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PREFACE 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the application of the concept of Total Quality 

Management (TQM) in higher education in two central universities of India, viz. Delhi 

University and Manipur University, so that it will help in uplifting the quality of higher 

education in both the select two universities. The quality development needs to be more 

emphasized to make the higher education in both the universities relevant in the present day of 

globalization and liberalization where there is increased competition in higher education 

globally.  

Total Quality Management and its application are successful in today’s business world but less 

consideration have been given in the education system. This study tries to pursue into the 

assessment of the extent to which characteristics of Total Quality Management are present in the 

higher education level in the select two universities, Delhi University and Manipur University, 

by eliciting the opinion of the faculty members, students and non-teaching staffs in both the 

universities. The study will help the authorities, policy makers, researchers, etc., to identify the 

problems regarding the quality related issues, as the study has attempted to provide some 

important and useful insights regarding the status of application of Total Quality Management in 

higher education. 

The study is conducted with the help of self-administered questionnaire designed to fulfill the 

objectives of the study where the data is collected from the students, faculty and non-teaching 

staff of both the select universities. Further the collected data have been analyzed using both 

qualitative and quantitative methods vis-à-vis percentage analysis, t-test and factor analysis.  
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1.1 Introduction 

Education has been defined in various ways, different from country to country, societies, 

castes and classes, hence providing with many findings. Education brings a vicissitude of an 

individual, be it in the cerebrating potency, presentation and structuring of conceptions. 

Education is considered as an important index of human development. Moehlman (1951) 

states, “A nation possesses the key to its future if it understands the purposes and inner logic 

of its own culture. Education, when used intelligently, is the means for obtaining the key. 

There is no pat formula for an educational solution which applies everywhere and at all times. 

It is necessary to study a system of education in its own culture pattern, using a check list or 

morphology covering philosophy, people, land, historical determinants, and technology in 

relation to educational development.” A rich sympathy of a nation's culture can have a grasp 

of its nation‟s future, for which education is the guts to accomplish the destination. At this 

point, different educational tools have been used, and there is no strict single formula that has 

to be used for this purpose. A person acts and habituates according to his/ her culture, hence 

the education system need to be studied as per the practice of its culture. To experience its 

culture form in relation to educational development, a sound structure, including philosophy, 

people, nation, historical determinants, and technology needs to be considered carefully. 

Education is also perceived as an agent for eradication of poverty and human growth. 

India ranks 134
th

 having a Human Development Index (HDI) value of 0.547 as per the HDI of 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 2011. While in the same period, the HDI 

value of the world was 0.682, making India grouped among the countries with medium 

human development. India‟s Education Index was 0.232 in 1980 which has improved to 0.450 

in 2011 (Chakravartty & Gupta, 2006; UNDP, 2011). 
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Education is one of the most crucial factors in empowering people with skill and knowledge 

and in giving them access to productive employment in the future. Educational quality is 

absolutely essential for the steady progress of a nation. Quality of education in every stage is 

thus a serious concern all over the world (Hanushek & Woesmann, 2007; Vegas & Petrow, 

2008). 

Education in general, as well as higher education has been the subject of a great deal of study. 

Historically, there are few institutions in society with a longer history than higher education, 

even if the system has gone through some major changes. Education is an important part of 

society, and both affects as well as is affected by society at large. The future of the nation is 

determined by the quality of higher education, as it dispenses with the most productive age 

group. As defined in Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD, 

1997), learning and teaching are of two different parameters, such as, „Education‟ as 

“organized and sustained communication designed to bring about learning” whereas teaching 

is defined as “any change in behavior, information, knowledge, understanding, attitudes, 

skills, or capabilities which can be retained and cannot be ascribed to physical growth or to 

the development of inherited behavior patterns.” 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization‟s (UNESCO) World 

conference on Higher Education, 1998 declared that “Education is a fundamental pillar of 

human rights, democracy, sustainable development and peace.” The objective of higher 

education in a country is very vast, be it from the changing life style of a human being to the 

maintaining of peace in a community. Thus higher education is an instrument in establishing 

adaptability, accessibility and viability in the rapidly transmuting life style of a human being. 

A similar study by Williams (1993) on the concept of Total Quality Management (TQM) and 
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its application to higher education also argues that continuous quality improvement, staff and 

student participation, meeting customer needs and coordination, help to increase the quality of 

higher education systems, even if, these institutions are not market oriented. Yet another study 

was the one conducted by Jie & Idris (2009) for evaluating the general perception of post 

graduate students on TQM in Malaysian universities and its effect on determining the 

attractiveness of the place of study. The major findings were that the quality of service and 

student focus, positively affect attractiveness of the place of study. 

A conceptual model based on Baldrige National Quality Award (BNQA) for implementing 

TQM in higher education and a research instrument with which one could measure the total 

quality management practices in an educational organization, was developed by Mahadevappa 

(2006) and the TQM model implied that the leadership of an educational organization has a 

direct impact on the system. The equilibrium values of the economic system, viz., the value 

for which unemployment is zero can be obtained only if the education system grows at a 

rhythm determined by the economy or if the economy grows at the rhythm determined by the 

output of the educational system (Correa 1967). Education in all its forms is an important 

component for the development of human resources, it is mostly higher education which 

contributes to the quality of life of the people through the country's economic development 

and it has been recognized as a 'crucial factor for survival' in the National Policy on Education 

(1986).  
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1.2 Higher education system in India 

With a very rich traditional heritage in terms of education, higher education is not a new to 

India. In the ancient India, the curriculum of higher education mainly include the teachings of 

‘Vedas’, ‘Upanishads’ and ‘Vedangas’, where the students were imparted with spiritual and 

moral values. Universities like Nalanda, which came up from the Buddhist monastic 

communities, show the evidence that at times the universities in India hold a strong root and 

students come to gain the knowledge from different parts of the globe. The students were 

taught about the principles of the Vedas by the „guru‟ in the „gurukuls‟, which are the 

educational institutions and the residence of „guru.‟ Unlike the modern age, the educational 

institutions were not well organized during the ancient times of vedic and Buddhist periods, 

where the sanghas, monasteries and gurukuls were established, in which different people 

from different places visit the institution and hold a place of debates and discussions. The 

Calcutta Madrasa for Islamic studies was the first institution established by the British rulers 

in 1761. On the model of London University, the universities of Calcutta, Madras and 

Bombay were set up in 1857, acting as examining university of the affiliated colleges. The 

higher education system of India grew rapidly after the Independence in 1947. At this time of 

Independence, there were 20 universities and 500 colleges, by 1991, there were 177 

universities and 7346 colleges, progressing to 467 universities and 25,951 colleges by 2009, 

further increasing to 574 universities and 35539 colleges by 2012.  

1.2.1 Structure and types of Higher Education system in India 

Indian higher education academic qualification is guided by three principle levels of 

qualification, such as bachelor/ undergraduate level, master‟s / post –graduate /pre doctoral 
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level and doctoral / post-doctoral level. Secondary degrees are also offered in education, 

journalism and librarian-ship in the bachelor degrees. Diploma courses are also offered at 

undergraduate and postgraduate level. Varying on the academic administrative and financial 

arrangements, there are various types of universities in India. Generally there are five major 

kinds of university in the country. They are Central University, State University, Deemed to 

be University, Open University and Private University. Except for the private university, the 

others are funded by the Union and State government.  

Universities established by the Act of Parliament are called Central Universities and those set 

up by the State Legislature are State Universities. The central government through gazette 

notification grants some higher education institutions as „deemed to be university‟ status. 

“Deemed Universities” are institutions that are conferred the status of a university because of 

their long tradition of teaching, or specialization and excellence in a particular area of 

knowledge. They enjoy complete autonomy in respect of developing and innovating academic 

programmes on their own. The “deemed university” status is granted by the University Grants 

Commission (UGC) in accordance with Section 3 of the UGC Act, 1956 with the approval of 

the Department of Secondary and Higher Education in the Ministry of Human Resource 

Development. Open universities are those that provide distance education programmes alone, 

which means any branch or branch of knowledge is imparted exclusively through distance 

education. Private University is a university established through a State / Central Act by 

sponsoring body, like a Society registered under Societies Regulation Act 1860, or any other 

corresponding law for the time being in force in a State or a Public Trust or Company 

registered under Section 25 of the Companies Act, 1956. There are also few institutions of 

national importance which are established by an Act of Parliament, such as All Indian 
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Institute of Technology (IIT), National Institute of Technology (NIT). Other institution which 

can be mentioned here is Institute under State Legislative Act, which is established or 

incorporated by a State Legislative Act, e.g. Indira Gandhi Institute of Medical Science, 

Patna. There are also several institutions like National Institute of Fashion Technology, which 

are established through State Central Act and are empowered to award degrees but do not 

come under any of the above category. University education in India aims at providing 

knowledge and wisdom which are necessary attributes of a well-developed personality.  

1.2.2 Policies on Higher Education 

Ministry of Human Resource Development (MHRD), Government of India, Annual Report 

(2009-2010) states “Education is not only an instrument of enhancing efficiency but also an 

effective tool of augmenting and widening democratic participation and upgrading the overall 

quality of individual and society”. Higher education is an indicator of future progress and 

prosperity of a country. As declared in the UNESCO world conference on Higher Education 

in 1998, it states that “education is a fundamental pillar of human rights, democracy, 

sustainable development and peace”. 

The Indian University Commission was set up in 1948, headed by Dr. Sarvapalli 

Radhakrishnan (known as Radhakrishnan Commission), gave guidelines for restructuring 

higher education and also gave the suggestion about the reorganization of the University 

Grants Committee, giving the idea that this committee should have the power to allocate 

grants within the limits set by the government, setting up goals for the development of higher 

education. Another commission known as Indian Education Commission, which is popularly 

known as Kothari Commission of 1964-66, in its report examined that there should be 
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improvement in the quality and standard of higher education and research. The establishment 

of National System of Education was a major suggestion of this commission, which focus on 

the structural and functional changes in the educational institutions. The National Policy on 

Education (NPE) was adopted in 1986 latter modified in 1992 as Program of Action 1992, 

governs the development of higher education in India. The NPE 1986 and Action Plan 1992 

were based on the two above said commission reports, the “University Education Commission 

Report” and “Education Commission Report”. As emphasized by NPE 1986, in order to deal 

with the challenges that have come up with the modernization and globalization, the national 

strategy of education has to ensure the availability of highly educated trained and motivated 

manpower. There is an unavoidable need for growing and sustaining institutions of excellence 

at all levels to tap the best talents and raise them with concern and competence, so that India 

can compete with the most advanced countries in various fields of production. The 1986 

policy also suggested for the Open University system as an instrument of democratization of 

education and to produce a new pattern of Rural Universities to accept up the challenges of 

micro planning at grassroots levels for the transformation of the rural regions. The Action 

Plan of 1992 focused on the quality improvement to promote excellence in the institutions 

which have the potential and to develop curriculum to teach the youth the required values 

through strengthening academic and physical infrastructure. It includes schemes and programs 

which were directed towards expansion of intake capacity in general, and that of the 

disadvantaged groups such as the poor, schedule caste (SC), schedule tribe (ST), minorities, 

girls, the physically challenged persons, and those in the educationally backward regions, in 

particular.  
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1.2.3 Regulatory bodies and Research Councils 

As given in the MHRD Annual Report 2012-2013, there are nine Apex Level Bodies 

(Regulatory Bodies/Research Councils) under the Department of Higher Education which are 

responsible for higher education in India. These bodies can be broadly divided into two 

categories (i) Regulatory Bodies and (ii) Research Councils. 

In order to regulate the higher education in India, four Regulatory Bodies has been set up. A 

brief summary of the regulatory bodies are given below: 

University Grants Commission (UGC): The University Grants Commission (UGC), is a 

statutory organization established by an Act of Parliament in1956 for the promotion and 

coordination of University Education and for the determination of teaching, examination, 

research and extension in Universities and maintenance of its standards. The Commission 

advises the Central and State Governments on the measures necessary for development of 

higher education as well as provides grants to universities and colleges in order to maintain 

the minimum standards and to improve the university education. The linkage between the 

union and the state governments in matters regarding higher learning is carried out by UGC, 

where the top priority of the commission is to provide quality in higher education. The 

commission also identifies the needs of all the university wherein the main agenda of the 

commission is to provide effective region-wise coverage across the country. For promoting 

the quality in higher education, UGC has launched various schemes, which are meant for 

universities and colleges exclusively or for both, or for development of faculty and 

recognition of academics such as identification of universities and colleges with potential for 

excellence, programme for development of management education, computer education, 

engineering and technical education, faculty improvement programmes, schemes for 



10 
 

strengthening research and accreditation system etc. It also provides scholarships in higher 

education to various streams available.  

All India Council for Technical Education (AICTE): All India Council for Technical 

Education (AICTE) was set-up in November 1945 based on the recommendation of Central 

Advisory Board of Education (CABE), as a national level Apex Advisory Body to conduct 

survey on the facilities on technical education, stimulate, coordinate and control the 

provisions of educational facilities and to promote development in the country in a 

coordinated and integrated manner. It also covers programmes of technical education 

including training and research in Engineering &Technology, Architecture & Town Planning, 

Management, Pharmacy, Applied Arts and Crafts, Hotel Management and Catering 

Technology etc. at different levels. The council has a vision of having a world class 

organization by ensuring high quality technical education to the society, leading to 

technological and socio-economic development of the nation hence enhancing the global 

competitiveness of technical manpower. With the main objectives of promoting quality, 

providing regulations, planning, coordinating and maintaining the norms and standards in 

Technical Education, AICTE make sure of their responsibilities by fulfilling the above 

objectives giving directions to the policies so as to assess the manpower requirements. The 

council takes necessary step to prevent the commercialization of Technical Education, 

granting the approval for starting new Technical Institutions, and can inspect or cause to 

inspect any technical institution. AICTE lay down norms and standards for course curriculum, 

physical and instructional facilities, staff patterns, staff qualifications, quality instructions, 

assessment and examination. 
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Distance Education Council (DEC): Distance Education Council (DEC) was established 

under Statute 28 of the Indira Gandhi National Open University (IGNOU) Act, 1985. DEC 

coordinates maintenance of standards in the Open and Distance Learning (ODL) system. It 

has launched many initiatives for determination of standards in the system and provides 

financial, academic and technical support to the 13 State Open Universities and over 200 

Directorates attached to conventional universities and Private/Autonomous Institutes, referred 

as Distance Education Institutions (DEIs). It is the general duty of the DEC to take all such 

steps as are necessary for the promotion of the Open University/Distance Education Systems, 

its coordinated development, and the determination of its standards. 

Council of Architecture (CoA): The Council of Architecture (COA) has been constituted by 

the Government of India under the provisions of the Architects Act, 1972, enacted by the 

Parliament, which came into force on 1st September, 1972. The Act provides for registration 

of Architects and matter connected therewith. The Council has prescribed the minimum 

standards of architectural education required for granting recognized qualifications by 

notifying Council of Architecture‟s Minimum Standards of Architectural Education 

Regulations, 1983 with prior approval of the Central Government. 

A brief summary of the five Research Councils under the Department of Higher Education are 

given below: 

Indian Council of Historical Research (ICHR):  

Indian Council of Historical Research (ICHR) was established by the Government of India, 

in1972, as an autonomous body to encourage objective and scientific research in various 

aspects of history. The primary objective of the Council is to give a proper direction to 

historical research, encourage and foster objective and scientific writing of history, not only 
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from the point of view of national integration but also to inculcate respect for our cultural 

heritage without encouraging a blind acceptance of obscurantism and revivalism in historical 

writings. 

Indian Council of Social Science Research (ICSSR), New Delhi: 

Indian Council of Social Science Research (ICSSR), New Delhi was established in 1969 by 

the Government of India to promote research in social sciences in the country. It supports a 

network of 27 ICSSR research institutes such as Centre for Studies in Social Sciences, 

Calcutta; Institute for Studies in Industrial Development, New Delhi; Indian Institute of 

Economics (IIE), Hyderabad and Centre for Women‟s Development Studies (CWDS), Delhi. 

Along with, a National Social Science Documentation Centre (NASSDOC) was established in 

the same year, i.e. 1969 as a Division of the ICSSR with the objective to provide library and 

information support services to relevant persons, if so wanted. The council is meant to advise 

the Govt. of India on all matters pertaining to social science research as may be referred to it 

from time to time; and take such measures generally as may be necessary from time to time to 

promote social science research and its utilization. The ICSSR invests, too, significant time 

and energy in developing collaborative links with social scientists, social science 

organizations and academic institutions in India and abroad. There is also promotion of 

research by the council with special care among various social groups such as Scheduled 

Castes, Scheduled Tribes, physically challenged, women and North-East regions. Currently, it 

is implementing major Cultural Exchange Programmes with countries like China, Russia and 

France. The ICSSR participates in the activities of UNESCO‟s programme called 

Management of Social Transformation (MOST) and is also a member of the International 

Social Science Council (ISSC), Paris. 



13 
 

Indian Council of Philosophical Research (ICPR): 

Indian Council of Philosophical Research was set up by the Government of India in March 

1977 and registered as a society. The aims and objectives of the Council are to aid and assist 

research and its publication in the field of Philosophy, and to conduct 

seminars/workshops/conferences for the promotion and propagation of research activities in 

the field of Philosophy. 

Centre for Studies in Civilizations (CSC) [For implementation of Project of History of 

Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture (PHISPC)]: 

The Project of History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture (PHISPC) was launched in 

the year 1990 under the aegis of Indian Council of Philosophical Research (ICPR) with the 

basic aim of undertaking comprehensive research project for inter-disciplinary study of 

History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture so that interconnection between Science, 

philosophy and culture as they developed in the long history of Indian civilization could be 

brought out in detail. In 1996-97, this project was made independent from the ICPR and was 

funded by the Government through CSC. 

National Council of Rural Institutes (NCRI), Hyderabad: National Council of Rural 

Institutes (NCRI), Hyderabad, an autonomous body, was established in 1995 for promotion of 

rural higher education based on Gandhian philosophy. NCRI harnesses the potential of rural 

people, develops their innate skills and catalyses the efforts of various Rural Institutes (RIs) 

and organizations run by Gandhian activists so that the indigenous arts, crafts and farming 

systems get a fillip in rejuvenation of self-reliant villages. 

Indian Institute of Advanced Study (IIAS), Shimla:  



14 
 

Indian Institute of Advanced Study (IIAS) Shimla, an acclaimed research institute under the 

Ministry of Education, Govt. of India, became functional with the formal inauguration by 

President Dr Sarvapalli Radhakrishnan on October 20, 1965. Its alumni include, among 

others, Madame Aung San Suu kyi, the Myanmarese Nobel Peace Laureate who was fellow 

of the institute for two years (1987-89). Its impetus is on in-depth studies of several aspects 

spanning humanities, social sciences and physical & life science. These studies incorporate 

Comparative Studies in Philosophy and Religion; Comparative Studies in History ( including 

Historiography and Philosophy of History); Social, Political and Economic Philosophy; 

Fundamental Concepts and Problems of Logic and Mathematics; Studies in Environment; 

Problems of Contemporary India in the context of National Integration and Nation Building; 

Science, Technology and Development; State Policies on Science and Technology. 

1.2.4 Growth of higher education system 

Since independence, higher education in India has been growing in terms of number of 

Institutions (Universities, Colleges, and Technical Institutions), intake and enrolment etc. 

Although there has been increase of institutions, there also has been serious concern on the 

trend of higher education. In the 12
th

 Plan, it has been discussed that there should be 

improvement in the quality of higher education instead of mere expansion of it. According to 

the UGC annual report 2013-2014, India has 45 Central Universities, 313 State Universities, 

175 State Private Universities, 129 Deemed Universities and 4 institutions established under 

State Legislature Act.   
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Table 1. List of Central Universities in India 

S. No.  State  Name of Central University 

1 
Arunachal 

Pradesh  

Rajiv Gandhi University, Itanagar 

2 Assam  

  

Assam University, Silchar 

3 Tezpur University, Tezpur 

4 Andhra 

Pradesh 

  

  

University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad 

5 Maulana Azad National Urdu University, Hyderabad 

6 English & Foreign Languages University, Hyderabad 

7 Bihar 

  

Central University of Bihar, Patna 

8 Nalanda University, Rajgir 

9 Chhattisgarh Guru Ghasidas Vishwavidyalaya, Bilaspur 

10 

Delhi 

  

  

  

Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhi 

11 University of Delhi, New Delhi 

12 Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi 

13 Indira Gandhi National Open University, New Delhi 

14 South Asian University, Delhi 

15 Gujarat  Central University of Gujarat, Gandhinagar 

16 Haryana  Central University of Haryana, Mahendergarh 

17 
Himachal 

Pradesh  

Central University of Himachal Pradesh, Dharamashala 

18 Jammu & 

Kashmir  

Central University of Kashmir, Srinagar 

19 Central University of Jammu, Jammu 

20 Jharkhand  Central University of Jharkhand, Ranchi 

21 Karnataka  Central University of Karnataka, Gulbarga 

22 Kerala  Central University of Kerala, Vidyanagar 

23 Madhya 

Pradesh  

Indira Gandhi National Tribal University, Amarkantak 

24 Dr. Harisingh Gour Vishwavidyalaya, Sagar 

25 Maharashtra  
Mahatma Gandhi Antarrashtriya Hindi Vishwavidyalaya, 

Mumbai 

26 Mizoram  Mizoram University, Aizawl 

27 Meghalaya  North Eastern Hill University, Shillong 

28 Manipur  

  

Manipur University, Imphal 

29 Central Agricultural University, Imphal 

30 Nagaland  Nagaland University, Nagaland 

31 Orissa Central University of Orissa, Bhubaneshwar 

32 Puducherry  Pondicherry University, Puducherry 

33 Punjab  Central University of Punjab, Bathinda 

34 Rajasthan  Central University of Rajasthan, Jaipur 

35 Sikkim  Sikkim University, Gangtok 



16 
 

36 Tripura  Tripura University, Tripura 

37 Tamil Nadu 

 

Indian Maritime University, Chennai 

38 Central University of Tamil Nadu, Tiruvarur 

39 

Uttar Pradesh 

  

  

  

Aligarh Muslim University, Aligarh 

40 Babasaheb Bhimrao Ambedkar University, Lucknow 

41 Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi 

42 University of Allahabad, Allahabad 

43 
Rajiv Gandhi National Aviation University, Fursatganj, 

Uttar Pradesh 

44 
Uttarakhand  Hemwati Nandan Bahuguna Garhwal University, 

Srinagar 

45 West Bengal  Visva Bharati, Shantiniketan 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

As recorded in UGC Annual Report 2013-14, there are 45 Central Universities in India, as 

shown in details in the above Table 1. Under various schemes/programmes, University Grants 

Commission (UGC) provides both Development (Plan) and Maintenance (Non-Plan) 

assistance to Central Universities. Out of the 45 Central Universities, 6 Universities are not 

funded by UGC; they are (i) Central Agricultural University, Imphal, Manipur (ii) Indira 

Gandhi National Open University, New Delhi (iii) Indian Maritime University, Chennai (iv) 

South Asian University, New Delhi (v) Nalanda University, Bihar and (vi) Rajiv Gandhi 

National Aviation University, Uttar Pradesh. The 39 Central Universities are being provided 

with Plan (Development Grant) and grants under other specific schemes of the UGC. 

  

Table 2. State-wise Number of Universities in India 

S. No.  State No. of Universities 

    Total  Central  

State 

Govt. 

 State 

Private  Deemed  Others  

1 Andhra Pradesh  43 3 33 0 7 1 

2 
Arunachal 

Pradesh  
7 1 0 5 1 0 

3 Assam  16 2 11 3 0 0 

4 Bihar 19 2 15 0 2 0 
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5 Chhattisgarh 19 1 12 6 0 0 

6 Goa 1 0 1 0 0 0 

7 Gujarat 39 1 22 15 2 0 

8 Haryana 32 1 11 14 6 0 

9 

Himachal 

Pradesh 
21 1 4 16 0 0 

10 
Jammu & 

Kashmir  
9 2 7 0 0 0 

11 Jharkhand 13 1 7 3 2 0 

12 Karnataka 47 1 23 8 15 0 

13 Kerala 15 1 12 0 2 1 

14 Madhya Pradesh 35 2 18 12 3 0 

15 Maharashtra 42 1 20 0 21 1 

16 Manipur 2 2 0 0 0 0 

17 Meghalaya  9 1 0 8 0 0 

18 Mizoram  2 1 0 1 0 0 

19 Nagaland  3 1 0 2 0 0 

20 Odisha  18 1 12 3 2 0 

21 Punjab  19 1 8 8 2 0 

22 Rajasthan  61 1 17 35 8 0 

23 Sikkim  5 1 0 4 0 0 

24 Tamil Nadu  51 2 21 0 28 0 

25 Tripura 2 1 0 1 0 0 

26 Uttar Pradesh 59 5 23 21 10 1 

27 Uttarakhand  23 1 8 10 4 0 

28 West Bengal  24 1 21 1 1 0 

29 NCT of Delhi  22 5 6 0 11 0 

30 Chandigarh  2 0 1 0 1 0 

31 Puducherry  2 1 0 0 1 0 

  Total 666 45 313 175 129 4 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

The total number of Universities in Indian states as per the annual report 2013-14 is 313. The 

top three states having the highest number of state universities are Rajasthan (61) and Uttar 

Pradesh (59) and Tamil Nadu (51) which we can see in the above Table 2. As far as the 

private universities are concerned Rajasthan (35) has the highest number of private 

universities, followed by Uttar Pradesh (21), Himachal Pradesh (16) and so on.  
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Table 3. State-wise Number of Colleges during the year 2013-14 and Increase in 

Number of Colleges from 2009-2010 to 2013-2014 

S.No. 

State/Union 

Territory 

2009-2010 

(UC+AC) 

2010-

2011 

(UC+AC) 

2011-

2012* 

(UC+AC) 

2012-13* 

(UC+AC) 

2013-14* 

(UC+AC) 

Increase 

during 

2009-2010  

to 2013-14 

1 
Andhra 

Pradesh 
3985 4066 4550 4881 4907 922 

2 
Arunachal 

Pradesh 
16 16 17 17 26 10 

3 Assam 486 507 507 571 571 85 

4 Bihar  653 653 706 695 695 42 

5 Chhattisgarh 619 641 681 696 696 77 

6  Goa 54 54 60 60 66 12 

7 Gujarat  1818 1836 1849 2020 2060 242 

8 Haryana 850 902 976 992 1066 216 

9 
Himachal 

Pradesh 
309 344 348 349 400 91 

10 
Jammu & 

Kashmir  
322 322 314 362 379 57 

11 Jharkhand  224 231 231 239 279 55 

12 Karnataka  2924 3078 3370 3454 3674 750 

13  Kerala  928 1063 1063 1250 1259 331 

14 
Madhya 

Pradesh  
2008 2236 2364 2406 3294 1286 

15 Maharashtra  4329 4631 4836 4862 5326 997 

16 Manipur  76 76 80 85 89 13 

17  Meghalaya  64 64 69 69 69 5 

18 Mizoram  28 28 28 28 29 1 

19 Nagaland  54 55 58 60 60 6 

20 Orissa  1076 1100 1117 1134 1134 58 

21 Punjab  853 852 978 1004 1004 151 

22 Rajasthan  2347 2412 2753 2791 2791 444 

23 Sikkim  14 15 15 15 39 25 

24 Tamil Nadu  2204 2267 2410 2605 2760 556 

25 Tripura  33 39 40 47 47 14 

26 Uttar Pradesh  3818 3859 4440 4787 5094 1276 

27 Uttarakhand  360 360 413 413 424 64 

28 West Bengal  841 889 896 942 1057 216 

29 
 A & N 

Islands  
6 6 6 6 7 1 

30 Chandigarh  25 25 27 27 27 2 

31 Lakshadweep  3 3 3 3 3 0 
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32 
Daman & 

Diu  
3 4 4 4 4 1 

33 Delhi  240 240 240 240 244 4 

34 
D & N 

Haveli  
4 4 4 4 4 0 

35 Puducherry  86 86 86 86 87 1 

 
Total  31660 32964 35539 37204 39671 8011 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

* Provisional; UC- University Colleges; AC-Affiliated Colleges 

As observed in the above Table 3, it has been noticed that in the last 5 years there is slow pace 

of increase in the number of colleges in the North Eastern Region and few of the Union 

Territories. It can also be seen that in the last 5 years the state having the highest increase in 

college is Madhya Pradesh accounted with the increase of 1286 colleges, which is followed 

by Uttar Pradesh (1276), Maharashtra (997), Andhra Pradesh (922), Karnataka (750) and so 

on.  

Table 4. All India Growth of Students Enrolment in Higher Education  

1984-85 to 2013-14 

 

Year Total Students Enrolment 

2013-14* 237,64,960 

2012-13 223,02,938 

2011-12 203,27,478 

2010-11 186,70,050 

2009-10 172,43,352 

2008-09 157,68,417 

2007-08 144,00,381 

2006-07 131,63,054 

2005-06 120,43,050 

2004-05 110,38,543 

2003-04 102,01,981 

2002-03 95,16,773 

2001-02 89,64,680 

2000-01 83,99,443 

1999-2000 80,50,607 

1998-99 77,05,520 
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1997-98 72,60,418 

1996-97 68,42,598 

1995-96 65,74,005 

1994-95 61,13,929 

1993-94 58,17,249 

1992-93 55,34,966 

1991-92 52,65,886 

1990-91 49,24,868 

1989-90 46,02,680 

1988-89 42,85,489 

1987-88 40,20,159 

1986-87 37,57,158 

1985-86 36,05,029 

1984-85 34,04,096 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

As per the annual report of UGC 2013-14, it is found that during the academic year 2013-14, 

the number students enrolled in various courses at all levels in universities/colleges and other 

institutions of higher education is 237.65 lakhs (provisional) as compared to the revised figure 

of 223.03 lakhs in the previous year.  

Table 5. State-wise Students Enrolment* in Universities & Colleges (2013-14) 

S.No  State/U.T. 

 Total 

Enrolment 

 Women 

Enrolment  

% of 

Women 

1 Andhra Pradesh 22,01,848 9,42,493 42.8 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 20,596 7,583 36.82 

3 Assam  3,67,753 1,77,845 48.36 

4 Bihar 10,22,544 3,91,449 38.28 

5 Chhattisgarh  2,87,753 1,30,605 45.39 

6 Delhi  3,38,112 1,57,423 46.56 

7 Goa  27,944 16,831 60.23 

8 Gujarat  12,98,321 4,80,387 37 

9 Haryana 6,97,451 3,25,355 46.65 

10 Himachal Pradesh  1,75,018 84,532 48.3 

11 Jammu & Kashmir  2,26,116 1,09,128 48.26 

12 Jharkhand 4,54,540 1,83,996 40.48 

13 Karnataka  11,56,708 5,43,985 47.03 

14 Kerala  5,88,665 3,53,119 59.99 
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15 Madhya Pradesh  12,58,432 4,73,541 37.63 

16 Maharashtra 26,87,264 12,53,843 46.66 

17 Manipur  61,029 28,215 46.23 

18 Meghalaya  52,990 27,807 52.48 

19 Mizoram  16,694 7,821 46.85 

20 Nagaland  28,565 14,821 51.89 

21 Orissa  6,49,236 2,60,987 40.2 

22 Punjab  5,36,604 2,65,470 49.47 

23 Rajasthan 15,73,805 6,27,490 39.87 

24 Sikkim  12,632 5,249 41.55 

25 Tamil Nadu  21,85,010 11,12,488 50.91 

26 Tripura  51,455 22,036 42.83 

27 Uttar Pradesh  37,72,315 16,77,423 44.47 

28 Uttarakhand 3,41,992 1,51,484 44.29 

29 West Bengal 15,39,418 6,51,335 42.31 

30 A & N Island  4,151 2,387 57.5 

31 Chandigarh  67,507 33,971 50.32 

32 D & N Haveli 2,462 1,243 50.49 

33 Daman & Diu 1,202 824 68.55 

34 Lakshadweep  429 175 40.79 

35 Puducherry  58,399 29,108 49.84 

  Total  237,64,960 105,52,449 44.4 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014, *Provisional 

The total number of student‟s enrolment and enrolment of women students, among the states, 

during 2013-14 is shown in Table 5. According to the UGC annual report 2013-14, the total 

enrolment of students is 237.65 lakhs out of which 105.52 lakhs are women students, 

constituting 44.40 percent. The states/union territories having the highest percentage of 

women enrolment are Daman & Diu (68.55 %), Goa (60.23 %), Kerala (59.99%), etc. The 

states having the highest enrolment of students are Uttar Pradesh (37.72 lakhs), followed by 

Maharashtra (26.87 lakhs), Andhra Pradesh (22.02 lakhs), Tamil Nadu (21.85 lakhs), etc.  
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Table 6. Level-wise Enrolment of Students: Universities Teaching Departments/ 

University Colleges & Affiliated Colleges 

S.No. Level University 

Deptts./Univer

sity Colleges 

Affiliated 

Colleges 

Total (% to 

Grand Total) 

Percentage 

in 

Affiliated 

Colleges 

1 Graduate 
21,25,559 181,04,033 

202,29,592 

(85.12) 
89.49 

2 Post-Graduate 
7,74,557 21,60,432 

29,34,989 

(12.35) 
73.61 

3 Research 
1,56,845 43,885 

2,00,730 

(0.85) 
21.86 

4 Diploma/Certificate 
1,56,909 2,42,740 

3,99,649 

(1.68) 
60.74 

 Grand Total 
32,13,870 205,51,090 

237,64,960 

(100.00) 
86.48 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

Further from the UGC annual report 2013-2014, it is found that the number of students 

enrolled in variety of courses at the under-graduate level in Universities departments/ 

University Colleges are 21,25,559 while that enrolled in affiliated colleges is 181,04,033. The 

number of students enrolled for Master's level courses (PG) in Universities departments/ 

University Colleges is 7,74,557 while the number enrolled in affiliated colleges is 21,60,432. 

Coming to research level, the students enrolled in this level is very less, where 1,56,845 

students are enrolled in Universities departments/ University Colleges and 43,885 are enrolled 

in affiliated colleges. For Diploma/Certificate level courses, the number of students enrolled 

in in Universities departments/ University Colleges are 1,56,909 and that of affiliated colleges 

is 2,42,740.  
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Table 7. Faculty-wise Students Enrolment (2013-2014) 

S.No. Faculty Total Enrolment Percentage to 

Total 

1 Arts 86,90,407  36.57 

2 Science  40,95,002  17.23 

3 Commerce/Management  41,81,579            17.6 

4  Education  12,88,974 5.42 

5 Engineering / Technology 36,96,104  15.55 

6 Medicine             9,92,917 4.18 

7 Agriculture             1,07,247 0.45 

8 Veterinary Science             28,090 0.12 

9 Law             4,25,932 1.79 

10 Others             2,58,708 1.09 

  Total  237,64,960 100 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

As recorded in the UGC annual report 2013-14, shown in Table 7, the total enrolment of 

students  is 237.65 lakhs out of which 36.57 percent students are enrolled in faculty of Arts, 

17.23 percent in Science and 17.60 percent in Commerce/ Management making a total of 71 

percent enrolled in the three faculties of Arts, Sciences and Commerce / Management while 

the remaining 29 percent has been enrolled in the professional faculties like Engineering 

/Technology (15.55%), followed by Education (Teacher Training) (5.42%), Medical courses 

(4.18%), Law (1.79%) etc. . Only 0.45 percent enrolment of students is found in Agricultural 

Courses and 0.12 percent in Veterinary Science.  

Faculty Strength 

The category-wise position of teachers, in terms of percentages, in Affiliated Colleges (AC) 

and University Teaching Departments/ University Colleges (UTD/UC) during 2013-2014 is 

given below in Table 8: 
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Table 8. Category-wise Number of Teachers (2013-2014) 

 

S.No. Category Number of Teachers 

AC UTD/UC AC+UTD/UC 

(Total) 

Percentage 

to Total 

1 Tutors/Demonstrators  24,795 8,434 33,229 3.17 

2 Assistant Professors/Lectures  4,56,301 79,372 5,35,673 51.07 

3 Lecturers (Senior Scale) 92,850 17,238 1,10,088 10.5 

4 

Readers/Associate 

Professors/Lecturers (selection 

grade) 

2,27,702 46,102 2,73,804 26.1 

5 Professors & their equivalent  65,859 30,272 96,131 9.16 

  Total  8,67,507 1,81,418 10,48,925 100 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 

The total number of teachers in universities and colleges in the academic year 2013-2014 is 

found to be 10.49 lakhs while it was 9.51 lakhs in the previous academic year. As given in 

UGC annual report 2013-14, out of the 10.49 lakhs teachers, the total number of teachers in 

Affiliated Colleges is 8.67 lakhs while that in University Teaching Departments/ University 

Colleges is 1.81 lakhs.  

Table 9. Faculty-wise number of M.Phil. & Doctorate Degrees (Ph.D.) awarded in 2011-

12 & 2012-13 

S.No. Faculty 2011-2012 2012-2013 

M.Phil Ph.D M.Phil Ph.D 

1 Arts 6,080 6,155 7,430 6,298 

2 Science 5,637 6,334 6,916 6,641 

3 Commerce/Management  1,998 1,743 2,419 1,585 

4 Education  622 717 757 813 

5 Engineering/Technology 60 2,173 72 2,119 

6 Medicine  61 638 74 756 

7 Agriculture 97 677 117 738 

8 Veterinary Science  31 189 37 204 

9 Law 53 239 87 282 

10 Other 1,447 996 1,631 839 

  Total 16,086 19,861 19,540 20,275 

Source: UGC Annual Report 2013-2014 
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The total number of Ph.Ds awarded in 2012-2013 is 20,275, of which the Faculty of Science 

had the highest number with 6,641 degrees, the faculty of Arts with 6,298 degrees, faculty of 

Commerce/Management with 1,585 degrees. Further in professional faculties, the faculty of 

Engineering & Technology was awarded with 2,119 Ph.D. degrees, other faculties with 839 

degrees, Education faculty with 813 degrees, Medicine faculty with 756 degrees, Agriculture 

faculty with 738 degrees, etc. 

1.3. Quality Education 

In the current scenario of a competitive world, the need of hour in the higher education system 

is the quality and its relevance available to the masses. Since the quality of a nation depends 

upon the quality of its citizen, which ultimately depends on the quality of education, the 

improvement of quality of education, especially the higher education has become a primary 

concern all over the globe. Quality in terms of education is very much a complex issue to 

define. It is easier to define the quality of industrial products, but, quite difficult to define 

quality of services and when the subject matter turns to quality of education, there is little 

possibility for the consumers to arrive at a common consensus (Sallis, 2002; Mukhopadhyay, 

2001). Quality of education can be defined from the producer‟s perspective and from the 

consumer‟s perspective. The consumers are the students and other stakeholders like industry, 

research institutions, government and business houses that employ the graduates and 

postgraduates produced by educational system.   The term educational quality designates 

different things to different people and there is no universally accepted definition. Education 

as said by many is a liberating force and it helps to convert a developing nation to a developed 

nation, an underdeveloped to a developing one. Higher education has an influential impact on 

development, as it empowers the person with the required skills and competence in order to 
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get the goals in their life, both personally and socially. All the higher education institutions 

aim to make students who will meet the expectations of the society, by availing the students to 

develop the required skills to survive and become a productive human in the global 

community.  

1.3.1 Concept of quality 

Quality is defined in various ways and is needed everywhere. It is in the case of educational 

institutions where there is high concern for quality. As according to Arcaro (2002), that 

quality is the single most paramount issue in education, business and government. Quality in 

education influences what the students will learn, how well they learn, and its benefits from 

education. The outcomes from education with required values and skills help the students to 

play a positive role in the society, which is an important issue for almost all the country 

(UNESCO, 1998). To increase the quality of higher education systems, Williams (1993) 

argues that continuous quality improvement, staff and student participation, meeting customer 

needs and coordination is needed even if, these institutions are not market oriented. Quality 

can be measured through different parameter, either taken individually or in various 

combinations. The concept of quality has various interpretations; the dimensions when 

focused differently emerge with a diverse set of definition (Ishikawa, 1985, 1986; Taguchi, 

1986; Deming, 1982; Juran & M.Gryna, 1988; Shields, 1999). Quality originates from the 

latin word „qualis‟ which means „such as the thing really is‟. Quality is something which is 

difficult to define but can be perceived and recognized (Pirsig, 1974). If one can define 

quality, one can manage it, and if one can manage it, one can deliver it to the satisfaction of 

customers and other stakeholders so it is important for a firm to define „quality‟ or understand 

its meaning, so that, the firm would know how to manage it (Juran & Feo, 2010). By checking 
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the presence of defects, one can identify the quality of the product where one considers a 

quality product as free from deficiencies. Crosby (1980) tried to achieve quality through a 

system of prevention focusing on „zero defect‟, and also suggested that quality can be 

achieved by “conformance to requirements”. The preconditions for developing quality will 

not exist unless an institution puts its customers first (Sallis, 2002). 

