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Abstract

The current research is an investigation about how student voice can influence the quality assurance (QA)
efforts of the universities in the Quetta, Baluchistan of the public sectors. The study understands that
there has been a universal transition of viewing students as passive consumers into active participants in
the design of their learning environment and therefore centers on determining whether and how, the
feedback of the students can impact on the institutional measures to improve the quality and vice versa.
Although HEC guidelines highlight a formal QA system, there is a disparity between the process of
soliciting student feedback and putting it into practice and subsequent change which creates frustration
on the side of students and inefficiency within the institute. The quantitative nature of the research design
which is based on positivist philosophy was used with data being collected in a structured Student
Feedback Scale, which was specifically aimed at factors of participation, perceived influence, and
awareness of QA processes. The results indicated an outstanding, statistically significant, positive
connection (Pearson correlation of 0.818) between student voice and quality assurance performance.
Regression analysis supported the view that student participation is a key predictor of the perceived QA
outcomes as the estimated variance explaining about 66.8 percent of the perceived outcomes behind
student voice is significant. The research highlights the importance to shift focusing on tokenism of
feedback gathering towards the meaningful participation of student voices in governance and curricular
construction. The study provides practical analyses that universities can implement in order to reinforce
the student engagement model with an intention of making the QA more responsive and transparent.
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1.0. Introduction

Over the last couple of years, the global focus on quality assurance (QA) in higher education has
fundamentally gained prominence as institutions seek to improve accountability, provide transparency,
and foster continual enhancement. In this system, students are no longer assigned an educational
passively; instead, they are treated as integral partners who help co-design and contribute to the
academic experience. This change has triggered interest in the “student voice,” which describes the
active roles students participate in regarding decisions that affect their studies and education at large
(Hussain, Hassan, Khan, & Khan, 2026).

Organizations like the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education ENQA and
UNESCO put great stress that for any QA mechanism to be effective, all stakeholders, particularly
students who are the core of the teaching learning exercise, need to be included. Consideration of
student feedback is no longer regarded as a useless exercise to please them but rather as an essential
component that has to help shape relevant curricula or teaching methods or supportive services and
more importantly ensure responsive, student-focused learning (Harvey, 2001; Trowler, 2010).
Nonetheless, the set-in policies regarding student evaluation forms, feedback surveys, representation in
a committee dealing with quality, and even student governance structures have failed to address the
persistent problem of the gap between obtaining feedback and actual implementing actionable steps.
The overwhelming impression from students is that little is done to actually acknowledge their input.
There is concern that their voices are not actually heard or that responses from institutions are simply
patronizing. Such scenarios adversely affect relations between students and academic institutions, but
more importantly, trust in quality assurance systems is rendered overly simplistic and pessimistic.
Although many Pakistani universities have implemented QA cells and feedback mechanisms as per HEC's
suggestions, the closure of the feedback loop informing learners how their feedback motivated
enhancements remain inadequately addressed. Moreover, the accompanying cultural setting within
Pakistan adds obstacles to genuine student engagement. This regard, traditional scholarly settings do
not permit students to evaluate faculty and administrative policies openly. Even where feedback systems
exist, frank communication is likely inhibited by the student-teacher power dynamics. Institutional
actors, for instance, may be inadequately trained or motivated to meaningfully analyze student data
employing a suggested change framework. So, the expectation that feedback is gathered is contrasted
with the expectation that it is acted upon and how it is interpreted by institutional stakeholders is
evaluated (Hussain & Durrani, 2026).

Our grasp of the social, organizational, and cultural dimensions that these systems is profoundly lacking
due to the absence of qualitative research on the exercise of student voice within the QA frameworks in
higher education in Pakistan. Most of the existing studies rely on quantitative surveys which provide
surface-level data on student satisfaction without examining the rich, qualitative experiences of the
students and faculty who partake in these processes. Thus, this research aims to fill this gap by looking
into how feedback is actualized in a thorough, qualitative manner. It will assess the perceptions,
experiences, and institutional norms that shape the extent to which student participation truly impacts
quality assurance processes. With this approach, the study aims to expand the knowledge base about
students’ participation in higher education governance and quality assurance in Pakistan and enrich

