recent studies advocate for capacity building within IQACs.
Das (2020) recommends structured training modules for
IQAC coordinators in data analytics, change management,
and stakeholder communication, to ensure sustainability of
quality processes beyond accreditation cycles. International
comparisons—such as with Australia’s Tertiary Education
Quality and Standards Agency—suggest that supplementing
accreditation with performance-based funding can further

reinforce accountability and incentivize innovation.

Collectively, the literature  underscores NAAC’s
transformative potential, while cautioning against procedural
bottlenecks. However, there remains a dearth of large-scale
survey evidence capturing institutional perceptions and

measured outcomes across diverse regions of India.

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Design

This study adopts a descriptive, cross-sectional survey design
to capture a snapshot of quality assurance practices in
NAAC-accredited colleges. The protocol received ethical
clearance from the institutional review board of the lead

researcher’s university.
3.2 Population and Sample

The population comprises all colleges accredited by NAAC
during its fourth cycle (2017-2021). Using stratified random
sampling based on geographic zones (North, South, East,
West, Central, Northeast), 20 colleges per zone were selected,
totaling 120 institutions. Criteria for inclusion included:
accreditation status confirmed by NAAC website, operational

IQAC, and willingness to participate.
3.3 Instrument Development

A structured questionnaire was developed, drawing on
NAAC’s seven criteria and themes identified in the literature.
The instrument comprised 45 items on a five-point Likert
scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree),

covering:
1. SSR Preparedness and Data Management
2. IQAC Functionality and Governance

3. Curricular Innovations and Teaching-Learning

Practices
4. Research Output and Extension Activities
5. Infrastructure and Learning Resources
6. Student Support and Progression

7. Stakeholder Feedback and Continuous

Monitoring

26

@2026. This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
License [ CC BY NC 4.0 ] and is available on http://www.gjirp.org/


http://www.gjirp.org/
https://gjirp.org/

ISSN (Online): 3143-1089

Volume-2 Issue-4 || Oct — Dec 2026 || PP. 24 — 29

Global Journal of Innovative Research Perspectives (GJIRP)

https://gjirp.org/

The questionnaire was pilot-tested with five colleges for
clarity and reliability. Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale

was 0.89, indicating high internal consistency.
3.4 Data Collection

Data were collected between January and March 2025.
Questionnaires were disseminated via email to IQAC
coordinators, who facilitated responses from senior faculty
and administrative officers. Follow-up reminders ensured an

85% response rate (102 colleges returned completed surveys).
3.5 Data Analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics
(means, standard deviations) and inferential tests (ANOVA)
to compare perceptions across regions. Open-ended
responses were coded thematically to supplement

quantitative findings.
RESEARCH CONDUCTED AS A SURVEY

The survey implementation adhered to standardized
protocols. IQAC coordinators received a detailed information
sheet outlining the study’s objectives, confidentiality
assurances, and instructions for questionnaire completion.
Response collection utilized an online survey platform with
secure data encryption. A reminder schedule—two weeks and
one month post-initial invitation—was followed to maximize

participation.
Respondent demographics included:

e Role: 60% IQAC coordinators, 25% senior faculty,

15% administrative officers.

e Institution Type: 55% government colleges, 45%

private colleges.

e Accreditation Grade: 30% A++, 40% A+, 20% A,
10% B Grades.

e Student Strength: Range from 500 to 5,000

students, average = 1,800.

Qualitative inputs from open-ended items highlighted
innovations such as introduction of outcome-based education,
deployment of e-governance tools for data tracking, and
formation of student quality ambassadors to foster peer

feedback.
RESULTS

5.1 SSR Preparedness and IQAC Functionality

Mean scores for SSR preparedness stood at 4.2 (SD=0.6),
indicating strong readiness for accreditation exercises.
Government colleges reported marginally higher scores
(M=4.3) compared to private (M=4.1), though the
difference was not statistically significant (p > 0.05). IQAC
functionality scored an overall mean of 4.0 (SD =0.7), with
the Northeast zone exhibiting the lowest average (M =3.7),

suggesting region-specific capacity gaps.
5.2 Curricular and Teaching-Learning Improvements

Responses indicated that 78% of institutions actively revised
curricula  to  integrate  interdisciplinary = modules
post-accreditation. Teaching-learning enhancements—such
as flipped classrooms, peer tutoring, and outcome-based
assessments—received a mean score of 4.1 (SD=0.5).
Faculty development programs organized by 85% of colleges

were credited with improving pedagogical skills.
5.3 Research and Extension Activities

Research output, measured by publications and funded
projects, rose significantly in 65% of colleges
post-accreditation. ANOVA revealed a significant effect of
accreditation grade on research enhancement (F(3,98) =4.25,
p<0.01), with A++ institutions reporting the highest gains.
Extension  activities—community  outreach, industry

partnerships—scored a mean of 3.8 (SD =0.8), with several
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respondents calling for more structured support for extension

coordinators.
5.4 Infrastructure and Student Support

Upgrades to laboratories, libraries, and digital infrastructure
were reported by 82% of colleges, reflected in a mean score
of 43 (SD=0.4). Student support services, including
counseling, career guidance, and financial aid, saw a mean of
4.0 (SD=0.6). However, rural colleges reported lower scores
in digital infrastructure readiness (M =3.5), highlighting

persistent urban—rural divides.
5.5 Governance, Leadership, and Monitoring

Stakeholder feedback mechanisms—online surveys, focus
groups—were institutionalized in 70% of colleges.
Continuous monitoring through dashboards and quality
metrics achieved a mean of 3.9 (SD=0.7). Several
respondents recommended periodic peer reviews between
institutions to sustain momentum between accreditation

cycles.
CONCLUSION

This study affirms that NAAC accreditation acts as a
powerful lever for quality assurance in Indian colleges,
driving curricular reforms, pedagogical innovation, research
intensification, and infrastructure modernization. High levels
of SSR preparedness and active IQAC engagement
demonstrate that most colleges perceive accreditation as
integral to institutional development rather than a mere
compliance exercise. Nevertheless, challenges endure: data
management  capacities need bolstering, resource
disparities—especially in rural regions—require targeted
interventions, and follow-up engagement with peer teams
must be strengthened to translate evaluation feedback into

sustainable practices.

Policy recommendations include:

1. Capacity Building: Implement nationwide training
programs for IQAC coordinators in data analytics,
project management, and stakeholder

communication.

2. Resource Allocation: Establish a dedicated fund for
digital infrastructure upgrades in under-resourced
colleges, with performance-linked disbursement tied

to accreditation outcomes.

3. Peer-Learning Networks: Facilitate regional
clusters of accredited institutions to exchange best
practices, conduct mutual audits, and co-develop

quality toolkits.

4. Enhanced Follow-Up: Introduce interim peer-team
visits or virtual reviews to maintain accountability
and support continuous improvement between

accreditation cycles.

By addressing these imperatives, stakeholders can ensure that
the momentum generated by NAAC accreditation translates
into enduring enhancements in teaching, research, and
governance, thereby elevating the quality landscape of Indian

higher education.
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