1.3.2 Total Quality Management 

Total quality management (TQM) is an approach to improve competitiveness, efficiency and 

flexibility for a whole organization; it includes mutual cooperation of people working in the 

organization and its related business process so as to produce products and services which 

will meet the needs and expectations of the customers (Oakland, 1989; Dale, 1999). TQM 

focuses on increased customer satisfaction through continuous improvement where it involves 

all the employees in an organization (Dahlgaard et al., 1999).  

 TQM has five components: 

• Customer- anyone, internal or external, who receives or is affected by the product, 

process or services 

• Continuous improvement – it is essential to reach the stage of „zero defects‟ 

• Training and development- faculty and administrative development should ensure 

diligent updating. 

• Teamwork – key to achieve TQM 

• Measurement – monitoring progress with review of objectives is a necessary corollary 

The principles of TQM ask us to change as necessitated by our customer. In other words,  
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TQM is a customer-focused approach that demands we exactly know who we are focusing 

and why. TQM philosophy promotes the belief that continual improvement is possible where 

evaluation is compulsory, collaboration is essential, and that focus on a particular mission is 

critical (Shaw, 1993). 

TQM emphasizes on continuous process of improvement that enhances productivity and 

lowers costs, which is in contrast to the traditional management assumption that quality 

improvements are associated with increased costs. TQM is a philosophy of improving quality 

by ceaselessly improving the processes that support to realize the mission of an organization 

(Heverly & Cornesky, 1992). 

1.3.3 Total Quality Management in Higher Education 

As stated by Ted Marchese (1993), customer focus, continuous improvement, management by 

fact, bench-marking, people, and organizational structures are the six important principles of 

TQM that have applicability in higher education. Another study done by Lozier &Teeter 

(1993) suggested that there are six foundations of TQM for colleges and universities, such as, 

establishing a mission, creating a vision, improving the process continuously, using 

systematic analysis, promoting participation, and recognizing the university as a system. In 

order to satisfy the stakeholders viz., students, parents, industry and society, higher 

educational institutions consider TQM as a common factor to shape its strategies. Another 

study carried out by Harris (1994), suggested that there are three approaches to TQM in 

higher education. The first one focuses on customer, where there is staff training and 

development so that the students receive the required service. The second one focuses on staff 

by setting up policies and priorities, where there is concern of value creation and enhances its 
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effectiveness in an institution‟s operation. The third approach focuses on service agreements 

to have a smooth educational process. 

Quality management principles and quality tools are providing Rio Salado Community 

College with the framework for collaborative planning and decision making. Two areas of 

adaptation in management thinking were especially significant: the shift from competition to 

cooperation and the shift from traditional management to leadership (Thor, 1994). 

Lembcke (1994) has studied the transformation from Taylorism to TQM in higher education. 

The critical step in the transformation of hierarchical and bureaucratic administrative 

organizations into high-performing and customer pleasing institution has three parts: clarify 

customers and understand their needs; clarify organizational purpose; and view administrative 

tasks called work within the context of a network of interdependent work processes designed 

to meet or exceed customer needs. The implementation of TQM in colleges and universities is 

not a simple matter. It requires a significant change in the way these institutions' functions. 

Change of any kind is difficult, but when it involves organizational behavior and people's 

dynamics, it represents a significant challenge. Recognition and understanding of the barriers 

affecting the implementation of TQM are critical (Winter, 1991). 

1.4 Assessment and Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions 

Accreditation of an institute or an educational programme is certifying the competency of the 

institute as an outcome of maintaining certain standards or its programmes that have been 

working according to the planned table. Accreditation of educational institutions is done by 

the government organization in most of the countries. Accreditation helps to improve the 

quality of higher education by giving credit to the institutions and by guiding them with the 

programmes with a set of standards that has to be maintained. Thus it gives an opportunity to 
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improve the quality of the institution and the programme living up with the expectations of 

the students and the society. The quality of the institution can be evaluated by reviewing the 

institution and its programmes through which one can catch up to what level the institution is 

providing to the students for the benefits of the society.    

Some of the benefits of assessment and accreditation which can be mentioned are as follows: 

 To know the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of the institution 

 To help in the planning process and in the allocation of resources granted to the 

institution 

 Helps to give a new identity to the institution 

 To give guidance and good direction to the institution when required 

 Initiates the institution in coming up with novel ideas and innovation in the 

teaching-learning process 

 Helps to provide information to the society on the quality of education provided 

 Promotes intra and inter-institutional interactions. 

1.4.1 National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) 

The National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC), with its headquarters at 

Bangalore, was founded in 1994 by the UGC as an upshot of the recommendations of the 

National Policy in Education (1986) to improve the quality of higher education in India which 

thereby accredit the higher education institutions of the country. NAAC aims to bring a 

quality in the Indian higher education system by accrediting and certifying the institutions 

with the help of a brief evaluation on certain criteria through an internationally accepted 

methodology. There are seven criteria based on which the accreditation and assessment is 

carried out, viz., they are, curricular aspects, teaching-learning and evaluation, research and 
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extension, infrastructure, governance and leadership, student support and innovative practices. 

With differences in the institution, whether it is a University, Autonomous College or an 

affiliated one, there is different weightage for each criterion. With the help of the above 

criteria, NAAC aims to take a periodic assessment and accreditation of the institutions or 

programmes, promoting the teaching-learning and required research facility in the institutions. 

It likewise purports to take up new innovations in higher education, assisting the institutions 

to take up quality related research studies and training programmes.  

1.4.2 National Board of Accreditation (NBA) 

 The National Board of Accreditation (NBA) was set up in 1987 as an autonomous body by 

AICTE to check on the standards of the technical institutions and its programme in order to 

have quality in technical education throughout the country. To promote excellence in the 

technical education, NBA focuses on the continuous quality improvement, so that the 

institution is benefited at a large thereby making the students, employers and public satisfied 

with the overall contribution of the institution to the society. The business schools which are 

under the AICTE are accredited by the National Board of Accreditation (NBA). The 

accreditation helps to know the strengths and weaknesses of the institution, which in turn 

come up with directions and opportunities for the development and growth of the institution. 

The students get assured that by studying in a brand institution accredited by NBA, they will 

be provided with the best programmes and facilities of quality professional education to 

confront the demands of the current scenario of employability. 

 

1.4.3 International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 

In all regions of the world, ISO has a membership of 163 national standards bodies from 

different countries. ISO facilitates trade, spread knowledge, disseminate innovative advances 
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in technology, and share good management and conformity assessment practices making a 

positive contribution to the world we live in. In almost all the sectors, ISO standards provide 

solutions and achieve benefits for almost all sectors of activity, including agriculture, 

construction, mechanical engineering, manufacturing, distribution, transport, medical devices, 

information and communication technologies, the environment, energy, quality management, 

conformity assessment and services. As given in the ISO Strategic Plan 2011-2015 in the 

above lines, it also states that an ISO International Standard represents a global consensus on 

the state of the art in the subject of that standard. Educational institutions also get the benefits 

through ISO, which was initially set up for manufacturing sector. ISO 9000 deals with the 

quality standards that helps an organization or institution to identify and correct mistakes and 

also prevents them from happening thereby promoting to continuous improvement. ISO 9001 

was established to deal with the standard an organization must fulfill to bring quality 

products. The ISO 9000 standard were revised time to tome continually by standing technical 

committees and advisory groups. The first version was the 1987 version, ISO 9000: 1987 with 

a three model structures for quality management systems, which are ISO 9001:1987, ISO 

9002:1987 and ISO 9003:1987 model. It was fairly suited for manufacturing industries giving 

more importance in the procedures helping in the smooth functioning. The 1994 version ISO 

9000:1994 gave emphasis on preventing the errors and mistakes, bringing to continuous 

improvement to promote quality product. The 2000 version made a difference by avoiding 

delegation to junior administrators and instead making the involvement of higher executive so 

as to integrate quality with the business system. The 2000 version is re- narrated by the 2008 

version, introducing clarifications to the existing requirements of the 2000 version. ISO have 

given great contribution to promote educational institution to reach the required standards. In 
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developing countries, it also promotes cooperation between standardized bodies and 

educational institutions.      

1.5 Scope of the Study 

The present study is confined to the assessment of the extent to which the characteristics of 

TQM are present in the two central universities, viz. Delhi University and Manipur 

University, by eliciting the opinion of the faculty, students and non-teaching staffs of both the 

university. The study specifically tries to assess the quality of the higher education system 

available in both the university using the variables such as infrastructure, faculty, teaching 

methodology, admission process, examination, library facility, health care, information 

technology, administration, team building and work environment.   

1.6 Need of the study 

There is a high need to study the present situation of Indian Education system where the best 

universities produce very few students and the existing private colleges produce students with 

uneven quality leading to an imbalance population of youths. In India, there is a growing 

skills gap showing the slim availability of high quality college education and the galloping 

pace of the country‟s service – driven economy. The application of quality management in 

Higher education is not a new phenomenon in India. However like other developing countries 

it is a primary concern in India also to how to provide quality education to the large number 

of students at affordable costs (Prasad, 2005). Higher education in India will have to maintain 

quality measures if it wants to become world class. Nike (2001) quoted by Pandi et al., (2009) 

strongly suggests the application of TQM to bring quality movement in higher education in 

India to be recognised globally. Though Indian higher education institutions are trying to 

ensure quality in education but it seems that they do not have emphasises on the core 
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philosophy of TQM. Different bodies seem to adopt different theory of quality management. 

For example, certain technical HEIs institutions have adopted ISO 9000, TQM, Six Sigma, 

Kaizen, 5S and others strategies for quality improvement (Pandi and Rao, 2006).  

“By and large the „mainstream‟ population considers the Northeast a „land of conflict‟, but 

very few go beyond them to understand the situation that leads to social and political unrest” 

(Kengoo,2012).  In this competitive world, in order to develop a country, the higher education 

system of the region needs to be improved. NER having international borders with many 

countries, there is greater emphasis to be given to meet the standards as per the global 

scenario. National Academic Accreditation Commission (NAAC) report (2004) states, “Like 

any other sector, the education field also witnessed perceptible change in Northeast India after 

independence. There has been rapid increase in the number of higher education institutes in 

the region. The progress is quite satisfactory from the statistical point of view, but in quality 

perspective the performance need improvement.” The educated young persons are large in 

number in the region.  

The present study has been taken to observe and analyze the factors influencing the quality of 

higher education system in an advantageous location, Delhi and in a disadvantageous 

location, Manipur. This study helps us to identify the similarities and dissimilarities in the 

opinion of students, faculty and non-teaching staffs of Delhi University and Manipur 

University in terms of the quality of higher education available their university. It also helps 

us to come up with suggestions to strengthen the quality of the higher education to the less 

favored one. 
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1.7 Objectives of the Study 

 To study the infrastructure facilities available with Delhi University and Manipur 

University 

 To examine the admission procedure followed in Delhi University and Manipur 

University 

 To study the faculty status of Delhi University and Manipur University 

 To analyze the quality of support system extended to the teachers and students of Delhi 

University and Manipur University 

 To study the administration practiced in the university system of Delhi University and 

Manipur University 

 To analyze the existing examination process of Delhi University and Manipur University 

 To analyze the quality of education provided to the university students of Delhi 

University and Manipur University 

1.8 Hypotheses 

Based on the above objectives, the following hypotheses were formulated for the study. 

 

• The infrastructure extended to the teachers and students in both the central 

universities are different 

• The support systems provided to the students and teachers are different in both 

universities 

1.9 Methodology 

The study is descriptive in nature examining TQM in Delhi University and Manipur 

University. It is concentrated on the opinion of three important stakeholders of higher 

education, students, faculty and non-teaching staffs with the help of self-administered 

questionnaire made for the above mentioned respondents separately and with the help of 
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semi-structured interviews. So it can be stated that the study contains both qualitative and 

quantitative research. Quantitative methods deal with data that are primarily numerical. Self- 

administered questionnaires were used to measure the character like traits, feelings, beliefs, 

opinions and personal backgrounds of educators and learners and administrative staff because 

such questionnaire are reliable, easy to understand, valid and provide consistent measures in 

comparable contexts and settings. The opinions were marked on a five point Likert scale in 

three types depending on the questions. The scales used are as follows: Worst (score 1), Poor 

(score 2), Average (score 3), Good (score 4), Excellent (score 5); Strongly Disagree (1), 

Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree (4), Strongly Agree (5); Extremely Dissatisfactory (1), 

Dissatisfactory (2), Undecided (3), Satisfactory (4), Extremely Satisfactory (5).  

Qualitative methods deal with data that are essentially verbal which includes semi- structured 

interviews. Validity and reliability in this case will be increased because the triangulation 

technique allows researchers to compare and contrast different views from the target 

population.  

The two universities are selected on the basis of their location and establishment. Manipur 

University (MU), located in Canchipur, Imphal, capital of Manipur, was upgraded as a 

Central University in 2005, which was earlier a State University. There are about seventy-six 

colleges affiliated to Manipur University. The other university selected for study is University 

of Delhi, informally known as Delhi University (DU), a public central university located in 

Delhi, India, established in 1922, is one of the top ranked universities in the country providing 

high standards in teaching and research. About eighty-three colleges were affiliated to Delhi 

University. According to India Today Ranking: Year 2014, University of Delhi is ranked as 
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number 1. The University has been consistently ranked number 1 by India Today survey for 

many years.  

Manipur University which is located in Manipur is situated in the northeast India and a land 

with varieties of ethnic, language and religion. Imphal is the capital of Manipur which is also 

the largest city of the state. According to Census of India (2011), the total population of 

Manipur is 25,70,390 of which male and female are 12,90,171 and 12,80,219 respectively. 

Manipur is one of the least population density areas in the northeast India. The literacy rate of 

Manipur is 79.21 percent, in which the male literacy rate is 86.06 while that of female is 

71.73. On the other hand, Delhi is the capital of India having a population of 16,787,941 as 

per the census (2011), the eighteenth most populated state in India with a density population 

per sq. Km. of 11000. 

As mentioned above study includes one central university located in an advantageous 

geographic position and one in the disadvantageous position based on the convenient 

sampling principle. Then, for measuring academic, support facilities, examination and 

administrative process etc, teachers and students of one department from one school/faculty 

were considered on the principle of random sampling method. Similarly, university 

administrative officials and non-teaching staffs‟ attached to the administrative department 

shall be included in the sample on the basis of random sampling method so that 60 each from 

both the university are included in the sample. Same sampling methods were used for data 

collection in both the universities. In case the university having two or more campuses, then 

only one campus was taken into consideration. For the analysis of the problem both primary 

and secondary data are relied upon.  The current scenario of the higher education system were 

collected with the help of secondary data obtained from various sources such as census 
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reports, Reports of the various Education Commissions, data from educational surveys 

conducted by NCERT, Statistics supplied by the Ministry of Human Resources Development 

(MHRD) Govt. of India, university websites, journals, newspaper articles etc.  

 

1.10 Limitations of the study 

The primary data were collected from the students, faculty and non-teaching staffs of Delhi 

University and Manipur University with the help of self-administered questionnaire and semi-

structured interview and there is possibility of biased responses which is inherent in sample 

surveys. However, conscious efforts were made to cross check such contradictions at the 

source itself and minimize them to the extent possible.  

In the study only two select Indian Central Universities had been considered and it is further 

limited to one department from each School/ Faculty of the University. Possible efforts had 

been made to contact each and every Faculty members, Students and Non-teaching staffs of 

the selected departments but due to respondent‟s unwillingness to be a part of the research the 

researcher could not get 100 percent response rate.  
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2.1 Introduction 

To meet customer expectations Total Quality Management is applied that will improve the 

overall quality and performance of any organization which can successfully be taken place by 

integrating all quality related functions and processes throughout the organization. All the 

functions which measure the quality like quality assurance, quality improvement, managing 

quality design and development, quality control and maintenance etc. are taken into account 

under TQM.  

This chapter gives a detailed literature study regarding Total Quality Management and its 

practices in various educational institutions viz., Colleges and Universities. The study delivers 

into the work already carried out by other researchers in this area which helps in identifying the 

research gap and the research problem that the researchers can take up in present and future.  

2.2 The Quality concept  

Quality has been portrayed by various people in distinctive ways. Quality is a champion amongst 

the most basic things that one needs to manage in any field of work. In all the fields, including 

Higher education, quality related issues have been given more paramount complement in various 

countries which is a remarkable general topic in this era of globalization.  

Deming (1882) & Corrigan (1995) encourages looking at quality in a positive way, saying that 

the product/service does possess quality if it is of value to the customer. Quality, a non-faulty 

system, but, should be directed at present and future needs of the customer too. 

The notions of quality and quality development can meet a number of agenda simultaneously. 

The search for simplistic or reductionist views of quality and quality development is not possible 

owing to the multi-faceted nature of quality and effectiveness, and quality is, therefore, defined 

in many ways (Morrison, 2004). In short, we can say that the quest for shallow or reductionist 
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perspectives of quality and quality progression is implausible, inferable from the multi-faceted 

nature of quality and practicality and quality is, subsequently, characterized from numerous 

points of view.  

The views of quality, in spite of several contrasting views, may be synthesized into: (1) quality 

as that which the clientele define as quality; 2) quality as reliability; 3) quality as excellence; 4) 

quality as the extent to which predefined objectives have been met; 5) quality as fitness for 

purpose; 6) quality as conformance to specifications; 7) quality control; 8) quality assurance; and 

9) total quality management (Morrison, 2004). The perspectives of quality, slighting a couple 

separating viewpoints, may be consolidated into several groups relating to the quality as that 

which the customer base portray as quality, dependability, perfection, quality as the degree to 

which predefined destinations have been met, its wellbeing for reason, conformance to 

determinations, quality control, quality assurance and total quality management.  

The concept of quality changed from defined by clients as ‘quality is’ to a new paradigm. 

Feigenbaum (2001) believed in staying close to the clientele‘s view ‘Quality is what the clientele 

say it is’. Quality assurance has three elements (Dean & Evans, 2000). The first element is that 

everyone in the enterprise has a responsibility for maintaining and enhancing the quality of the 

product or service. The second element is that everyone in the enterprise understands uses and 

feels ownership of the systems that are in place for maintaining and enhancing quality. The third 

element is that management and sometimes the client regularly checks the validity and reliability 

of the systems for checking quality.  

According to Hitt, Ireland & Hoskisson, (2005), under two categories, the dimensions of quality 

may be studied: (i) product quality and (ii) service quality. The details of which are beautifully 

categorized accordingly under the two dimensions. Performance or operating characteristics, 
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features or important special characteristics, flexibility or the capability to meet operating 

specifications over some period of time, durability or the amount of use before performance 

deteriorates, conformance or consistency with pre-established standards, serviceability or ease 

and speed of repair or normal service, aesthetics or the appearance of the product, and the 

perceived characteristics or subjective assessment of the product image include in the dimensions 

of the product quality. Timeliness or performance in the stipulated time period, courtesy or 

cheerful performance, consistency or the similarity of experiences of the clientele, convenience 

or accessibility to customers, completeness or full service according to requirements, and 

accuracy or correct performance in each instance of service are in the dimensions of service 

quality.  

The successful management of change makes the attainment of quality possible, much of 

contemporary thinking, on this aspect, focuses on total quality management (TQM). Total 

quality management is a philosophy which is driven by the constant attainment of client 

satisfaction through the continuous improvement of all organizational processes, as stated by  

Robbins (2003), summarized by Pineda (2013). Total quality management is a reasoning which 

is driven by the steady achievement of customer fulfillment through the nonstop improvement of 

all progressive strategy. The effective administration of progress makes the fulfillment of quality 

possible which concentrates on aggregate quality administration. 

According to Bonstingl, cited by Pineda (2013), the concept of total quality management, 

whatever the view one may take of, can best be understood as an integral set of fundamental 

tenets which he called ‘The Four Pillars of Total Quality Management’. The first and the most 

important one of tenets is that the organization must focus on the suppliers and the customers.  
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2.3 TQM Philosophy  

W. Edward Deming, J. M. Juran, and Kaoru Ishikawa- three authorities on Total Quality 

Management, share the same view on the primary purpose of an organization, which is to remain 

in business so that it can aid community stability, offer useful products and services that meet 

customer needs, and foster the work satisfaction and growth of organization members.  

They provide a reasonable basis for identifying the assumptions underlying the TQM 

philosophy, although they differ on many points. The assumptions are as follows:  

Quality Is Less Costly Than Poor Workmanship  

It is thereby assumed that the expenses of delivering high quality products and services (costs 

such as training, proper equipment and tools, improving processes and related factors) is less 

expensive than the expense of low quality (such as inspection, rework, high scrap rates, lost 

customers and related factors).   

Employees Will Naturally Try To Improve Quality As Long As They Have Appropriate  

Support  

We can also say that employees enthusiastically stake quality change if the required tools and 

essential training are given to them.  

Serious Quality Improvement Requires Cross-Functional Effort  

To deliver high-quality items productively, design specialists need to meet nearly with 

manufacturing specialists amid the configuration stage itself. Thus, most quality issues don't fit 

conveniently inside functional areas. 
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Quality Improvement Requires the Strong Commitment Of Top Management  

According to Bartol and Martin (2000), since products and services are designed and produced 

within the organizational system, the upper-level administrators are ultimately responsible. 

Workers' capacity to perform high-quality work depends clearly on the nature of the frameworks 

that supervisors make. 

2.3.1 TQM Intervention Techniques  

Many TQM advocates use various intervention techniques in the implementation of changed 

principles. To evaluate the potential cost savings associated with doing the work right for the 

first time, cost of quality analysis is used which also helps to earmark areas where improving 

quality would lead to significant savings. In this analysis costs is quantified so as to maintain 

quality at the desired level, such as cost of preventing quality problems, against the costs of poor 

quality (Evans & Lindsay, 1996).  

Quality Improvement Teams  

Quality improvement teams are small groups of employees with specified targets for quality 

improvement who work on solving specific problems related to quality and productivity. The 

team which is made and are responsible for such quality related improvements are frequently 

cross-functional. The problems are identified both by management as well as workers, and the 

group often sets specific improvement goals and competes with one another.  

Training  

Training, one of the important intervention techniques used in implementing TQM, emphasizes 

on developing the competence of employees to produce goods and services with high quality 

level.  
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Benchmarking  

Scott (2003) stated the reason why schools have not used benchmarking, a tool toward the 

attainment of effectiveness in operations, as a quality tool. It is declared that a school or college 

is a more difficult enterprise to gauge the extent to which the institution has achieved its aims, 

whereas a business can measure its effectiveness by referring to the profits that it makes or fails. 

When it comes to measuring effectiveness, the distinction is quite obvious between for-profit 

(profitable) and not-for profit organizations (non-profitable) organizations. However, because of 

the absence of a customer-controlled free market, clear-cut market-driven measurements of 

effectiveness in not-for-profit organizations. Selecting criteria for setting standards or selecting 

indicators for evaluating performance in the absence of such a market is quite difficult; however, 

it is not impossible. On the measurement of school effectiveness practitioners and academicians 

have no agreement, but within an organization or another organization is a process of 

benchmarking which, using similar points of reference, involves examining the critical activities 

of one institution and comparing its performance in critical areas with the performance of 

another institution, with the primary purpose is of improving performance and therefore increase 

effectiveness. Benchmarking is a continuous process rather than a once-off comparison with a 

competitor since institutions are on continuous change (Kelly, 2006).  

The benchmarking process, according to Williams (2005), consists of identifying outstanding 

practices, processes, and standards in other organizations and adapting them to one‘s own 

organization, in which the measurements used, are mainly quantitative in nature. However, as of 

Cook & Hunsaker (2004), benchmarking involves not chasing the best practices of others but 

consists in identifying the core competencies of one‘s own organization that can add value to the 

improvement process. Improving quality by analyzing and then copying the methods of the 
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leaders in various fields is the basic idea behind benchmarking (Robbins & Coulter, 2009). 

Following are the four steps the benchmarking process follows:  

(1) Forming a planning team, which initially identifies what is to be benchmarked, identifies 

comparative organizations, and determine data collection methods;  

(2) Collecting data internally on its own work methods and externally from other organizations; 

(3) Analyzing the data to identify performance gaps and the cause of differences; and  

(4) Formulating and implementing an action plan that will result in meeting or exceeding the 

standards of others. Benchmarking, as explained by Zairi & Leonard (2004), begins with the 

identification and measuring performance levels, then finding benchmark organizations or work 

units to compare these data. Operating units that are within the organization (internal 

benchmarking) other organizations that compete on the same service market (competitive 

benchmarking) or other organizations that are the best in a particular functional process whether 

or not they are competitors (functional benchmarking) – all include benchmarked partners. 

Without the target of company‘s knowledge, benchmarking can also take place.  

Reverse engineering, taking and analyzing a competitor‘s product - is one common practice in 

benchmarking. McShane & Von Glinow (2006), who traced the history of benchmarking, 

declared that it was developed by Xerox in 1949 and has since been widely adopted by others. 

Four reasons for its popularity are:  

(1) Benchmarking is consistent with performance measurement and fact-based management. It 

provides objective rather than subjective standards against which to evaluate one’s own 

organization.  

(2) Benchmarking is a form of goal setting with continually moving targets. For this reason, 

corporate leaders sometimes refer to benchmarked information as stretch goals.  
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(3) Benchmarking is part of the continuous learning process and is consistent with the 

philosophy of knowledge management. By visiting other firms, employees learn new practices 

through observation. This practice encourages them to continually question their current work 

practices and to seek out new practices.  

(4) Benchmarking reduces employee resistance to change because the benchmarks companies 

provide visible evidence that a higher standard of performance is both necessary and achievable 

Researching what another institution does is not just what benchmarking is for. Having the 

willingness and the expertise to access this information and use it are a must for all organizations 

(Kelly, 2006).  

TQM is a philosophy and set of tools that enable an organization to pursue systematically a 

definition of quality and a means to attaining quality. Staff participation in problem solving, use 

of new tools and techniques for process improvement, and relentless focus on meeting or 

exceeding customer needs are all what TQM encourages (Lembcke, 1994). TQM supports the 

interest and enthusiasm of staff in critical thinking, utilization of new devices and methods for 

procedure change and steady focus on meeting or surpassing client needs.  

The efficiency and effectiveness of TQM has been proven in the business world. The economy 

of Japan has been transformed with TQM and it is now being adopted by other countries as the 

world market has become quite competitive. As a means of retaining or regaining a competitive 

position in the market place, many American businesses turned to TQM during the 1980s 

(Heverly & Cornesky, 1992). TQM is a philosophy that has to be inculcated into the minds of the 

people to effect a change in attitude towards work life, which permeates the satisfaction of one‘s 

own self on to others. A change in attitude is a time consuming affair which religiously include 

educating the workforce and motivating them, though, good leadership, therefore it anticipates 
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the whole-hearted involvement of the human resources in the organization. TQM can succeed, 

only if, it has the support of Total Quality People (TQP). TQM without TQP does not work as 

processes do not work unless people work, thus it is primarily a people focused management 

system (Mukhopadhyay, 2001; Deming, 1982; Crosby, 1980; Caplan, 1990). TQM lies in three 

major features;  

1. Commitment to continuous improvement,  

2. Constantly and purposively meeting or exceed in meeting customer satisfaction,  

3. Achieved through a process of integrating everybody in the organization through participatory 

management, teamwork and top management commitment (Oakland, 1993; Saylor, 1996; Sallis, 

2002).  

2.3.1.1 Continuous Improvement  

The constancy, which is one of the key philosophies in TQM, referred to as continuous 

improvement or ‘Kaizen’ which includes the systematic process of planning, implementing, 

evaluating and re-implementing processes, in a continuous for the purpose of improving the 

products, services and process, for efficiency and customer satisfaction. Kaizen is the Japanese 

word for continuous improvement which involves small scale incremental projects leading to 

substantial changes (Sallis, 2002). Though the practical implementation of TQM is small scale, 

highly practical and incremental, the philosophy of TQM is large scale, inspirational and all 

embracing (Sallis, 2002). Kaizen is subtle, not dramatic, unlike innovation. Thus, the concept of 

small changes for positive progress in the long run is what TQM aims to achieve.  

 The literal meaning of Kaizen is change for good; ‘kai’ meaning ‘change’ and ‘zen’ meaning 

‘becoming good’. Culture change consumes time and therefore, change in TQM does not mean 
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drastic intervention. Not only is culture change about changing the behavior of the staff, but it 

also requires a change in the way how institutions are managed and led (Rao, 2007).  

2.3.1.2 Teamwork  

According to Ishikawa (1986), the word Kaizen implies improvement that involves everyone. By 

this he means that both managers and workers are involved. Stress is given, by TQM philosophy, 

on a systematic, integrated and consistent organization-wide perspective, involving everyone and 

everything (Saylor, 1996), through suggestion systems.  

Accomplishment of individual and team is provided recognition, success stories are shared 

throughout the organization in the TQM system, and risk taking is also encouraged by removing 

fear of failure, and financial and technical support are provided, too, to develop ideas. The rules 

and coercion are not part of TQM as TQM concept takes on a humanistic paradigm. In TQM 

system, there is total involvement of all the people concerned, by creating a change in the way of 

thinking and doing (Scrabec,2000) focusing on the process of team interaction and 

empowerment of people within the organization to take part in developments (Sherr & Lozier, 

1991). The guidelines and compulsion are not piece of TQM as TQM idea tackles a humanistic 

standard. Achievement of individual and group is given acknowledgment, examples of 

overcoming adversity are shared all through the association in the TQM framework, and danger 

taking is additionally supported by uprooting apprehension of disappointment, and budgetary and 

specialized backing are given, as well, to create thoughts.   

2.3.1.3 Customer Focus  

Dedicated to total customer satisfaction, so as to obtain the maximum effectiveness and 

efficiency of an organization and its process, TQM can be taken as a management philosophy 

that builds a customer- driven, learning organization which is fully dedicated to total customer 
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satisfaction through continuous improvement (Corrigan, 1995; Deming, 1982; Crosby, 1980; 

Caplan, 1990). TQM can be taken as an administration reasoning that fabricates a client  driven, 

learning association which is completely committed to aggregate consumer loyalty through 

nonstop change devoted to aggregate consumer loyalty, in order to get the greatest viability and 

proficiency of an association and its procedure. 

In TQM, the central issue is customer focus, which means meeting or exceeding customer 

expectation. The principal judge of quality is the customer (Sashkin & Kiser, 1993; Oakland, 

2000; Amsden, Ferratt, & Amsden, 1996; Kaufman, 1992). All strategic decision a company 

makes are customer driven. What the customer wants and how the customer uses the products 

are minutely observed, and even the needs that the customer may not even be able to express are 

anticipated in TQM and new techniques to obtain customer feedback is continually developed. 

TQM, when applied to education, there is a need of defining the customer.  

There are two groups of customers in TQM approach, internal and external. Satisfaction of 

external customer is possible only after the satisfaction of internal customer. Thus, TQM concept 

stresses on it. It is, therefore, of much important to recognize the internal customers, who view 

themselves as both customers of and suppliers to, as their work links to the final product (Saylor, 

1996; Mukhopadhyay, 2001; Schwartzman, 1995). In the two groups of clients in TQM 

approach, inner and outside, the fulfillment of outside client is conceivable strictly when the 

fulfillment of inner client is done. 

Curriculum, which is regarded as the blueprint of a school and also a torchbearer for an 

institution to attain stakeholder satisfaction encompasses the totality of all the experience that a 

child will be receiving from the school. So, for continuously upgrading the quality of educational 

service, it starts with designing of school curriculum which is one of the standards that has to be 
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achieved. Curriculum makes the school a clear customer focused mission statement. In higher 

learning institutions, the TQM process has different ways to start with. In many of the campuses, 

they began using TQM on the administrative side whereas the academic issues were left for later. 

In some other cases only one office or division within a campus has begun using TQM (Chaffee 

& Sherr, 1992). In this era of globalization, the key element in promoting higher education 

according to UNESCO (2003) is quality, accessibility, diversity and funding in the area of 

globalization.  

A list of over 200 institutions of higher learning, as Lewis and Smith (1994) offers, is reportedly 

involved in total quality. They stated that, after having studied the environment of higher 

education, total quality management is an opportunity for effectiveness in this kind of 

institutions. In another story, the vice president for finance and administration at Oregon State 

University (OSU) decided in 1990 to pilot a Total Quality Management initiative in 

administrative areas of the university. However, the university got inspired to extend 

implementation to additional areas with its encouraging early results. Introductory training, 

strategic planning, team training, and special topics were the four major components of the 

training program at OSU Howard (1993).  

Coate (1991), who carefully studied the TQM application at Oregon State University, had special 

recommendations for implementation in a University setting, they are, support from the top, 

finding a champion, working in teams, breakthrough planning, and try the service side first. It is 

mentioned in the book of Deming (1982) - Out of the Crisis- that TQM can be equally well 

applied in service sectors, government and education. Literature, on the application of TQM in 

education, includes a number of descriptive studies and case studies, which point out, several 
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reasons why the application is relevant (Motwani & Kumar, 1997; Bonser, 1992; Edwards, 1991; 

Sharples, 1996; Matthews, 1993).  

2.4 Quality perspective: Viewpoint from Students and Faculty  

Pandi, Rao, & Jeyathilagar (2009) conducted a study, from the students’ perspective, on 

integrated Total Quality Management practices in technical institutions. It was revealed that, in 

the technical institutions being studied, the following were given equal importance, which is also 

generally considered the seven critical factors by them, total quality management in the aspects 

of top management commitment, system approach to management, customer satisfaction, 

employee involvement, training, teamwork, and continuous improvement. However, according 

to the students, attention was not given on top management commitment and teamwork, in the 

study of various technical institutions. In spite of this, it is clear that, in order to enable the 

schools to impart world class education; there is a need to emphasize on the seven critical factors 

of total quality management. The study was conducted for evaluating the general perception of 

postgraduate students on TQM in Malaysian universities and its effect on determining the 

attractiveness of the place of study.  

A study conducted by Bagalkoti, Devi & Hegde (2006), found that students perception on quality 

in higher education varies from person to person and so does the society, government, parents 

and employers. The full involvement of students in learning is an important criterion to know the 

potential of total quality management in education, as the student plays an important role in the 

quality of their own learning (Schwartzman, 1995). Hence found that insight on quality in higher 

education differs from individual to individual thus does the general public, government, folks 

and managers. The full commitment of students in learning is a critical paradigm to know the 

capability of total quality management in education. 
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Deming‘s fourteen principles, on being examined, reveal that institutions have to improve on a 

continuing basis because of the explosion of knowledge and the changing styles in learning. 

Only through a continuous effort, quality can be achieved. Therefore, holistic development of 

students has been made as a part of an institutional mission. As advised by Deming, continuous 

internal mechanism of quality assurance should replace external inspection; this is made possible 

by evaluating the students continuously throughout the year and not by a single examination at 

the end of the academic year. He also further advised to get the best available teachers and 

instructional resources selected for affordable price and not for the lowest price. Constant effort, 

in improving instruction, student assessment and management, would improve quality and 

reduce the cost by reducing wastage (Mukhopadhay, 2001).  

Instructors, according to Cornesky (1993), too often run their classes as traditional managers 

might. In short, they act like "the boss". To meet the challenges of the coming century, it is 

essential to make them lifelong learners. To do so universities should get boss-manager 

instructors replaced with lead-manager instructors who engage the student in a discussion of the 

quality of the work done and listen and incorporate the student’s suggestions into the classroom 

environment. The instructors become facilitator and coach of the learning process. Students will 

probably be more successful, will develop better critical thinking skills, and become lifelong 

learners only when they actively participate in the decision-making. He also argues that TQM 

allows the customer (student) to communicate with the decision-maker (professor) to 

continuously improve the educational process. It is essential to understand that students are not 

merely receptacles to be filled within information. A student is a "customer" paying for a quality 

education, a "worker" you oversee, and a "product" you shape and develop. Finally Cornesky 

expresses that, for the success of TQM model, classrooms should use the horizontal 
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communication instead of the traditional classrooms that use vertical communication which 

essentially excludes students from the decision-making process.  

Quality of schools can be viewed from the extent of how many predefined objectives have been 

met by considering the degree of the students’ success in achieving intended learning outcomes, 

resource availability and utilization; determining the extent to which differentiation, progression, 

and continuity have been successful; assessment programs and results, and determination of the 

students’ progress and achievement (Morrison, 2004). Attention is given, in total quality 

management, to the system than anything else. Continual improvement of learning processes, in 

the new paradigm of education, will replace the ―teach and test mode of instruction. Learning 

outcomes are the reflection of the quality of teaching-learning processes. Efforts are bound to fail 

without concerted, visible and constant dedication to making TQM principles and practices part 

of the deep culture of the organization. Establishing the context in which students can best 

achieve their potential through the continuous improvement of products and services must be 

focused by school leaders. According to Bonstingl, as cited by Pineda (2013), establishing the 

context in which students can best achieve their potential through the continuous improvement of 

teachers’ and students’ work together must also be focused by teachers. Progressive 

improvement in learning systems, in the new ideal model of education, will supplant the teaching 

and test method of learning and we can also say that learning results are the impression of the 

nature of educating learning procedures. 

The World Conference on Higher Education (1998) defines quality in higher education in the 

Twenty-First Century. Article II, on qualitative evaluation of education, states that quality in 

higher education is a multidimensional concept which should embrace all its functions, and 

activities: teaching and academic programs, research and scholarship, staffing, students, 
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buildings, facilities, equipment, services to the community and the academic environment. For 

enhancing quality, it is vital to conduct internal self-evaluation and external review openly by 

independent specialists, with international expertise if possible.  

There is an important shift in TQM classrooms. Instructors utilize one of two teaching styles to 

elicit student effort: "teacher-centered" and "student-centered". Cornesky (1993), states that 

teacher-centered instructors concentrate on tasks and content and rarely take time to build 

networks among students. Student-centered instructors build relationships and teams and they set 

goals as they improve teamwork among the students which also bring up with the idea that they 

dislike performance objectives.  

Fitzgerald (2004), points out that application of TQM in a school or college could provide better 

service to its primary customers, the students and employers, because of the improvement in 

learning.  

2.5 Quality perspective: Viewpoint from Staffs and School/University  

Schools, being complex organizations, have many different ways of measuring effectiveness. 

Among other easily measured things, examination success, inspection reports, enrolment trends, 

and exclusion rates are included. Comparing other aspects of school life such as parental 

perception, pastoral care effectiveness, and the professional satisfaction of staff is of much 

difficulty (Gaun, 2003). To increase the quality of higher education systems, Williams (1993) 

argues that continuous quality improvement, staff and student participation, meeting customer 

needs and coordination is needed even if, these institutions are not market oriented. A study by 

Jie & Idris (2009), reveals that the place of study is attracted by the quality of service and student 

focus, which have a positive impact. 
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Another study shows that infrastructure is one of the important elements that contribute to the 

quality of school education (Das, 1974; Heyneman& Loxley, 1983). As commented by the 

Education Commission, the destiny of India is shaped in her classroom (NCERT, 1966). 

Teachers quality and the quality of education can be improved by introducing human resources 

practices in educational institutions, which was a suggestion made by Viswanathan (2007) after 

conducting a study on total quality management in higher education showing the poor quality of 

higher education and suggestions for it. Educational quality can be defined in numerous ways 

differing from person to person. According to Sallis (2002) and Mukhopadhyay (2001), it is 

difficult to define the quality of services, especially quality of education, where consumers find 

difficult to come to a common consensus, however defining the quality of industrial products is 

an easy task. 