8370 |Page



Vol. 05 No. 01. Jan-March 2026 Advance Social Science Archive Journal

academic discussions, while simultaneously furnishing evidence-based solutions for enhanced
governance participation frameworks (Ali, Hussain, & Sarwar, 2026).
1.1. :Research Questions
1. To what extent do students perceive that their participation influences quality assurance
?practices in public sector universities of Quetta
2. feedback and subsequent quality improvement What is the relationship between student
?measures
1.2. Research Objectives
1. perceived influence on quality assurance processes in public sector ‘To measure students
.universities of Quetta
2. ssuranceTo analyze the relationship between student feedback and quality a
1.3. Significance of study
This research is particularly relevant for the public sector universities in Baluchistan, which are struggling
with several challenges regarding higher education such as insufficient resources, minor role of student
in governance, and inadequate quality assurance mechanisms..With student evaluations of the quality
of instruction and courses, feedback is frequently requested from students, but too often there is a
disconnect between collection and use for the improvement of educational programs, teaching support,
teaching quality, and services on campus.
In a province like Baluchistan, where a great number of students are from underrepresented and
marginalized groups, an empowered student voice could lead towards more inclusive, transparent and
responsive education systems. This study can help to identify obstacles, for example, in terms of
administrative delay, follow-up or tokenism with regard to how students are currently perceived and
responded to.
1.5. Problem Statement
Although universities are used to canvassing student opinions within their quality assurance (QA) work,
more and more concern has been expressed that such opinions too frequently are not utilized
constructively nor heeded. Students typically feel that whilst frequently asked to complete surveys or
make comments, their opinions never lead to meaningful change. Institutions attend more to numerical
data (e.g., scores and ratings), whilst qualitative student voices (e.g., anecdotal experiences and written
comments) are not duly attended to nor systematically assessed.
This mismatch generates a gap between what is declared by students and what is acted on by
institutions. In effect, students might distrust the process of feedback, and universities will lose potential
insights that would enhance the quality of teaching. In spite of having mechanisms for student
engagement, very little is known about whether student voices are effectively incorporated into
decision-making and policy making. This study fills this gap by investigating students' perspectives on
their role within QA and whether their feedback does result in change.
2.0. Literature Review
The significance of quality assurance (QA) in higher education is an issue of global interest in the past
few years and this has led to institutions around the world making efforts to improve accountability,
transparency, and continuous improvement. This repositioning of the role of students from passive
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consumers of education to proactive participants, partners and drivers of the quality of their academic
experience, has taken place in this context. This shift in paradigm has generated an increasing interest
on the notion of student voice, with this term entailing the actual engagement of students in the
decision- making that shapes their learning and general educational experience. Gathering student
feedback has been a long-standing practice in universities; and such feedback has become an integral
part of the national and institutional Quality Assurance (QA) mechanisms currently in place.

The idea of student representation, as it is developed in literature, encompasses institutionalized set-
ups, wherein democratically elected or appointed student representatives in the university act to
represent the general interest of the student body in the university governance (Matthews & Dollinger,
2023). The given model, which is common in most higher education settings, locates students as the
agents of quality assurance, as they have to collect and share peer feedback, which is used to make
decisions about institutional policies (Flint et al., 2017). Nevertheless, the critics draw attention to the
exclusive nature of representation systems as only a few students can fill these positions, and their voices
are often not heard (Holdsworth, 2021). Further, role ambiguity and advocacy-institutional conflict are
common issues that are experienced by student representatives (Lizzio & Wilson, 2009) (Hussain, Ali,
Hassan, & Khan, 2026). However, such limitations notwithstanding, representation is a key pillar of
democratic involvement in higher education, especially in cases involving student unions that act as a
dominant force in the policy discourse (Mugume & Luescher, 2015).

Instead, student partnership highlights collaborative and dialogical relations of students and staff and is
commonly referred to as co-creation in teaching, learning, and curriculum development (Matthews &
Dollinger, 2023). This type of teaching is based on critical pedagogy because it aims at breaking down
traditional power structures, which defines students not as the passive users of education, but as its
active participants (Cook-Sather et al., 2014). In the literature, the reciprocity of the partnership is
emphasized, in which students and educators have a common interest in the realization of pedagogical
outcomes, which promotes mutually respectful relationships and transformative learning (Bovill, 2020).
Nevertheless, there are still growing issues relating to equal access to the possibilities of partnership,
because either academically high-ability or socially privileged students tend to participate (Marquis et
al., 2018). Researchers promote more comprehensive alternatives, including integrating partnership in
the formal curriculum, to decentralize the field and give marginalized populations more golden
opportunities (Dwyer, 2018).

Representation and partnership are two paradigms that are jeopardized by the mixed up of these two
words. Matthews and Dollinger (2023) remark that partnership should not be viewed as a solution to all
the shortcomings of representation; instead, they are used to perform different functions in the student
voice ecosystem. An example includes the fact that whereas partnership yields relational pedagogies,
representation brings about governance by promoting accountability. The authors caution against
confusion of such roles that risk destroying the legitimacy of elected representatives and
commercializing partnership into neoliberal forms, as consumer satisfaction ratings (Molesworth et al.,
2011) (Hussain, Shah, Durrani, & Hassan, 2023). They rather suggest a combination of these two being
represented: representation and partnership that will take into consideration both the strategic and
operational aspects of student participation.
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As observed in empirical research, the two models have an empowering sense and can have a
revolutionary implication once deployed with determination and purpose. Pedagogical partnerships, as
an example, have been demonstrated to improve student’s motivation and sense of belonging and
critical thinking (Mercer-Mapstone et al., 2017), and good representation systems result in more
institutional transparency and student’s advocacy (Klemencic, 2012). Focus should be paid to how the
models meet practice, especially in different cultural and institutional settings, during the future
research, in order to promote a more sophisticated understanding of student voice in colleges and
universities (Hussain, Hassan, Khan, & Khan, 2025). The inclusion of student voice in management
education in online learning has come to the fore attention given efforts of institutions to improve the
quality of learning and inclusiveness. The model of online learning presented by Efthymiou and Zarifis
(2021) is transferable and lies within the framework of social constructivism due to the experiences of a
wide range of students representing 170 nationalities and 154 countries. They choose to research on the
issues that learners in other parts of the world experience and provide viable suggestions to teachers
and policy makers. In the eight-pillar learning model by the authors, much focus is being given to the
factor of inclusion in education, enhancement of quality, and learner-centered options, which can be
applied in different online management education environments.

One of the most important lessons Efthymiou and Zarifis (2021) have revealed is the value of interactive
and collaborative learning experience in the online educational context. This meets the critic of social
constructivist tenets that state that building of knowledge is a co-construction process that involves
dialogue and joint experience (Vygotsky, 1978). The importance of discussion forums, peer feedback,
and instructor presence to maintain student engagement appears in the study, a subject that was
previously recognized during research (Dixson, 2010; Rovai, 2002). As an example, interactive
components, including threaded discussions and interactive real-time feedback systems, were
determined to reduce the feelings of isolation among online students that in place fostered the sense of
community (Boling et al., 2012).

The authors also term technological and accessibleness barriers as the major problems of online
management education. The problematic internet access and the lack of digital tools hit students in the
developing world more than others, contributing to education inequalities (Luxton, 2016). Accessibility
should be promoted due to the arguments of Efthymiou and Zarifis (2021) in favour of the adaptive
design approach, such as mobile-compatible programs and low-bandwidth teaching content. This chimes
with more general demands that there also should be universal pedagogical practices to meet the
different needs of the learners (Moore et al., 2011) (Ahmed, Rehman, & Hussain, 2024; Hussain, Hassan,
Khan, & Khan, 2024).