The level of satisfaction is influenced by the infrastructural facilities in the work place (Das, 

1974; Uline, Wolsey, Tschannen, & Lin, 2010). Another study conducted by Zaki (2008) reveals 

that in order to have quality in education, there are a number of things, the institution should 

provide relating to physical policies, focusing on the infrastructure like building, labs, furniture, 

equipment, books, research journals etc., human policies focusing on faculty, administration and 

staff development, and intellectual policies for improving research and curriculum, like the 

financial resources, which involves funds to carry on different projects and all other funds to run 

day to day affairs.  

Quality can be defined as a multifaceted component according to Sahney, Banwet and Karunes 

(2002), that includes the various stakeholders. It includes the inputs in the form of students, 

faculty, supporting staff and infrastructure, the teaching- learning quality process and the quality 
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of outputs that can be delivered in the form of students where they possess the required skills and 

knowledge to work in various job vacancies.  

Ali & Zairi (2005) and Pour & Yeshodhara (2009) ran into the thoughts of the subject of 

viability and proficiency of educational institution. Significantly disturbing thought is the 

question of effectiveness and efficiency of educational institutions, irrespective of the country in 

which they situate, whether they are privately owned or government-run, especially when the 

institutions reflect attitude of ‘take it or leave it policy’. Various root causes of quality system 

failure in education have been identified and reported from such a perspective. These include 

poor inputs, poor delivery services, lack of attention paid to performance standards and 

measurements, unmotivated staff and neglect of students’ skills. 

Many educators maintained total quality management (TQM), which was first basically designed 

for the industry, could also be applied to education, especially, for bringing educational reforms 

and reducing the wastage of school resources and for increasing productivity. The quality of up 

gradation in education is the need of the hour and now the educational institutions have turned to 

TQM for the same (Dheeraj, 2004; Cunningham, 2007). As according to Mukhopadhyay M. 

(2001), the driving force for all human endeavors is quality, which he takes in both absolute and 

relative concept. The ability of a product or a service to meet or exceed customer expectations 

can be regarded as the quality. Coming to Total Quality Management in education, he stressed 

that TQM is a means to create a quality culture in education, where the main aim of every 

member is to delight the customer. An institution has to start with dedication through quality by 

the management, administration, faculty, staff, parents and community in order to transfer an 

institution to a total quality institution.  
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According to Mulimani V.H. (2010), excellence in education is not possible until and unless a 

positive support is given by its policy makers, planners and the rest responsible for its 

implementation. Indian Higher education, as analyzed in his paper ‘Higher Education in India at 

Crossroads’, there is lack of motivation and vision in the present education system of India. The 

increasing competition between various private and government academic institutions, reduction 

in the pool of funds for research and teaching and its allocation, a likely chance of gaining access 

to various funds is restricted to only institutions of quality. This calls for the application of TQM 

to upgrade the academic standards continuously with changing technology (Thakkar, Deshmukh, 

& Shastree, 2006; Temponi, 2005). The requirement for the usage of TQM to update the 

scholastic benchmarks always with changing innovation is needed since the issues of completion 

in terms of standards is rising between different private and government academic foundations. 

Overnight result is not possible nor is TQM a panacea for all the problems that surround 

education; however, a complete transformation in education can be created if TQM is properly 

applied. It, on the other hand, it provides an important set of tools that can be employed in the 

management of educational institution (Kanji, Malek, & Tambi,1999; Sherr & Lozier, 1991; 

Bonser, 1992; Kwan, 1996; Pourrajab, Basri, Daud, &Asimiran, 2011; Sallis, 2002).  

Evidence shows that the principles and concepts of TQM have much to offer in higher education. 

Educational Record and Change, two prestigious journals of higher education, have devoted 

entire issues to the subject ("Special Focus," 1993; "TQM," 1993). For exploring the concepts 

and principles of TQM (Sherr & Teeter,1991), the applications of TQM to institutions of higher 

education (Teeter & Lozier, 1993), and to know whether it is worth doing (Seymour, 1994), New 

Directions for Institutional Research has dedicated three entire volumes.  
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Some experts are of the view that the concept quality is reliability. The functions of the 

organization or the institutions should be one hundred percent reliable and no error should be 

made. Organizations and institutions, having high reliability involve high-risk operations that are 

not permitted to fail, which would bring disastrous consequences to the organizations or the 

institutions. However, according to Morrison (2004), the new concept of quality does not 

necessarily mean high quality. The clientele may not wish to have or be able to afford quality 

education. Hence, meeting the clientele‘s needs may not ensure that a high quality education is 

provided. The clientele may be perfectly happy or (may) be satisfied with mediocrity and low 

cost. It is questionable whether this view that one would wish to promote in education Emphasis 

was made, according to Bierly and Spender (as cited in Pineda 2013. p. 33), on attention to 

investment in effective initial and post-initial training and continuous development, the 

clarification of a limited number of core tasks and purposes, with agreement on how these 

requirements will be addressed, whole school policies for all major operations and contingencies, 

together with strong adherence to these policies, attention to the best means for ensuring that 

these operations are practiced, and agreement on the major ways of working, teaching/learning in 

the school and adherence to these ways, and constant identification of the possible weaknesses of 

the school in order to solve them.  

Consistency is necessary in high- reliability schools and so as to do so, they, as stressed by 

Reynolds (2002), conduct open discussion and agreement of actions to be taken; resources and 

technology are kept as high quality and up-to-date as possible; identify all their major networks 

and ensure that they are in harmony with one another to improve high standards of education and 

achievement consistently. In such schools, information is centrally held and there is clear 

leadership from the senior management; appointment and recruitment practices are done in such 
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a way that most appropriate staff is appointed. Monitoring, evaluation, performance indicators, 

databases and appraisal systems are used constantly and demonstrate a high fitness for purpose. 

Standards are made clear and operational. Excellence as the concept of quality is associated with 

cost and effectiveness, such as in the case of an exclusive school which is expensive (Morrison, 

2004). However, the effectiveness and improvement movement of the school suggest that high 

quality should be available to all students regardless of their background. The question of the 

status is attached to the notion of quality as excellence. Young (2000) indicates that high status 

attaches to academic subjects, curricula that are organized into subjects and taught to the most 

able students in homogeneous ability groups, unrelated to everyday life and vocational groups 

work, and is not formally assessed.  

Several elements of the excellent organization as identified by Kanter (1999), summarized by 

Pineda (2013),  include clear, vision- driven management and effective leadership; keeping the 

goals of the organization limited and ensuring that these schools are addressed; making standards 

explicit and operational; introducing continuous change, improvement and innovation; building 

in high-involvement, commitment, participation, ownership, and empowerment of colleagues ; 

scrupulous attention to the clientele; informed an pro-active leadership; devolution of 

responsibility to autonomous teams; the use of management information systems to monitor and 

measure activities and outcomes; and the development of creativity through problem solving 

approaches and reward systems.  

The organization sets its mission and at a suitable time, assesses their achievement, which is 

measured in them of how many predefined objectives have been met. The more the predefined 

objectives have been met, the more the quality of the organization. The introduction of ideas and 

terms such as target-setting, action planning, specification of intended learning outcomes, target-
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oriented curricula, outcome-based education, and attainment targets combines to place the notion 

of objectives-based view of high quality on the educational agenda (Frazer, 2002).  

The important determinant factors of whether an organization is on the track off the track are 

vision and mission statements of the organization. The use of objectives involves using the 

‘countenance’ model in evaluating educational change, as it charts the degree of congruence or 

distance between objectives and actuality in respect to antecedents, transactions, and outcomes. 

This model is useful in two ways: First, it requires users to specify the success criteria in 

operational terms - the actual concrete practices or evidence – that will be used to judge the 

extent to which objectives have been met (Morrison, 2004). Secondly, it can be used as a 

springboard to development of teachers, explanations of or causes for the extent of the 

congruence between intentions and actuality if the results are used formatively. As further 

studied according to him, quality assurance strategy is also a strategy for attaining a high level of 

school operations. This concept attempts to build an organization in quality and prevents failures 

from arising at all. It is essentially a ‘process’ matter that is active before the product is 

complete. It prevents mistakes from occurring and plans proactively for quality as a built-in 

feature rather than as the result of inspection. This model avoids having ‘rejects’ and ‘failures’ 

and it focuses on prevention, however it is also more humanistic and collegial. It enables people 

to understand their work better and therefore it is empowering which also allows flexibility. 

Unlike quality control which is aimed at a single need, quality assurance is aimed at diverse 

needs which encourage innovation and development thereby having long-term benefits. It is 

more supportive and less coercive and is rooted inside an institution which builds in the practice 

of kaizen—continuous improvement, particularly through teamwork and the notion of small-

scale incremental change. It also makes for higher motivation respecting professionalism and 
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professional development looking at strength and build on these, not simply focusing on 

negatives. It is a continuous rather than ‘one-off’ process promoting teamwork, and people are 

more accepting of advice and criticism. Also regarded as a ‘bottom-up’ process, it replaces the 

reporting/description of successes and failures with the explanation for successes and failures.  

The organizations, as suggested by Senge (2000), capable of surviving and prospering are 

―learning organizations‖ where people, processes and systems are dedicated to continuous 

improvement personally and collectively. Schools, to make true learning organizations, must 

afford the resources, especially time and money, needed for training, quality circles, research, 

and communication with the schools’ stakeholders—the business organizations, colleges, 

community residents, and taxpayers. Schools must also rethink practices that focus narrowly on 

students’ limitations rather than their range of innate strengths.  

In an institution, something being done well is taken as a reflection of effectiveness in the 

institution, as declared by Kelly (2002), summarized by Pineda (2013).For this reason, accidental 

outcome cannot be taken as something to measure effectiveness, only a planned result has to be 

regarded as a means of measuring effectiveness, and it is this concept which sustains the belief 

that good practice can be analyzed within and across institutions and shared among practitioners.  

It further emphasizes that there should be establishment for independent national bodies and 

comparative standards of quality which are recognized international level, should be defined. To 

Due attention should be paid to specific institutional, national, and regional contexts in order to 

take into account diversity and to avoid uniformity. Stakeholders should be an integral part of the 

institutional evaluation process. Quality also requires that higher education should be 

characterized by its international dimension, exchange of knowledge, interactive networking, 

mobility of teachers and students, and international research projects, while taking into account 
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the national cultural values and circumstances. To attain and sustain national, regional, or 

international quality, certain components are particularly relevant, notably careful selection of 

staff and continuous staff development, in particular through the promotion of appropriate 

programs for academic staff development including teaching/learning methodology and mobility 

between countries, between higher education institutions, and between higher education 

institutions and the world of work, as well as student mobility within and between countries. The 

new information technologies are an important tool in this process, owing to their impact on the 

acquisition of knowledge and know-how (World Conference on Higher Education in the 

Twenty-First Century, 1998). 

2.6 Conclusion 

This chapter has presented a literature study regarding quality and its concepts and TQM 

Philosophy which highlights the TQM Intervention Techniques, Continuous Improvement, 

Teamwork and Customer Focus. It has also pointed out the Quality Perspective viewpoint from 

students, faculty members, staffs and from School/ Universities.  

Student is one of the main stakeholders in education system. So the viewpoint from students’ 

perspective about their opinions, their satisfaction and dissatisfaction helped a lot in bringing 

quality in higher education. Likewise, the viewpoint from teachers/ faculty members also helped 

in improving the quality in higher education since they are the one who nurtures the students to 

become a responsible citizen of the country. The students, faculty and staffs bring positive results 

only if the organization works well. So the organization/ institutions should try their level best to 

run it with high standards to bring a positive move for all.  
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3.1 Introduction 

In the study, two Central Universities, Manipur University and Delhi University were considered 

in order to assess the quality of the higher education system available in both the university. The 

details of both the university will be studied in this chapter.  

3.2 Manipur – A Profile 

Manipur, situated within a lush green corner of North East India is called a little paradise on 

earth by many. Late Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru once paid a befitting tribute by describing it as 

“Jewel of India”. The state has a total area of 22,327 sq. km. out of which nine-tenth constitutes 

the hills circumventing the valley. Manipur is bordered by Nagaland in the North, Assam in the 

West and Mizoram in the South and also shares an international boundary of 398 km with 

Myanmar in the East. Located between 23
o
80’N to 25

o
68’N latitude and 93

o
03’E to 94

o
78’E 

longitude, it is one of the members of the northeastern states, the rest being Assam, Arunachal 

Pradesh, Nagaland, Mizoram, Tripura, Meghalaya and Sikkim. With 90 percent of its total area 

being comprised of hills and the remaining 10 percent an oval shaped valley at the centre, having 

a temperature range of 0
o
 Celsius to 36

o
 Celsius, Manipur is literally blessed with nature’s best. It 

has a unique topography with an altitudinal range from 2994 metre mean sea level in the north 

(Mt. Iso, the highest peak of the state) to about 700 metre mean sea level at the southern border 

of the central valley. Here one comes across a mosaic of a rough hilly terrain, sub-alpine 

meadow, lush grasslands, subtropical rainforest, deciduous forest, rolling plains and numerous 

river valleys. The consequence is an amazingly rich biodiversity being found in this region. In 

fact, this area happens to constitute a part of the Indo-Burma mega biodiversity hotspot, one of 

the 34 global biodiversity hotspots of flora and fauna currently recognized by the International 

Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). The state has a unique drainage pattern. The western 
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part of the state is drained by the Barak river and its tributaries constituting a notable portion of 

the well-known Surma-Meghna basin. The central valley is drained by the Imphal river and its 

tributaries, which ultimately flow out in a southerly direction to meet the Chindwin River in 

Myanmar. Besides these, there is a set of numerous streams such as Tuyungbi, Maklang, 

Lokchao and Taretlok flowing eastward to join the Chindwin directly or the Yu river, a tributary 

of the Chindwin. The Barak river basin and lower foothills of western part of Manipur have a 

warmer climate than the central valley and surrounding hills. Another special variability of 

climate easily noticed is that the western part of the state is more humid due to its location on the 

windward slope of the hills. Manipur is a land gifted with beautiful landscape, rich in art, culture 

and sports bounded by a unique mosaic of cultures. There are more than thirty ethnic tribes 

found in the hilly areas with various languages, customs and lifestyles. In the plain areas there is 

a mixed population of Meitei, Chakpa, Meitei Pangan (Muslims) and various tribal communities.  

3.2.1 Education in Manipur 

In the annals of education in Manipur, 20
th

 January 1950 occupies a prominent place because on 

this day a separate Department of Education was created for the first time in Manipur with Shri 

T. Kipgen as Assistant Secretary to the Manipur Government. He was instrumental for all 

policies and programmes vis-a-vis school educations in the plains and hills of the state. However, 

one cannot overlook the tireless and relentless effort of Rev. Pettigrew, noted educationist and a 

philanthropist to spread education in this remote corner of India way back in 1903 in his capacity 

as the first honorary inspector of schools under the Education Department of Assam.  

In the year 1951-52 Manipur became a Union Territory of India and under that new 

administrative set up a Territorial Council was established. This Territorial Council and the 

Manipur Administration were fully responsible for all educational activities till 1960.  However 
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responsibility for a part of primary education within the municipal areas was handed over to the 

Imphal Municipality which was established in 1960.  

For controlling and managing of all primary schools in the hill districts of Manipur, the 

responsibilities were transferred to concerned autonomous district councils since 1 March 1974.  

However the Department of Education retained the power of supervision and inspection, framing 

of curriculum, syllabi and selection of textbooks.  

Table 10. Literacy Rates (percentage) District wise for Manipur (2001 and 2011) 

 2001 2011 

State/District Male Female  Total Male Female Total 

Manipur  80.30 60.50 70.50 86.49 73.17 79.85 

Senapati 67.90 51.20 59.80 80.85 68.80 75.00 

Tamenglong 68.70 49.00 59.30 76.74 63.76 70.40 

Churachandpur 77.70 63.10 70.60 88.34 80.13 84.29 

Bishnupur 79.60 55.70 67.60 85.52 67.29 76.35 

Thoubal 80.40 52.50 66.40 85.90 67.57 76.66 

Imphal West 89.20 71.30 80.20 92.93 80.71 86.70 

Imphal East 85.50 65.40 75.50 89.86 75.92 82.81 

Ukhrul 80.10 65.40 73.10 86.05 77.47 81.87 

Chandel 64.30 48.00 56.20 77.93 63.26 70.85 

Source: http://www.censusindia.gov.in 

According to the Census of India (2011), the total literacy rate of Manipur is 79.85 percent where 

the total male literacy is 86.49 percent and that of total female literacy is 73.17. The total literacy 

rate of Manipur in 1991 census was 70.50 percent comprising of total male literacy 80.30 percent 

and total female literacy 60.50 percent. As for the Census of India (2011), Imphal West district 

had the highest literacy rate among the nine districts of Manipur having a total literacy rate of 

http://www.censusindia.gov.in/
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86.70 percent (92.93 percent males and 80.71 percent females), which was 80.20 percent in 2001 

(89.20 percent males and 71.30 percent females) showing an increase of 6.5 percent. 

Churachandpur district held the second highest level by acquiring a total literacy rate of 84.29 

percent (88.34 percent males and 80.13 percent females) which was just 70.60 percent (77.70 

percent males and 63.10 percent females) in 2001. The increase in percentage is much higher to 

the Imphal district. It is followed by Imphal East with a literacy rate of 82.81 (89.86 percent 

males and 75.92 percent females), which was 75.50 percent (85.50 percent males and 65.40 

percent females) in 2001. Ukhrul landed in fourth position with a total literacy rate of 81.87 

percent (86.05 percent males and 77.47 percent females), which was 73.10 percent (80.10 

percent males and 65.40 percent females) in 2001. The next in line is followed by Thoubal 

district with a total with a total literacy rate of 76.66 percent (85.90 percent males and 67.57 

percent females), which was 66.40 percent (80.40 percent males and 52.50 percent females) in 

2001. The total literacy rate of Bishnupur district in 2011 census is 76.85 percent (85.52 percent 

males and 67.29 percent females), which was 67.60 percent (79.60 percent males and 55.70 

percent females) in 2001. Senapati district had a literacy rate of 75.00 percent (80.85 percent 

males and 68.80 percent females) according to 2011 census, which was 59.80 percent (67.90 

percent males and 51.20 percent females) in 2001. Chandel district got a total literacy rate of 

70.85 percent (77.93 percent males and 63.26 percent females) and lastly Tamenglong had a total 

literacy rate of 70.40 percent (76.74 percent males and 63.76 percent females) in 2011 census.  

3.2.1.1 Primary and Upper Primary level 

Formal education on primary education started in Manipur after 1872. Johnstone Middle English 

School was established by the consent of Maharaj Chandra Kirti to Sir James Johnstone for 

introducing an English School in Imphal in 1885. Later in 1921, Johnstone M.E. School was 
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upgraded to High School level and it was then affiliated to Calcutta University. During the initial 

years of 1893-95, there were only four Lower Primary Schools in Manipur, one in the hill area 

(Mao) and the rest three in Imphal. The Department of Education was established in 1910 with 

the aim to cope with the expansion regarding education in all stages. The number of schools and 

its enrollment in Manipur began to increase after World War- II. 

Table 11.  Status for Elementary education in Manipur (2013-2014) 

 Boys Girls Total 

Primary Enrolment ( I-V) 1,98,065 1,97,054 395119 

Upper Primary Enrolment ( VI-VIII)  78,208 76,570 1,54,778 

Gross Enrolment Ratio ( Primary) 132.46 138.86 135.58 

Gross Enrolment Ratio (Upper Primary) 79.54 82.63 81.04 

Net Enrolment Ratio ( Primary) 96.18 99.85 97.97 

Net Enrolment Ratio ( Upper Primary) 75.26 77.77 76.48 

Transition Rate Primary to Upper Primary 86.71 88.05 87.38 

Source: Annual Report SSA, 2013-2014 

According to the annual report of Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan ( 2013- 2014), as shown in the above 

Table 11, the total number of children enrolled in schools in the Primary level is 3,95,119 out of 

which 1,98,065 were boys and 19,7054 were girls. The total number of students enrolled in 

Upper primary level i.e. from class six to eight is 1,54,778 where the number of boys is 78,208 

and the number of girls is 76,570. The total Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER) in primary level is 

135.58 (132.46 boys and 138.86 girls), which is calculated by taking the number of enrolment 

divided by the population of children from 6-10 years of age. In the upper primary level total 
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GER is 81.04 (79.54 boys and 82.63), which is again calculated by taking figure of enrolment 

divided by population of children from 11-14 years of age. As per the SSA Annual Report 

(2013-2014), the reason of having GER more than 100 in primary level is that the enrolment 

figure includes all the children below 6 years of age as well as above 10 years of age who are 

enrolled in primary level. The Net Enrolment Ratio (NER) at primary and upper primary level 

were 97.97 (96.18 boys and 99.85 girls) and 76.48 (75.26 boys and 77.77 girls) respectively. 

According to SSA annual report, NER for Primary is calculated taking number of enrolment ages 

6-10 years of age while NER for Upper Primary is calculated by taking the number of enrolment 

ages 11-14 divided by population of children from 11-14 years of age. The transition rate, which 

is the percentage of children moving from the primary to the upper primary level, is one of the 

important indicators in elementary education. The transition rate for the year 2013-14 is 87.38 

(86.71 boys and 88.05 girls), where it is found that the transition rate of girls is nearly 2 percent 

more than that of boys.  

Table 12. Secondary and Higher Secondary level in Manipur (2013-14) 

 Government Private Aided   Private Total 

No. of Secondary schools 344 +(16 central ) 104 544 1,008 

Total Enrolment (Secondary) 15,463 4,677 60,405 80,545 

No. of Teachers 2,474 480 3,264 6,218 

No. of Higher Secondary schools 64 06 112 182 

Total Enrolment (Higher Secondary) 18,389 3146 33,655 55,190 

No. of Teachers 1,268 209 1,294 2,771 

Source: http://rmsaindia.org 

 

http://rmsaindia.org/
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There are 1,008 secondary schools in Manipur in total, where there are more than 344 

government schools out of which 16 are Central school, 104 private aided and 544 private 

schools. The total enrolment of students in the Secondary level is 80,545 where the highest 

enrolment of students can be seen in private schools reaching the number to 60,405, the second 

highest enrolment of students  were found in government schools and the least enrolment were 

found in private aided secondary schools. It is found that there are 2,474 teachers in government 

secondary schools, 480 teachers in private aided and 3,264 teachers in private schools. 

According to the report of Ministry of Human Resource, there are 182 Higher Secondary 

Schools in Manipur, 55,190 students are enrolled in total and the total numbers of teachers were 

2,771. In addition to the above information, GER at the Secondary level is 84.30 % in 2013-14, 

the NER were found to be 72.89 %. It is also found that the Transition rate from class VIII to IX 

is 86.2 and the dropout rate at secondary level is 9.75.  

3.2.1.2 Manipur University and its colleges  

The idea of a college for Manipur began to take place in around 1933-34. In those times students 

who want to pursue higher education had to leave state and attend colleges outside the state. 

Most of the students go to Assam and Bengal to fulfill their dreams to pursue higher education. It 

was in the year 1946 the first college was established under the patronage of late Maharani 

Dhanamanjuri Devi who donated a sum of Rs 10,000 (Ten thousand) after being approached for 

help. The amount was considered a hefty sum in those days. The college was therefore called 

Dhanamanjuri College (D.M. College) which was named in appreciation and honor of the 

Maharani, who was very kind enough to understand the educational needs of Manipur in those 

times. The college initially was a private college set up by the joint venture with some local 

leader whereby later taken over by the state government in 1948. D.M. College was affiliated to 
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the Calcutta University in 1946 and later to Guwahati University in 1949 and is currently 

affiliated to Manipur University after the creation of Manipur University in 1980. In the 

formative years, the college had only Arts stream, later in 1951 science subjects were introduced 

and in 1954 commerce was introduced thereby increasing the size and enrolment of students.  

Imphal College which was established in the year 1952 in Imphal was the first private college 

with the aim of imparting collegiate education in evening for the young and employed students 

with poor economic background. The Oriental College and Modern College were further set up 

in Imphal during 1963-1964. In the preceding year 1963-1965, the first Arts College was 

established which was known Seilmat Christan College in Churachandpur latter associated with 

Churachandpur College in 1969-1970 and was called Churachandpur College. Leaving apart DM 

College, all the above mentioned colleges were private and unaided. Ghanapriya Women’s 

College was the first Women’s College that came into existence during 1965-66 with the help of 

Rs 1 lakh (One Lakh) donated by Shri Hidangmayum Dwijamani Dev Sharma in remembrance 

of his mother Late. Smt. Ghanapriya Devi with an approval from the state government. Another 

college Kha Manipur College was established in Kakching with the help of cash amount of Rs 

80,000 (Eighty thousand) donated by the people Kakching during the year 1996-97.  

Most of the colleges were confined in Arts stream in the beginning and during those formative 

years D.M. College was the only College which offered both Arts and Science stream in the 

Graduation level. Thereafter, most of the colleges started to open new courses including both arts 

and science. The number of courses offered expanded in the colleges but there were less 

opportunities to pursue Post-graduate degree courses in Manipur. So, with no options left behind, 

a huge number of students had to leave the state to pursue higher education to other states like 

Guwahati University, Calcutta University.  
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Committees were created to examine the problems of higher education in Manipur. The first one 

was called Wadia Committee which was formed by the Central Government in 1964 to study the 

scenario of higher education in Manipur carefully. The Wadia Committee was the result from the 

request made by the state government to the U.G.C to open an extension of Post-graduate studies 

in Manipur under Guwahati University. The seven member Committee formed by the U.G.C 

visited Imphal in April 1969. The committee after a thorough study of the higher education 

system recommended of expanding the Post-graduate degree courses in DM College. As a result 

four subjects were introduced, Mathematics, History, Economics and English in the next 

academic year 1970-71. However, examinations were conducted by Guwahati University in 

Guwahati since full-fledged post-graduate program were not provided by the university. So the 

students faced lots of problem and due to the inconvenience most of the students decided to 

pursue the post-graduate programs in Guwahati University itself. The state Government were not 

satisfied with the extension provided by the Wadia Committee so they requested Jawaharlal 

Nehru University (JNU), New Delhi, to open Post graduate Centre in Imphal. Hence, another 

Committee was created by U.G.C under the leadership of Prof. Nag Chaudhary which after 

looking through the higher education system recommended to setup Post-graduate study centre 

in Imphal under JNU. In 1971, the Centre for Post- graduate studies was started at D.M College, 

opening five subjects in Arts and Science stream in post- graduate degree. They are: Applied 

Biology, Economics, Manipuri, Mathematics and Political Science. Latter on there were addition 

of more subjects and divisions of subjects under departments.  

As per the sources according to Devi (2001), there were no female colleges since 1964. It was in 

the year 1965 one female college was introduced making the total number of colleges 11 in 
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Manipur. By 1996 there were seven female colleges in Manipur which makes to the total of 57 

numbers of colleges.  

The Manipur University is located at the historic place of Canchipur about 8 Km from the 

Imphal city on the western side of the Indo-Burma Road (NH No. 2, the erstwhile). The 

University campus is spread over an area of about 287 acres of land. The University that has 

existed as a Central University since October 13, 2005 by an Act, 2005 (No. 54 of 2005) of 

Parliament was earlier a State University which lasted from June 5, 1980 till it became a Central 

University. Prior to establishment of the Manipur University, there was a Post-Graduate Centre 

of JNU, New Delhi at Imphal which was the nucleus of the University. The JNU Centre of 

Postgraduate Studies, Imphal functioned for about 9 years from 1972 to 1981 with ten disciplines 

till it merged with Manipur University in April 1981. 

The objectives of Manipur University are: 

 To disseminate and advance knowledge by providing instructional and research facilities 

in such branches of learning as it may deem fit;  

 To make provisions for integrated courses in humanities, natural and physical sciences, 

social sciences, forestry and other allied disciplines in the educational programmes of the 

university;  

  To take appropriate measures for promoting innovations in teaching learning process, 

interdisciplinary studies and research;  

 To educate and train manpower for the development of the state of Manipur and to pay 

special attention to the improvement of the social and economic conditions and welfare 

of the people of the state, their intellectual, academic and cultural development. 
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Colleges in Manipur: Affiliated to Manipur University 

Table 13. Affiliated colleges to Manipur University 

Affiliated Colleges 

 

1. D M College of Science, Imphal   2. D M College of Arts, Imphal 

3. D M College of Commerce, Imphal  4. D M College of Teachers' Education, Imphal 

5. G P Women's College, Imphal   6. Kha-Manipur College, Kakching 

7. C I College, Bishenpur    8. Moirang College, Moirang 

9. NambolL.Sanoi College, Nambol   10. Presidency College, Motbung 

11. Imphal College, Imphal    12. Manipur College, Singjamei, Imphal 

13. Modern College, Porompat, Imphal  14. Oriental College, Takyelpat, Imphal 

15. Ideal Girls' College, Akampat, Imphal  16. M B College, Imphal 

17. N G College, Imphal    18. LilongHaoreibi College, Lilong 

19. Lamka College, Churachandpur   20. Y K College, Wangjing 

21. Churachandpur College, Churachandpur  22. Thoubal College, Thoubal 

23. Pettigrew College, Ukhrul   24. Hill College, Tadubi 

25. L M S Law College,     26. Regional Institute of Medical Sciences, Lamphel 

27. Hindi Teachers' Training College, Imphal 28. Tamenglong College, Tamenglong 

29. United College, Chandel    30. Manipur College of Technology, Takyelpat 

31. Government Polytechnic, Takyelpat, Imphal 32. DOEACC, Akampat , Imphal 

33. Institute of Cooperative Management (ICM), 34. Government Dance College, Imphal  

Lamphlpat 

 

Source: http://www.manipuruniv.ac.in 

javascript:;
http://www.manipuruniv.ac.in/
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Table 14. Government Aided, Private Affiliated, Permanently  

                   Affiliated, Private and Permitted Private Colleges 

 

Government Aided Colleges 

1. Biramangol College, Sawombung 

2. Standard College, Kongba 

3. MayaiLambi College, YumnamHuidrom 

4. KakchingKhunou College, KachingKhunou. 

5. Liberal College, Luwangsangbam 

6. ThambalMarik College, Oinam 

7. Jiri College, Jiribam 

8. Imphal Art College, Imphal (Professional) 

 

Permanently Affiliated Private Colleges 

 

1. South East Manipur College, Komlathabi 

2.Kumbi College, Kumbi 

3. Mangolnganbi College, Ningthoukhong 

4. S K Women's College, Nambol 

5. W Mani Girls' College, Thoubal 

6. Bethany Christian College, Churachandpur. 

7. Regional College, Chajing, Lilong 

8. T S Paul Manipur Women's College, Mongsangei 

9. Pole Star College, Wabagai 

10. Royal Academy of Law, Oinam (Professional) 

11. KamakhyaPemton College, Hiyangthang 

12. N Birahari College, Khundrakpam. 

13. Pravabati College, MayangImphal. 

14. Kanan Devi Memorial College, Pangei 

15. Mt Everest College, Taphou, Senapati District 

16. Don Bosco College, Maram. 

17. Western College, Konthoujam. 

18. Moreh College, Moreh 

 

Private Affiliated Colleges 

 

1. NG Mani College, 

KhuraiChairenthong 

2. Damdei Christian College, 

Kanglatongbi 

3. Yairipok Universal College, Yairipok 

4. Shree ShreeGourGovinda Girls' 

College, Khurai 

5. Kakching College, Kakching 

6. Chingtam College, Sagang 

7. LMGM Law College, Churachandpur 

 

Permitted Private Colleges 

 

1.Canchipur College, Kyamgei 

2. Kanggui Christian College, 

Kangpokpi 

3. Rayburn College, Churachanpdur 

4. ThIbotombi Institute of Teacher 

Education and Training, Bishnupur. 

5. R K Sanatombi College of Teacher 

Education, Imphal 

6. Trinity College of Teachers 

Edn.,Koirengei. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: http://www.manipuruniv.ac.in 
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According to the latest university updates there are 76 colleges affiliated to Manipur University 

which is categorized under 6 different heads. As shown in Table 13&14, there are thirty four (34) 

Affiliated Colleges, eight (8) Government Aided Colleges, seven (7) Private Affiliated Colleges, 

eighteen (18) Permanently Affiliated Private Colleges and six (6) Permitted Private Colleges.  

Schools and Departments in Manipur University 

Table 15. Schools and Departments in Manipur University 

 
School of 
Humanities  

 
School of Social 
Sciences 
 

 
School of Human 
&              
Environmental 
Sciences 

 
School of Life 
Sciences 

 
School of 
Mathematical & 
Physical 
Sciences 

 
School of 
Medical 
Sciences 

 
1. English 
2. Hindi 
3. Linguistics 
4. Manipuri 
5. Dance 
(Manipuri)  
6. Philosophy 
7. Foreign 
Language 
 
 

 
 1.  Adult 
Continuing 
Education and 
Extension 
2. Commerce 
3. Economics 
4. Education 
5.  History 
6. Mass 
Communication 
7. Library and 
Information 
Science 
8. Manipur 
Institute of 
Management 
Studies  
9. Political 
Science. 
10. Sociology 
11. Teacher 
Education 

 
1. Anthropology 
2. Earth Sciences 
3. Geography 
4. Physical 
Education and 
Sports Sciences 
5. Forestry and 
Environmental 
Science 

 
1. Bio-chemistry 
2. Biotechnology 
3. Life Sciences 

 
1. Chemistry 
2. Computer 
Science 
3. Mathematics 
4. Physics  
5. Statistics 
 

 
(1) Regional 
Institute of 
Medical 
Sciences 
(RIMS) 
2. Jawaharlal 
Nehru 
Institute of 
Medical 
Sciences 
(JNIMS) 

Source: http://www.manipuruniv.ac.in 

 

http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/CDC/home.php
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There are six (6) Schools of Studies under Manipur University providing Master Degree Courses 

in the University, they are: School of Humanities, School of Social Sciences, School of Human 

& Environmental Sciences, School of Life Sciences, School of Mathematical & Physical 

Sciences and School of Medical Sciences. As per the university records there are seven (7) 

departments functioning under School of Humanities, eleven (11) departments under School Of 

Social Sciences, five (5) departments under School Of Human & Environmental Sciences, three 

(3) departments under School of Life Sciences, five (5) departments under School of 

Mathematical & Physical Sciences and two (2) departments under School of Medical Sciences as 

shown in Table 15.  

The eleven departments under School of Social Sciences are: Department of Economics, 

Department of Political Science and the Department of History established in 1972, Department 

of Commerce established in 1984, Department of Education, Department of Library and 

Information Science and the Department of Adult Continuing Education and Extension 

established in 1986, Manipur Institute of Management Studies (MIMS) established in 1995, 

Department of Mass Communication established in 2005, Department of Sociology established 

in 2012 and Department of Teacher education established in 2013.   

The seven departments functioning under School of Humanities are: Department of English and 

the Department of Manipuri in established in 1972, Department of Hindi established in 1979, 

Department Linguistics established in 1986, Department of Philosophy established in 1986, 

Department Dance (Manipuri) established in 2005, and Department of Foreign Language 

established in 2012. 

The five departments under the School of Human & Environmental Sciences are: Department of 

Anthropology and the Department of Earth Science established in1984, Department of 
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Geography established in 1992, Department of Physical Education & Sports Science established 

in 2008 and Department of Forestry and Environmental Science established in 2013. 

The three departments under the School Of Life Sciences are: Department of Life Science 

established in 1972, Department of Biochemistry established in 1990 and Department of 

Biotechnology established in 2009. 

The five departments under the School of Mathematical & Physical Sciences are: Department of 

Physics established in 1977, Department of Chemistry and the Department of Mathematics 

established in 1980, Computer Science Department established in 1985 and Department of 

Statistics established in 1989.  

There are two medical institutions under School of Medical Sciences in Manipur. The first one is 

Regional Institute of Medical Sciences (RIMS), established in October 22, 1968 as a 300 bedded 

General Hospital initially. The hospital was upgraded to a Hospital cum Medical College in 22 

May, 1972, the first medical college in Manipur, having the name Manipur Medical College. The 

college was established in Manipur as a joint venture of the North Eastern States. The name 

Regional Institute of Medical Sciences was given after its management was taken over by NEC, 

Ministry of DoNER, Government of India from April 1, 1995. Later in April 1, 2007 the Institute 

was completely transferred to the Ministry of Health & Family Welfare, Government of India. 

RIMS is affiliated to Manipur University and it also fulfills the prescribed norms of the Medical 

Council of India. The various departments under RIMS are Anaesthesiology, Anatomy, 

Biochemistry, Clinical Psychology, Community Medicine, Dentistry, Dermatology, STD & 

Leprosy, Forensic Medicine, Immunohaematology & Blood Transfusion (IHBT), Medicine, 

Microbiology, Obstetrics & Gynaecology, Otorhinolaryngology, Ophthalmology, Orthopedics, 

Pediatrics, Pathology, Pharmacology, Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, Physiology, Plastic 

http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/Anesthesiology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/Anatomy.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/biochemistry.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/clinical.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/Community_med.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/dentistry.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/dermatology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/dermatology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/forensic.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/immunohaematology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/medicine.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/microbiology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/obstetrics__gynaecology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/otorhinolaryngology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/opthalmology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/orthopaedics.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/pediatrics.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/pathology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/pharmacology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/physical_medicine.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/physiology.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/plastic_surgery.htm
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Surgery, Psychiatry, Radiodiagnosis, Radiotherapy, Respiratory Medicine, General Surgery and 

Urology respectively.  

The second institution of medical science in Manipur is Jawaharlal Nehru Institute of Medical 

Science (JNIMS), a newly established Medical College established in 2010. The campus lies in 

Jawaharlal Nehru Hospital which was established in 1989. There are three Pre-Clinical 

Departments (Anatomy, Physiology & Biochemistry), five Para Clinical Departments 

(Pharmacology, Pathology, Microbiology, Community Medicine and Forensic Medicine) and 10 

clinical departments (Medicine, Surgery, OBG, Ophthalmology, ENT, Orthopedics, 

Anesthesiology, Radio-Diagnosis, Pediatrics and Dentistry).  JNIMS, affiliated to Manipur 

University has to fulfill the prescribed norms of the Medical Council of India.  

In addition to the various departments in Manipur University, there are also eight centers of 

studies in the University, precisely meant to study on its area. They are Education Multimedia 

Research Center, Computer Centre, Center for Study of Social Exclusion and Inclusive Policy, 

Center for Manipur Studies, Center for Myanmar Studies, Center for Gandhian Studies, center 

for Research Instrumentation, University Museum and Centre for Human Rights and Duties 

Education.  

Manipur University Library 

Manipur University has one main library which is located at the centre of the University 

Campus. As on 31st March 2014 there is a total collection of 1,72,859 printed books in the 

library. The library has also purchased 123 e-books, subscribed to 242 (221Indian + 21 Foreign) 

printed journals, 42 e-journals and 21 (9National+ 12 Local) newspapers. The library remains 

open from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday to Saturday and 10 a.m to 3.30 p.m. on Sunday.  

http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/plastic_surgery.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/psychiatry.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/radiodiagnosis.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/radiotherapy.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/respiratory_medicine.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/general_surgery.htm
http://www.rims.edu.in/Departments/urology.htm
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/Computer_Centre/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/Manipur_Studies/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/Myanmar_Studies/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/Gandhian_Studies/index.php
http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/Centres/Museum/index.php
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Manipur University Health Centre facility 

The Health Centre M.U., Canchipur has been a nodal Health Dept. Although Health Center has 

only O.P.D. facility, patient are kept under observation during 10 am to 5pm , given all the semi 

emergency care and management, also involved in providing 24 hours medical consultation to 

the different constituents of the university fraternity and also people from the adjoining areas. 

Hostel Facility 

There are 5 main hostels under Manipur University, they are: 

a) Urirei Hostel for ladies: Urirei hostel is also known as Ladies Hostel no. 1 and it is the 

oldest hostel in the University which has two blocks viz., Old block and New block. The 

intake capacity of Urirei hostel is 190 students. 

b) Kombirei hostel for ladies: Kombirei hostel which is commonly known as Ladies hostel 

no. 2 was established in 2007. The intake capacity of this hostel is 100 students. 

c) Thangjing Hostel for men: Thangjing hostel also called Men’s hostel no.1 was founded in 

1980 and was inaugurated in 1984. The intake capacity of this hostel is 168 numbers of 

students. 

d) Koubru hostel for men: The Koubru hostel is generally known by people as Men’s hostel 

no. 2. The hostel was established in 5
th

 August 2005. 

e)  Langmaichang hostel for men: This hostel is commonly known as Men’s hostel and 

there are 50double seated rooms in total. 
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3.3 Delhi- A Profile 

Delhi, situated in northern India has a total area of 1,483 sq. kms, shares its borders with Uttar 

Pradesh and Haryana. In the north and east, Delhi is guarded by the Indo-Gangetic alluvial 

plains, in the west by the Thar Desert and in the south by the Aravalli hill ranges. Located 

between the latitudes of 28°-24’-17” and  28°-53’-00” North and longitudes of 76°-50’-24” and 

77°-20’-37” East, the state shares a maximum length of 51.90 kms and a maximum width of 

48.48 kms. Situated on the right bank of the Yamuna River at the periphery of the Gangetic 

plains, the average annual rainfall in Delhi is 714 mm. The state has a temperature range of 4
o
 

Celsius to 45
o
 Celsius normally.  

By 2012, Delhi has 11 Districts, till 2011 Delhi has nine districts since 1997, before this there 

was only one district for the whole Delhi with district headquarters at Tis Hazari. The initial nine 

Districts of Delhi are North Delhi, Northwest Delhi, Northeast Delhi, West Delhi, South Delhi, 

Southwest Delhi, Central Delhi and East Delhi. In September 2012, two new Districts were 

added; they are Southeast Delhi and Shahdara.  

Great kings and leaders have ruled the country from Delhi in the past history, a city with many 

places of national importance and the capital city of India. The Union territory of Delhi, being 

the capital of India makes the state a hugely populated state, with an area covering 1483 sq.km in 

total. According to the Census of India 2011, the population of Delhi is 16,787,941 thereby 

making the eighteenth most populated state in India and the density of population per sq. km. is 

11000. With developmental activities growing in a fast pace, Delhi is now one of the most 

popular cities in India, though the sex ratio of the state is very poor with a number of just 868 as 

per the Census 2011.  
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In 1951, Delhi became a Part-C state with a Council of Ministers and a Legislature. Delhi was 

recommended to stay under the effective control of the national government, as the national 

capital by the States Reorganization Commission which was set-up in December 1953 which 

also thereby suggested the formation of the Municipal Corporation of Delhi (MCD). Before 

Delhi Administration Act 1966 came into force, Delhi, as a Union Territory was administered by 

the President of India through a Chief Commissioner appointed under Article 239. 

Going back to the beginning of the administrative setup of the state, before Independence, Delhi 

was initially under the charge of the Resident and Chief Commissioner of Delhi under the British 

rule which started in 1805 till 1857 with slight changes throughout. In the year 1885, Delhi was 

made as a provincial town of the Frontier Province by the British which were transferred later to 

the newly formed Punjab province under a Lieutenant Governor. When the capital was shifted 

from Calcutta to Delhi, in order to look over the construction and management of the civic 

affairs of the new capital, a separate Committee known as Imperial Delhi Committee was formed 

on 25 March 1913. During those times, the Deputy Commissioner who was the Chief District 

Officer was the head of urban administration, being the President of the District Board & the 

Municipality and was in charge for the district revenue and registration which till now still 

continued to be the Head of the District Administration, responsible for law and order, excise, 

issue of arms and explosive licenses, and citizenship certificates, apart from revenue and 

criminal judicial work. 

One important act which can be mentioned is the Municipal Corporation of Delhi Act which was 

enacted by Parliament in 1957 and the Municipal Corporation of Delhi was formed with elected 

members in 1958. Another which can be mentioned is that under the Delhi Development Act, 
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1957, The Delhi Development Authority was created. and lastly another important act which can 

be mentioned is the National Capital Territory of Delhi Act, 1991.  

3.3.1 Education in Delhi: 

Like most of the education system in India, Delhi has also a three-tier model, which starts with 

the primary level, then secondary level and tertiary level. The primary and the secondary level 

are held in schools, which are run either by the government or the private sector and are affiliated 

either to the Council for the Indian School Certificate Examinations (CISCE), the Central Board 

for Secondary Education (CBSE) or the National Institute of Open Schooling (NIOS). All the 

issues concerned with the education are looked after by the Education Department, Government 

of Delhi. The tertiary level is held at the university level or any other institutions equivalent to it. 

The Directorate of Higher Education looks into the matters relating to the tertiary education. 

There are eight well-known universities in Delhi, they are: Indian Agricultural Research 

Institute, University of Delhi (Central University), Jamia Millia Islamia (Central University), 

Delhi Technological University (State University), Jawaharlal Nehru University (Central 

University), Ambedkar University Delhi (State University), Guru Gobind Singh Indraprastha 

University (State University), National Law University (State Law University), Indira Gandhi 

National Open University and Jamia Hamdard (Deemed University).  

Table 16. Literacy Rates (percentage) District wise for Delhi (2001 and 2011) 

 2001 2011 

State/District Male Female  Total Male Female Total 

Delhi 87.33 75.24 81.67 90.94 80.90 86.21 

East Delhi 89.65 79.26 84.91 93.13 84.99 89.31 

New Delhi 88.62 76.33 83.24 92.24 83.56 88.34 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Council_for_the_Indian_School_Certificate_Examinations
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Central_Board_for_Secondary_Education
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Central_Board_for_Secondary_Education
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Institute_of_Open_Schooling
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Delhi
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jamia_Millia_Islamia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Delhi_Technological_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jawaharlal_Nehru_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ambedkar_University_Delhi
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guru_Gobind_Singh_Indraprastha_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guru_Gobind_Singh_Indraprastha_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Law_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indira_Gandhi_National_Open_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indira_Gandhi_National_Open_University
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jamia_Hamdard
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South West 

Delhi 89.86 75.55 83.61 93.14 82.50 88.28 

West Delhi 87.85 77.99 83.39 91.00 82.39 86.98 

North Delhi 84.64 74.54 80.10 90.89 82.20 86.85 

Central Delhi 82.73 76.05 79.69 87.50 82.49 85.14 

North East 

Delhi 84.78 68.94 77.53 88.78 76.67 83.09 

North West 

Delhi 86.67 73.08 80.57 89.66 78.41 84.45 

South Delhi 88.26 73.94 81.96 91.73 80.55 86.57 

Source: http://www.censusindia.gov.in 

According to the Census of India (2011), the total literacy rate of Delhi is 86.21 percent where 

the total male literacy is 90.94 percent and that of total female literacy is 80.90. The total literacy 

rate of Delhi in 2001 census was 81.67 percent comprising of total male literacy of 87.33 percent 

and total female literacy was 75.24 percent. According to the Census of India (2011), East Delhi 

district had the highest literacy rate among the nine districts of Delhi having a total literacy rate 

of 89.31 percent (93.13 percent males and 84.99 percent females), which was 84.91 percent in 

2001 (89.65 percent males and 79.26 percent females). New Delhi held the second position by 

acquiring a total literacy rate of 88.34 percent (92.24 percent males and 83.56 percent females) 

which was 83.24 percent (88.62 percent males and 76.33 percent females) in 2001. It is followed 

by South West Delhi with a literacy rate of 88.28 (93.14 percent males and 75.92 percent 

females), which was 83.61 (89.86 percent males and 75.55 percent females) in 2001. It is then 

followed by West Delhi with a total literacy rate of 86.98 percent (91.00 percent males and 82.39 

percent females), which was 83.39 percent (87.85 percent males and 77.99 percent females) in 

2001. North Delhi has total literacy rate of 86.85 percent (90.89 percent males and 82.20 percent 

females) in 2011 census, which was 80.10 percent (84.64 percent males and 74.54 percent 

females) in 2001. The total literacy rate of South Delhi in 2011 census is 86.57 percent (91.73 

http://www.censusindia.gov.in/
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percent males and 80.55 percent females), which was 81.96 percent (88.26 percent males and 

73.94 percent females) in 2001. Central Delhi had a literacy rate of 85.14 percent (87.50 percent 

males and 82.49 percent females) according to 2011 census, which was 79.69 percent (82.73 

percent males and 76.05 percent females) in 2001. North West Delhi got a total literacy rate of 

84.45 percent (89.66 percent males and 78.41 percent females) and lastly North East Delhi had a 

total literacy rate of 83.09 percent (88.78 percent males and 76.67 percent females) in 2011 

census. Overall there has been increase in literacy rate in the decade. 

Table 17. Status for Elementary education in Delhi (2013-2014) 

 Total 

Primary Enrolment ( I-V) 182,8741 (979283 boys and 849,458 girls) 

Upper Primary Enrolment ( VI-VIII)  111,5450 (599429 boys and 516,021 girls) 

Gross Enrolment Ratio ( Primary) 110.7 

Gross Enrolment Ratio (Upper Primary) 122.9 

Net Enrolment Ratio ( Primary) 92.3 

Net Enrolment Ratio ( Upper Primary) 93.3 

Source: http://dise.in 

According to the State Report Cards for Elementary Education, DISE report ( 2013- 2014), as 

shown in the above Table 2, the total number of children enrolled in schools in the Primary level 

in Delhi is 182,8741, out of which 97,9283 were boys and 84,9458 were girls. The total number 

of students enrolled in Upper primary level i.e. from class six to eight, is 111,5450 where the 

number of boys is 59,9429 and the number of girls is 51,6021.  

The total Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER) in primary level is 110.7, which is calculated by taking 

the number of enrolment divided by the population of children from 6-10 years of age. In the 
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upper primary level total GER is 122.9, which is again calculated by taking figure of enrolment 

divided by population of children from 11-14 years of age. 

 The Net Enrolment Ratio (NER) at primary and upper primary level was 92.3 and 93.3 

respectively. NER for Primary level is calculated by taking the number of enrolment ages 6-10 

years of age divided by the population of children from 6-10 years of age while NER for Upper 

Primary level is calculated by taking the number of enrolment ages 11-14 divided by the 

population of children from 11-14 years of age.  

Table 18. Secondary and Higher Secondary level in Delhi (2013-14) 

 Government Private Aide

d   

Private Total 

No. of Secondary schools 1033 (991 state Govt. + 

42 central Govt.) 

 

186 

 

781 

 

2000 

 

Total Enrolment (Secondary) 

 

 

40,5427 

 

 

35489 

 

20,2554 

 

64,3470 

 

No. of Teachers  

 

 

1,4497 

 

957 

 

7827 

 

2,3281 

 

No. of Higher Secondary sch

ools 

 

 

903 

 

162 

 

547 

 

1612  

 

Total Enrolment (Higher Sec

ondary) 

 

 

40,9331 

 

3,5581 

 

15,5104 

 

60,0016 

 

No. of Teachers  

 

 

1,4606 

 

1350 

 

6693 

 

 

2,2649 

Source: http://rmsaindia.org 

There are 2000 secondary schools in Delhi, where there are 1033 government schools out of 

which there are 991 State Government Schools and 42 Central schools, 186 private aided and 

http://rmsaindia.org/
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781 private schools. The total enrolment of students in the Secondary level is 6,43,470, where 

the highest enrolment of students can be seen in private schools reaching the number to 2,02,554, 

the second highest enrolment of students  were found in government schools and the least 

enrolment were found in private aided secondary schools. It is found that there are 14,497 

teachers in government secondary schools, 957 teachers in private aided and 3,264 teachers in 

private schools.  

According to the report of Ministry of Human Resource, there are 1,612 Higher Secondary 

Schools in Delhi, where 6,00,016 students are enrolled in total and the total numbers of teachers 

were 22,649.  In addition to the above information, GER at the Secondary level is 102.4 % and 

NER were found to be 64.35 % in 2013-14. It is also found that the Transition rate 

from class VIII to IX is 97.84 and the dropout rate at secondary level is 5.32.  

3.3.1.2 University of Delhi and its colleges 

University of Delhi (also known as Delhi University or DU) is located in the capital of India, 

Delhi, was established in 1922 as a unitary, teaching and residential university by an Act of the 

then Central Legislative Assembly. The beginning dates back to December 1919 where the 

decision to establish the University of Delhi was introduced as a Bill in the Legislative Assembly 

officially. It was then passed by the Council on 28 February 1922 and was given the Viceroy’s 

consent on 5
th

 March 1922. On 1 May 1922, the Act came into effect and the University was 

operated from the Ritz Cinema building at Kashmiri gate with its core administration situated at 

Underhill House. Later in 1933, the Viceregal Lodge Estate was handed over to the University of 

Delhi which helped in creating a campus with affiliated colleges around the nearby area. In the 

beginning of the journey of University of Delhi , there were only three colleges affiliated to it, 
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they are, St. Stephen’s College, which was founded in 1881, Hindu College, founded in 1899 and 

Ramjas College, founded in 1917. There were also only two faculties in the University, Arts and 

Science, with around 750 students in the beginning. Whereas in present, DU has a good strength 

of 15 excellent faculties, in which 86 academic departments are successfully running under it, 77 

colleges and 5 other recognized institutes. As per the annual report of DU 2014, in the academic 

session 2013-2014, the in under-graduate programme the total number of students available is 

5,87,461 out of which the total number of students in the regular programme is 1,82,355and the 

total number of students in non-formal education programme is 4,05,107.  In the post-graduate 

programme there is strength of 3,442 students in non-formal education programme, 24, 639 

students in regular programme which lead to a total of 28,081 numbers of students in the post-

graduate programme. The total number of faculty distributed to the different post-graduate 

programmes is 5373, where the faculty engaged in regular programme is 4,921 and that engaged 

in non-formal programme is 452.  

Colleges in Delhi: Affiliated to University of Delhi 

 

Table 19. Affiliated colleges to Delhi University 

 

 

1. Acharya Narendra Dev College 

2. Aditi Mahavidyalaya 

3. Atma Ram Sanatan Dharam College 

4. Ayurvedic & Unani Tibbia College 

5. Bhagini Nivedita College 

6. Bharati College 

7. Bhaskaracharya College of Applied 

Sciences 

8. Bhim Rao Ambedkar College 

9. College of Art 

10. College of Vocational Studies 

11. Daulat Ram College 

12. Deen Dayal Upadhyaya College 

13. Delhi College of Arts & Commerce 

14. Delhi College of Engineering 

 

41. Motilal Nehru College 

42. Motilal Nehru College (Evening) 

43. Nehru Homoeopathic Medical College 

& Hospital 

44. Netaji Subhas Institute of Technology 

45. P.G.D.A.V. College 

46. P.G.D.A.V. College (Evening) 

47. Rajdhani College 

48. Rajkumari Amrit Kaur College of 

Nursing 

49. Ram Lal Anand College 

50. Aryabhatta College 

51. Ramanujan College 

52. Ramjas College 

53. Satyawati College 

http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=acharya-narendra-dev-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=aditi-mahavidyalaya
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=atma-ram-sanatan-dharam-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=ayurvedic-unani-tibbia-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=bhagini-nivedita-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=bharati-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=bhaskaracharya-college-of-applied-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=bhaskaracharya-college-of-applied-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=bhim-rao-ambedkar-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=college-of-art
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=college-of-vocational-studies
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=daulat-ram-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=deen-dayal-upadhyaya-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=delhi-college-of-arts-commerce
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=delhi-college-of-engineering
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=motilal-nehru-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=motilal-nehru-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=nehru-homoeopathic-medical-college-hospital
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=nehru-homoeopathic-medical-college-hospital
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=netaji-subhas-institute-of-technology
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=p-g-d-a-v-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=p-g-d-a-v-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=rajdhani-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=rajkumari-amrit-kaur-college-of-nursing
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=rajkumari-amrit-kaur-college-of-nursing
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=ram-lal-anand-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=aryabhatta-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=ramanujan-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=ramjas-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=satyawati-college
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15. Delhi Institute of Pharmaceutical 

Sciences & Research 

16. Deshbandhu College 

17. Dyal Singh College 

18. Dyal Singh College (Evening) 

19. Gargi College 

20. Hans Raj College 

21. Hindu College 

22. Indira Gandhi Institute of Physical 

Education & Sports Sciences 

23. Indraprastha College for Women 

24. Institute of Home Economics 

25. Janki Devi Memorial College 

26. Jesus & Mary College 

27. Kalindi College 

28. Kamala Nehru College 

29. Keshav Mahavidyalaya 

30. Kirori Mal College 

31. Lady Hardinge Medical College 

32. Lady Irwin College 

33. Lady Shri Ram College for Women 

34. Lakshmibai College 

35. Maharaja Agrasen College 

36. Maharshi Valmiki College of 

Education 

37. Maitreyi College 

38. Mata Sundri College for Women 

39. Maulana Azad Medical College 

40. Miranda House 

54. Satyawati College (Evening) 

55. School of Open Learning 

56. Shaheed Bhagat Singh College 

57. Shaheed Bhagat Singh College 

(Evening) 

58. Shaheed Rajguru College of Applied 

Sciences for Women 

59. Shaheed Sukhdev College of Business 

Studies 

60. Shivaji College 

61. Shri Ram College of Commerce 

62. Shyam Lal College 

63. Shyam Lal College (Evening) 

64. Shyama Prasad Mukherji College for 

Women 

65. Sri Aurobindo College 

66. Sri Aurobindo College (Evening) 

67. Sri Guru Gobind Singh College of 

Commerce 

68. Sri Guru Nanak Dev Khalsa College 

69. Sri Guru Teg Bahadur Khalsa College 

70. Sri Venkateswara College 

71. St. Stephen's College  

72. Swami Shraddhanand College 

73. University College of Medical Sciences 

& Guru Teg Bahadur Hospital 

74. Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute 

75. Vivekananda College 

76. Zakir Husain Delhi College 

77. Zakir Husain Post Graduate Evening 

College 

Source: http://www.du.ac.in 

DU has two main campuses North campus and South campus, under which there are 77 colleges 

as per the details given in the University website. North campus has a total area of 198.69 acres 

where the built up area is 2,46,554 square meters while the south campus has a total area of 

64.65 acres where the built up area in square meters is 73,380. Colleges which are popular in 

north campus are Daulat Ram College, Hansraj College, Hindu College, Indraprastha College for 

Women, Kirori Mal College, Miranda House, Ramjas College, St. Stephen's College, SGTB 

Khalsa College, Shri Ram College of Commerce.  

http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=delhi-institute-of-pharmaceutical-sciences-research
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=delhi-institute-of-pharmaceutical-sciences-research
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=deshbandhu-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=dyal-singh-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=dyal-singh-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=gargi-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=hans-raj-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=hindu-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=indira-gandhi-institute-of-physical-education-sports-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=indira-gandhi-institute-of-physical-education-sports-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=indraprastha-college-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=institute-of-home-economics
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=janki-devi-memorial-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=jesus-mary-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=kalindi-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=kamala-nehru-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=keshav-mahavidyalaya
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=kirori-mal-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=lady-hardinge-medical-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=lady-irwin-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=lady-shri-ram-college-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=lakshmibai-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=maharaja-agrasen-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=maharshi-valmiki-college-of-education
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=maharshi-valmiki-college-of-education
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=maitreyi-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=mata-sundri-college-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=maulana-azad-medical-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=miranda-house
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=satyawati-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=school-of-open-learning
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-bhagat-singh-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-bhagat-singh-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-bhagat-singh-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-rajguru-college-of-applied-sciences-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-rajguru-college-of-applied-sciences-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-sukhdev-college-of-business-studies
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shaheed-sukhdev-college-of-business-studies
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shivaji-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shri-ram-college-of-commerce
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shyam-lal-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shyam-lal-college-eve
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shyama-prasad-mukherji-college-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=shyama-prasad-mukherji-college-for-women
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-aurobindo-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-aurobindo-college-evening
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-guru-gobind-singh-college-of-commerce
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-guru-gobind-singh-college-of-commerce
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-guru-nanak-dev-khalsa-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-guru-teg-bahadur-khalsa-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=sri-venkateswara-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=st-stephen-s-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=swami-shraddhanand-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=university-college-of-medical-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=university-college-of-medical-sciences
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=vallabhbhai-patel-chest-institute
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=vivekanand-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=zakir-husain-delhi-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=zakir-husain-post-graduate-evening-college
http://www.du.ac.in/du/index.php?page=zakir-husain-post-graduate-evening-college
http://www.du.ac.in/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Daulat_Ram_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hansraj_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindu_College,_University_of_Delhi
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indraprastha_College_for_Women
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indraprastha_College_for_Women
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kirori_Mal_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Miranda_House
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ramjas_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/St._Stephen%27s_College,_Delhi,_India
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SGTB_Khalsa_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SGTB_Khalsa_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shri_Ram_College_of_Commerce
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The South Campus started offering its postgraduate programmes from 1973 in some of the 

selected departments of Arts and Science. Some of the popular colleges in South campuses are 

Atma Ram Sanatan Dharma College, college of vocational studies, Sri Aurobindo 

College, Shaheed Bhagat Singh College, Kamla Nehru College, Maitreyi College, Sri 

Venkateswara College, Ram Lal Anand College, Lady Shri Ram College, Lady Irwin 

College, Jesus and Mary College,Motilal Nehru College, P.G.D.A.V. College, Maharaja Agrasen 

College, Dyal Singh College, Ramanujan College, Gargi College, Acharya Narendra Dev 

College and Deshbandhu College etc.  

Faculty and Departments in University of Delhi 

Table 20. Faculty under University of Delhi 

 

1. Applied Social Sciences & Humanities 

2. Arts 

3. Commerce & Business Studies 

4. Education 

5. Interdisciplinary & Applied Sciences 

6. Law 

7. Management Studies 

8. Mathematical Sciences 

9. Medical Science 

10. Music & Fine Arts 

11. Open Learning 

12. Science 

13. Social Sciences 

14. Technology 

15. Affiliated Faculties 

 

Source: http://www.du.ac.in 

According to the website of University of Delhi, the University has 15 different faculties under 

which 86 academic departments are running under it. The faculties are Applied Social Sciences 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atma_Ram_Sanatan_Dharma_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sri_Aurobindo_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sri_Aurobindo_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shaheed_Bhagat_Singh_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Kamla_Nehru_College&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maitreyi_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sri_Venkateswara_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sri_Venkateswara_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ram_Lal_Anand_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lady_Shri_Ram_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lady_Irwin_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lady_Irwin_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jesus_and_Mary_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Motilal_Nehru_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pannalal_Girdharlal_Dayanand_Anglo_Vaidic_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maharaja_Agrasen_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maharaja_Agrasen_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dyal_Singh_College,_Delhi
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ramanujan_College&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gargi_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acharya_Narendra_Dev_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acharya_Narendra_Dev_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deshbandhu_College
http://www.du.ac.in/
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& Humanities, Arts, Commerce & Business Studies, Education, Interdisciplinary & Applied 

Sciences, Law, Management Studies, Mathematical Sciences, Medical Science, Music & Fine 

Arts, Open Learning, Science, Social Sciences and Technology. 

There are two departments under Applied Social Sciences & Humanities, they are: a) 

Department of Business Economics b) Department of Slavonic and Finno- Ugarian Studies.  

Under the Faculty of Arts there are fourteen departments, they are: a) Department of Arabic b) 

Department of Buddhist Studies c) Department of English d) Department of German and Roman 

studies e) Hindi f) Department of Library and Information Science g) Department of Linguistics 

h) Department of Modern Indian Languages and Litenary Studies i) Department of Persian j) 

Department of Philosophy k) Department of Psychology l) Department of Punjabi m) 

Department of Sanskrit n) Department of Urdu 

The Faculty of Commerce and Business Studies, there are two departments, a) Department of 

Commerce b) Department of Financial Studies. The Department of Education is under the 

Faculty of Education, Department of Law is under the Faculty of Law, Department of Business 

Management & Industrial Administration, is under the Faculty of Management Studies. 

The Faculty of Interdisciplinary and Applied Sciences has eight departments, they are: a) 

Institute of Information and communication b) Department of Bio Physics c) Department of 

Biochemistry  d) Department of Electronics Science e) Department of Genetics f) Department 

of Microbiology g) Department of Physical Education & Sports Sciences h) Department of Plant 

Molecular Biology. 

The Faculty of Mathematical Science has four departments; they are a) Department of Computer 

Science b) Department of Mathematics c) Department of Operational Research d) Department of 

Statistics. The Faculty of Music and Fine Arts has two departments, they are a) Department of 
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Fine Arts b) Department of Music. The Department of Distance and Continuing Education is 

under the Faculty of Open Learning. 

The Faculty of Medical Sciences has twenty two departments, they are: a) Department of 

Anaesthesiology and Critical Care b) Department of  Anatomy c) Department of  Community 

Medicine d) Department of Dental Sciences e) Department of Dermatology and Venereology f) 

Department of Forensic Medicine g) Department of Medical Bio- Chemistry h) Department of 

Medical Microbiology i) Department of Medicine j) Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology 

k) Department of Ophthalmology l) Department of Orthopaedics  m) Department of 

Otolaryngology n) Department of Paediatrics o) Department of Pathology p) Department of 

Pharmacology q) Department of Physiology r) Department of Psychiatry s) Department of Radio 

Therapy t) Department of Radiology, Radiodiagnosis and Radiation Medicine u) Department of 

Surgery and v ) Department of Tuberculosis and Respiratory Disease. 

The Faculty of Science has eleven departments, they are: a) Department of Antropology b) 

Department of Botany c) Department of Chemistry d) Department of Environmental Studies e) 

Department of Geology f) Department of Home Science g) Department of Nursing h) 

Department of Pharmacy i) Department of Physics and Astrophysics  and j) Department of 

Zoology The Faculty of Social Sciences has ten departments, they are a) Department of Adult, 

Continuing Education and Extensons b) Department of African Studies c) Department of East 

Asian Studies d) Department of Economics e) Department of Geography f) Department of 

History g) Department of Political Science h) Department of Social Work and i) Department of 

Sociology. 

The Faculty of Technology has nine departments, they are: a) Department of Applied Sciences 

and Humanities b) Department of Civil Engineering c) Department of Computer Engineering d) 
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Department of Electrical Engineering e) Department of Electronics and Communication 

Engineering f) Department of Instrumentation and Control Engineering g) Department of 

Mechanical Engineering and h) Department of Production and Industrial Engineering. The 

Department of Ayurvedic and Unani Medicine and the Department of Homeopathic Studies are 

also affiliated under the DU.  

Delhi University Library System 

Delhi University Library System has 34 constituent libraries which provide a strong support 

system to the university. In terms of the printed resources, the University of Delhi has a total 

collection 15,92,308 volumes 1,595 periodicals as on 31-03-2014. In terms of electronic 

resources there are 56 electronic databases in different subjects and disciplines that are available 

to the user community of the University. The university also has a the Braille Library- Audio 

Book Resources and Braille Library  which  is actively engaged in supporting teaching, learning 

and research for the visually impaired students and faculty members. Some of the major 

Libraries that can be mentioned are the Central Library (Including the Arts Library), Ratan Tata 

Library, Central Science Library, East Asian Studies Library and South Delhi Campus Library. 

University Employment Information and Guidance Bureau 
 

The University Employment Information and Guidance Bureau is provides employment service 

to students and others like, career guidance, information on employment opportunities, various 

public examinations for employment. As per the annual report of Delhi University 2014, 

1,57,717 candidates were registered through online services, 4,162 vacancies received and 449 

employers filed requisition. It is also found that 8,02,397 candidates were sponsored and 88 

candidates were placed. 
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Centre for Professional Development in Higher Education (CPDHE) 
 

Centre for Professional Development in Higher Education (Academic Staff College) promotes 

and encourage the training of teacher- educators on how to approach issues in an 

interdisciplinary fashion. In the academic year 2013-2014, CPDHE trained about 2234 

participants/teachers in new pedagogy for the new courses and 195 teachers in 2 Orientation and 

4 Refresher courses. Teaching methodology was the main focus and courses were designed to 

strengthen the educational base for the students in relation to the grand challenges facing India 

such as Economic development, Rural-urban linkages, Energy, Water, Urbanization, 

Infrastructure, Transport, Sanitation, Environment & Public Health, Food security, Ethics, 

Society & Justice, Education, Literacy, Agriculture. The teachers were trained to use different 

ICT tools; power point projection, multimedia, web tools, such as web 2.0 technology- blog, 

Facebook, study portals, virtual world, online social networking, wikis etc. Apart from the 

classroom study, field visits to the Parliament, museums, environment parks, industry, NGOs etc. 

were also organized.  

Health Centre 

World University Service (WUS) health centre is a contributory heath scheme which provides 

the health care facilities to the students, employees and their family members of Delhi 

University.  It has four operational units in North, South, East and West of Delhi. In the North 

campus it has 12 full time medical officers and 14 part time specialists.  In the south campus, the 

centre has 2 full time medical officer and 4 part time specialists who are in charge of the OPD 

services available in the centre. In East Delhi and West Delhi there is only one full time medical 

officer is available each in the centre.  
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3.4 Conclusion 

The chapter has briefly studied the two selected study area, i.e. Manipur and Delhi. The 

chapter gave a glimpse of the two select central universities and the colleges affiliated to 

it. In the chapter it is found that the development of education in Manipur is very recent 

as the first college was established in1946 affiliated to Calcutta University while Delhi 

University was established in 1922 as a unitary, teaching and residential university by an 

Act of the then Central Legislative Assembly. The University that has existed as a 

Central University since October 13, 2005 by an Act, 2005 (No. 54 of 2005) of 

Parliament was earlier a State University which lasted from June 5, 1980 till it became a 

Central University. There are 76 colleges affiliated to Manipur University and on the 

other hand, 77 colleges affiliated to University of Delhi.  
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Chapter 4 

Total Quality Management in Higher Education 
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4.1 Introduction 

As defined by Mukherjee (2010), TQM is an “organized scientific approach towards continuous 

improvement of quality involving everyone in the organization covering every function aimed 

towards total customer every function aimed towards total customer satisfaction.” He further 

discussed the goals of TQM, which are as follows: 

a) Customer delightment / satisfaction in totality 

b) Continuous improvement 

c) Total employee involvement and empowerment 

d) Optimization of resources 

e) Do it right the first time 

In today‟s highly competitive environment, TQM is a means to survive in the world-class 

competition. Dale H. Besterfield et. al ( 2013) after analysis the three words came to the notion 

that TQM is an art of managing the whole to achieve excellence. So by elaborating Total Quality 

Management, one gets, the meaning as: Total- Made up of the whole, Quality- Degree of 

excellence a product or service provides and Management- Act, art, or manner of handling, 

controlling, directing, etc." 

The International Standard Organization (ISO) defines TQM as the management approach of an 

organisation, centered on quality, based on the participation of all its members and aiming at 

long-term success through customer satisfaction and with benefits to all members of the 

organisation and society. However, according to the Total Quality Forum of the USA, TQM is a 

people-focused management system that aims at continual increase in customer satisfaction at 

continually lower cost. In an organization, TQM works horizontally across functions and 
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departments where there is involvement of all the employees, top to bottom and extends 

backwards to forward so that the supply chain and customer chain are fully involved. So, it 

shows that TQM is a total system approach and an integral part of high-level strategy (Jha, 

2011). Total Quality Management is a philosophical approach to the management of 

organisation, and in particular to the management of change within organisations (Doidge & 

Whitchurch, 1993). Today the term used by Americans to refer to Total Quality is "Total Quality 

Management” (TQM), while the Japanese use the name Total Quality Control (TQC) to denote 

the same concept. For other authors, quality is related to the satisfaction of the recipients or 

customers, or also called Total Quality Management (Carrasco, 2007). 

4.2 Management Gurus on Total Quality Management 

A qualitative improvement in the concept and percept is possible with the help of contributions 

made by the quality gurus on Total Quality Management. Some of the management gurus who 

have influenced the TQM movement are W. Edward Deming, Joseph M. Juran, Philip Crosby, 

Tom Peters, Kaoru Ishikawa, Shigeo Shingo and Genichi Taguchi (Lai, 2008). 

4.2.1 W. Edward Deming (1900-1993) 

Born in 1900, Deming played an important role in bringing the Japanese economy after the 

Second World War. Deming (1986) made a holistic approach of quality management in his 

'Fourteen Points' to his Japanese industrial clients to attain the top of the business world. The 14 

points were intended to guide organizations and are summarized as follows: 

 Creating constancy of purpose to improve the product and service; 
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 Adopting a new philosophy to meet changing conditions. In a more competitive 

environment customer satisfaction had to become the main objective and management 

had to be aware of their responsibilities in attaining this; 

 Ceasing dependence on inspection to achieve quality; eliminating the need for mass 

inspection by building quality into the product; 

 Ending the awarding of business on price. Instead, minimizing total cost and moving 

towards a single supplier for any one item on a long-term relationship of loyalty and 

trust; 

 Improving constantly and forever the system of production of service to improve quality 

and productivity and to decrease costs; 

 Instituting training on the job, which would ensure the employee fully understands 

his/her total job; 

 Instituting leadership: Supervision should be to help people do a better job and there is a 

need to overhaul the supervision of management and production workers; 

 Driving out fear so that all may work effectively for the organization; 

 Breaking down barriers between departments research, design, sales and production must 

work together as a team to foresee problems in production, and use, that may be 

encountered with the product or service; 

 Eliminating slogans, exhortations and numerical targets for the workforce, such as 'zero 

defects' or new productivity levels. Such exhortations are diversionary as the bulk of the 

problems belong to the system and are beyond the power of the workforce; 

 Eliminating quotas or work standards and management by objectives or numerical goals.  
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 Removing barriers that rob people of their right to pride of workmanship. The 

responsibility of supervisors must be changed from stressing sheer numbers to improving 

quality 

 Instituting a vigorous education and self-improvement programme; 

 Putting everyone in the company to work to accomplish the transformation. The 

transformation is everybody's job (Deming, 1986).  

 

4.2.2 Joseph M. Juran (1904-2008) 

Joseph M. Juran, is also called the "father" of quality, a quality "guru" and the man who "taught 

quality to the Japanese". He is well known as the person who added the human dimension to 

quality. According to Juran, emphasis should be put on the results to be achieved and the 'recipe' 

for action should consist of 90% substance and only 10% exhortation. Otherwise, he suggests 

managers are in danger of being perceived less as a leader than as a cheerleader. Juran's approach 

to quality Management is typified by his 'trilogy' of 'quality planning, quality control and quality 

improvement' (Juran, 1988). The following steps were developed by Juran for creating a quality 

planning 'road map', they are: 

 Identifying who the customers are 

 Determining the needs of those customers 

  Translating those needs into our language 

  Developing a product that can respond to those needs 

  Optimising the product features so as to meet our needs as well as customers' needs 

 Developing a process that is able to produce the product 

 Optimising the process 
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 Proving that the process can produce the product under operating conditions 

 Transferring the process to the operating forces (Juran, 1988, p. 14) 

 

4.2.3 Philip B. Crosby (1926-2001) 

Philip B. Crosby is an eminent guru best known for promoting a standard of excellence based on 

“zero defects”. He promoted the concept of “doing it right the first time” and established the four 

absolutes of quality management ( Jha, 2011). The four absolutes of quality management are: 

 Perceive Quality not as “goodness” or “elegance” rather than in tune with requirements. 

 Prevention causes quality not the appraisal 

 Performance standard must be zero-defects not “that is close enough”. 

 Measurement of quality is the price of non-conformance not indices. 

In his 14-step programme, Crosby focused on management commitment, quality improvement 

team, quality measurement, cost of quality evaluation, quality awareness, corrective action, zero-

defects planning, supervisory training, zero-defects day, goal setting, errors cause removal, 

recognition, quality councils and do it all over again.  

 

4.2.4 Tom Peters (1942) 

Peter is well known in linking quality with leadership (Jha, 2011). The twelve elements of 

Peter‟s quality management are management obsession with quality, measurement of quality, 

reward for quality, training for quality, constitution of multi-function teams, perceiving small is 

beautiful, creating endless Hawthrone effect, parallel organisation structure for quality, 

involvement of all, quality minimizes cost and considering it a never-ending journey.  

4.2.5 Kaoru Ishikawa (1915-1989) 
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Kaoru Ishikawa is famous for his writings on Quality Control where he has the credibility of 

simplifying the statistical techniques for quality control. One of the important contributions by 

him is the famous cause and effect diagram which provides a powerful tool for problem solving 

and quality improvement. In Japan, the Quality Circle movement was pioneered by Ishikawa. He 

was also given credit for developing a Company-wide Quality Control (CWQC) movement in 

which the systematic application have resulted in reduction of effects and improvements in the 

quality of the product. CWQC helps in increasing the rate of productivity by minimizing the cost 

of product, where it is also regarded as a sound foundation for the development of TQM. 

 

4.2.6 Shigeo Shingo (1909- 1990) 

Shigeo Shingo, an industrial engineering as background is famous for his idea “once the defect 

has occurred during any process, the process should not be allowed to continue further”. He is 

also famous for his non-statistical innovations for reducing defects and for developing the „Poka-

Yoke‟ or „mistake-proofing‟ concept. While working in Toyota, Japan, he developed the Single 

Minute Exchange of Dies (SMED) and the Just-in-Time System.  

 

4.2.7 Genichi Taguchi (1924- 2012) 

Genichi Taguchi is famous for his contributions like Loss Function, Offline and Online. He also 

gave a broader application of quality assurance. Below are given the feelings and observations of 

Taguchi: 

 Quality is the loss imparted to the society from the time product is shipped. 

 Quality improvement and cost economy are necessary for staying in business. 

 Six Sigma is the practical application of continuous quality improvement. 
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 Quality loss function magnifies the customer‟s loss due to a product‟s performance. 

 Engineering design of the product plays an outstanding role in fixing cost and 

determining quality. 

 By exploiting the non-linear effects of the product and process the performance variation 

can be reduced. 

 Statistical planned experiments can be used to determine the settings of product and 

process parameters (Jha, 2011). 

 

4.3 Total Quality Management 

Total Quality Management is about providing the customer with what they want, when they want 

it and how they want it where there is continuous involvement of moving with changing 

customer expectations. The structure of the organization thereby allows creating a quality culture 

where the aim of every member of staff is to delight their customers (Tandom and Gupta, 2008). 

TQM is both a philosophy and a set of guiding principles that are the foundation of a 

continuously improving organisation. While defining TQM, the four essential elements of TQM 

are continuous process improvement, people orientation, quantitative methods, and customer 

focus. By „total‟ it means the involvement of everyone and everything in the organisation in a 

continuous improvement effort. By „quality‟ it means the total customer satisfaction, where the 

customer is everyone who is affected by the product. The customer however can be defined in 

two ways, external customer and internal customer, where TQM focuses on satisfying both. 

External customers are the ultimate user of the product while internal customers are the next 

process in the organization. Finally, „management‟ is considered as the leadership of an 
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organisation that creates and maintains a TQM environment where managers are the leaders of 

this initiative (Saylor, 1992).  

Wilkinson and Witcher (1993) also tried to summarize TQM as having three major requirements, 

they are as follows: 

 Total: Functional integration and teamwork at all levels in the organization through 

institutional management. 

 Quality: Strict adherence to the requirements specified by customers ensuring use of 

appropriate tools, techniques and processes. 

 Management: Creation of enabling environment, commitment of senior management and 

provisioning of adequate support facilities. 

However according to Besterfield (2011), there are six basic requirements to TQM approach, 

they are: 

 A committed and involved management to provide long-term top-to-bottom 

organisational support. 

 An unwavering focus on the customer, both internally and externally. 

 Effective involvement of the business and production process. 

 Continuous improvement of the business and production process. 

 Treating suppliers as partners. 

 Establish performance measures for the processes 
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4.3.1 Roadmap for TQM 

In order to have a careful planning and effective implementation of Total Quality of 

Management, Jha (2011) have highlighted 11 roadmaps, they are as follows: 

 An assessment of organization: To identify the weakness and their causes in an 

organization, the first thing which is required is assessment.  

 Sensitizing and developing awareness: This will help the employees to know the needs, 

concepts, benefits and justifications for TQM.  

 Establishing vision, mission and objectives: In an organization, the objectives are to be 

communicated well and it should be based on the mission of customer focus. 