The other major contribution of the work is that it focuses on the issue of instructor credibility and
communication within the online context. Suggestions that Efthymiou and Zarifis (2021) discovered
include the ability of timely and well-designed feedback, as well as instructor involvement in class
dialogue, is of high value in terms of increasing student motivation and perceived learning achievement.
These results are in par with the previous studies of Imlawi et al. (2015), who found a correlation
between instructor involvement and satisfaction and performance of students in online classes.
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Therefore, the model provided by the authors emphasizes the necessity of professional development
initiatives that could teach educators to use their skills to facilitate online learning.
Efthymiou and Zarifis (2021) have incorporated these ideas into a unified concept of managing online
education, the eight-pillar framework. The pillars like collaborative learning, adaptive assessment
acknowledge the increased focus on student-centered pedagogies whereas technological resilience
concerns infrastructural issues. The model itself is not only consistent with the current global educational
trends but also provides an individually expandable tool that an institution might use to facilitate better
online learning experiences in a variety of situations.
It would be interesting in future studies to understand how this model may be applied in different fields
and cultures and how implementing it will affect long-term student retention and employment. Also, it
may be required to study the interaction between student voice and a certain number of emerging
technologies, among which, there can be learning analytics powered by machine learning (Viberg et al.,
2018), which could additionally shape the approaches to personalized and inclusive online studies
(Rehman, Amjad, Karamat, & Hussain, 2026).
Qualitative student feedback in higher education has become more and more important as colleges and
universities move towards better experiences of the students. The research by Shah and Pabel (2019)
illustrates the importance of qualitative data in this specific case as the scholars can acquire a more
profound picture of the student’s opinions concerning various learning formats. According to their
research, there are important dissimilarities between the experiences of on-campus and online students
where dissimilar students on-campus mention the face to the face communication with lecturers along
with the practical applications of knowledge whereas online students note the availability of the learning
materials, flexibility of assessment practices and closeness of communication with the educators. These
findings are consistent with the previous works of Bourdeaux and Schoenack (2016) who observed that
course structure and well-timed feedback were especially important to online learners because they
study independently.
Hypothesis

* (Ho) there is no significant impact of student voice on Quality assurance in public sector

universities of Quetta.
* (H1) thereis significant impact of student voice on Quality Assurance in public sector universities
of Quetta.

3.0. Research Methodology
This research adopts a quantitative cross-sectional design to systematically evaluate the impact of
student voice on quality assurance mechanisms within public sector universities in Quetta, Baluchistan.
Grounded in a positivist paradigm, a quantitative framework is selected to objectively quantify students'
perceptions, level of engagement, and self-reported influence regarding institutional quality evaluation
and decision-making processes. The target population comprises undergraduate and postgraduate
students currently enrolled across major public universities in Quetta. A stratified random sampling
technique will be employed to select a representative sample, ensuring proportional representation
across different academic disciplines, study levels, and gender categories. Primary data will be collected
through a structured, self-administered survey questionnaire designed on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging

8374 |Page



Vol. 05 No. 01. Jan-March 2026 Advance Social Science Archive Journal

from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree), incorporating validated operational indicators adapted
from established higher education quality frameworks. Construct validity will be established through
expert review, while internal consistency reliability will be confirmed using Cronbach’s alpha. To ensure
data integrity, preliminary procedures will include screening for missing values and verifying
assumptions of normality. Descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, means, and standard
deviations) will be calculated to summarize demographic characteristics and baseline response
distributions. Inferential statistical procedures, including Pearson correlation analysis and multiple linear
regression analysis, will be performed using SPSS to test hypotheses regarding the predictive relationship
between dimensions of student voice (such as representation, feedback loops, and governance
participation) and perceived quality assurance outcomes. Ethical considerations will be strictly
maintained by obtaining informed consent, ensuring voluntary participation, guaranteeing respondent
anonymity, and securing institutional ethical approval prior to administration. By grounding findings in
empirical and statistically generalizable data, this methodology provides a rigorous foundation for
informing institutional policy and enhancing quality management practices across Baluchistan’s public
higher education landscape.

4.0 Data Analysis and Results

4.1 Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha
.900 2
Reliability of Data
The cronbach alpha value, that is 0.900, is very high and this shows that the survey or data collection
tool employed is dependable. This implies that what is being measured by both student voice and quality
assurance is well regulated in term of what they are trying to measure.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

N Minimu |[Maximu |Mean Std.
m m Deviation
Student_Voice 212 1.00 5.0 2.9113 .79576
i“a"ty—Assura” 212 1.00 5.0 2.8301 |.78167
Valid N (listwise) | 212

Descriptive Statistics

¢ The average score indicating the level of student voice is 2.9113 (out of 5), implying that the
average level of student voice or influence on the decision-making process connected with their
education is moderate.

e The average score of quality assurance is 2.8301, namely a bit less than student voice score. This
indicates either the lack of robust and effective quality assurance processes in the interrogated
institutions or that the students are least engaged or even unaware of the quality assurance
processes.
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University
Frequenc [Percent |Valid Cumulative
v Percent Percent
BUITEMS | 100 47.2 47.2 47.2
.. UoB 32 15.1 15.1 62.3
Valid
SBK 80 37.7 37.7 100.0
Total 212 100.0 100.0

Interpretation:

Among 212 respondents, almost half (47.2%) of them are members of BUITEMS, 37.7% of Sardar
Bahadur Khan (SBK) Women University and 15.1% of University of Baluchistan (UoB). This implies that
there is maximum representation of those who are in the sample with BUITEMS followed by SBK and
UoB reporting the least share.