 Translating goals into practice: The goals in an organization at the functional level should 

be developed and efforts should be made for functional improvement where it is 

necessary to link with the organizational objectives.  

 Involving customers: To know the perceptions and needs of the organization, an 

interactive session is required with the customers. 

 Studying the current process: In every organization, the current process should be studied 

and well documented and should be measured against the processes to be followed. 

 Taking up improvement projects: In a project the project teams are to be monitored 

regularly by making sure that the required teams are allocated. 

 Learning needs are to be identified: Evaluation is required to know the achievements of 

the goals of TQM. It is also required to know the adequacy of current knowledge and its 

shortfalls. 

 Training and enriching the potentials: The performance of the trained person are to 

evaluated to know the effectiveness of the training. 
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 Assessing the progress: While evaluating the progress the weakness and the reasons for it 

are to be identified. 

 Continuing improvement: This is one of the most important things among all. The 

objectives are to be revised if necessary.  

 

4.4 Quality in Education 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in 2005 identified ten 

characteristics for effective schools that the developed countries have taken into account, where 

nowadays quality of education is one of the main objectives to be fulfilled in most of the 

developed countries. The ten characteristics according to OECD are: 

 Commitment to standards and objectives are clearly defined and agreed. 

 Participatory planning, which includes a joint decision-making and teamwork oriented 

towards innovation and evaluation. 

 A dynamic directionality to make and develop improvement. 

 Staff stability. 

 A strategy for lifelong learning and staff development requirements for each school and 

the context. 

 The implementation of a carefully developed curriculum and coordinated to allow each 

student to acquire the knowledge and skills essential or basic. 

 A large participation of the education community. 

 The recognition of the values of the school and adherence to these values. 

 A maximum exploitation of school time (basically aimed at schools). 

 The dynamic and robust support from education authorities and competency. 



108 
 

There are four pillars of learning according to the "Delors Report" (UNESCO, 1996), where 

education is based on, viz., learning to know, learning to do, learning to live together, and 

learning to be. The quality of education is not a result of the achievements of excellence at only 

one area but a broad concept of all the areas which made to leave aside the traditional concept of 

quality in education. As analyzed by Seibold (2000), in most of the developing countries the 

traditional notion of quality in education are still in use, in which quality is considered as the 

result of the introduction of broad content in curriculum and best teaching methods.  

It is very difficult to define what constitutes the quality in education. Yet a relative and 

multidimensional concept, fully framed on the institutional model it has, nobody can object 

quality as an objective of a project, a timetable or an institution (Ruiz, 1999). 

 

4.4.1 Dimensions of Quality in Education 

According to Lehtinen (1991) the three dimensions of quality are physical quality, interactive 

quality and corporate quality whereas according to Gronroos (1990) the quality dimensions are 

technical quality, functional quality and corporate image.  

Roccaro (2003) formulated six different dimensions of education quality, they are: academic 

disciplines, prestige, perfection or consistency, economy or results, satisfaction and organization.  

An academic discipline is needed to achieve the level of excellence by establishing the standards 

by the experts. Prestige is what the people or institutions have with regard to the morality about 

the institution. Perfection in performance is most important when done in the first time with zero 

defects since it will lead to lower costs and ultimately demonstrates a high level of proficiency of 

the necessary processes. Quality has an economic component of "value added", which in 

education is considered of great importance. Satisfaction generally refers to the comfort of those 
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involved in the design, provision and improvement of the product or service to the customers, 

users or beneficiaries of both immediate and medium to long term. Ultimately the organization 

has to meet the increasing demands of both its staff and recipients. The different dimensions 

should be carefully managed by the organization in an effective way in order to meet the 

increasing competition and expectations of the customers.  

 

4.5 Total Quality Management (TQM) in Higher Education 

In order to bring the quality of education all over the globe, great emphasis has been given by 

conducting various global conferences on the quality assurance in higher education. Some of 

which can be mentioned are, the Hong Kong conference (1991), UNESCO-Conference held in 

Paris, the international conference on “Quality Assurance in Higher Education: Standards, 

Mechanisms and Mutual Recognition” held in Bangkok, 2000, etc.  

The four main objectives of the Bangkok Conference were:  

 To share and exchange information and experiences on critical issues such as standards, 

mechanisms, credit transfer, mutual recognition, and ranking on quality assurance in 

higher education among experts, academics, administrators and policy makers. 

 To explore and identify trends and best practices on quality assurance in higher  

education  

 To develop recommendations for and promote international co-operation in improving 

quality assurance in higher education 

 To explore regional co-operation in quality assurance in higher education. 

The World Bank have also published “Higher Education: The Lesson of Experience” in 1994 

and “Priorities and Strategies for Education” in 1995. Green, 1994 have the notion that the main 
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dimensions of higher education that should be assessed are producing graduates to meet the 

human resource needs of organizations and pushing forward the frontiers of knowledge through 

research.  

According to Lindsay (1994) “Quality in HE is a nebulous notion. Its attributes are complex and 

intangible. It remains highly resistant to assessment by means other than judgments that 

represent personal values, as much as professional standards”. Another study by Harman and 

Meek (2000) has defined quality in the context of HE as judgment about the level of goal 

achievement, and the value and worth of that achievement. However, Rona-Tas (2001) argues 

that the modern society focuses on creating, sustaining and improving the quality of life. Hence, 

good HE is that which optimally contributes to the betterment of the quality of life. Good quality 

education should produce individuals who are able to work with maximum effectiveness and 

thereby contribute to the economy, make effective use of, and also generate knowledge for the 

knowledge society and significantly develop individuals having the capacity to enhance social 

and cultural values.  

To suit the TQM principles to educational institutions, the following steps should be followed as 

highlighted by Habbard (1994): 

 Creating quality consciousness, among all concerned with the educational institutions, 

namely, management, faculty, students, parents, and the society at large. 

 Total commitment of the management of the educational institutions, be it government, 

university, or a private body, for providing quality education. 

 Treating the students as the sovereign authority and creating a feeling amongst the faulty 

that the institution exist for the students and not for the staff. Students are not the only 

stakeholders of an educational institution; the parents, employees, and the society at large 
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are also coming under the purview. Since students are the primary and direct players of 

an educational institution, the students should get the best from them. 

  Setting up of short term and long term goals for improving the quality of education and 

preparing plan of action for achieving the goal. 

 Monitoring the quality improvement programme at frequent intervals and making 

suitable alterations whenever necessary in the programme. 

 Motivating the staff to work with enthusiasm and dedication to achieve the goals set. 

 Paying attention for improving the entire process of teaching-learning and the 

environment in the institution to bring out the best from the students. If the quality of 

education is to be improved, the entire process of learning-teaching and then educational 

environment in the organization has to be improved. 

 Provide effective and dynamic leadership to the institution for successfully implementing 

the TQM programme. 

According to Florida (1999), the role of the University is very crucial in the knowledge 

economy. Further stressed by Bess and Dee (2008), universities are complex organizations which 

operate in a diverse and constantly changing environment, with shifting values, varying states of 

economic prosperity, and obscure permutations of political power.  

As analyzed by Salmi (2009), the role of university is strongly linked with the development of a 

country‟s economy and society since higher education helps countries build globally competitive 

economies by developing a skilled, productive and flexible labor force and by creating, applying 

and spreading new ideas and technologies. The quality of higher education can be attributed to 

three distinct sets of factors that can be found in top universities, they are: a high concentration 

of talent, abundant resources, and favorable governance. However according to Green (1994), in 
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the educational context quality is not a new thing. Yet it is a difficult task to define World-class 

University, till now it has not reached a consensus yet. Though searching for quality in 

universities, World-class universities have been identified, and it is as important to have national 

or regional class academic institutions, since it has to follow the most elitist universities. The 

problem of world-class universities is that “everybody wants one, no one knows what it is, and 

no one knows how to get one” (Altbach, 2004). 

A study carried out by John Jay Bonstingl (1992) reveals that the concept of TQM is applicable 

to academics. In his study Bonstingl highlighted TQM principles as one of the important features 

in educational reforms and he calls them as the “four pillars of total quality management”, they 

are synergistic relationships, continuous improvement and self-evaluation, a system of ongoing 

process and leadership. 

According to Brooks (2005), not even quality measurement of universities in terms of 

international rankings is standardized, and after decades of assessment research the higher 

education community has only some better sense of what university quality is. Juran (2007), 

logically studied that to achieve the quality objectives of the organization, there is a need to 

identify and administer the activities for managing the quality. Of which not managed, quality 

results are left to chance and are not the result of planning. The lack of a systematic methodology 

to improve quality in a structured and holistic way raises the issue of the need to have a Total 

Quality Management approach to sustainable quality improvement. 

According to Kalita and Goswami 2013, it is still a debatable matter to what constitutes the 

quality of higher education i.e. the quality indicators of education. Quality indicators which are 

actually those measures that helps to maintain certain basic standards for quality education. 

Some of the indicators which may help in bringing the total quality of education are quality 
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teachers, quality curriculum, quality infrastructure, quality administration and quality learning 

climate.  

The study on Total Quality Management in MU and DU gives an insight regarding the quality 

and its management. Even though TQM is not directly implemented in the select two 

universities, the overall quality, the weaknesses and strengths of the university can be extracted 

with the help of the study on TQM in the select two universities. The current study finds the two 

select universities following the parameters adopted by National Assessment and Accreditation 

Council (NAAC). NAAC, for example, is advocating the best practice benchmarking approach 

for the development of TQM in higher education; however, it seems that this approach not fully 

used in Indian higher education institutes.  Prasad (2005) claims that, “Many higher education 

institutes do not attempt certain practices due to lack of information about the feasibility and 

adaptability of the best practice”. Failure of institutions to attempt practices of tools for quality 

management, like benchmarking, pushes them back and fails to maintain standards and quality. 

4.6 Conclusion  

This chapter has tried to highlight the basic concepts of Total Quality Management, where it is 

given that it can be applied to business and industry successfully but a new application in Higher 

education.  The chapter has also highlighted the contributions of the management gurus of TQM, 

the quality of education and its dimensions and TQM in higher education. The higher education 

systems today are under the increasing pressure of both the external and internal customers. As 

found by Tuttle (1994), there are many factors which influence external forces for change: the 

reduction in the public funds received or in the rate at which the funds received increase, 

competition for faculty, competition for students, and finally, pressures from employers, 

claiming for better qualified graduates of the institutions of higher education. 
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5.1 Introduction 

The study is empirical and the variables used are quantitative and qualitative in nature. An 

attempt has been made to study the TQM in two central universities where one is centrally 

located in Delhi and another remotely located in Manipur. The study is based on both primary 

and secondary data. The secondary data has been collected from the annual reports of the 

universities, journals and related websites. The primary data is collected from the post 

graduate students, faculties and non-teaching staff of the select universities through self-

administered questionnaires in order to study the quality of infrastructure made available to 

both the Central Universities. Sampling of the students, faculties and non-teaching staff were 

carried out from each department of one school/faculty and non-teaching staff from the 

administrative section.  

5.2 Description of the variables studied for infrastructure 

The satisfaction on infrastructural facilities is assessed using  variables namely, building, 

lighting, ventilation, washroom, classroom structure, laboratory, canteen food, transport, 

hostel, sports ground, recreation, technology, room facility, parking space, security and 

drinking water as used by Alanis, et al, 2008. A well-developed infrastructure plays an 

important in imparting well-rounded education to an educational institution. The study is an 

attempt to assess the perceptions of the three segments of a university regarding infrastructure 

facilities. The infrastructure facilities have been defined by taking the variables of building, 

lighting, ventilation, washroom, classroom structure, laboratory, canteen food, transport, 

hostel, sports ground, recreation, technology, room facility, parking space, security and 

drinking water. In simple terms infrastructure is the totality of all the things that is put in 

together to facilitate the teaching-learning process in order to fulfill the purpose for 

establishing the educational institute.  
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The building itself has been considered as an important factor for perceiving the quality of the 

education. In the study of perception, the physical infrastructure is the first impression from 

where the perceiver assesses. The following are the reasons for the selection of the variables 

which had been selected for the study.  Some of the studies have shown a positive relationship 

between student achievement and behavior variables and building condition. Edwards (1992) 

and Cash (1993) studied on the basic building evaluation, comparing the results with student 

achievement scores and found a positive relationship between the two.  

Human-centric lighting in classrooms can have positive effects on mental health and learning. 

While several studies have shown that with higher luminance levels and higher color 

temperatures, pupils’ and students’ academic performance increases compared to standard 

lighting. Some studies also report that with a reduction of light levels and lower color 

temperature a decrease in agitation and disturbance during lessons can be achieved.  

In a study, conducted by the University of Tulsa’s Indoor Program, it was found that the 

students in well-ventilated classrooms perform better on standardized tests than their peers 

who receive inadequate fresh air. Other researchers have found that improved air quality at 

schools leads to healthier students. 

Schools and universities should have clean washrooms that are cleaned regularly to kill the 

germs and to prevent the spread of disease; if not clean, it can be a threat to the health of 

students and staff. Clean toilets are indeed important to many visitors (Manning 1999), a fact 

that is consistent with Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs. 

According to Tobin (1990) “Laboratory activities appeal as a way to learn with understanding 

and, at the same time, engage in a process of constructing knowledge by doing science”. He 
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further suggested that if students are given opportunities to manipulate equipment and 

materials to construct their knowledge of phenomena and related scientific concepts, a 

meaningful learning is possible in the laboratory.  

Canteen is a great place to promote an enjoyment of healthy eating. Clean and good healthy 

food should be made available to enhance the student the ability to learn and get the 

information given in the class. The canteen must be in a safe and clean environment to 

prevent one from any food borne illness.  

Transportation is an important part of a students’ life that has to be used every day. In order to 

prevent absenteeism, transportation should be made very easy and accessible to the students. 

There may be many reasons why transportation is important to a student, one of which can be 

mentioned is that without proper transportation facility, it is time-consuming for finishing 

everyday tasks and it may become difficult too.  

Like any other facility, hostel facility is also one of the important needs of a student who stay 

far away from the university campus. The hostel should be available to those who are willing 

to stay in the campus for direct relation to their studies.  

A well maintained sports ground and other sports related facilities encourage the students to 

participate in various sports activity at various levels. A study done by Chao-Chien Chen 

(2006) provides an in-depth knowledge about the sports, recreation, and social activity. Chao-

Chien Chen (2006) states that various types of sport and recreation participation teach 

participants to use techniques related to combating negative thoughts, visualizing positive 
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situations, managing tension, learning to learn from past mistakes, developing self-discipline, 

and coping with stress. 

The term recreation implies participation to be healthy refreshing mind and body. Some 

benefits of recreation are: it helps to relax, reduces stress, refresh senses, refills energy, social 

benefits, helps in achieving a peace of mind etc. Participation in college recreational activities 

increases student commitment to their institution and positively affects their academic 

performance (Antrobus, Dobbelaer & Salzinger, 1988).  

An institution requires to be updated with latest technology to meet the fast challenging global 

world. The faculty should provide the students with information about the latest technology 

and should encourage them to use it. The possibilities are endless, when it comes to how the 

internet, computers, and other forms of modern technology can benefit the classroom 

instruction.  

The faculty members should have a room of their own, with the required facilities and enough 

space. The classroom structure should be fair enough to have a sound teaching-learning 

process without any external disturbance. The physical space of the classroom should be 

organized to maximum safety, comfort and efficiency. 

The faculty and the staff should be provided with a parking space in order to park their 

vehicles in the university nearby the place of working area so that they can perform their duty 

in the prescribed time without any hurdle. Security is the degree of resistance to, or protection 

from harm. It applies to any vulnerable and valuable asset, such as a person, dwelling, 

community, nation or organization. 
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The faculty, staff and students should feel secure inside the campus. If there is any fear from 

any external security in the nearby surrounding area, one cannot perform his duty freely with 

full potential.  

According to World Health Organisation, access to safe drinking water is essential to health, a 

basic human right and a component of effective policy for health protection. Not only 

consumers have a right to information on the safety of their drinking-water, but they have an 

important role to play in assisting the authorities in an incident by their own actions and by 

carrying out the necessary measures at the household level.  

Perception 

Perception is the process of selecting, organizing and interpreting meaning to events 

happening in the environment as stated by Prasad (2014). The following are the features of 

perception: 

a) It is the intellectual process through which a person selects the data from the 

environment, organizes it and finally obtains meaning from it. 

b) It is the basic cognitive or psychological process 

c) It can be inferred as a subjective process where different people may perceive the 

same environmental event differently based on what particular aspects of the situation 

they choose to absorb.  
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5.2.1 Data analysis regarding perceptions about the infrastructures of the select 

universities by the students 

 

Table 21(a). Students’ perception towards the university building facility 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 

 

1 16 83 209 31 340 

(0.3%) (4.7%) (24.4%) (61.5%) (9.1%) (100.0%) 

DU 

 

2 

(0.8%) 

19 

(7.6%) 

76 

(30.4%) 

137 

(54.8%) 

16 

(6.4%) 

250 

(100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 21(b). Students’ perception towards the university building facility 

Students N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

MU 340 3.74 0.697 0.038 

DU 250 3.58 0.757 0.048 

 

        Table 21(c). Students’ perception towards the university building facility 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
7.032 0.008 2.658 588 0.008 0.160 0.060 

Equal variances 

not assumed   
2.624 510.481 0.009 0.160 0.061 

 

Table 21 shows the students’ perception on the building facility of Manipur University (MU) 

and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

Table 21(a) shows that 61.5 percent of the student respondents of MU have the opinion that 

the building facility is good and 24.4 percent has the opinion that it is average. Whereas 54.8 

percent of the students respondents of DU have the opinion that the building facility is good 

and 30.4 percent has the opinion that it is of average. In Table 21(c), in order to know whether 

to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of 

variance was carried out. Here the significance level 0.008 is less than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 

sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence the bottom 

row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 2.624 with 510.48 degrees of freedom (df). The 

significance value 0.009 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 

hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU regarding the 

building facility differ significantly. With a positive t value, it can be said that the students of 

MU have more positive feelings regarding the building facility with a mean score of 3.74 

(Std. deviation 0.697) than the students of DU which has a mean score of 3.58 (Std. deviation 

0.757) as shown in Table 21(b). 

Table 22(a). Students’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
2 28 27 221 62 340 

(0.6%) (8.2%) (7.9%) (65.0%) (18.2%) (100.0%) 

DU 
9 17 5 169 50 250 

(3.6%) (6.8%) (2.0%) (67.6%) (20.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 22(b). Students’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

  

 

Table 22(c). Students’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

 

Students 

 

 

  

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.073 0.788 -0.219 588 0.827 -0.015 0.070 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.215 497.574 0.830 -0.015 0.072 

 

Table 22 reflects on the students’ view regarding the classroom lighting facilities of Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

In Table 22(a), it is shown that 65.0 percent of the respondent students of MU agree that their 

classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities and 18.2 percent of the responded students of 

MU strongly agree to it. Whereas 67.6 percent of the responded students of DU agree that 

their classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities and 20 percent of the responded students of 

DU strongly agree to it. Again in Table 22(c), Levene’s test for quality of variance was 

conducted to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal. 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.92 0.800 0.043 

DU 250 3.94 0.903 0.057 



123 
 

The significance level 0.788 is greater than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed 

that the variances are equal and hence the top row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is -

0.219 with 588 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.827 is greater than 0.05, so 

the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU regarding 

the lighting facilities of their classrooms did not differ significantly. In table 22(b), it can also 

been seen that the mean score regarding the lighting facilities of the classrooms of MU is 3.92 

with standard deviation 0.800 and that of DU is 3.94 and standard deviation 0.903.  

Table 23(a). Students’ perception regarding classroom’s ventilation facilities 

Ranks  

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
3 24 21 222 70 340 

(0.9%) (7.1%) (6.2%) (65.3%) (20.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 
6 19 33 160 32 250 

(2.4%) (7.6%) (13.2%) (64.0%) (12.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

       Table 23(b). Students’ perception regarding classroom’s ventilation facilities 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.98 0.794 0.043 

DU 250 3.77 0.855 0.054 

 

Table 23(c). Students’ perception regarding classroom’s ventilation facilities 

 

  

  

  

Students 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
8.573 0.004 2.991 588 0.003 0.204 0.068 

Equal variances 

not assumed   
2.958 513.400 0.003 0.204 0.069 
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Table 23 indicates the students’ view on the classrooms ventilation facility of Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 

In Table 23(a), it is shown that 65.3 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

classrooms have sufficient ventilation facility and 20.6 percent of the responded students of 

MU strongly agree to it. It can also be seen that 64.0 percent of the responded students of DU 

agree that their classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities and 12.8 percent of the 

responded students of DU strongly agree to it. In order to know whether to assume the 

variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance was 

done in Table 23(c) and it is found that the significance level is 0.004. Since the significance 

level is less than 0.05, so it is assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence 

the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 2.958 with 513.400 degrees of 

freedom (df). The significance value 0.003 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected 

and the alternative hypothesis is being accepted.  Hence the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding ventilation facility differ significantly. With a positive t value, the students 

of MU have more positive feelings regarding the ventilation facility with a mean score of 3.98 

(Std. deviation 0. 794) than the students of DU which has a mean score of 3.77 (Std. deviation 

0.855) as shown in Table 23(b). 

 



125 
 

Table 24(a). Students’ perception regarding the washroom’s condition 

Ranks  

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
6 52 115 141 26 340 

(1.8%) (15.3%) (33.8%) (41.5%) (7.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 
7 52 116 65 10 250 

(2.8%) (20.8%) (46.4%) (26.0%) (4.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 24(b). Students’ perception regarding the washroom’s condition 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.38 0.896 0.049 

DU 250 3.08 0.859 0.054 

 

Table 24(c). Students’ perception regarding the washroom’s condition 

  

  

  

Students 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
8.849 0.003 4.137 588 0.000 0.303 0.073 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  4.164 548.865 0.000 0.303 0.073 

 

Table 24 reflects the students’ view on the condition of washrooms of Manipur University 

(MU) and University of Delhi (DU). 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the washroom condition of MU and DU.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the washroom condition of MU and DU.  



126 
 

 In Table 24(a), it is shown that 41.5 percent of the responded students of MU have the 

opinion that the washroom condition is good and 33.8 percent have the opinion that it is 

average. Whereas 46.4 percent of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the 

washroom condition is average and 26 percent has the opinion that it is good. In Table 24(c) 

in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, 

Levene’s test for quality of variance was conducted. The bottom row is interpreted for the t-

test since the significance level is 0.003 and it is assumed that the variances are significantly 

different. The t value is 4.164 with 548.86 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 

is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. 

Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU regarding washroom condition differ 

significantly. With a positive t value, it can be said that the students of MU have more 

positive feelings regarding the washroom condition with a mean score of 3.38 (Std. deviation 

0.896) than the students of DU which has a mean score of 3.08 (Std. deviation 0.859) as 

shown in Table 24(b).  

Table 25(a). Students’ perception towards the classroom structure 

 

  Ranks  

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
6 54 30 210 40 340 

(1.8%) (15.9%) (8.8%) (61.8%) (11.8%) (100.0%) 

DU 
4 28 18 176 20 246 

(1.6%) (11.4%) (7.3%) (71.5%) (8.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 25(b). Students’ perception towards the classroom structure 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.66 0.941 0.051 

DU 246 3.73 0.829 0.053 
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Table 25(c). Students’ perception towards the classroom structure 

 

  

  

  

Students 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
9.068 0.003 -0.972 584 0.331 -0.073 0.075 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.992 561.977 0.322 -0.073 0.073 

 

The above Table 25 shows the students’ perceptions about the classroom structure of their 

respective universities viz., MU and DU.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): As per the students’ perception, the classroom structure of MU and DU 

is as per the learning needs of students. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): As per the students’ perception, the classroom structure of MU 

and DU is not as per the learning needs of students. 

In Table 25(a) it is observed that 61.8 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

classroom structure of MU is as per the learning needs of students and 15.9 percent of the 

responded students of MU Disagree to it. Whereas 71.5 percent of the responded students of 

DU agree that the classroom structure of DU is as per the learning needs of students and 11.4 

percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. In Table 25(b), it is shown that the 

mean score regarding the classroom structure of MU is 3.66 (Std. deviation 0.941) and that of 

DU is 3.73 (Std. deviation 0.829). In Table 25(c) in order to know whether to assume the 

variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance is 

done. Here the significance level 0.003 is less than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is 
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assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence the bottom row is interpreted 

for the t-test. The t value is -0.992 with 561.977 degrees of freedom. The significance value 

0.322 is greater than 0.05, so null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the classroom structure of MU and DU did not differ significantly. 

        Table 26(a). Students’ perception regarding the existing laboratory facilities 

 

    Ranks  

 

 

Students 

Extremely 

dis-

satisfactory 

Dis-

satisfactory 

Undecided Satisfactory Extremely 

satisfactory 

Total 

MU 
27 79 90 142 2 340 

(7.9%) (23.2%) (26.5%) (41.8%) (0.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 
12 19 48 135 24 238 

(5.0%) (8.0%) (20.2%) (56.7%) (10.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

        Table 26(b). Students’ perception regarding the existing laboratory facilities 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.04 0.996 0.054 

DU 238 3.59 0.954 0.062 

 

        Table 26(c). Students’ perception regarding the existing laboratory facilities 

 

  

  

  

Students 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.420 0.120 -6.647 576 0.000 -0.550 0.083 

Equal variances not 

assumed 
  -6.698 523.677 0.000 -0.550 0.082 

 

Table 26 indicates the students’ view regarding the laboratory facilities in MU and DU 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students (MU 

and DU) regarding the laboratory facilities. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

(MU and DU) regarding the laboratory facilities. 

It is found that 41.8 percent of the responded students of MU are satisfied with the laboratory 

facilities provided in MU, while 23.2 percent of the responded students of MU are dissatisfied 

as shown in Table 26(a) whereas 56.7 percent of the responded students of DU are satisfied 

with the laboratory facilities provided in DU and only 8 percent of the responded students of 

DU are dissatisfied. Levene’s test for quality of variance was carried out as seen in Table 

26(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are 

equal. It is found that the significance level is 0.120, so it is assume that the variances are 

equal and hence the top row is interpreted for the t-test. With 576 degrees of freedom the t 

value is found to be -6.647. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of 

students of MU and DU regarding laboratory facility differ significantly. With a negative t 

value, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the laboratory facility with a 

mean score of 3.59 (Std. deviation 0.996) than the students of MU which has a mean score of 

3.04 (Std. deviation 0.954) as shown in Table 26(b). 
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               Table 27(a). Students’ perception regarding the canteen food  

 Ranks  

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
4 48 180 104 4 340 

(1.2%) (14.1%) (52.9%) (30.6%) (1.2%) (100.0%) 

DU 
29 77 99 38 2 245 

(11.8%) (31.4%) (40.4%) (15.5%) (0.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 27(b). Students’ perception regarding the canteen food 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.16 0.718 0.039 

DU 245 2.62 0.914 0.058 

 

                        Table 27(c). Students’ perception regarding the canteen food 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
31.354 0.000 8.061 583 0.000 0.544 0.068 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  7.757 445.926 0.000 0.544 0.070 

 

Table 27 reflects the students’ perception on the quality of food available in the campus 

canteen of Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding quality of food available in the campus canteen of MU and DU.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding quality of food available in the campus canteen of MU and DU.  
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 In Table 27(a), it is shown that 52.9 percent of the responded students of MU have the 

opinion that the quality of canteen food is average and 30.6 percent have the opinion that it is 

good. Whereas 40.4 percent of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the quality 

of canteen food is average and 31.4 percent has the opinion that it is poor. The  mean score of  

MU students regarding campus canteen food is 3.16 with standard deviation 0.718 while the 

students of DU regarding the campus canteen food has a mean score of 2.62 with standard 

deviation 0.914 as shown in Table 27(b). Further in Table 27(c) in order to know whether to 

assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of 

variance was conducted. Here the significance level is found to be 0.000 so we assume the 

variances differ significantly and hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value 

is 7.757 with 445.926 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so 

the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence, the 

perceptions of MU and DU students regarding canteen food differed significantly in favor of 

MU.  

 Table 28(a). Students’ perception towards the transport facilities  

 

    Ranks  

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
4 80 124 122 9 339 

(1.2%) (23.6%) (36.6%) (36.0%) (2.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
27 53 60 89 17 246 

(11.0%) (21.5%) (24.4%) (36.2%) (6.9%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

                   Table 28(b). Students’ perception towards the transport facilities  

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.15 0.853 0.046 

DU 246 3.07 1.137 0.073 
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                   Table 28(c). Students’ perception towards the transport facilities  

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
26.703 0.000 1.073 583 0.284 0.088 0.082 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.027 433.516 0.305 0.088 0.086 

 

Table 28 shows the students’ view regarding the transport facility available in Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the transport facility in MU and DU. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the transport facility in MU and DU. 

In Table 28(a), it is shown that 36.6 percent of the responded students of MU have the opinion 

that the transport facility is average and 36 percent have the opinion that it is good. Whereas 

36.2 percent of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the transport facility is 

good and 24.4 percent has the opinion that it is average. Proceeding to the next Table 28(b), it 

is found that the mean score regarding the transport facility by the students of MU is 3.15 

(Std. deviation 0.853) and that of DU is 3.07 (Std. deviation 1.137). Levene’s test for quality 

of variance was conducted to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to 

assume they are equal in Table 28(c). With a significance level 0.000 it is assumed that the 

variances are significantly different and hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The 

t value is 1.027 with 433.516 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.305 is greater than 
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0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding the transport facility did not differ significantly.  

Table 29(a). Students’ perception regarding the university hostel 

    Ranks  

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
3 32 154 142 3 334 

(0.9%) (9.6%) (46.1%) (42.5%) (0.9%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 43 65 97 24 229 

(0.0%) (18.8%) (28.4%) (42.4%) (10.5%) (100.0%) 

 

Table 29(b). Students’ perception regarding the university hostel 

 

Table 29(c). Students’ perception regarding the university hostel 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
33.444 0.000 -1.707 561 0.088 -0.116 0.068 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.625 402.195 0.105 -0.116 0.071 

 

The above Table 29 shows the students’ view regarding the hostel facility available in 

Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the hostel facility in MU and DU.  

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 334 3.33 0.697 0.038 

DU 229 3.45 0.914 0.060 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the hostel facility in MU and DU.  

It is found that 46.1 percent of the responded students of MU have the opinion that the hostel 

facility is average and 42.5 percent have the opinion that it is good as shown in Table 29(a). 

Whereas 42.4 percent of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the hostel facility 

is good and 24.4 percent has the opinion that it is average. In Table 29(b), it is found that the 

mean score regarding the hostel facility of MU is 3.33 with Std. deviation 0.697 and that of 

DU is 3.45 with Std. deviation 0.914. In order to know whether to assume the variances are 

equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance was carried out. 

With a significance level 0.000 it is assumed that the variances are significantly different as 

shown in Table 29(c). The t value is -1.625 with 402.195 degrees of freedom. The perceptions 

of students of MU and DU regarding the hostel facility did not differ significantly since it is 

found that the significance value is 0.105 which is greater than 0.05, so null hypothesis is 

accepted. 

        Table 30(a). Students’ perception on the sports ground of their university 

    Ranks  

 

Students 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
4 38 145 135 18 340 

(1.2%) (11.2%) (42.6%) (39.7%) (5.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
10 21 74 98 39 242 

(4.1%) (8.7%) (30.6%) (40.5%) (16.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 30(b). Students’ perception on the sports ground of their university 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.37 0.796 0.043 

DU 242 3.56 0.997 0.064 
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       Table 30(c). Students’ perception on the sports ground of their university 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
13.200 0.000 -2.554 580 0.011 -0.190 0.074 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.461 444.376 0.014 -0.190 0.077 

 

Table 30 indicates the students’ view regarding the sports ground available in Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the sports ground in MU and DU. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the sports ground in MU and DU. 

In the above Table 30(a) we can see that 42.6 percent of the responded students of MU feels 

that the sports ground is of average and 39.7 percent feels that it is good. Whereas 40.5 

percent of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the sports ground is good and 

30.6 percent has the opinion that it is average. It is found in Table 30(b) that the mean score 

regarding the sports ground of MU is 3.37 (Std. deviation 0.796) and that of DU is 3.56 (Std. 

deviation 0.997). Further in Table 30(c) Levene’s test for quality of variance is carried out in 

order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal. The 

bottom row is interpreted for the t-test since the significance level is 0.000 and it is assumed 

that the variances are significantly different. The t value is -2.461 with 444.376 degrees of 
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freedom. The significance value 0.014 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and 

the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding sports ground differ significantly. With a negative t value, it can said that the 

students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the sports ground. 

Table 31(a). Students’ perception regarding the recreational facilities 

 

   Ranks  

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
14 57 107 150 9 337 

(4.2%) (16.9%) (31.8%) (44.5%) (2.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
18 39 72 109 4 242 

(7.4%) (16.1%) (29.8%) (45.0%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 31(b). Students’ perception regarding the recreational facilities 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 337 3.25 0.911 0.050 

DU 242 3.17 0.974 0.063 

 

Table 31(c). Students’ perception regarding the recreational facilities 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.857 0.355 0.921 577 0.358 0.073 0.079 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.911 497.721 0.363 0.073 0.080 

 

The above Table 31 reflects the students’ view regarding the recreational facilities of MU and 

DU. 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

students regarding their university recreational facilities.   

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

students regarding their university recreational facilities.   

In Table 31(a) it is shown that 44.5 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

University has proper recreational facilities and 31.8 percent of the responded students of MU 

are undecided about it. While on the other hand 45 percent of the responded students of DU 

agree that the University has proper recreational facilities and 29.8 percent of the responded 

students of DU are undecided about it. So in Table 31(b), it is found that the mean score 

regarding the recreational facilities of MU is 3.25 with a standard deviation of 0.911 and that 

of DU is 3.17 with a standard deviation of 0.974. Further in Table 31(c) it can be seen that the 

t value is 0.921 with 577 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.358 is greater than 

0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted and the alternative hypothesis is rejected. Hence the 

perceptions of students of MU and DU regarding the recreational facilities did not differ 

significantly. 

5.2.2 Data analysis regarding perceptions about the infrastructures of the select 

universities by the faculty  

Table 32(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the university building  

 

  Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 0 8 20 2 30 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (26.7%) (66.7%) (6.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
1 9 20 13 2 45 

(2.2%) (20.0%) (44.4%) (28.9%) (4.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 32(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the university building 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.80 0.551 0.101 

DU 45 3.13 0.869 0.129 

 

Table 32(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the university building 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
4.576 0.036 3.729 73 0.000 0.667 0.179 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  4.066 72.866 0.000 0.667 0.164 

 

Table 32 indicates the faculty members’ view on the building facility of Manipur University 

(MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perception of faculty members 

of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perception of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

It is found that 66.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU have the opinion that 

the building facility is good and 26.7 percent has the opinion that it is average as we can see 

in Table 32(a). While 44.4 percent of the responded faculty members of DU have the opinion 

that the building facility is average and 28.9 percent has the opinion that it is good. In Table 

32(b), it is found that the mean score regarding the building facility of MU is 3.80 (Std. 

deviation 0.551) and that of DU is 3.13 (Std. deviation 0.869). Levene’s test for quality of 
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variance was conducted as shown in Table 32(c) in order to know whether to assume the 

variances are equal or not to assume they are equal. Here the significance level 0.036 is less 

than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances differed significantly 

and hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is found to be 4.066 with 

72.866 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU 

and DU faculty members regarding building facility differed significantly in favor of MU.  

Table 33(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

 

   Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 0 0 24 6 30 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (80.0%) (20.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
1 5 0 36 3 45 

(2.2%) (11.1%) (0.0%) (80.0%) (6.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 33(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 4.20 0.407 0.074 

DU 45 3.78 0.823 0.123 

 

Table 33(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding classroom lighting facilities 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.668 0.107 2.603 73 0.011 0.422 0.162 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  2.945 68.265 0.004 0.422 0.143 
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The above Table 33 shows the faculty members’ view on the classroom lighting facilities of 

Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty member 

of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

member of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

In the above Table 33(a), it is found that 80 percent of the responded faculty members of MU 

agree that their classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities and 20 percent of the responded 

faculty members of MU strongly agree to it. On the other hand 80 percent of the responded 

faculty members of DU agree that their classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities, 6.7 

percent of the responded faculty members of DU strongly agree to it and 11.1 percent 

disagree to it. It is found that the mean score regarding the lighting facilities of MU is 4.20 

with Std. deviation 0.407 and that of DU is 3.78 with Std. deviation 0.823. In Table 33(c) in 

order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, 

Levene’s test for quality of variance was done and it is found that the significance level is 

0.107 is greater than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are 

equal. The t value is found to be 2.603 with 73 degrees of freedom. The significance value 

0.011 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is 

accepted. Hence the perceptions of students of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of 

their classrooms differ significantly. With a positive t value, the students of MU have more 

positive feelings regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 
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Table 34(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom ventilation facilities 

 

   Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 0 0 26 4 30 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (86.7%) (13.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 8 6 29 2 45 

(0.0%) (17.8%) (13.3%) (64.4%) (4.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 34(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom ventilation facilities 

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 4.13 0.346 0.063 

DU 45 3.56 0.841 0.125 

 

Table 34(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom ventilation facilities 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
26.772 0.000 3.562 73 0.001 0.578 0.162 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  4.117 62.999 0.000 0.578 0.140 

 

Table 34 reflects the faculty members’ view on the classrooms ventilation facility of Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 
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 In Table 34(a) it is found that 86.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the classrooms have sufficient ventilation facility and 13.3 percent of the responded 

students of MU strongly agree to it. While 64.4 percent of the responded faculty members of 

DU agree that their classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities, 4.4 percent strongly agree 

and 17.8 percent disagree to it. The mean score on the ventilation facilities of MU is 4.13 

(Std. deviation 0.346) and that of DU is 3.56 (Std. deviation 0.125) as shown in Table 34(b). 

Levene’s test for quality of variance was carried out to know whether to assume the variances 

are equal or not to assume they are equal. Further in Table 34(c), it is found that the 

significance level is 0.000, so we assume that the variances are significantly different and 

hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. Finally it is found that the t value is 4.117 

with 62.999 degrees of freedom. Since the significance value 0.000, the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding ventilation facility differed significantly in favor of Manipur 

University. 

Table 35(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the washroom condition 

 

  Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 4 16 9 1 30 

(0.0%) (13.3%) (53.3%) (30.0%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
5 10 18 12 0 45 

(11.1%) (22.2%) (40.0%) (26.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 35(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the washroom condition 

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.23 0.728 0.133 

DU 45 2.82 0.960 0.143 
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Table 35(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the washroom condition 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.535 0.116 1.992 73 0.050 0.411 0.206 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  2.105 71.710 0.039 0.411 0.195 

 

Table 35 shows the faculty members view on the condition of washrooms of Manipur 

University and University of Delhi.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty members 

of MU and DU regarding their washroom conditions.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding their washroom conditions.  

Here, 53.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU feel that the washroom condition 

is of average and 30 percent feel that it is good. While 40 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU feel that the washroom condition is average and 26 .7 percent feels that it is 

good. In Table 35(b), it is observed that the mean score regarding the ventilation facilities of 

MU is 3.23 (Std. deviation 0.728) and that of DU is 2.82 (Std. deviation 0.960). In Table 

35(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are 

equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance was done. The significance level 0.116 is greater 

than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are equal and hence 

the top row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 1.992 with 73 degrees of freedom. The 

significance value is found to be 0.050, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 
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hypothesis is accepted.  Therefore the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding 

washroom condition differ significantly. With a positive t value, the faculty members of MU 

have more positive feelings regarding the washroom condition. 

Table 36(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom structure  

 

    Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 4 0 18 6 28 

(0.0%) (14.3%) (0.0%) (64.3%) (21.4%) (100.0%) 

DU 
1 12 2 26 2 43 

(2.3%) (27.9%) (4.7%) (60.5%) (4.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 36(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom structure 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 28 3.93 0.900 0.170 

DU 43 3.37 1.024 0.156 

 

Table 36(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the classroom structure 

 

Faculty 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
6.967 0.010 2.345 69 0.022 0.556 0.0237 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  2.410 62.963 0.019 0.556 0.231 

 

The above Table 36 reflects the faculty members’ view on the classroom structure of MU and 

DU.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): As per the faculty member’s perception, the classroom structure of MU 

and DU is as per the learning needs of students. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): As per the faculty member’s perception, the classroom structure 

of MU and DU is not as per the learning needs of students. 

In Table 36(a) it is found that 64.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the classroom structure of MU is as per the learning needs of students and 21.4 percent of 

the responded faculty members of MU strongly agree to it. On the other side 60.5 percent of 

the responded faculty members of DU agree that the classroom structure of DU is as per the 

learning needs of students and 27.9 percent of the responded faculty members of DU disagree 

to it. It is also found that the mean score regarding the classroom structure of MU is 3.93 with 

standard deviation 0.900 and that of DU is 3.37 with standard deviation 1.024. Levene’s test 

for quality of variance was carried out in Table 36(c) in order to know whether to assume the 

variances are equal or not to assume they are equal and it found that the significance level is 

0.010, so it is assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence the bottom row 

is interpreted for the t-test. With 62.963 degrees of freedom, the t value is found to be 2.410. 

The significance value 0.019 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis is accepted. So the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members 

regarding the classroom structure differed significantly in favor of Manipur University.  

Table 37(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the laboratory facilities 

 

    Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 2 14 10 2 28 

(0.0%) (7.1%) (50.0%) (35.7%) (7.1%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 16 8 14 2 40 

(0.0%) (40.0%) (20.0%) (35.0%) (5.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 37(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the laboratory facilities  

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 28 3.43 0.742 0.140 

DU 40 3.05 0.986 0.156 

 

Table 37(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the laboratory facilities 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
4.695 0.034 1.718 66 0.090 0.379 0.220 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.806 65.606 0.076 0.379 0.210 

 
Table 37 indicates the faculty members’ perception regarding the laboratory facilities of MU 

and DU. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the laboratory facilities.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the laboratory facilities.  

In Table 37(a) it is shown that 50 percent of the responded faculty members of MU have the 

opinion that the laboratory facility is average and 35.7 percent has the opinion that it is good. 

Whereas 40 percent of the responded faculty members of DU have the opinion that the 

laboratory facilities is poor and 35percent has the opinion that it is good. Also in Table 37(b), 

it is observed that the mean score regarding the laboratory facilities of MU is 3.43 (Std. 

deviation 0.140) and that of DU is 3.05 (Std. deviation 0.986). Now, in Table 37(c) in order to 

know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test 



147 
 

for quality of variance is done. With a significance level 0.034 it is assumed that the variances 

are significantly different. So it is found that the t value is 1.806 with 65.606 degrees of 

freedom .The significance value 0.076 is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. 

Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the laboratory facilities did 

not differ significantly.  

Table 38(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the technological resources  

 

   Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
1 3 3 20 3 30 

(3.3%) (10.0%) (10.0%) (66.7%) (10.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 8 7 28 2 45 

(0.0%) (17.8%) (15.6%) (62.2%) (4.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 38(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the technological resources  

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.70 0.915 0.167 

DU 45 3.53 0.842 0.126 

 

Table 38(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the technological resources  

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.174 0.677 0.811 73 0.420 0.167 0.206 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.797 58.648 0.428 0.167 0.209 

 

The Table 38 shows the faculty members’ view on the technological resources of MU and DU 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the technological resources.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the technological resources.  

As found in Table 38(a) 66.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree that the 

technological resources currently available in MU is latest, 10 percent strongly agree and 10 

percent disagree to it. Whereas 62.2 percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree 

that the technological resources currently available in DU is latest and 17.8 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU disagree to it. Further in Table 38(b), we can also see that 

the mean score regarding the technological resources of MU is 3.70 (Std. deviation 0.915) and 

that of DU is 3.53 (Std. deviation 0.842). Levene’s test for quality of variance was conducted 

in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal. In 

Table 38(c) we can see that the significance level 0.677 is greater than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 

sig. level), so we assume that the variances are equal and hence the top row is interpreted for 

the t-test. The t value is 0.811 with 73 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.420 

is more than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the technological resources do not differ significantly. With a 

positive t value, we can say that the faculty members of MU have more positive feelings 

regarding the technological resources.  
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Table 39(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the rooms meant for teaching faculty  

    Ranks 

 

Faculty  

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 3 10 13 4 30 

(0.0%) (10.0%) (33.3%) (43.3%) (13.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 1 21 18 5 45 

(0.0%) (2.2%) (46.7%) (40.0%) (11.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 39(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the rooms meant for teaching faculty 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.60 0.855 0.156 

DU 45 3.60 0.720 0.107 

 

Table 39(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the rooms meant for teaching faculty  

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.986 0.324 0.000 73 1.000 0.000 0.183 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.000 54.816 1.000 0.000 0.189 

 

Table 39 shows the faculty member’s view regarding the rooms meant for teaching faculty of 

MU and DU. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the rooms meant for teaching faculty. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the rooms meant for teaching faculty. 
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In Table 39(a) it is shown that 43.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU have the 

opinion that the rooms meant for teaching faculty is good and 33.3 percent has the opinion 

that it is average. Whereas 46.7 percent of the responded faculty members of DU have the 

opinion that the rooms meant for teaching faculty is average and 40 percent has the opinion 

that it is good. In Table 39(b), it is found that the mean score regarding the rooms meant for 

teaching faculty of MU is 3.60 (Std. deviation 0.855) and that of DU is 3.60 (Std. deviation 

0.720). Further in Table 39(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or 

not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance is done. Here the 

significance level 0.324 is greater than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that 

the variances are equal and hence the top row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 0.000 

with 73 degrees of freedom. The significance value 1.000 is greater than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the 

rooms meant for teaching faculty did not differ significantly. 

Table 40(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the parking space 

 

    Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
2 2 10 15 0 29 

(6.9%) (6.9%) (34.5%) (51.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 9 13 15 1 38 

(0.0%) (23.7%) (34.2%) (39.5%) (2.6%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 40(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the parking space 

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 29 3.31 0.891 0.165 

DU 38 3.21 0.843 0.137 
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Table 40(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the parking space 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.001 0.972 0.469 65 0.641 0.100 0.213 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.465 58.651 0.644 0.100 0.215 

 

Table 40 reflects the faculty members view regarding parking space for the vehicles of 

teaching staff in MU and DU 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding parking space for the vehicles of teaching staff. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding parking space for the vehicles of teaching staff. 

In Table 40(a), it is shown that 51.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU have 

the opinion that the parking space for the vehicles of teaching staff is good and 34.5 percent 

has the opinion that it is average. Whereas 39.5 percent of the responded faculty members of 

DU have the opinion that the parking space for the vehicles of teaching staff is good and 34.2 

percent has the opinion that it is average. In table 40(b), it is observed that the mean score 

regarding parking space of MU is 3.31 (Std. deviation 0.891) and that of DU is 3.21 (Std. 

deviation 0.843). In order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume 

they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance is done. In Table 40(c) it is found that the 

significance level is 0.972 which greater than 0.05, so it is assumed that the variances are 

equal. The t value is 0.469 with 65degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.641 is 
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greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the parking space for the vehicles of teaching staff did not differ 

significantly. 

Table 41(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the security measures  

 

   Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 3 4 19 4 30 

(0.0%) (10.0%) (13.3%) (63.3%) (13.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 0 8 35 2 45 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (17.8%) (77.8%) (4.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 41(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the security measures 

 
Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.80 0.805 0.147 

DU 45 3.87 0.457 0.068 

 

Table 41(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the security measures 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
6.664 0.012 -0.457 73 0.649 -0.067 0.146 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.411 41.546 0.683 -0.067 0.162 

 

Table 41 indicates the faculty members’ view on the security measures provided by the 

authority of MU and DU. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the security measures provided by the authority. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the security measures provided by the authority. 

We can see in Table 41(a) that 63.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the teachers feel extremely safe within the campus, 13.3 percent strongly agree and 13.3 

percent disagree to it. Whereas 77.8 percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree 

that the teachers feel extremely safe within the campus and 17.8 percent of the responded 

faculty members of DU are undecided about it. Also in Table 41(b) it is shown that the mean 

score regarding the security measures provided by the authority of MU is 3.70 (Std. deviation 

0.915) and that of DU is 3.53 (Std. deviation 0.842). Levene’s test for quality of variance was 

conducted in Table 41(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to 

assume they are equal. Now, the significance level 0.012 is less than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 

sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are significantly different. The t value is -

0.411with 41.546 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.683 is greater than 0.05, 

so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members 

regarding the security measures provided by the authority of MU and DU did not differ 

significantly. 
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5.2.3 Data analysis regarding perceptions about the infrastructures of the select 

universities by the Non-Teaching Staff  

Table 42(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the building facility  

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 0 7 34 19 60 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (11.7%) (56.7%) (31.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 0 18 26 16 60 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (30.0%) (43.3%) (26.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 42(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the building facility  

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 4.20 0.632 0.082 

DU 60 3.97 0.758 0.098 

 

Table 42(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the building facility  

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.867 0.354 1.830 118 0.070 0.233 0.127 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.830 114.312 0.070 0.233 0.127 

 

Table 42 shows the non-teaching staff views on the building facility of Manipur University 

(MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

In Table 42(a), it is shown that 56.7 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU has 

the opinion that the building facility is good and 31.7 percent has the opinion that it is 

excellent. Whereas 43.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU have the opinion 

that the building facility is good and 30 percent has the opinion that it is average. It is found 

that the mean score regarding the building facility of MU is 4.20 (Std. deviation 0.632) and 

that of DU is 3.97 (Std. deviation 0.758) as shown in Table 42(b). Now, in order to know 

whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for 

quality of variance was carried out. Here the significance level 0.354 is greater than 0.05 

(since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are equal and hence the top 

row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 1.830 with 118 degrees of freedom. The 

significance value 0.070 is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the 

perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the building facility did not differ 

significantly.   

Table 43(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding lighting facilities 

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
1 3 1 50 5 60 

(1.7%) (5.0%) (1.7%) (83.3%) (8.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 3 0 32 25 60 

(0.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%) (53.3%) (41.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 43(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding lighting facilities 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.92 0.671 0.087 

DU 60 4.32 0.725 0.094 

 

Table 43(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding lighting facilities 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
6.917 0.010 -3.137 118 0.002 -0.400 0.128 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -3.137 117.315 0.002 -0.400 0.128 

 
Table 43 reflects the non-teaching staff view on the lighting facilities of Manipur University 

and University of Delhi.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their working rooms. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their working rooms. 

It is shown in Table 43(a) that 83.3percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that their working rooms have sufficient lighting facilities and 8.3 percent of the responded 

non-teaching staff of MU strongly agree to it. Whereas 53.3 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of DU agree that their working rooms have sufficient lighting facilities and 41.7 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU strongly agree to it. In table 43(b), it is 

observed that the mean score regarding the lighting facilities of MU is 3.92 with standard 

deviation 0.671 and that of DU is 4.32 with standard deviation 0.725. In Table 43(c) in order 



157 
 

to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s 

test for quality of variance was done. The significance level 0.010 is less than 0.05, so it is 

assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence the bottom row is interpreted 

for the t-test. The t value is -3.137 with 117.315 degrees of freedom (df). The significance 

value 0.002 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis 

is accepted. Therefore the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the 

lighting facilities of their working rooms differ significantly. With a negative t value, the 

faculty members of DU have more positive feelings regarding the lighting facilities.  

Table 44(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the washrooms   

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
1 15 2 42 0 60 

(1.7%) (25.0%) (3.3%) (70.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
3 12 7 29 9 60 

(5.0%) (20.0%) (11.7%) (48.3%) (15.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

  Table 44(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the washrooms   

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.42 0.926 0.120 

DU 60 3.48 1.127 0.146 
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 Table 44(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the washrooms   

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.175 0.143 -0.354 118 0.724 -0.067 0.188 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.354 113.706 0.724 -0.067 0.188 

 

Table 44 shows the non-teaching staff views on the condition of washrooms of Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of the non-teaching 

staff regarding the washroom condition of MU and DU. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of the non-

teaching staff regarding the washroom condition of MU and DU. 

In Table 44(a), it is shown that 70 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that their washrooms are clean and well maintained and 25 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of MU disagree to it. Whereas 48.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff 

of DU agree that their washrooms are clean and well maintained and 20 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of DU disagree to it. In table 44(b), we can also see that the 

mean score regarding the washroom condition of MU is 3.42 (Std. deviation 0.926) and that 

of DU is 3.48 (Std. deviation 3.48). In Table 44(c) in order to know whether to assume the 

variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance is 

done. Here the significance level 0.143 is greater than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it 

is assumed that the variances are equal and hence the top row is interpreted for the t-test. The t 
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value is -0.354 with 118 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.724 is greater than 

0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching 

staff regarding the washroom condition did not differ significantly.   

Table 45(a). Non-teaching staff perception towards the recreational room 

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
2 9 23 20 0 54 

(3.7%) (16.7%) (42.6%) (37.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
10 9 6 26 3 54 

(18.5%) (16.7%) (11.1%) (48.1%) (5.6%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 45(b). Non-teaching staff perception towards the recreational room 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 54 3.13 0.825 0.112 

DU 54 3.06 1.280 0.174 

 

Table 45(c). Non-teaching staff perception towards the recreational room 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
20.627 0.000 0.357 106 0.721 0.074 0.207 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.357 90.569 0.722 0.074 0.207 

 

Table 45 reflects the non-teaching staff view on the Recreational room of Manipur University 

(MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of non-teaching staff of MU 

and DU regarding the Recreational room. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of non-teaching staff of 

MU and DU regarding the Recreational room. 

In Table 45(a), it is shown that 42.6 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU are 

undecided that the recreational room is clean and well maintained and 37 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU agree to it. Whereas 48.1 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of DU agree that the recreational room is clean and well maintained and 16.7 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU disagree to it. From table 45(b) it is found 

that the mean score regarding the recreational room of MU is 3.13 (Std. deviation 0.825) and 

that of DU is 3.06 (Std. deviation 1.280). Levene’s test for quality of variance is done in Table 

45(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are 

equal. Here the significance level 0.000 is less than 0.05 (since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is 

assumed that the variances are significantly different and hence the bottom row is interpreted 

for the t-test. The t value is 0.357 with 90.569 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 

0.722 is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU 

and DU non-teaching staff regarding the recreational room did not differ significantly.  
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Table 46(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding drinking water  

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
3 16 21 18 2 60 

(5.0%) (26.7%) (35.0%) (30.0%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
12 10 0 32 6 60 

(20.0%) (16.7%) (0.0%) (53.3%) (10.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 46(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding drinking water  

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.00 0.957 0.124 

DU 60 3.17 1.380 0.178 

 

Table 46(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding drinking water  

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
24.452 0.000 -0.769 118 0.443 -0.167 0.217 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.769 105.076 0.444 -0.167 0.217 

 

Table 46 shows the non-teaching staff views on drinking water whether they are at 

appropriate places within the campus of Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi 

(DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the drinking water. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the drinking water. 

In Table 46(a), it is shown that 30 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that the drinking water are at appropriate places within the campus and 26.7 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU disagree to it. Whereas 53.3 percent of the responded 

non-teaching staff of DU agree that the drinking water are at appropriate places within the 

campus and 20 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU strongly disagree to it. In 

Table 46(b), it is found that the mean score regarding the drinking water of MU is 3 (Std. 

deviation 0.957) and that of DU is 3.17 (Std. deviation 1.380). In Table 46(c) in order to know 

whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for 

quality of variance is done. Here the significance level 0.000 is less than 0.05 (since set at 

0.05 sig. level), so we assume that the variances are significantly different and hence the 

bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is -0.769 with 105.076 degrees of freedom 

(df). The significance value 0.444 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff 

regarding the drinking water differ significantly. With a negative t value, the faculty members 

of DU have more positive feelings regarding the drinking water that they are at appropriate 

places within the campus.  
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Table 47(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding parking space 

 Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 1 6 20 33 0 60 

(1.7%) (10.0%) (33.3%) (55.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 6 16 25 10 60 

(5.0%) (10.0%) (26.7%) (41.7%) (16.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 47(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding parking space 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.42 0.743 0.096 

DU 60 3.55 1.048 0.135 

 

Table 47(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding parking space 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
 0.017 -0.804 118 0.423 -0.133 0.166 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.804 106.338 0.423 -0.133 0.166 

 

Table 47 reflects the non-teaching staff view on the parking space for vehicles in Manipur 

University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the parking space for vehicles. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the parking space for vehicles. 
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In Table 47(a) it is shown that 55 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU has the 

opinion that the parking space for vehicles is good and 33.3percent has the opinion that it is 

average. Whereas 41.7 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU have the opinion 

that the parking space for vehicles is good and 26.7 percent has the opinion that it is average. 

In Table 47(b), it is observed that the mean score regarding the parking space of MU is 3.42 

(Std. deviation 0.743) and that of DU is 3.55 (Std. deviation 1.048). Levene’s test for quality 

of variance was conducted in Table 47(c) in order to know whether to assume the variances 

are equal or not to assume they are equal. Here the significance level 0.017 is less than 0.05 

(since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are significantly different and 

hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is -0.804 with 106.338 degrees 

of freedom (df). The significance value 0.423 is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is 

accepted.  Hence the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the parking 

space for vehicles did not differ significantly.  

 

5.2.4 Summarization regarding perceptions about the infrastructure of the select 

universities 

The findings of the study in terms of the perceptions of the students, faculty members and 

non-teaching staff regarding the infrastructures of their universities in presented in the 

following table 48, 49 and 50. Their perceptions are calculated on their responses of the 

perception regarding infrastructure.   
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Table 48: Students’ perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and Delhi University 

Variables  t-value Sig. 

Building 2.624 0.009 

Lighting -0.219 0.827 

Ventilation 2.958 0.003 

Washroom 4.164 0.000 

Classroom Structure -0.992 0.322 

Laboratory -6.647 0.000 

Canteen 7.757 0.000 

Transport 1.027 0.305 

Hostel -1.625 0.105 

Sports -2.461 0.014 

Recreation 0.921 0.358 

             

The above Table 48 shows a study on the infrastructure facilities available to the students of 

Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (MU). From the table, it finds that there is 

a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction  in terms of the facilities such as 

building, ventilation, washroom, laboratory, canteen and sports facilities (p<0.05).The 

laboratory facility is found to be better in Delhi University with the score of 3.59  in 

comparison to Manipur University with 3.04,  t-value  -6.647 and sports facility where the t-

value is -2.461, since it has a negative value it is found that the students of DU are more 

satisfied than the students of MU. In the facilities like building, ventilation, washroom and 

canteen, the students of MU have more positive feedbacks than the students of DU. 

According to the students, the building of Manipur University is found to be better with the 

score of 3.74 in comparison to Delhi University with 3.58, t-value 2.624. Likewise, the score 

for ventilation of MU is 3.98 and that of DU is 3.77, t-value 2.958, the mean score for 

washroom of MU is 3.38 and that of DU is 3.08, t- value 4.164, and the score for canteen of 

MU is 3.16 and that of DU is 2.62, t-value 7.757, where we can see that the students of MU 
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have a positive feedback about the above variables than that of DU. The  scores for lighting 

and classroom does not have much difference, but it is slightly in favor of Delhi University, 

on the other hand the scores for transport and recreation shows that it has a slight positive 

feedback for Manipur University.  

Table 49: Faculty members’ perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and Delhi 

University 
 

Variables t-value Sig. 

Building 4.066 0.000 

Lighting 2.603 0.011 

Ventilation 4.117 0.000 

Washroom 1.992 0.050 

Classroom Structure 2.410 0.019 

Laboratory 1.806 0.076 

Technology 0.811 0.420 

Room facility 0.000 1.000 

Parking space  0.469 0.641 

Security -0.411 0.683 

 

From the above Table 49, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the 

satisfaction in terms of the facilities such as building, ventilation and classroom structure 

facilities (p<0.05). According to the faculty, the building of Manipur University (MU) is also 

found to be better with the score of 3.80 in comparison to Delhi University (DU) with 3.13, t-

value 4.066. Likewise, the score for ventilation of MU is 4.13 and that of DU is 3.56, t-value 

4.117, the mean score for classroom structure of MU is 3.93 and that of DU is 3.37, t- value 

2.410, where we can see that the faculty members of MU have strong positive feedbacks 

about the variables as compared to DU. In the other facilities such as lighting, washroom, 

laboratory, technology and parking space, the faculty members of MU have a slight positive 

feedback as compared to that of DU. However, the room facility for both the university got 

the same score from the faculty members. In terms of security, the faculty of DU feels safer 
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within their campus vis–a-vis security measures provided by the authority as compared to 

MU.   

Table 50: Non-Teaching staff’s perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and Delhi 

University 

 

Variables  t-value Sig. 

Building 1.830 0.070 

Lighting -3.137 0.002 

Washroom -0.354 0.724 

Recreation 0.357 0.722 

Drinking water -0.769 0.444 

Parking  0.804 0.423 

Source: Primary Data 

From the above Table 50, in which a study is carried out on the infrastructure facilities 

available to the non-teaching staff of Manipur University and University of Delhi, it is found 

that there is a significant difference only in lighting facility (p<0.05), better in Delhi 

University, with the mean score of 4.32 in comparison to Manipur University with 3.92, t-

value -3.137. In the other facilities such as washroom, drinking water and parking space, the 

non-teaching staff of DU gave a slight positive feedback as compared to that of MU. The 

building facility is better in Manipur University, with the score of 4.20 in comparison to Delhi 

University with 3.97, t-value 1.830. Likewise the recreation facility for non-teaching staff is 

slightly better in MU as compared to DU.  

5.2.5 Testing of Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis 1: The infrastructure extended to the teachers and students in both the 

central universities are different 

The above hypothesis is tested in various sub-hypothesis, as shown in details from above 

Table 21 to 41. These hypotheses were tested through the headings under student and faculty. 
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A) Students   

a) Building  

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.009. 

b) Classroom lighting  

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.827. 

c) Ventilation  

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.003. 

d) Washrooms 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the washroom condition of MU and DU.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

 

 

e) Classroom structure 
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 Null Hypothesis (  ): As per the students’ perception, the classroom structure of MU 

and DU is as per the learning needs of students. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.322. 

     f) Laboratory 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

(MU and DU) regarding the laboratory facilities. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

g) Canteen 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding quality of food available in the campus canteen of MU and DU.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

h) Transport 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the transport facility in MU and DU. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.305. 

i) Hostel  

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the hostel facility in MU and DU.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.105. 
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j) Sports 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

regarding the sports ground in MU and DU. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.014. 

k) Recreation 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU students regarding their university recreational facilities.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.358. 

B) Faculty  

a) Building 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perception of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the building facility of their department. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

b) Classroom lighting 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

member of MU and DU regarding the lighting facilities of their classrooms. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.011. 

c) Ventilation 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the ventilation facility of their classrooms. 
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 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

d) Washroom 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding their washroom conditions.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.050. 

e) Classroom structure 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): As per the faculty member’s perception, the classroom structure 

of MU and DU is as per the learning needs of students. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.019. 

f) Laboratory 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the laboratory facilities.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.076. 

g) Technological resources 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the technological resources.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.420. 

h) Rooms for teaching faculty 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the rooms meant for teaching faculty. 
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 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 1.000. 

i) Parking space 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding parking space for the vehicles of teaching staffs. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.641. 

j) Security 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the security measures provided by the authority. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.683. 

Conclusion  

The above hypotheses derived from Table 21 to 41, shows that there is a statistically 

significant difference in the satisfaction in terms of the facilities such as building, ventilation, 

washroom, laboratory, canteen and sports facilities. The building facilities, ventilation, 

washroom and canteen facilities were in favor of MU while the laboratory and sports facilities 

were in favor of DU. The study on the faculty member’s perception on the infrastructural 

facilities finds that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction in terms of 

the facilities such as building, lighting, ventilation, washroom and classroom structure 

facilities (favoring MU). So it can be hypothesized that the infrastructure extended to the 

teachers and students in both the central universities are different. 
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5.3 Admission process 

University admission/ college admission is the process through which students enter tertiary 

education at universities and colleges. The system differs widely from country to country, and 

sometimes from institution to institution. In almost all the Indian universities they undergo 

through one or another centralized admission process. The admission process of students in 

Manipur University and University of Delhi for the post graduate programs is carried out with 

a university admission test and interview organized by the concerned departments in the 

university. Little weightage were given to applicants’ past academic record and more 

emphasis were given to the test results and interview. An institution needs a well-planned 

admission process so as to keep the smooth functioning of the institution. According to Singh 

et al. (2013), in this competitive era it is very important to ease down the process in order to 

admit the candidate and to maintain the quality of teaching as per the changing scenario. The 

quality of education matters a lot to the student who wants to get admission in the particular 

educational institute so a simple process should be carried out which can even make any 

layman easy to understand the process.  

5.3.1 Data analysis regarding students’ perception about the admission process of the 

select universities  

 

Table 51(a). Students’ perception regarding the selection process 

 

Ranks 

 

 

Students 

Extremely 

unhappy 

Unhappy Undecided Happy Extremely 

happy 

Total 

MU 
9 11 26 217 77 340 

(2.6%) (3.2%) (7.6%) (63.8%) (22.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 
19 24 61 134 10 248 

(7.7%) (9.7%) (24.6%) (54.0%) (4.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tertiary_education
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tertiary_education
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/College
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Table 51(b). Students’ perception regarding the selection process 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 4.01 0.820 0.044 

DU 248 3.37 0.985 0.063 

 

Table 51(c). Students’ perception regarding the selection process 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
46.415 0.000 8.509 586 0.000 0.635 0.075 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  8.270 471.839 0.000 0.635 0.077 

 

Table 51 shows the students’ view on the selection process of Manipur University (MU) and 

University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding the selection process. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding the selection process. 

In Table 51(a), it is shown that 63.8 percent of the responded students of MU are happy with 

their selection process and 22.6 percent of the responded students of MU are extremely 

happy. Whereas 54 percent of the responded students of DU are happy with their selection 

process and 24.6 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided about it. In Table 

51(b), the mean score regarding the selection process of MU is 4.01 (Std. deviation 0.820) and 

that of DU is 3.37 (Std. deviation 0.985). In Table 51(c) in order to know whether to assume 

the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal, Levene’s test for quality of variance is 
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done. With a significance level 0.000 it is assumed that the variances are significantly 

different and hence the bottom row is interpreted for the t-test. The t value is 8.270 with 

471.839 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is rejected while the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of 

MU and DU students regarding selection process differ significantly. With a positive t value, 

the students of MU have more positive feelings regarding the selection process.  

Table 52. Students’ perception on what the selection process should be based on 

 

   Options 

 

 

 

Students 

Written 

examination 

Marks 

obtained 

in the 

qualifying 

exam 

Interview 

and group 

discussion 

Donations Excellence in 

extracurricular 

activities 

Total 

MU 148 34 139 9 9 339 

(43.7%) (10.0%) (41.0%) (2.7%) (2.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 103 44 75 16 0 238 

(43.3%) (18.5%) (31.5%) (6.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table 52 reflects MU and DU students’ view on what the selection process should 

be based on. In the table it is shown that 43.7 percent of the responded students of MU have 

the opinion that the selection process should be based on written examination, 41 percent have 

the opinion that it should be based on interview and group discussion, 10 percent have the 

opinion that it should be based on the marks obtained in the qualifying exam, 2.7 percent have 

the opinion that it should be based on donations and lastly only 2.7 percent have the opinion 

that it should be based excellence in extracurricular activities. On the other hand 43.3 percent 

of the responded students of DU have the opinion that the selection process should be based 

on written examination, 31.5 percent have the opinion that it should be based on interview and 

group discussion, 18.5 percent have the opinion that it should be based on the marks obtained 
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in the qualifying exam the, 6.7 percent have the opinion that it should be based on donations 

and lastly none of the student have the opinion that it should be based excellence in 

extracurricular activities.  

Table 53(a). Students’ perception on rigorous admission process 

 

      Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
9 65 88 161 11 334 

(2.7%) (19.5%) (26.3%) (48.2%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
2 36 60 111 39 248 

(0.8%) (14.5%) (24.2%) (44.8%) (15.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 53(b). Students’ perception on rigorous admission process 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 334 3.30 0.910 0.050 

DU 248 3.60 0.947 0.060 

 

Table 53(c). Students’ perception on rigorous admission process 

 

       Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.062 0.804 -3.882 580 0.000 -0.301 0.078 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -3.860 520.559 0.000 -0.301 0.078 

 

Table 53 shows the students’ view on whether the students in the department go through a 

rigorous admission process in Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU on 

whether their department goes through a rigorous admission process. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

on whether their department goes through a rigorous admission process. 

It is found in Table 53(a) that 48.2 percent of the responded students of MU agree that 

students in the department go through a rigorous admission process while 26.3 percent of the 

responded students of MU are undecided about it. On the other side 44.8 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree that students in the department go through a rigorous 

admission process and 24.2 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided about it. 

In Table 53(b), the mean score of MU is 3.30 with a standard deviation of 0.910 and that of 

DU is 3.60 with a standard deviation of 0.947. Levene’s test for quality of variance was 

carried out in order to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they 

are equal, as shown in Table 53(c). Here the significance level 0.804 is greater than 0.05 

(since set at 0.05 sig. level), so it is assumed that the variances are equal and hence the top 

row is interpreted for the t-test. With 580 degrees of freedom, it is found that the t value is -

3.882. The significance value 0.00 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected while 

the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Therefore, the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding the rigorous admission process differ significantly. With a negative t value, the 

students of DU have more positive feeling regarding the students undergoing through a 

rigorous admission process.  
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Table 54(a). Students’ perception regarding the admission as per the university calendar 

      Ranks  

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
6 37 54 216 23 336 

(1.8%) (11.0%) (16.1%) (64.3%) (6.8%) (100.0%) 

DU 
14 54 24 134 21 247 

(5.7%) 21.9% 9.7% 54.3% 8.5% 100.0% 

     Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 54(b). Students’ perception regarding the admission as per the university calendar 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 336 3.63 0.836 0.046 

DU 247 3.38 1.090 0.069 

 

    Table 54(c). Students’ perception regarding the admission as per the university calendar 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
43.644 0.000 3.176 581 0.002 0.253 0.080 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  3.053 443.732 0.002 0.253 0.083 

 

Table 54 shows the students’ view on whether the admission of students has been always as 

per the university calendar in Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU on 

whether the university admission schedule has always been as per the university calendar. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

on whether the university admission schedule has always been as per the university calendar. 



179 
 

In Table 54(a), it is shown that 64.3 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

admission of students has been always as per the university calendar and 26.3 percent of the 

responded students of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 44.8 percent of the responded 

students of DU agree that the admission of students has been always as per the university 

calendar and 24.2 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided about it. In Table 

54(b), the mean score of MU is 3.63 (Std. deviation 0.836) and that of DU is 3.38 (Std. 

deviation 1.090). In Table 54(c) Levene’s test for quality of variance was conducted in order 

to know whether to assume the variances are equal or not to assume they are equal. With a 

significance level of 0.000 we assume that the variances are significantly different and for the 

t-test, bottom row is interpreted thereby. The t value is 3.053 with 443.732 degrees of 

freedom. The significance value 0.002 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected 

while the alternative hypothesis is accepted. It is observed that the perceptions of MU and DU 

students regarding admission of students, as per the university calendar differ significantly in 

favor of MU. So, with a positive t value, the students of MU have more positive feelings 

regarding the admission of students as per the university calendar.  

5.3.2 Data analysis regarding faculty member’s perception about the admission process 

of the select universities  

 

Table 55(a). Faculty members’ perception on rigorous admission process 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 1 0 21 8 30 

(0.0%) (3.3%) (0.0%) (70.0%) (26.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 5 4 26 8 43 

(0.0%) (11.6%) (9.3%) (60.5%) (18.6%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 55(b). Faculty members’ perception on rigorous admission process 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 4.20 0.610 0.111 

DU 43 3.86 0.861 0.131 

 

Table 55(c). Faculty members’ perception on rigorous admission process 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
1.618 0.208 1.857 71 0.068 0.340 0.183 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.971 70.971 0.053 0.340 0.172 

 

Table 55 reflects the faculty member's view on whether the students enrolled in the 

department normally undergo a prior rigorous admission process in Manipur University (MU) 

and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether their department goes through a rigorous admission process. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether their department goes through a rigorous admission process. 

Here in Table 55(a) it is shown that 70 percent of the responded faculty members of MU 

agree that the students enrolled in the department normally undergo a prior rigorous 

admission process and 26.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU strongly agree 

to it. Whereas 60.5 percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree that the students 

enrolled in the department normally undergo a prior rigorous admission process and 18.6 

percent of the responded faculty members of DU strongly agree to it. Also in Table 55(b), it is 
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found that the mean score of MU is 4.20 (Std. deviation 0.610) and that of DU is 3.86 (Std. 

deviation 0.861). In Table 55(c) the t value is 1.857 with 71 degrees of freedom (df). The 

significance value 0.068 is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the 

perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the rigorous admission process did not 

differ significantly.  

Table 56(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the selection of truly deserving students 

 

   Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 1 1 19 9 30 

(0.0%) (3.3%) (3.3%) (63.3%) (30.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
6 6 8 15 8 43 

(14.0%) (14.0%) (18.6%) (34.9%) (18.6%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 56(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the selection of truly deserving students 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 4.20 0.664 0.121 

DU 43 3.30 1.319 0.201 

 

Table 56(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the selection of truly deserving students 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
20.319 0.000 3.431 71 0.001 0.898 0.262 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  3.822 65.547 0.000 0.898 0.235 

 

Table 56 indicates the faculty member’s view on whether the admission process enables the 

department to select the truly deserving students in Manipur University (MU) and University 

of Delhi (DU).  
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether the admission process enables their department to select the truly 

deserving students. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether the admission process enables their department to select the truly 

deserving students. 

At shown in Table 56(a) that 63.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree that 

admission process enables the department to select the truly deserving students and 30 percent 

of the responded faculty members of MU strongly agree to it. Whereas 34.9 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU agree that the admission process enables the department to 

select the truly deserving students and 18.6 percent of the responded faculty members of DU 

strongly agree to it. In Table 56(b) that the mean score of MU is 4.20 with standard deviation 

0.664 and that of DU are 3.30 with standard deviation 1.319. In Table 56(c), the t value is 

3.822 with 65.547 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so 

the null hypothesis is rejected while the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the 

perceptions of MU and DU faculty members whether the admission process enables the 

department to select the truly deserving students differ significantly. With a positive t value, 

the faculty members of MU have more positive feelings that the admission process enables 

the department to select the truly deserving students. 
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Table 57(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the admission schedule as per the 

university calendar 

 

         Ranks 

 

       Faculty   

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 2 0 19 9 30 

(0.0%) (6.7%) (0.0%) (63.3%) (30.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
5 6 4 20 8 43 

(11.6%) (14.0%) (9.3%) (46.5%) (18.6%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 57(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the admission schedule as per the 

university calendar 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 4.17 0.747 0.136 

DU 43 3.47 1.279 0.195 

 

Table 57(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the admission schedule as per the 

university calendar 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
14.361 0.000 2.697 71 0.009 0.702 0.260 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  2.948 69.156 0.004 0.702 0.238 

 

Table 57 shows the faculty members view on whether the admission schedule is always as per 

the university calendar in Manipur University (MU) and University of Delhi (DU).  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether the admission schedule is always as per the university calendar in the 

select universities. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether the admission schedule is always as per the university calendar in the 

select universities. 

In Table 57(a), it is shown that 63.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the admission schedule is always as per the university calendar and 30 percent of the 

responded faculty members of MU strongly agree to it. Whereas 46.5 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU agree that the admission schedule is always as per the 

university calendar and 18.6 percent of the responded faculty members of DU strongly agree 

to it. In Table 57(b), the mean score of MU is 4.17 (Std. deviation 0.747) and that of DU is 

3.47 (Std. deviation 1.279). Again in Table 57(c) the t value is 2.948 with 69.156 degrees of 

freedom. The significance value 0.004 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected 

while the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty 

members whether the admission schedule is always as per the university calendar differ 

significantly in favor of Manipur University. With a positive t value, the faculty members of 

MU have more positive feelings regarding the admission schedule that it is always as per the 

university calendar. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



185 
 

5.3.3 Summarization of data analysis regarding perceptions about the admission process 

in the select universities 

 

Table 58: Students’ perception on admission procedure in Manipur University and Delhi 

University 

 

Variables  t-value Sig. (2-tailed) 

Selection process 8.270 0.000 

Rigorous admission process -3.882 0.000 

Admission as per the university calendar 3.053 0.002 

Source: Primary Data 

 

From the above Table 58, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the 

satisfaction in terms of the selection process, rigorous admission process and admission as per 

the university calendar regarding the admission process in the university (p<0.05). 

As analyzed, according to the students, the satisfaction regarding the selection process is 

found to be a bit higher in Manipur University with a mean score of 4.01 in comparison to 

Delhi University (DU) with 3.37 and with a value of 8.270. The perceptions of students of 

MU and DU towards having a rigorous admission process differ significantly with a t value -

3.882 where the students of DU have more positive feeling regarding the students undergoing 

through a rigorous admission process with a mean score of 3.60 in comparison to MU with a 

score of 3.30. It is observed that the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding admission 

of students, as per the university calendar differ significantly (t value 3.053) in favor of MU 

with a mean score of 3.63 in comparison to that DU with a mean score of 3.38.    
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Table 59: Faculty member’s perception on admission procedure in Manipur University and 

Delhi University 

 

Variables  t-value Sig. (2-tailed) 

Rigorous admission process 
1.857 0.068 

Selection of truly deserving 

students 
3.822 0.000 

Admission as per the 

university calendar 
2.948 0.004 

Source: Primary Data 

 
From the above Table 59, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the 

satisfaction in terms of the selection of truly deserving students and admission as per the 

university calendar regarding the admission process in the university (p<0.05).  

The perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the rigorous admission process 

did not differ significantly where the t value is 0.068 and the mean score of MU is 4.20 and 

that of 3.86. However the faculty members of MU have more positive feelings regarding the 

selection of truly deserving students and admission as per the university calendar. With a t 

value of 3.822 it is found that the faculty members of MU have more positive feeling that the 

admission process enables the department to select the truly deserving students where the 

mean score is 4.20 in comparison DU with a score of 3.30. Lastly, with a positive t value of 

2.948 the faculty members of MU have more positive feeling regarding the admission 

schedule that it is always as per the university calendar with a mean score of 4.17 in 

comparison with DU with a score of 3.47.  
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5.4 Faculty status 

The faculty status of University of Delhi and Manipur University is studied with the help of 

self-structured questionnaire which is asked to the students and faculty members of both the 

University.  

5.4.1 Data analysis regarding perceptions of students about the adequacy of faculty 

members of the select universities 

Table 60. Students’ perception regarding adequacy of teaching faculty members  

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
8 86 43 173 30 340 

(2.4%) (25.3%) (12.6%) (50.9%) (8.8%) (100%) 

DU 
22 81 23 83 41 250 

(8.8%) (32.4%) (9.2%) (33.2%) (16.4%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Here in Table 60 it is found that responded students, 50.9 percent of MU agree that their 

department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized areas 

and 25.3 percent of the responded students of MU disagree to it. Whereas 33.2 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree that the department has a requisite number of teaching 

faculty members for all the specialized areas and 32.4 percent of the responded students of 

DU disagree to it.  

Table 61. Students’ perception towards their faculty members’ teaching experience 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 22 46 215 57 340 

(0.0%) (6.5%) (13.5%) (63.2%) (16.8%) (100%) 

DU 
2 14 26 150 58 250 

(0.8%) (5.6%) (10.4%) (60.0%) (23.2%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 61 reflects MU and DU students’ view on whether their faculty members in the 

department have adequate teaching experience. 

Further it is observed in Table 61 that a significant proportion of students i.e. 63.2 percent of 

the responded students of MU agree that their faculty members in the department have 

adequate teaching experience and 16.8 percent of the responded students of MU strongly 

agree to it. While 60 percent of the responded students of DU agree that their faculties in the 

department have adequate teaching experience and 23.2 percent of the responded students of 

DU strongly agree to it.  