Age
Frequenc |Percent |Valid Cumulative
Y Percent Percent
16-20 |36 17.0 17.0 17.0
.. 21-25 1170 80.2 80.2 97.2
Valid
26-30 |6 2.8 2.8 100.0
Total |212 100.0 100.0

Interpretation:

The respondents mainly belong to 21-25 (80.2%) age category. The number that falls between 16 20
years is only 17 percent and the number of those aged 26 30 is very small (2.8 percent). This implies that
the sample will be primitively composed of young adults of normal undergraduate age or early
postgraduate age.

Gender
Frequenc |Percent |Valid Cumulative
y Percent Percent
Male 72 34.0 34.0 34.0
Valid Female | 140 66.0 66.0 100.0
Total 212 100.0 100.0

Interpretation:

Approximately two-thirds (66%) of the sample are females and one in every three (34%) are males. This
could be an indication of the true gender distribution within the target universities or it could be due to
sampling decision-at least in case, it could be because of SBK (a women university) that may have
provided a significant proportion of the sample.

8376 |Page



Vol. 05 No. 01. Jan-March 2026 Advance Social Science Archive Journal

Qualification

Frequenc [Percent |Valid Cumulative
v Percent Percent
Bachelors | 182 85.8 85.8 85.8
. Masters |28 13.2 13.2 99.1
Valid
4.00 2 9 .9 100.0
Total 212 100.0 100.0

Interpretation:

Most of the respondents (85.8) tend to be at the stage of a bachelor degree, whereas 13.2 occupy a
position at the master stage. The entry in the second column marked 4.00 appears to be some sort of
data coding or entry error: perhaps a GPA entered by mistake instead of qualification. It is quite low
though (0.9%), but it does not affect the general view of majority of them as bachelor students..

4.3 Model Summary

Mode | R R Square |Adjusted R|[Std. Error of
I Square the Estimate
1 .818° .668 .667 45122

a. Predictors: (Constant), Student_Voice

Model Summary

Interpretation:

R (Correlation coefficient = 0.818):

This indicates that there is a strong correlation between the predictor (Student Voice) and the dependent
variable which could be, in this case, an example of quality assurance effectiveness just to mention a few
depending on your research study. It can be seen that 0.818 illustrates that dependent variable is bound
to augment with the augmentation of student voice.

R Square (0.668):

It translates that student voice explains variance of the dependent variable approximately to 66.8
percent. This is a rather large value in social science research, which implies that student voice makes a
significant contribution to the result.

Adjusted R Square (0.667):

This value corrects R Square on the basis of number of predictors and sample size. As the number of
predictors is quite limited (just one), the difference is not very large (0.668 0.667). It validates that the
model is well-fitted and it does not overestimate explanatory power.

Standard Error of the Estimate (0.45122):

This means the mean distance between the values being observed and the regression line. A smaller
value in this case confers that the predictions of the model and the actual data points are fairly close to
each other.
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In a regression model, student voice is shown to be important and is also significant as it explains
approximately two-thirds (66.8 percent) of the variation in your dependent variable and has strong
positive relationship (R = 0.818). The model fits the data seem to be good.

4.4ANOVA®
Model Sum of | df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Regression | 86.167 1 86.167 423.212 |.000°
1 Residual 42.757 210 .204
Total 128.924 211

a. Dependent Variable: Quality Assurance

b. Predictors: (Constant), Student_Voice

ANOVA (Analysis of Variance)

Your regression output contains ANOVA table that is used in determining whether a general regression
model (statistical model using student voice as an explanatory variable) significantly explains differences
in quality assurance. The table illustrates that F-statistic of the regression model is so large and which in
turn indicates the model is very significant as F =423.212 and p = 0.000. This implies that chances of the
relationship between student voice and quality assurance being exhibited to be by chance are very slim.
Practically, the finding can be used to affirm that there is significant contribution of student voice to
understand difference in the quality assurance among universities in the public sector. Regression sum
of squares (86.167) shows amount of variation due to student say in the quality assurance and secondly
the residual sum of squares (42.757) shows the variation not attributable to the student say. All these
values taken together lead to the agreement that the model fits the data very well, and the conclusion
that student voice has a significant and important role in the determination of quality assurance
outcomes can be illustrated by these statistics.