Table 62. Students’ perception regarding the faculty members’ cooperation with them 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 35 29 226 50 340 

(0.0%) (10.3%) (8.5%) (66.5%) (14.7%) (100%) 

DU 
8 18 31 181 12 250 

(3.2%) (7.2%) (12.4%) (72.4%) (4.8%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table 62 shows MU and DU students’ view on whether the teaching faculty 

members cooperate with the students.  

Regarding the students’ perception towards the teaching faculty members cooperation with 

them, nearly two third of MU students (66.5 %) agree that the faculty members cooperate 

with the students and 14.7 percent of the responded students of MU strongly agree to it.  

While a majority of students (72.4 %) of DU also agree that their faculty members cooperate 

with the students while 12.4 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided about it. 
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A small percentage of students in both MU (10.3%) and DU (7.2%) disagree with the 

statement.  

Table 63. Students’ perception towards their classroom discussion atmosphere  

 

Ranks 

 

       Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
2 42 64 192 38 338 

(0.6%) (12.4%) (18.9%) (56.8%) (11.2%) (100%) 

DU 
6 25 37 155 27 250 

(2.4%) (10.0%) (14.8%) (62.0%) (10.8%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 63 reflects MU and DU students’ view on whether the faculty members create a 

conducive atmosphere in the class for a two-way interaction with the students. 

In Table 63, it is shown that 56.8 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

faculty members create a conducive atmosphere in the class for a two-way interaction with 

students, while 18.9 percent of the responded students of MU disagree to it. Whereas 62 

percent of the responded students of DU agree that faculty members create a conducive 

atmosphere in the class for a two-way interaction with students and 14.8 percent of the 

responded students of DU are strongly agree to it.  

Table 64. Students’ perception towards faculty members’ encouragement regarding 

participation in co-curricular activities 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 5 26 66 211 32 340 

(1.5%) (7.6%) (19.4%) (62.1%) (9.4%) (100%) 

DU 35 37 47 109 22 250 

(14.0%) (14.8%) (18.8%) (43.6%) (8.8%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table 64 indicates MU and DU students’ view on whether the faculty members 

encourage the students to participate in various co-curricular activities. 

Now, it is found that 62.1 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the faculty 

members encourage the students to participate in various co-curricular activities, while 19.4 

percent of the responded students of MU are undecided about it. While on the other side, 43.6 

percent of the responded students of DU agree that the faculty members encourage the 

students to participate in various co-curricular activities while 18.8 percent of the responded 

students of DU are undecided about it. It is thereby observed that the percentage of students 

agreeing with the statement is more in MU. 

Table 65. Students’ perception on whether their faculty members give emphasis on 

developing academic, scholarly, and intellectual qualities among the students 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
1 19 55 208 53 336 

(0.3%) (5.7%) (16.4%) (61.9%) (15.8%) (100%) 

DU 
14 36 19 147 32 248 

(5.6%) (14.5%) (7.7%) (59.3%) (12.9%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 65 shows MU and DU students’ views on whether the faculty members give due 

emphasis on developing academic, scholarly, and intellectual qualities among the students. 

It is observed that 61.9 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the faculty 

members give due emphasis on developing academic, scholarly, and intellectual qualities 

among the students, while 16.4 percent of the responded students of MU are undecided about 

it. Whereas 59.3 percent of the responded students of DU agree that the faculty members give 

due emphasis on developing academic, scholarly, and intellectual qualities among the students 
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and 14.5 percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. Going through the above 

table it found that there is no much difference in the percentage of MU and DU students 

agreeing the statement.  

Table 66. Students’ perception regarding regular training of the faculty members 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 5 7 33 175 118 338 

(1.5%) (2.1%) (9.8%) (51.8%) (34.9%) (100%) 

DU 3 21 33 148 45 250 

(1.2%) (8.4%) (13.2%) (59.2%) (18.0%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table 66 reflects MU and DU students’ view on whether the faculty members 

should undergo appropriate training at regular intervals to impart quality education. 

In Table 66 it is shown that 51.8 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

faculty members should undergo appropriate training at regular intervals to impart quality 

education and 34.9 percent of the responded students of MU strongly agree to it. Whereas 

59.2 percent of the responded students of DU agree that the faculty members should undergo 

appropriate training at regular intervals to impart quality education and 18 percent of the 

responded students of DU are strongly agree to it.  
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5.4.2 Data analysis regarding perceptions of faculty member about the adequacy of 

faculty members of the select universities 

Table 67. Faculty members’ perception regarding the number of teaching faculty members  

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
1 18 0 10 1 30 

(3.3%) (60.0%) (0.0%) (33.3%) (3.3%) (100%) 

DU 
6 23 4 10 2 45 

(13.3%) (51.1%) (8.9%) (22.2%) (4.4%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 67 shows the faculty members view on whether the department has requisite number of 

teaching faculty members for all the specialized areas in Manipur University (MU) and 

University of Delhi (DU).  

In Table 67 it is shown that 60 percent of the responded faculty members of MU disagree that 

their department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized 

areas and 33.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree to it. Whereas 51.1 

percent of the responded faculty members of DU disagree that the department has a requisite 

number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized areas and 22.2 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree to it. 

Table 68. Faculty members’ perception towards the teaching-learning requirements  

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 2 3 24 1 30 

(0.0%) (6.7%) (10.0%) (80.0%) (3.3%) (100%) 

DU 
0 20 2 21 2 45 

(0.0%) (44.4%) (4.4%) (46.7%) (4.4%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 68 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view on whether the teaching-learning 

requirements in their department are easily manageable.  

In the given Table 68 it is found that a large proportion of the responded faculty members of 

MU (80%) agree that the teaching-learning requirements in their department are easily 

manageable, 6.7 percent disagree to it, 10 percent are undecided and 3.3 strongly agree to it. 

On the other side 46.7 percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree to the fact that 

the teaching-learning requirements in their department are easily manageable while 44.4 

percent disagree to it.  

Table 69. Faculty members’ perception regarding the interactions with other faculty 

member 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Extremely 

negative 

Negative Undecided Positive Extremely 

positive 

Total 

MU 
0 1 3 24 2 30 

(0.0%) (3.3%) (10.0%) (80.0%) (6.7%) (100%) 

DU 
0 0 9 31 5 45 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (20.0%) (68.9%) (11.1%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table 69 shows MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding their interactions 

with other faculty members. 

In Table 69 it is found that 80 percent of the responded faculty members of Manipur 

University feel positive about their interaction with other faculty members, 10 percent are 

undecided about it and 6.7 feels extremely positive. On the other side 68.9 percent of the 

responded faculty members of Delhi University feel positive about their interaction with other 

faculty members, 20 percent are undecided about it and 11.1 percent feels extremely positive.  
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Table 70. Faculty members’ perception regarding their Head of Department  

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Extremely 

ineffective 

Ineffective Undecided Effective Extremely 

effective 

Total 

MU 0 2 0 25 1 28 

(0.0%) (7.1%) (0.0%) (89.3%) (3.6%) (100%) 

DU 0 8 0 35 2 45 

(0.0%) (17.8%) (0.0%) (77.8%) (4.4%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 70 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view towards the leadership quality of their 

Head of Department. 

It is shown in Table 70, that 89.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU feels that 

the leadership quality of their Head of Department is effective while 7.1 feels that it is 

ineffective. And 77.8 percent of the responded faculty members of DU feel that the leadership 

quality of their Head of Department is effective while 17.8 percent feels that it in ineffective.  

Table 71. Faculty members’ perception on the condition of their university as a place to work 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 0 3 25 2 30 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (10.0%) (83.3%) (6.7%) (100%) 

DU 0 7 18 18 2 45 

(0.0%) (15.6%) (40.0%) (40.0%) (4.4%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 71 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view on whether they are satisfied with the 

condition of their university as a place to work. 

 

In the given Table 71 it is observed that 83.3 percent of the responded faculty members of 

MU agree that they are satisfied with the condition of their university as a place to work, 10 

percent are undecided and 6.7 percent strongly agree to it. On the other side just 40 percent of 
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the responded faculty members of DU agree that they are satisfied with the condition of their 

university as a place to work while another 40 percent are undecided about it. 

Table 72. Faculty members’ perception on whether the faculty members encourage 

students to participate in various co-curricular activities 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 0 0 23 7 30 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (76.7%) (23.3%) (100%) 

DU 0 5 3 22 10 40 

(0.0%) (12.5%) (7.5%) (55.0%) (25.0%) (100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table 72 shows MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding encouraging the 

students to participate in various co-curricular activities.  

In Table 72, it is found that 76.7 percent of the responded faculty members of Manipur 

University agree that the faculty members encourage the students to participate in various co-

curricular activities and 23.3 percent strongly agree to it. On the other side 55 percent of the 

responded faculty members of Delhi University agree that the faculty members encourage the 

students to participate in various co-curricular activities and 25 percent of the respondent 

faculty members strongly agree to it.  

Table 73. Faculty members’ perception regarding the UGC pattern of Teachers’ 

Performance Appraisal  

 
Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Not 

appropriate 

Least 

appropriate 

Undecided Appropriate Most 

appropriate 

Total 

MU 
7 2 3 16 2 30 

(23.3%) (6.7%) (10.0%) (53.3%) (6.7%) (100%) 

DU 
10 2 16 12 0 40 

(25.0%) (5.0%) (40.0%) (30.0%) (0.0%) (100%) 
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The above Table 73 shows MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding the existing UGC 

pattern of teacher’s performance appraisal.  

In Table 73, it is found that 53.3 percent of the responded faculty members of Manipur 

University feel that the existing UGC pattern of teacher’s performance appraisal are 

appropriate while 10 percent are undecided about it. On the other side 30 percent of the 

responded faculty members of Delhi University feel that the existing UGC pattern of teacher’s 

performance appraisal are appropriate while 40 percent are undecided about it 

5.4.3 Summarization of data analysis regarding perceptions about the faculty members 

of the select universities 

Table 74. Students’ perception about the adequacy of faculty members of the select 

universities 

Aspects    Ranks 

 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

The number of specialized  

teaching faculty members 

is adequate  

 

MU   2.4%     25.3%     12.6%   50.9%   8.8%   100% 

DU   8.8%     32.4%     9.2%   33.2%   16.4%   100% 

The faculty members’ have 

adequate teaching 

experience 

MU   0.0%     6.5%     13.5%   63.2%   16.8%   100% 

DU   0.8%     5.6%     10.4%   60.0%   23.2%   100% 

The faculty members’ 

cooperate with the students 
MU   0.0%     10.3%     8.5%   66.5%   14.7%   100% 

DU   3.2%     7.2%     12.4%   72.4%   4.8%   100% 

A conducive atmosphere is 

always created by the 

faculty members for a two 

way interaction with 

students 

 

MU   0.6%     12.4%     18.9%   56.8%   11.2%   100% 

DU   2.4%     10.0%     14.8%   62.0%   10.8%   100% 
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The faculty members’ 

encourage the students to 

participation in co-

curricular activities 

MU   1.5%     7.6%     19.4%   62.1%   9.4%   100% 

DU   14.0%     14.8%     18.8%   43.6%   8.8%   100% 

The faculty members give 

emphasis on developing 

academic, scholarly, and 

intellectual qualities among 

the students  

MU   0.3%     5.7%     16.4%   61.9%   15.8%   100% 

DU   5.6%     14.5%     7.7%   59.3%   12.9%   100% 

The faculty members 

should undergo appropriate 

training at regular intervals 

to impart quality education 

 

MU   1.5%     2.1%     9.8%   51.8%   34.9%   100% 

DU   1.2%     8.4%     13.2%   59.2%   18.0%   100% 

 

From the above table it can be inferred that half (50.9 percent) of the responded students of 

MU agree that their department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the 

specialized areas, 8.8 percent strongly agree and 25.3 percent of the responded students of 

MU disagree to it. Whereas in DU only 33.2 percent agree to the statement, 16.4 strongly 

agree and 32.4 percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. The percentage of 

students giving a positive opinion to the statement is more in MU than DU.   In the rest of the 

statements both the students of MU and DU gave a positive opinion regarding faculty 

members’ teaching experience, the faculty members’ cooperation with the students, the 

classroom discussion atmosphere, the faculty members’ encouragement in co-curricular 

activities, the faculty members emphasis on developing academic, scholarly and intellectual 

qualities among the students and the training of the faculty members.  
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Table 75. Perceptions of faculty members about the adequacy of faculty members of the select 

universities 

 

Aspects      Ranks 

 

Faculty  

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

The number of specialized  

teaching faculty members 

is adequate  
 

MU 3.3% 60.0% 0.0% 33.3% 3.3% 100% 

DU 13.3% 51.1% 8.9% 22.2% 4.4% 100% 

The teaching-learning 

requirements is adequate 
MU 0.0% 6.7% 10.0% 80.0% 3.3% 100% 

DU 0.0% 44.4% 4.4% 46.7% 4.4% 100% 

The interactions with 

other faculty members is 

good 

MU 0.0% 3.3% 10.0% 80.0% 6.7% 100% 

DU 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 68.9% 11.1% 100% 

The leadership quality of 

the Head of Department is 

effective 

MU 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 89.3% 3.6% 100% 

DU 0.0% 17.8% 0.0% 77.8% 4.4% 100% 

The condition of the 

university as a place to 

work is satisfactory 

MU 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 83.3% 6.7% 100% 

DU 0.0% 15.6% 40.0% 40.0% 4.4% 100% 

Faculty members 

encourage the students to 

participate in various co-

curricular activities 

MU 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 76.7% 23.3% 100% 

DU 0.0% 12.5% 7.5% 55.0% 25.0% 100% 

The UGC pattern of 

Teachers’ Performance 

Appraisal is appropriate 
 

MU 23.3% 6.7% 10.0% 53.3% 6.7% 100% 

DU 25.0% 5.0% 40.0% 30.0% 0.0% 100% 

 

From the table it is observed that 60 percent of the responded faculty members of MU 

disagree that their department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the 

specialized areas, 3.3strongly disagree and 33.3 percent of the responded faculty members of 

MU agree to it. Whereas in DU 51.1 percent disagree, 13.3 strongly disagree and 22.2 percent 

of the responded students of DU agree, 4.4 strongly agree to it. So the percentage of students 

who disagree towards the statement is more in both the Universities. In the statements 
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regarding the teaching-learning requirements, the interactions with other faculty member, 

Head of Department, the faculty members encouragement towards the students to participate 

in various co-curricular activities, the percentage of positive opinion is given by both the 

faulty members of MU and DU. In the rest of the two statement regarding the condition of the 

university as a place to work and the UGC pattern of Teachers’ Performance Appraisal the 

percentage of positive opinion is more in MU ( 90 percent and 60 percent) than DU ( less than 

50 percent) .  

5.5 Support systems 

The support systems of University of Delhi and Manipur University in terms of library 

facility, health care facility and information technology facility is studied with the help of 

self-structured questionnaire which is asked to the students, faculty members and non-

teaching staff of both the University 

5.5.1 Data analysis regarding perceptions of student about the support systems of the 

select universities  

Table 76(a). Students’ perception regarding the library service  

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 48 45 216 30 340 

(0.3%) (14.1%) (13.2%) (63.5%) (8.8%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 36 18 141 52 250 

(1.2%) (14.4%) (7.2%) (56.4%) (20.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 76(b). Students’ perception regarding the library service 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.66 0.837 0.045 

DU 250 3.81 0.966 0.061 
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Table 76(c). Students’ perception regarding the library service 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
 0.355 -1.978 588 0.048 -0.147 0.074 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.935 490.432 0.054 -0.147 0.076 

 

Table 76 reflects MU and DU students view on whether the library service satisfies the 

information needs of the students.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU on whether the library service satisfies the information needs.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU on whether the library service satisfies the information needs.  

It is observed in the above table that 63.5 percent of the responded students of MU agree that 

the library service satisfies the information needs of the students while 14.1 percent of the 

students disagree with it. Whereas 56.4 percent of the responded students of DU agree that the 

library service satisfies the information needs of the students and 20.8 percent of the students 

strongly agree with it. The mean score regarding the library service of MU is 3.66 (Std. 

deviation 0.837) and that of DU is 3.81 (Std. deviation 0.966). The t value is -1.978 with 588 

degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.048 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis 

is rejected and alternative hypothesis is accepted. The perceptions of MU and DU students 

regarding the library service differ significantly in favor of DU. So, with a negative t value, 
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the students of DU have more positive feelings that the library service satisfies the 

information needs of the students.  

Table 77(a). Students’ perception towards the space provided in the library for students 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Extremely 

inadequate 

Inadequate Undecided Adequate Extremely 

adequate 

Total 

MU 6 58 42 208 25 339 

(1.8%) (17.1%) (12.4%) (61.4%) (7.4%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 50 13 162 25 250 

(0.0%) (20.0%) (5.2%) (64.8%) (10.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 77(b). Students’ perception towards the space provided in the library for students 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.55 0.919 0.050 

DU 250 3.65 0.912 0.058 

 

Table 77(c). Students’ perception towards the space provided in the library for students 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differenc

e 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.564 0.453 -1.223 587 0.222 -0.093 0.076 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.225 

539.11

8 
0.221 -0.093 0.076 

 

Here, Table 77 shows MU and DU students view regarding the space provided in the library 

for students.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the space provided in the library for students.  
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the space provided in the library for students. 

It is found in the above table that 61.4 percent of the responded students of MU feel that the 

space provided in their library for students are adequate while 17.1 percent of the responded 

students feel that it is inadequate. On the other side 64.8 percent of the responded students of 

DU feel that the space provided in their library for students are adequate while 20 percent of 

the responded students feel that it is inadequate. With 587 degrees of freedom the t-value is 

found to be -1.223 and the significance value is 0.222 which is greater than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the space 

provided in the library for students did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.55 with 

standard deviation 0.919 for MU and that of DU as 3.65 with standard deviation 0.912. 

Table 78(a). Students’ perception regarding the number of books provided in the library 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 14 122 56 135 12 339 

(4.1%) (36.0%) (16.5%) (39.8%) (3.5%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 40 19 129 62 250 

(0.0%) (16.0%) (7.6%) (51.6%) (24.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 78(b). Students’ perception regarding the number of books provided in the library 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.03 1.033 0.056 

DU 250 3.85 0.973 0.062 
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Table 78(b). Students’ perception regarding the number of books provided in the library 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
17.259 0.000 -9.824 587 0.000 -0.825 0.084 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -9.914 553.486 0.000 -0.825 0.083 

 
 

The above Table 78 indicates MU and DU students’ view on whether the university provides 

enough number of books in their library of students' choice. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU on 

whether the university provides enough number of books in their library of students' choice. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU on whether the university provides enough number of books in their library of 

students' choice. 

It is observed that 39.8 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the university 

library provides enough number of books of students' choice while 36 percent of the 

responded students of MU disagree to it. Whereas 51.6 percent of the responded students of 

DU agree that the university library provides enough number of books of students' choice and 

24.8 percent of the responded students of DU strongly agree to it. It is also found that the 

mean score of MU is 3.03 (Std. deviation 1.033) and that of DU is 3.85 (Std. deviation 0.973). 

The t value is -9.914 with 553.486 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less 

than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. So, the 

perceptions of MU and DU students regarding admission of students, as per the university 
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calendar differ significantly in favor of DU. So, with a negative t value, the students of DU 

have more positive feelings regarding university library providing enough number of books of 

students' choice.  

Table 79(a). Students’ perception regarding the university library updated at regular intervals 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 12 97 101 126 3 339 

(3.5%) (28.6%) (29.8%) (37.2%) (0.9%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 32 45 129 39 248 

(1.2%) (12.9%) (18.1%) (52.0%) (15.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 79(b). Students’ perception regarding the university library updated at regular intervals 

 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.03 0.914 0.050 

DU 248 3.68 0.930 0.059 

 

Table 79(c). Students’ perception regarding the university library updated at regular intervals 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.032 0.858 -8.431 585 0.000 -0.649 0.077 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -8.408 527.081 0.000 -0.649 0.077 

 

The above Table 79 reflects MU and DU students’ view on whether their university library is 

updated at regular intervals  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular intervals. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular intervals. 

It is shown that 37.2 percent of the responded students of MU agree that their university 

library is updated at regular interval while 28.6 percent of the responded students of MU 

disagree to it. On the other side 52 percent of the responded students of DU agree that their 

university library is updated at regular interval and 18.1 percent of the responded students of 

DU are undecided about it. It is found that the mean score of MU is 3.03 (Std. deviation 

0.914) and that of DU is 3.68 (Std. deviation 0.930). The t value is -8.431 with 585 degrees of 

freedom. The significance value is found to be 0.000 which is less than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. So, the perceptions of MU 

and DU students regarding the university library updated at regular intervals differ 

significantly in favor of DU. Here, with a negative t value, the students of DU have more 

positive feelings regarding the university library updated at regular intervals. 

Table 80(a). Students’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference books 

available in the university library 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfied Undecided Satisfied Extremely 

satisfied 

Total 

MU 1 107 82 141 7 338 

(0.3%) (31.7%) (24.3%) (41.7%) (2.1%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 34 21 159 36 250 

(0.0%) (13.6%) (8.4%) (63.6%) (14.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 80(b). Students’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference books 

available in the university library 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 338 3.14 0.901 0.049 

DU 250 3.79 0.854 0.054 

 

Table 80(c). Students’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference books 

available in the university library 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
18.717 0.000 -8.864 586 0.000 -0.652 0.074 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -8.935 551.510 0.000 -0.652 0.073 

 

Here, Table 80 shows MU and DU students view regarding the quantity of journals and 

reference books available in the university library. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in the university 

library. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in the university 

library. 

It is shown in the above table that 41.7 percent of the responded students of MU are satisfied 

with the quantity of journals and reference books available in the university library while 31.7 

percent of the responded students of MU are unsatisfied. On the other side 63.6 percent of the 
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responded students of DU are satisfied with the quantity of journals and reference books 

available in the university library and 14.4 percent of the responded students of DU are 

extremely satisfied. It is also found that the mean score of MU is 3.14 (Std. deviation 0.901) 

and that of DU is 3.79 (Std. deviation 0.854). The t value is found to be -8.864 with 562.443 

degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. So, the perceptions of MU and DU 

students regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in their university 

library differ significantly in favor of DU. With a negative t value, the students of DU have 

more positive feelings towards the quantity of journals and reference books available in the 

university library. 

Table 81(a). Students’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university library 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 11 42 51 212 23 339 

(3.2%) (12.4%) (15.0%) (62.5%) (6.8%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 20 13 155 56 244 

(0.0%) (8.2%) (5.3%) (63.5%) (23.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 81(b). Students’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university library 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.57 0.909 0.049 

DU 244 4.01 0.783 0.050 
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Table 81(c). Students’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university library 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
31.598 0.000 -6.107 581 0.000 -0.440 0.072 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -6.256 562.443 0.000 -0.440 0.070 

 

The above Table 81 reflects MU and DU students’ view regarding the duration of opening the 

university library. 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that it commensurate with the 

needs of the students.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that it commensurate 

with the needs of the students.  

In Table 81(a), it is shown that 62.5 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the 

duration for which the university library remains open commensurate with the needs of the 

students while 15 percent of the responded students of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 

63.5 percent of the responded students of DU agree that the duration for which the university 

library remains open commensurate with the needs of the students and 23 percent of the 

responded students of DU strongly agree to it. Also it found that the mean score of MU is 

3.57 (Std. deviation 0.909) and that of DU is 4.01 (Std. deviation 0.783). The t value is found 

to be -6.256 with 562.443 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, 
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so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. The perceptions 

of MU and DU students regarding the duration of opening the university library differ 

significantly in favor of DU. So, with a negative t value, the students of DU have more 

positive feelings that the duration for which the university library remains open 

commensurate with the needs of the students. 

 Table 82(a). Students’ perception on the display of books and journals in the library  

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 3 91 84 159 2 339 

(0.9%) (26.8%) (24.8%) (46.9%) (0.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 49 18 162 21 250 

(0.0%) (19.6%) (7.2%) (64.8%) (8.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

  Table 82(b). Students’ perception on the display of books and journals in the library 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 3.19 0.872 0.047 

DU 250 3.62 0.894 0.057 

 

   Table 82(c). Students’ perception on the display of books and journals in the library 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
1.927 0.166 -5.788 587 0.000 -0.425 0.073 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -5.767 529.272 0.000 -0.425 0.074 

 

The above Table 82 reflects MU and DU students’ view on the display of books and journals 

in the library. 



210 
 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU towards the display of books and journals in the library. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU towards the display of books and journals in the library. 

It is shown that 46.9 percent of the responded students of MU agree that the display of books 

and journals in the library is perfect while 26.8 percent of the responded students of MU 

disagree to it. Whereas 64.8 percent of the responded students of DU agree that the display of 

books and journals in the library is perfect while 19.6 percent of the responded students of DU 

disagree to it. It is also found that the mean score of MU is 3.19 with standard deviation 0.872 

and that of DU is 3.62 with standard deviation 0.894. The t value is found to be -5.788 with 

587 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis 

is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. The perceptions of MU and DU students 

regarding display of books and journals in the library differ significantly in favor of DU. So 

with a negative t value, the students of DU have more positive feeling that the display of 

books and journals in the library is perfect. 

Table 83(a). Students’ perception regarding the facilities availed under UGC INFONET 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 2 57 161 105 12 337 

(0.6%) (16.9%) (47.8%) (31.2%) (3.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 10 35 95 93 15 248 

(4.0%) (14.1%) (38.3%) (37.5%) (6.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 83(b). Students’ perception regarding the facilities availed under UGC INFONET 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 337 3.20 0.780 0.042 

DU 248 3.27 0.921 0.058 

 

Table 83(c). Students’ perception regarding the facilities availed under UGC INFONET 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
9.617 0.002 -1.028 583 0.305 -0.072 0.070 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.002 478.562 0.317 -0.072 0.072 

 

Here, Table 83 shows MU and DU students’ view regarding the facilities availed under the 

UGC INFONET. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

towards the students taking full advantage on the facilities availed under UGC INFONET. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU towards the students taking full advantage on the facilities availed under UGC 

INFONET. 

It is found that 47.8 percent of the responded students of MU are undecided on whether the 

students taking full advantage regarding the facilities availed under UGC INFONET while 

31.2 percent of the responded students of MU agree to it. Similarly, 38.3 percent of the 

responded students of DU are undecided on whether the students taking full advantage 

regarding the facilities availed under UGC INFONET while 37.5 percent of the responded 

students of DU agree to it. It is found that the mean score of MU is 3.20 with standard 
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deviation 0.780 and that of DU is 3.27 with standard deviation 0.921. The t value is found to 

be -1.002 with 478.562 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.317 is greater than 

0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU students 

regarding the students taking full advantage of the facilities availed under UGC INFONET 

did not differ significantly. 

Table 84(a). Students’ perception regarding the staff in the on-campus health center 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Extremely 

unhelpful 

Unhelpful Undecided Helpful Extremely 

helpful 

Total 

MU 1 13 136 179 7 336 

(0.3%) (3.9%) (40.5%) (53.3%) (2.1%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 1 106 138 1 246 

(0.0%) (0.4%) (43.1%) (56.1%) (0.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 84(b). Students’ perception regarding the staff in the on-campus health center 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 336 3.53 0.622 0.034 

DU 246 3.57 0.513 0.033 

 

Table 84(c). Students’ perception regarding the staff in the on-campus health center 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
12.183 0.001 -0.727 580 0.468 -0.035 0.049 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.748 571.853 0.454 -0.035 0.047 

 

The above Table reflects MU and DU students’ view regarding the staff in the on-campus 

health center. 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding the staff in their on-campus health center. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the staff in their on-campus health center. 

In Table 84(a) it is shown that 53.3 percent of the responded students of MU feel that the staff 

in the on-campus health center is helpful while 40.5 percent of the responded students of MU 

are undecided about it. Whereas 56.1 percent of the responded students of DU feel that the 

staff in the on-campus health center is helpful while 43.1 percent of the responded students of 

DU are undecided about it. With 571.853 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -0.748 

and the significance value is 0.454 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is 

accepted. Therefore, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the staff in the on-

campus health center did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.53 having a standard 

deviation of 0.622 for MU and that of DU as 3.57 with standard deviation 0.513. 

Table 85(a). Students’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care center 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 3 46 154 130 5 338 

(0.9%) (13.6%) (45.6%) (38.5%) (1.5%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 11 135 89 6 241 

(0.0%) (4.6%) (56.0%) (36.9%) (2.5%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 85(b). Students’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care center 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 338 3.26 0.741 0.040 

DU 241 3.37 0.614 0.040 
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 Table 85(c). Students’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care center 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
6.438 0.011 -1.941 577 0.053 -0.113 0.058 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.003 564.178 0.046 -0.113 0.056 

 

The above Table 85 reflects MU and DU students’ view on the availability of doctors in the 

health care center. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

In Table 85(a), it is shown that 45.6 percent of the responded students of MU are undecided 

regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center while 38.5 percent of the 

responded students of MU agree to it. Whereas 56 percent of the responded students of are 

also undecided regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center while 36.9 

percent of the responded students of DU agree to it. Also in Table 85(b), we can see that the 

mean score of MU is 3.26 with standard deviation 0.741 and that of DU is 3.37 with standard 

deviation 0.614. With 564.178 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -2.003 and the 

significance value is 0.046 which is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis is accepted. So, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the 

availability of doctors in the health care center differ significantly in favor of DU. So, with a 
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negative t value, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the availability of 

doctors in the health care center with a mean score of 3.37 and standard deviation 0.614 

against the mean score of 3.26 with standard deviation 0.741 for MU.  

Table 86(a). Students’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are qualified enough 

to cope with any health problem 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 57 182 97 1 338 

(0.3%) (16.9%) (53.8%) (28.7%) (0.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 24 142 65 14 245 

(0.0%) (9.8%) (58.0%) (26.5%) (5.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

  Table 86(b). Students’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are qualified enough to 

cope with any health problem 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 338 3.12 0.683 0.037 

DU 245 3.28 0.717 0.046 

 

Table 86(c). Students’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are qualified enough 

to cope with any health problem  

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.718 0.100 -2.789 581 0.005 -0.163 0.059 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.768 510.493 0.006 -0.163 0.059 

 

The above Table 86 reflects MU and DU students’ view on whether the on-campus doctors 

are qualified enough to cope with any health problem.                                     
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU on 

whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health problem. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health 

problem. 

It is observed in the above table that 53.8 percent of the responded students of MU are 

undecided on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health 

problem while 28.7 percent of the responded students of MU agree to it. While on the other 

side 58 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided that their on-campus doctors 

are qualified enough to cope with any health problem while 26.5 percent of the responded 

students of DU agree to it. It is found that the mean score of MU is 3.12 with standard 

deviation 0.683 and that of DU is 3.28 with standard deviation 0.717. The t value is found to 

be -2.789 with 581 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.005 is less than 0.05, so the 

null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence, the perceptions 

of MU and DU students regarding the doctors in the on-campus health center differ 

significantly in favor of DU. With a negative t value, the students of DU have more positive 

feelings towards the doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope 

with any health problem. 
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Table 87(a). Students’ perception towards the availability of medicines in the university 

health center 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Extremely 

unsatisfactory 

Unsatisfactory Undecided Satisfactory Extremely 

satisfactory 

Total 

MU 3 55 172 108 0 338 

(0.9%) (16.3%) (50.9%) (32.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 23 128 88 6 245 

(0.0%) (9.4%) (52.2%) (35.9%) (2.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 87(b). Students’ perception towards the availability of medicines in the university 

health center 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 338 3.14 0.707 0.038 

DU 245 3.31 0.674 0.043 

 

Table 87(c). Students’ perception towards the availability of medicines in the university 

health center 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.537 0.464 -3.012 581 0.003 -0.175 0.058 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -3.036 539.874 0.003 -0.175 0.058 

 

Table 87 indicates MU and DU students’ view towards the availability of medicines in the 

university health center.                            

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center.  
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It is found that 50.9 percent of the responded students of MU are undecided regarding the 

availability of medicines in the university health center while 32 percent of the responded 

students of MU agree to it. While 52.2 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided 

regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center while 35.9 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree to it. It is observed that the mean score of MU is 3.14 with 

standard deviation 0.707 and that of DU is 3.31 with standard deviation 0.674. The t value is 

found to be -3.012 with 581 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.003 is less than 

0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is being accepted. So, 

the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the availability of medicines in the 

university health center differ significantly in favor of DU. With a negative t value, the 

students of DU have more positive feelings on the availability of medicines in the university 

health center. 

Table 88(a). Students’ perception regarding the use computers by the students 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 11 74 42 167 46 340 

(3.2%) (21.8%) (12.4%) (49.1%) (13.5%) (100.0%) 

DU 7 33 8 130 69 247 

(2.8%) (13.4%) (3.2%) (52.6%) (27.9%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 88(b). Students’ perception regarding the use computers by the students 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 340 3.48 1.074 0.058 

DU 247 3.89 1.046 0.067 
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Table 88(c). Students’ perception regarding the use computers by the students 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
13.223 0.000 -4.677 585 0.000 -0.415 0.089 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -4.696 537.952 0.000 -0.415 0.088 

 

The above Table 88 shows MU and DU students’ view regarding their use computers.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and DU 

regarding their usage computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, reports etc. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding their usage computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, 

reports etc. 

It is observed that 49.1 percent of the responded students of MU agree that they use 

computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, reports etc. while 21.8 percent of the 

responded students of MU disagree to it. While 52.6 percent of the responded students of DU 

agree that they use computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, reports etc. and 

27.9 percent of the responded students of DU strongly agree to it. It is also found that the 

mean score of MU is 3.48 with standard deviation 1.074 and that of DU is 3.89 with standard 

deviation 1.046. The t value is found to be -4.696 with 537.952 degrees of freedom. The 

significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 

hypothesis is accepted. Therefore the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding their 

usage of computers differ significantly in favor of DU. Hence, with a negative t value, the 
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students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the usage of computers to prepare 

assignments, presentations, notes, reports etc. 

Table 89(a). Students’ perception towards the departmental computer facilities  

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 43 109 97 88 2 339 

(12.7%) (32.2%) (28.6%) (26.0%) (0.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 44 47 38 105 11 245 

(18.0%) (19.2%) (15.5%) (42.9%) (4.5%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

  Table 89(b). Students’ perception towards the departmental computer facilities 

   

Table 89(c). Students’ perception towards the departmental computer facilities 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
19.264 0.000 -2.913 582 0.004 -0.271 0.093 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.822 460.032 0.005 -0.271 0.096 

 

The above Table 89 shows MU and DU students’ view regarding the satisfaction on the 

departmental computer facilities.   

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the satisfaction on the departmental computer facilities.  

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 2.70 1.011 0.055 

DU 245 2.97 1.234 0.079 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the departmental computer facilities.  

It is shown in table that 32.2 percent of the responded students of MU disagree to the fact that 

they are satisfied with the departmental computer facility while 28.6 percent of the responded 

students of MU are undecided about it and 26 percent agree to it. While 42.9 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree to the fact that they are satisfied with the departmental 

computer facility and 19.2 percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. Again, it is 

observed that the mean score of MU is 2.70 with standard deviation 1.011 and that of DU is 

2.97 with standard deviation 1.234. The t value is found to be -2.822 with 460.032 degrees of 

freedom. The significance value 0.005 is less than 0.05, so we reject the null hypothesis and 

accept the alternative hypothesis. So, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding their 

departmental computer facilities differ significantly favoring DU. With a negative t value, the 

students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the satisfaction with the departmental 

computer facilities made availed to them.  

Table 90(a). Students’ perception regarding the internet facilities of their university 

 

Ranks 

 

Students 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 37 112 95 88 7 339 

(10.9%) (33.0%) (28.0%) (26.0%) (2.1%) (100.0%) 

DU 9 29 21 154 34 247 

(3.6%) (11.7%) (8.5%) (62.3%) (13.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 90(b). Students’ perception regarding the internet facilities of their university 

Students N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 339 2.75 1.025 0.056 

DU 247 3.71 0.969 0.062 
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Table 90(c). Students’ perception regarding the internet facilities of their university 

 

Students 

 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
10.951 0.001 -11.410 584 0.000 -0.956 0.084 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -11.511 546.343 0.000 -0.956 0.083 

 

The above Table 90 shows MU and DU students’ view regarding the satisfaction on the 

internet facility. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students of MU 

and DU regarding the satisfaction on the internet facility. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of students of 

MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the internet facility. 

It is shown in Table 90(a) that 33 percent of the responded students of MU disagree to the fact 

that they are satisfied with the availed internet facility while 28 percent of the responded 

students of MU are undecided about it and 26 percent agree to it. While 62.3 percent of the 

responded students of DU agree to the fact that they are satisfied with the availed internet 

facility and 11.7 percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. In Table 90(b), it is 

shown that the mean score of MU is 2.75 with standard deviation 1.025 and that of DU is 3.71 

with standard deviation 0.969. The t value is -11.511 with 546.343 degrees of freedom. The 

significance value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 

hypothesis is being accepted. So, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding internet 
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facilities of their university differ significantly in favor of DU. With a negative t value, the 

students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the internet facilities of their university. 

5.5.2 Data analysis regarding perceptions of faculty members about the support systems 

of the select universities  

Table 91(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the library service 

     Ranks 

 

Faculty      

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 8 2 17 2 29 

(0.0%) (27.6%) (6.9%) (58.6%) (6.9%) (100.0%) 

DU 
5 10 1 21 8 45 

(11.1%) (22.2%) (2.2%) (46.7%) (17.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 91(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the library service 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 29 3.45 0.985 0.183 

DU 45 3.38 1.319 0.197 

 

       Table 91(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the library service 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
5.087 0.027 0.247 72 0.806 0.070 0.286 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.262 70.336 0.794 0.070 0.269 

 

Table 91 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view on whether the library service satisfies 

the information needs of the teachers.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members’ of MU and DU on whether the library service satisfies their information needs.  
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members’ of MU and DU on whether the library service satisfies their information needs.  

In Table 91(a) it is shown that 58.6 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the library service satisfies the information needs of the teachers while 27.8 percent of the 

faculty members disagree with it. Whereas 46.7 percent of the responded faculty members of 

DU agree that the library service satisfies the information needs of the teachers and 22.2 

percent of the faculty members disagree with it. It can also be seen that the mean score 

regarding the library service of MU is 3.45 (Std. deviation 0.985) and that of DU is 3.38 (Std. 

deviation 1.319). With 70.336 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be 0.262 and the 

significance value is 0.794 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. 

Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the library service did not 

differ significantly.  

Table 92(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the space provided in the library for 

teachers 

 Ranks 

 

Faculty   

Extremely 

inadequate 

Inadequate Undecided Adequate Extremely 

adequate 

Total 

MU 
0 9 6 13 2 30 

(0.0%) (30.0%) (20.0%) (43.3%) (6.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 16 4 25 0 45 

(0.0%) (35.6%) (8.9%) (55.6%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 92(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the space provided in the library for 

teachers 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.27 0.980 0.179 

DU 45 3.20 0.944 0.141 
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Table 92(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the space provided in the library for 

teachers 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.072 0.789 0.295 73 0.769 0.067 0.226 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  0.293 60.656 0.771 0.067 0.228 

 

Here, Table 92 shows MU and DU faculty members view regarding the space provided in the 

library for teachers.  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU regarding the space provided in the library for teachers.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU regarding the space provided in the library for teachers.  