4.5 Coefficients®

Model Unstandardized Coefficients | Standardized |t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 492 .118 4.178 .000
1
Student_Voice |.803 .039 .818 20.572 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Quality_Assurance

It can be indicated that the coefficients table indicates that student voice has strong positive effects on
quality assurance in the universities in the public sector. Unstandardized coefficient (B = 0.803) reveals
that in a one-unit rise in student voice, there would be approximately 0.803 rise in quality assurance
score showing a strong positive and significant relationship. Since an intercept (the constant) interprets
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the quality assurance level in the absence of student voice, it is 0.492. The p-value of. 000 (which is lesser
than the normal significance level of 0.05) indicates that this effect is indeed statistically significant.
Consequently, we can discontinue the null hypothesis that expressed that no effects exist between the
student voice and quality assurance. Rather the results reveal strong evidence of the alternative
hypothesis: that the student voice is genuinely and positively related to quality assurance in these
universities.

4.6 Correlations

Student_Voice Quality_Assuranc
e
Pearson Correlation 1 .818™
Student_Voice ) .
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 212 212
Pearson Correlation .818™ 1
ality_Assurance
Quality_Assuranc Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 212 212
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlation

In the correlations table, it is displayed how important and strong the relation between student voice
and quality assurance is. It seems that positive relationship between the variables is high because
Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.818 and correlation is positive i.e. the higher the student voice, the
higher the perception or the level of quality assurance. At a 0.01 level (2-tailed), the relationship is
significant because the p-value is equal to .000 and it is rather less than the standard value of 0.05. This
translates to the fact that there is a very little possibility that this association is as a result of chance. On
the whole, this ensures that student voice has a positive and close relationship with the quality assurance
in the public sector universities, and it complements the results of the regression undertaken earlier to
argue that null hypothesis, according to which the variables of never correlation between student voice
and quality assurance, should be rejected.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

The paper is an evidence of the fact that student voice has a significant role in quality assurance in the
universities of Quetta, Baluchistan in the light of empirical evidence. Although there are QA structures
in place, the gap between feedback gathering and institutional action on their feedback has been
restrictive in transforming the potential influence of student participation. The results which place great
emphasis on positive extremely high relation between student voice and QA effectiveness raise
important factors that urge universities to reconsider the current activities. This shift of passive
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consultation to an active partnership would fill some trust gaps, increase the relevance of academic
programs and ensure quality assurance processes are more dynamic and all-encompassing. Efforts to
empower the voice of students are also critical, specifically within culturally sensitive environments, such
as Baluchistan, wherein power structure might reduce open criticism. Through feedback loop closes,
capacity building investments and developing intensive multi-channeled approaches to engagement,
universities can turn student feedback into a source of real change and institutional responsibility.
Policy Recommendations for Universities

1. Feedback Loop Closure: Be proactive in regularly giving back to the students how their feedback
was used to make specific changes in teaching, curriculum and services.

2. Student Partnerships: Institutionalize the concept of an institutionalized partnership that is
student-centered and not just representative-based membership in committees.

3. Capacity Building This will involve training the faculty and administrators on how to analyze the
gualitative student feedback and make positive use of it.

4, Cultural Change: Create open culture in which students can speak openly without being afraid
that they will be punished because of their critique to the traditional hierarchical style of things.

5. Variety in Feedback Channels: To diversify channels of feedback, employ digital feedback

mechanisms, focus groups, informal discussions along with surveys to accommodate the marginalized
voices.

6. Monitor and Evaluate: Put in place measures that will monitor the effects of student opinion to
institutional change that must be reviewed after one year.
7. Foster Openness: Post QA report on a yearly basis which includes the input of the students and

the response of the institution to attain trust and accountability.
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