In the given Table 92(a), it is found that 43.3 percent of the responded faculties of MU feel 

that the space provided in their library for teachers are adequate while 30 percent of the 

responded faculty members feel that it is inadequate. On the other side 55.6 percent of the 

responded faculties of DU feel that the space provided in their library for teachers are 

adequate while 35.6 percent of the responded faculty members feel that it is inadequate. With 

73 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be 0.295 and the significance value is 0.769 

which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU 

and DU faculty members regarding the space provided in the library for teachers did not differ 

significantly with a mean score of 3.27 with standard deviation 0.980 for MU and that of DU 

as 3.20 with standard deviation 0.944. 
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Table 93(a). Faculty members' perception regarding the number of books provided in the 

library 

 Ranks 

 

Faculty      

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 10 5 10 3 28 

(0.0%) (35.7%) (17.9%) (35.7%) (10.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 
6 12 0 17 10 45 

(13.3%) (26.7%) (0.0%) (37.8%) (22.2%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 93(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the number of books provided in the 

library 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 28 3.21 1.067 0.202 

DU 45 3.29 1.424 0.212 

 

Table 93(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the number of books provided in the 

library 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
7.984 0.006 -0.238 71 0.812 -0.075 0.313 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.255 68.446 0.800 -0.075 0.293 

 

The above Table 93 indicates MU and DU faculty members view on whether the university 

provides enough number of books in their library of faculty member’s choice. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on whether the university provides enough number of books in their library of faculty 

member’s choice.  
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of 

MU and DU on whether the university provides enough number of books in their library of 

faculty member’s choice.  

In Table 93(a), it is shown that 35.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the university library provides enough number of books of faculty member’s choice while 

35.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it. Whereas 37.8 percent of 

the responded faculty members of DU agree that the university library provides enough 

number of books of faculty member’s choice and 26.7 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU disagree to it. The mean score of MU is 3.21 (Std. deviation 1.067) and that 

of DU is 3.29 (Std. deviation 1.424). With 68.446 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to 

be -0.255 and the significance value is 0.800 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis 

is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding university 

library providing enough number of books of faculty members' choice did not differ 

significantly.  

Table 94(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the university library update  

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 5 7 15 3 30 

(0.0%) (16.7%) (23.3%) (50.0%) (10.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 8 2 25 10 45 

(0.0%) (17.8%) (4.4%) (55.6%) (22.2%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 94(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the university library update 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.53 0.900 0.164 

DU 45 3.82 0.984 0.147 

 

Table 94(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the university library update 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.079 0.779 -1.289 73 0.202 -0.289 0.224 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.312 66.017 0.194 -0.289 0.220 

 
The above Table 94 reflects MU and DU faculty member’s view on whether their university 

library is updated at regular intervals  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular intervals. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular intervals. 

In Table 94(a), it is shown that 50 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree that 

their university library is updated at regular interval while 23.3 percent of the responded 

faculty members of MU are undecided about it. On the other side 55.6 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU agree that their university library is updated at regular 

interval and 22.2 percent of the responded faculty members of DU strongly agree to it. In 

Table 94 (b), it is found that the mean score of MU is 3.53 (Std. deviation 0.900) and that of 

DU is 3.82 (Std. deviation 0.984). Here the significance level 0.779 is greater than 0.05, so we 
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assume that the variances are equal and hence the top row is interpreted for the t-test. With 73 

degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -1.289 and the significance value is 0.202 which 

is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the update for library at regular intervals did not differ 

significantly. 

Table 95(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference 

books available in the university library 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfied Undecided Satisfied Extremely 

satisfied 

Total 

MU 0 21 2 7 0 30 

(0.0%) (70.0%) (6.7%) (23.3%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 6 8 1 26 4 45 

(13.3%) (17.8%) (2.2%) (57.8%) (8.9%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 95(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference 

books available in the university library 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 2.53 0.860 0.157 

DU 45 3.31 1.258 0.188 

 

 Table 95(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the quantity of journals and reference 

books available in the university library 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
7.912 0.006 -2.954 73 0.004 -0.778 0.263 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -3.179 72.931 0.002 -0.778 0.245 

 

Here, Table 95 shows MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding the quantity of journals 

and reference books available in the university library. 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in 

the university library. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in 

the university library. 

In Table 95(a), it is shown that 70 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are 

unsatisfied with the quantity of journals and reference books available in the university library 

while 23.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are satisfied with it. On the other 

side 57.8 percent of the responded faculty members of DU are satisfied with the quantity of 

journals and reference books available in the university library and 17.8 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU are unsatisfied. In Table 95(b) it is found that the mean 

score of MU is 2.53 (Std. deviation 0.860) and that of DU is 3.31 (Std. deviation 1.258). With 

a significance level of 0.006 we assume that the variances are significantly different. The t 

value is found to be -3.179 with 72.931 degrees of freedom. The significance value 0.002 is 

less than 0.05 so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. We 

can now say that the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the quantity of 

journals and reference books available in their university library differ significantly in favor 

of DU. So, with a negative t value, the faculty members of DU have more positive feelings 

towards the quantity of journals and reference books available in the university library. 
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 Table 96(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university 

library 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 8 8 14 0 30 

(0.0%) (26.7%) (26.7%) (46.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 8 2 30 5 45 

(0.0%) (17.8%) (4.4%) (66.7%) (11.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 96(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university 

library 

 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.20 0.847 0.155 

DU 45 3.71 0.895 0.133 

 

 Table 96(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the duration of opening the university 

library 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.389 0.535 -2.475 73 0.016 -.0511 0.207 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.503 64.641 0.015 -0.511 0.204 

 

The above Table 96 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding the duration of 

opening the university library. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty members 

of MU and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that it commensurate 

with the needs of the teachers.  
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that it 

commensurate with the needs of the teachers.  

In Table 96(a), it is shown that 46.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the duration for which the university library remains open commensurate with the needs 

of the teachers while 26.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are undecided 

about it and 26.7 disagree to it. Whereas 66.7 percent of the responded faculty members of 

DU agree that the duration for which the university library remains open commensurate with 

the needs of the teachers and 17.8 percent of the responded faculty members of DU disagree 

to it. Also in Table 95(b), the mean score of MU is 3.20 (Std. deviation 0.847) and that of DU 

is 3.71 (Std. deviation 0.895). Here the significance level 0.535 is greater than 0.05, so we 

assume that the variances are equal. The t value is -2.475 with 73 degrees of freedom. The 

significance value 0.016 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 

hypothesis is accepted. Hence,  the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the 

duration of opening the university library differ significantly in favor of DU. So, with a 

negative t value, the faculty members of DU have more positive feelings that the duration for 

which the university library remains open commensurate with the needs of the teachers.  

 Table 97(a). Faculty members’ perception regarding the bookkeeping is perfect in the library 

 Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 6 8 14 0 29 

(3.4%) (20.7%) (27.6%) (48.3%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 12 13 15 5 45 

(0.0%) (26.7%) (28.9%) (33.3%) (11.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 



233 
 

Table 97(b). Faculty members’ perception regarding the bookkeeping is perfect in the 

library 
 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 29 3.21 0.902 0.167 

          DU 45 3.29 0.991 0.148 

 

      Table 97(c). Faculty members’ perception regarding the bookkeeping is perfect in the 

library 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.617 0.435 -0.360 72 0.720 -0.082 0.228 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.367 63.935 0.715 -0.082 0.223 

 

The above Table 97 indicates MU and DU faculty members view on bookkeeping in the 

library. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty members 

of MU and DU on bookkeeping in the library. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU on bookkeeping in the library. 

In Table 97 (a), it is shown that 48.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that bookkeeping is perfect in the library while 27.6 percent of the responded faculty members 

of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 33.3 percent of the responded faculty members of DU 

agree that bookkeeping is perfect in the library and 28.9 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU are also undecided about it. The mean score of MU is 3.21 (Std. deviation 
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0.902) and that of DU is 3.29 (Std. deviation 0.991). Here the significance level 0.435 is 

greater than 0.05, so it is assumed that the variances are equal. With 72 degrees of freedom 

the t-value is found to be -0.360 and the significance value is 0.720 which is greater than 0.05, 

so we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty 

members regarding the bookkeeping in the library did not differ significantly. 

 Table 98(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the facilities availed under UGC 

INFONET 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 
0 6 6 17 1 30 

(0.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) (56.7%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 
0 15 15 13 2 45 

(0.0%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (28.9%) (4.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

      Table 98(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the facilities availed under UGC 

INFONET 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.43 0.858 0.157 

DU 45 3.04 0.903 0.135 

 

Table 98(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the facilities availed under UGC 

INFONET 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.034 0.855 1.863 73 0.067 0.389 0.209 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.882 64.473 0.064 0.389 0.207 
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Here, Table 98 shows MU and DU faculty member’s view regarding the facilities availed 

under the UGC INFONET. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty members 

of MU and DU towards the faculty members taking full advantage on the facilities availed 

under UGC INFONET. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU towards the faculty members taking full advantage on the facilities 

availed under UGC INFONET. 

In Table 98(a), it is shown that 56.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that on whether the faculty members taking full advantage regarding the facilities availed 

under UGC INFONET while 20 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are 

undecided and another 20 percent disagree to it. Whereas 33.3 percent of the responded 

faculty members of DU disagree that the faculty members taking full advantage regarding the 

facilities availed under UGC INFONET while another 33.3 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU are undecided about it and 28.9 agree to it. It is found that the mean score of 

MU is 3.43 with standard deviation 0.858 and that of DU is 3.04 with standard deviation 

0.903. The t value is 1.863 with 73 degrees of freedom (df). The significance value 0.067 is 

greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the faculty members taking full advantage of the facilities availed 

under UGC INFONET did not differ significantly.  
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Table 99(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the staff in the on-campus health center 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Extremely 

Unhelpful 

Unhelpful Undecided Helpful Extremely 

Helpful 

Total 

MU 0 2 0 26 0 28 

(0.0%) (7.1%) (0.0%) (92.9%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 0 4 39 0 43 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (9.3%) (90.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 99(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the staff in the on-campus health center 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 28 3.86 0.525 0.099 

DU 43 3.91 0.294 0.045 

 

Table 99(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the staff in the on-campus health center 

 

Faculty 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
 0.243 -0.513 69 0.610 -0.050 0.097 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.458 38.143 0.649 -0.050 0.109 

 

Table 99 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view regarding the staff in the on-campus 

health center. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty member 

of MU and DU regarding the staff in their on-campus health center. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

member of MU and DU regarding the staff in their on-campus health center. 



237 
 

In Table 99(a), it is shown that 92.9 percent of the responded faculty members of MU feel that 

the staff in the on-campus health center is helpful while 7.1 percent of the responded faculty 

members of MU feel that they are unhelpful. Whereas 90.7 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU feel that the staff in the on-campus health center is helpful while 9.3 percent 

of the responded faculty members DU are undecided about it. With 69 degrees of freedom the 

t-value is found to be -0.513 and the significance value is 0.610 which is greater than 0.05, so 

we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members 

regarding the staff in the on-campus health center did not differ significantly with a mean 

score of 3.86 having a standard deviation of 0.525 for MU and that of DU as 3.91 with 

standard deviation 0.294. 

Table 100(a). Faculty members’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care 

center 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 10 8 10 1 30 

(3.3%) (33.3%) (26.7%) (33.3%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 11 14 16 2 43 

(0.0%) (25.6%) (32.6%) (37.2%) (4.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

  Table 100(b). Faculty members’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care 

center 

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.00 0.983 0.179 

DU 43 3.21 0.888 0.135 
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Table 100(c). Faculty members’ perception on the availability of doctors in the health care 

center 

 

Faculty  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.146 0.704 -0.948 71 0.346 -0.209 0.221 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.931 58.375 0.356 -0.209 0.225 

 

The above Table 100 shows MU and DU faculty members’ view on the availability of doctors 

in the health care center. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is difference in the perceptions of faculty members of MU 

and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

In Table 100(a), it is shown that 33.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are 

agree that the doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center while 

33.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it. Whereas 37.2 percent of 

the responded faculty members agree that the doctors are available round the clock in the on-

campus health care center whereas 32.6 percent of the responded faculty members of DU are 

undecided about it. With 71 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -0.948 and the 

significance value is 0.346 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted.  So, 

the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the availability of doctors in the 

health care center did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.00 with standard 

deviation 0.983 for MU and that of DU as 3.21 with standard deviation 0.888. 
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  Table 101(a). Faculty members’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 10 5 14 0 30 

(3.3%) (33.3%) (16.7%) (46.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 12 16 13 2 43 

(0.0%) (27.9%) (37.2%) (30.2%) (4.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

        Table 101(b). Faculty members’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem  

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 3.07 0.980 0.179 

DU 43 3.12 0.879 0.134 

 

Table 101(c). Faculty members’ perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem 

 

Faculty 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.063 0.155 -0.226 71 0.822 -0.050 0.219 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.222 58.028 0.825 -0.050 0.224 

 

The above Table 101 reflects MU and DU faculty members’ view on whether the on-campus 

doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health problem.                                     

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any 

health problem. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any 

health problem. 

In Table 101(a), it is shown that 46.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health problem while 33.3 

percent of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it. While on the other side 30.2 

percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree that their on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem and 37.2 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU are undecided about it. Again, in Table 101(b), it is found that the mean score 

of MU is 3.07 with standard deviation 0.980 and that of DU is 3.12 with standard deviation 

0.879. With 71 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -0.226 and the significance value 

is 0.822 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. We can now say that 

the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the doctors in the on-campus 

health center did not differ significantly. 

 Table 102(a). Faculty members’ perception towards the availability of medicines  

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Extremely 

unsatisfactory 

unsatisfactory undecided satisfactory Extremely 

satisfactory 

Total 

MU 0 13 6 11 0 30 

(0.0%) (43.3%) (20.0%) (36.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 15 12 16 0 43 

(0.0%) (34.9%) (27.9%) (37.2%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

Table 102(b). Faculty members’ perception towards the availability of medicines  

Faculty N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 30 2.93 0.907 0.166 

DU 43 3.02 0.859 0.131 
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Table 102(c). Faculty members’ perception towards the availability of medicines  

 

Faculty  

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.675 0.414 -0.430 71 0.668 -.090 0.209 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -.426 60.319 0.672 -0.090 0.211 

 

Table 102 indicates MU and DU faculty members view towards the availability of medicines 

in the university health center.                            

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty members 

of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health 

center.  

It is shown in Table 102(a), that 43.3 percent of the responded faculty members of MU are 

unsatisfied on the availability of medicines in the university health center while 36.7 percent 

of the responded faculty members of MU are satisfied about it. Whereas 37.2 percent of the 

responded faculty members of DU are satisfied on the availability of medicines in the 

university health center while 34.9 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU are 

unsatisfied. The t-value is found to be -0.430 with 71 degrees of freedom and the significance 

value is 0.668 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence, that the 

perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the doctors in the availability of 

medicines in the university health center did not differ significantly. 
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5.5.3 Data analysis regarding perceptions of non-teaching staff about the support 

systems of the select universities  

Table 103(a). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the staff of the on-campus health 

center  

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Extremely 

unhelpful 

Unhelpful Undecided Helpful Extremely 

helpful 

Total 

MU 0 3 5 50 2 60 

(0.0%) (5.0%) (8.3%) (83.3%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 0 51 6 60 

(0.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%) (85.0%) (10.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

 Table 103(b). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the staff of the on-campus health 

center  

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.85 0.547 0.071 

DU 60 4.00 0.552 0.071 

 

Table 103(c). Non-teaching staff perception regarding the staff of the on-campus health 

center 

 

Non-teaching  

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.116 0.148 -1.495 118 0.138 -0.150 0.100 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.495 117.989 0.138 -0.150 0.100 

 

The above Table 103 reflects MU and DU non-teaching staff view regarding the staff of the 

on-campus health center. 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the staff of their on-campus health center. 
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the staff of their on-campus health center. 

In Table 103(a), it is shown that 83.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU feels 

that the staff of the on-campus health center is helpful while 8.3 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 85 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of DU feels that the staff of the on-campus health center is helpful while 10 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU feel extremely helpful.  With 118 degrees 

of freedom the t-value is found to be -1.495 and the significance value is 0.138 which is 

greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU 

non-teaching staff regarding the staff of the on-campus health center did not differ 

significantly with a mean score of 3.85 having a standard deviation of 0.547 for MU and that 

of DU as 4.00 with standard deviation 0.552. 

Table 104(a). Non-teaching staff perception on the availability of doctors in the health center 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 14 6 39 1 60 

(0.0%) (23.3%) (10.0%) (65.0%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 12 7 28 13 60 

(0.0%) (20.0%) (11.7%) (46.7%) (21.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 
     Table 104(b). Non-teaching staff perception on the availability of doctors in the health center 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.45 0.872 0.113 

DU 60 3.70 1.030 0.133 
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Table 104(c). Non-teaching staff perception on the availability of doctors in the health center 

 

Non-teaching  

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
0.705 0.403 -1.435 118 0.154 -0.250 0.174 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.435 114.865 0.154 -0.250 0.174 

 

Table 104 shows MU and DU non-teaching staff view on the availability of doctors in the 

health care center. 

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care 

center. 

In Table 104(a), it is shown that 65 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU are 

agree that the doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center while 

10 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 46.7 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff agree that the doctors are available round the 

clock in the on-campus health care center while 21.7 percent of the responded non-teaching 

staff of DU strongly agree to it. With 118 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -1.435 

and the significance value is 0.154 which is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is 

accepted. So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the availability of 
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doctors in the health care center did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.45 with 

standard deviation 0.872 for MU and that of DU as 3.70 with standard deviation 1.030. 

Table 105(a). Non-teaching staff perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem  

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 3 13 20 24 0 60 

(5.0%) (21.7%) (33.3%) (40.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 6 39 12 60 

(0.0%) (5.0%) (10.0%) (65.0%) (20.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

        Table 105(b). Non-teaching staff perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem  

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.45 0.872 0.113 

DU 60 3.70 1.030 0.133 

 

 Table 105 (c) Non-teaching staff perception on whether the on-campus doctors are 

qualified enough to cope with any health problem  

 

Non-teaching 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
10.713 0.001 -6.152 118 0.000 -0.917 0.149 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -6.152 111.751 0.000 -0.917 0.149 

 

The above Table 105 reflects MU and DU non-teaching staff view on whether the on-campus 

doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health problem.                                     
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

non-teaching staff on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any 

health problem. 

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

non-teaching staff on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any 

health problem. 

In Table 105(a), it is shown that 53.8 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health problem while 33.3 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. While on the other 

side 65 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU agree that their on-campus doctors 

are qualified enough to cope with any health problem and 20 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of DU strongly agree to it. Again, in Table 104(b), it is found that the mean 

score of MU is 3.45 with standard deviation 0.872 and that of DU is 3.70 with standard 

deviation 1.030. The t value is -6.152 with 111.751 degrees of freedom. The significance 

value 0.000 is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis 

is accepted. We can now say that the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding 

the doctors in the on-campus health center differ significantly in favor of DU. With a negative 

t value, the non-teaching staff of DU have more positive feelings towards the doctors in the 

on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope with any health problem. 
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Table 106(a). Non-teaching staff perception towards the availability of medicines in the 

university health center 

Ranks 

Non-

teaching 

Extremely 

unsatisfactory 

Unsatisfactory Undecided Satisfactory Extremely 

satisfactory 

Total 

MU 0 7 24 29 0 60 

(0.0%) (11.7%) (40.0%) (48.3%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 3 41 10 57 

(0.0%) (5.3%) (5.3%) (71.9%) (17.5%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 106(b). Non-teaching staff perception towards the availability of medicines in the 

university health center 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.37 0.688 0.089 

DU 57 4.02 0.668 0.088 

 

Table 106(c). Non-teaching staff perception towards the availability of medicines in the 

university health center 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
10.169 0.002 -5.188 115 0.000 -0.651 0.125 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -5.192 114.944 0.000 -0.651 0.125 

 

Table 106 shows MU and DU non-teaching staff view towards the availability of medicines in 

the university health center.                            

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center.  
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Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health 

center.  

It is shown in Table 106(a), that 48.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU are 

satisfied on the availability of medicines in the university health center while 40 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 71.9 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of DU are satisfied on the availability of medicines in the 

university health center while 17.5 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU are 

extremely satisfied. With 114.944 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -5.192 and the 

significance value is 0.000 which is less than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis is accepted. Hence, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff 

regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center differ significantly in favor of 

DU. So, with a negative t value, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the 

availability of doctors in the health care center with a mean score of 4.02 and standard 

deviation 0.668 against the mean score of 3.37 with standard deviation 0.688 for MU.  

Table 107(a). Non-teaching staff perception on the university staff’s computer knowledge 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 5 9 45 1 60 

(0.0%) (8.3%) (15.0%) (75.0%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 6 51 0 60 

(0.0%) (5.0%) (10.0%) (85.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 107(b). Non-teaching staff perception on the university staff’s computer knowledge 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.70 0.646 0.083 

DU 60 3.80 0.514 0.066 

 

Table 107(c). Non-teaching staff perception on the university staff’s computer knowledge 

 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
4.460 0.037 -0.938 118 0.350 -0.100 0.107 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.938 112.368 0.350 -0.100 0.107 

 

The above Table 107 reflects MU and DU non-teaching staff view on the university staff 

computer knowledge.                                  

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

non-teaching staff on the university staff computer knowledge.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of MU and DU 

non-teaching staff on the university staff computer knowledge.  

In Table 107(a), it is shown that 75 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that the staff in the university acquire good computer knowledge while 15 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. While on the other side 85 

percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU agree that the staff in the university acquire 

good computer knowledge and 10 percent of the responded students of DU are undecided 

about it. With 112.368 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -0.938 and the 

significance value is 0.350 which is greater than 0.05, hence the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding their university staff 

computer knowledge did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.70 with standard 

deviation 0.646 for MU and that of DU as 3.80 with standard deviation 0.514.  

Table 108(a). Non-teaching staff perception on whether the staff can effectively complete 

their work by using computers 

 

Ranks 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 0 20 38 2 60 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (33.3%) (63.3%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 4 5 51 0 60 

(0.0%) (6.7%) (8.3%) (85.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 108(b). Non-teaching staff perception on whether the staff can effectively complete 

their work by using computers 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.70 0.530 0.068 

DU 60 3.78 0.555 0.072 

 

Table 108(c). Non-teaching staff perception on whether the staff can effectively complete 

their work by using computers 

 

Non-teaching  

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.521 0.115 -0.841 118 0.402 -0.083 0.099 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -0.841 117.756 0.402 -0.083 0.099 

 

The above Table 108, shows MU and DU non-teaching staff view regarding staff completing 

their work by using computers 
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Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU on whether the staff can effectively complete their work by using 

computers  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU on whether the staff can effectively complete their work by 

using computers  

In Table 108(a), it is shown that 63.5 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

that the staff can effectively complete their work by using computers while 33.3 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU are undecided about it. Whereas 85 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of DU agree that the staff can effectively complete their work by 

using computers while 8.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of DU are undecided 

about it. With 118 degrees of freedom the t-value is found to be -0.841 and the significance 

value is 0.402 which is greater than 0.05, hence the null hypothesis is accepted. So, the 

perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding staff completing their work by using 

computers did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.70 with standard deviation 0.530 

for MU and that of DU as 3.78 with standard deviation 0.555. 

Table 109(b). Non-teaching staff perception on the computer facilities availed to them 

 

Ranks 

 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 3 11 10 35 1 60 

(5.0%) (18.3%) (16.7%) (58.3%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 9 6 36 9 60 

(0.0%) (15.0%) (10.0%) (60.0%) (15.0%) (100.0%)S 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table 109(b). Non-teaching staff perception on the computer facilities availed to them 

 

Non-teaching N Mean S.D. S.E. 

MU 60 3.33 0.968 0.125 

DU 60 3.75 0.895 0.116 

 

Table 109(c). Non-teaching staff perception on the computer facilities availed to them 

 

Non-teaching 

 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 
2.643 0.107 -2.448 118 0.016 -0.417 0.170 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -2.448 117.272 0.016 -0.417 0.170 

 

The above Table 109 shows MU and DU non-teaching staff view regarding the satisfaction on 

the availed computer facilities.   

Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of non-teaching 

staff of MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the availed computer facilities.  

Alternative Hypothesis    ): There is significant difference in the perceptions of non-

teaching staff of MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the availed computer facilities.   

It is shown in Table 109(a), that 58.3 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agree 

to the fact that they are satisfied with the availed computer facility, while 18.3 percent of the 

responded non-teaching staff of MU disagree to it. While 60 percent of the responded non-

teaching staff of DU agree to the fact that they are satisfied with the availed computer facility 

15 percent strongly agree to it and 15 percent of the responded s non-teaching staff of DU 

disagree to it. In Table 109(b), it is shown that the mean score of MU is 3.33 with standard 
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deviation 0.968 and that of DU is 3.75 with standard deviation 0.895. With 118 degrees of 

freedom the t-value is found to be -2.448 and the significance value is found to be 0.016 

which is less than 0.05, so we reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis. 

So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the computer facilities differ 

significantly favoring University of Delhi. With a negative t value, the non-teaching staff of 

DU has more positive feelings regarding the satisfaction with the computer facilities made 

availed to them. 

5.5.4 Summarization of data analysis regarding support services offered by select 

universities 

Table 110. Students’ perception on library facilities of Manipur University and Delhi University  
 

Students’ view t-value 
Significance 

(0.05) 

Library service satisfies the information needs of the 

students 
-1.978 0.048 

The space provided in the library for students is adequate -1.223 0.222 

Number of books in library is adequate -9.914 0.000 

Library is updated at regular intervals -8.431 0.000 

Quantity of journals and reference books are satisfactory -8.935 0.000 

Duration of opening the university library is satisfactory -6.256 0.000 

Display of books and journals in the library is perfect -5.788 0.000 

Students take full advantage of the facilities availed 

under UGC INFONET 
-1.002 0.317 

 

The above table summarizes the students’ perception regarding the library facility availed in 

the select two universities. 

It is observed in the above table that with a negative t value of -9.914 and a significance value 

of 0.000, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding university library 
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providing enough number of books of students' choice where the mean score regarding 

enough number of books of students’ choice of MU is 3.03 and that of DU is 3.85. It is also 

found that the students of DU have more positive feelings towards the quantity of journals and 

reference books available in the university library where the t-value is -8.864 and the mean 

score of MU is 3.14 and that of DU is 3.79. Again with a negative t value of -6.256 the 

students of DU have more positive feelings that the duration for which the university library 

remains open commensurate with the needs of the students where the mean score of MU is 

3.57 and that of DU is 4.01. It is also found that the students of DU have more positive feeling 

that the display of books and journals in the library is perfect where the t-value is -5.788. 

Lastly, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the students taking full advantage of 

the facilities availed under UGC INFONET did not differ significantly the t value is found to 

be -1.002 mean score of 3.20 for MU and that of DU is 3.27.  

Table 111. Students’ perceptions on health care facilities of Manipur University and Delhi 

University 

Students’ view t-value 
Significance 

(0.05) 

Staff in the on-campus health center are helpful -0.748 0.454 

Doctors are available round the clock -2.003 0.046 

On-campus doctors are qualified to cope with 

any health problem. 
-2.789 0.005 

Availability of medicines is satisfactory -3.012 0.003 

 

The above table summarizes the students’ perception regarding the heath care facilities 

availed in the two select universities.  

The perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the staff in the on-campus health center 

did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.53 for MU and that of DU as 3.57 where 
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the t-value is found to be -0.748. Further, with a negative t value of -2.003 the students of DU 

have more positive feelings regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center with 

a mean score of 3.37 against the mean score of 3.26 for MU. Again with a negative t value of 

-2.789 the students of DU have more positive feelings towards the doctors in the on-campus 

health center are well qualified enough to cope with any health problem where it is found that 

the mean score of MU is 3.12 and that of DU is 3.28. Lastly, with a negative t value of -3.012 

the students of DU have more positive feelings on the availability of medicines in the 

university health center.  

Table 112. Students’ perceptions on the information technology facilities of Manipur University and 

Delhi University 

 

Students’ view t-value Significance (0.05) 

Students use computers to prepare 

assignments, presentations, notes, reports, etc. 
-4.696 0.000 

Computer facility availed is satisfactory 
-2.822 0.005 

Internet facility availed is satisfactory -11.511 0.000 

 

According to the students, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the 

satisfaction of information technology in all the three variables (p<0.05). The mean score of 

usage of computers in Delhi University is 3.89, while that of Manipur University is 3.48 with 

a t-value of -4.696. The score of departmental computer facilities available in Delhi 

University is 2.97, while that of Manipur University is 2.70 with a t-value of -2.822. Similarly 

with a negative t value, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the 

satisfaction with the departmental computer facilities made availed to them. Lastly the score 

of internet facilities available in Delhi University is 3.71, while that of Manipur University is 
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2.75 with a t-value of -11.511. Again with a negative t value, the students of DU have more 

positive feelings regarding the internet facilities of their university. 

Table 113. Faculty member’s perception on the library facilities of Manipur University and Delhi 

University 

 

Faculty member’s view t-value Significance (0.05) 

Library service satisfies the information needs of 

the teachers 
0.262 0.794 

The space provided in the library for faculty 

members is adequate 
0.295 0.769 

Number of books in library is adequate -0.255 0.800 

Library updated at regular intervals -1.289 0.202 

Quantity of journals and reference books are 

satisfactory 
-3.179 0.002 

Duration of opening the university library is 

satisfactory 
-2.503 0.015 

Book keeping in the library is good -0.36 0.720 

Faculty members take full advantage of the 

facilities availed under UGC INFONET 
1.863 0.067 

 

The above table summarizes the faculty members’ perception regarding the library facility 

availed in the select two universities. With a t-value of 0.262 and significance value of 0.794 

the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the library service did not differ 

significantly where the mean score regarding the library service of MU is 3.45 and that of DU 

is 3.38. Further the t-value is found to be -0.255 and the significance value is 0.800 regarding 

enough number of books of faculty members' choice where the mean score of MU is 3.21 and 

that of DU is 3.29. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding 

university library providing enough number of books of faculty members' choice did not 

differ significantly. The perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the update for 

library at regular intervals did not differ significantly where it is found that the mean score of 
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MU is 3.53 and that of DU is 3.82 with a t-value of -1.289. With a negative t value of -3.179 

the faculty members of DU have more positive feelings towards the quantity of journals and 

reference books available in the university library where the mean score of MU is 2.53 and 

that of DU is 3.31. Again with a negative t value of -2.475 the faculty members of DU have 

more positive feelings that the duration for which the university library remains open 

commensurate with the needs of the teachers the mean score of MU is 3.20 and that of DU is 

3.71. Now, the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the bookkeeping in the 

library did not differ significantly where it is found that the mean score of MU is 3.21 and that 

of DU is 3.29. Lastly, the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the faculty 

members taking full advantage of the facilities availed under UGC INFONET did not differ 

significantly where it is found that the t-value is 1.863 with a mean score of 3.43 for MU and 

that of DU is 3.04.  

Table 114. Faculty member’s perception on the health care facilities of Manipur University and 

Delhi University 

Faculty member’s view t-value Significance (0.05) 

Staff in the on-campus health center are 

helpful 
-0.513 0.610 

Doctors are available round the clock 
-0.948 

 
0.346 

On-campus doctors are qualified to 

cope with any health problem. 
-0.226 0.822 

Availability of medicines is satisfactory -0.430 0.668 

 

According to the faculty member’s perception, it is found that there is no statistically 

significant difference in the variables regarding the health care in both the university 

(p<0.05). 
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With a t-value of  -0.513 the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the staff 

in the on-campus health center did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.86 having 

for MU and that of DU as 3.91. Again, the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members 

regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center did not differ significantly with a 

t-value of -0.948 and with a mean score of 3.00 for MU and that of DU as 3.21. Also with a t 

value of -0.226 the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the doctors in the 

on-campus health center did not differ significantly. Lastly with a t-value of -0.430 the 

perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the doctors in the availability of 

medicines in the university health center did not differ significantly. 

Table 115. Non-teaching staff perception on the health care facilities of Manipur University and 

Delhi University 

 

Non-teaching staff view t-value Significance (0.05) 

Staff in the on-campus health center are 

helpful 
-1.495 0.138 

Doctors are available round the clock -1.435 0.154 

On-campus doctors are qualified to 

cope with any health problem. 
-6.152 0.000 

Availability of medicines is satisfactory -5.192 0.000 

 

From Table 114 according to the non-teaching staff, it is found that there is a statistically 

significant difference in the satisfaction in terms regarding the on-campus doctors are 

qualified and availability of medicine favoring Delhi University (p<0.05). The perceptions of 

MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding the staff in the on-campus health center did not 

differ significantly with a mean score of 3.85 for MU and that of DU as 4.00 with a t –value 

of -1.495. Having a t-value of -1.435 the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff 

regarding the availability of doctors in the health care center did not differ significantly with a 
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mean score of 3.45 MU and that of DU as 3.70. With a negative t value of -6.152, the non-

teaching staff of DU have more positive feelings towards the doctors in the on-campus health 

center are well qualified enough to cope with any health problem. Again, with a negative t 

value of -5.192, the students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the availability of 

doctors in the health care center with a mean score of 4.02 against the mean score of 3.37 for 

MU. 

Table 116. Non-teaching staff perception on the information technology facilities of Manipur 

University and Delhi University 
 

Non-teaching staff view t-value Significance (0.05) 

The staff acquire good computer knowledge -0.938 0.350 

Staff can effectively complete their work by 

using computers 
-0.841 0.402 

Computer facility availed is satisfactory -2.448 0.016 

 

From Table 116 according to the non-teaching staff, it is found that there is a statistically 

significant difference in the satisfaction of computer facility available in the departments of 

the two university (p<0.05). The score of computer facility in Delhi University is 3.75, while 

that of Manipur University is 3.33 with a t-value of -2.448. With a negative t value, the non-

teaching staff of DU has more positive feelings regarding the satisfaction with the computer 

facilities made availed to them. The score of computer knowledge of the non-teaching staff in 

Delhi University is 3.80, while that of Manipur University is 3.70 with a t-value of -0.938. So, 

the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding their university staff computer 

knowledge did not differ significantly. Lastly the score of usage of computers available at 

Delhi University is 3.78, while that of Manipur University is 3.70, with a t-value of -0.841. 
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So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding staff completing their work 

by using computers did not differ significantly. 

5.5.5 Testing of Hypothesis – II 

Hypothesis 2: The support systems provided to the students and teachers are different in 

both universities 

The hypothesis is tested in through various sub-hypotheses, as shown in detail from Table 76 

to 102. The analysis is broken into students and faculty which is further tested in terms of 

library, health care and IT facilities, which are given below: 

A) Students 

 

a) Library service 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU on whether the library service satisfies the information needs.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.048. 

b) Space in library 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of 

students of MU and DU regarding the space provided in the library for students.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level -1.223. 

c) Number of books in the library 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and 

DU on whether the university provides enough number of books in their library of 

students' choice. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 
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d) Library update 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular intervals. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

e) Journals and reference books 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books available in the 

university library. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

e) Duration of opening the library 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that it 

commensurate with the needs of the students.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

f) Display of books and journals 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU towards the display of books and journals in the library. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

g) Facilities availed under UGC INFONET 
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 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and 

DU towards the students taking full advantage on the facilities availed under UGC 

INFONET. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.317. 

h) Staff in the on-campus health center 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and 

DU regarding the staff in their on-campus health center. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.454. 

i) Availability of doctors 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.046. 

j) Qualified doctors 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and 

DU on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope with any health 

problem. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.005. 

k) Availability of medicines 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university health center.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.003. 
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l) Usage computers 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of students of MU and 

DU regarding their usage computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, 

reports etc. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

m) Departmental computer facilities 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the departmental computer facilities.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.005. 

n) Internet facility 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of students 

of MU and DU regarding the satisfaction on the internet facility. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.000. 

B) Faculty 

 

a) Library service 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members’ of MU and DU on whether the library service satisfies their information 

needs.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.794. 

b) Space provided in the library for teachers 
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 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of 

MU and DU regarding the space provided in the library for teachers.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.295. 

c) Number of books 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of 

MU and DU on whether the university provides enough number of books in their 

library of faculty member’s choice.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.800. 

d) Library update 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU on whether their university library is updated at regular 

intervals. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.202. 

e) Journals and reference books 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significance difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the quantity of journals and reference books 

available in the university library. 

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.002. 

f) Duration of opening the university library 
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 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the duration of opening the university library that 

it commensurate with the needs of the teachers.  

 Result: Alternative hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.016. 

g) Bookkeeping 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU on bookkeeping in the library. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level -0.360. 

h) Facilities under UGC INFONET. 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU towards the faculty members taking full advantage on the 

facilities availed under UGC INFONET. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 1.863. 

i) Staff in the on-campus health center 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

member of MU and DU regarding the staffs in their on-campus health center. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level -0.513. 

j) Availability of doctors 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no difference in the perceptions of faculty members of 

MU and DU on the availability of doctors in their respected health care center. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level 0.346. 
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k) Qualified doctors 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members on whether their on-campus doctors are qualified enough to cope 

with any health problem. 

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level -0.226. 

l) Availability of medicines 

 

 Null Hypothesis (  ): There is no significant difference in the perceptions of faculty 

members of MU and DU regarding the availability of medicines in the university 

health center.  

 Result: Null hypothesis accepted with significance level -0430. 

Conclusion  

The above analysis of hypotheses testing as shown in details from Table 76 to 102, the 

following conclusions can be derived. 

 According to the student’s perception on the library facilities, it is found that there is 

statistically significant difference in terms of library service, adequate number of 

books, quantity of journals and reference books, duration of opening the university 

library and display of books and journals (all in favor of DU).  

 According to the student’s perception on the health care facilities, it is found that there 

is statistically significant difference in terms of availability of doctors, qualified 

doctors and availability of medicines (in favor of DU). 

 According to the students, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference 

in the satisfaction of information technology in all the three variables i.e. use of 

computers, availed computer facilities and internet facility (favoring DU).  
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 According to the faculty member’s perception on the library facilities, it is found that 

there is statistically significant difference in terms of quantity of journals and 

reference books and duration of opening the university library (all in favor of DU).  

 According to the faculty member’s perception, it is found that there is no statistically 

significant difference in the variables regarding the health care in both the university. 

Overall, it can be concluded that the support systems provided to the students and teachers 

are different in the select universities. 

5.6 Administration practiced in the university system 

The administration practiced in the university system of University of Delhi and Manipur 

University is studied with the help of self-structured questionnaire which is asked to the 

faculty members and non-teaching staff of both the University 

5.6.1 Data analysis regarding perceptions of faculty members about the administration 

practiced in the university system of the select universities 

Table 117. Faculty members’ perception regarding the university administration is 

supportive to them 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 3 5 20 1 30 

 
(3.3%) (10.0%) (16.7%) (66.7%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 2 9 10 16 3 40 

 
(5.0%) (22.5%) (25.0%) (40.0%) (7.5%) (100.0%) 

 

Table 117 reflects MU and DU faculty member’s view on whether the university 

administration is supportive/fair to them. 

In Table 117, it is shown that 66.7 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree 

that the university administration is supportive to them while 10 percent of the responded 



268 
 

faculty members disagree to it and 16.7 percent are undecided about it. Whereas 40 percent 

the responded faculty members of DU agree that the university administration is supportive to 

them and 22.5 percent disagree to it. 

Table 118. Faculty members’ perception regarding the university administration is fair to 

all departments. 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 5 7 17 0 30 

(3.3) (16.7) (23.3) (56.7) (0.0) (100.0%) 

DU 0 14 22 9 0 45 

(0.0%) (31.1%) (48.9%) (20.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 118 indicates faculty member’s perception regarding the university administration is 

fair to all departments. 

However, as far as the university administration is fair to all departments, more than half 

(56.7%) of the responded faculty members of Manipur University agree that the university 

administration is fair to all departments, 23.3 are undecided about it and only 16.7 disagree to 

the statement. Whereas a small proportion of the faculty members of Delhi University agree 

that the university administration is fair to all departments, nearly half of the percent (48.9%) 

are undecided about it and 31.1 percent disagree to the statement.  
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Table 119. Faculty members’ perception regarding the administrative system in the university 

is too bureaucratic in style 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 11 8 8 1 28 

(0.0%) (39.3%) (28.6%) (28.6%) (3.6%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 15 14 13 45 

(0.0%) (6.7%) (33.3%) (31.1%) (28.9%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 119 reflects faculty member’s perception regarding the administrative system in the 

university is too bureaucratic in style. 

Responding to the statement “Administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in 

style”, only 28.6 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree to it and 39.3 percent 

disagree to it. Whereas, 31.1 percent of the responded faculty members of DU agree to the 

statement while 28.9 percent strongly agree to it. So it can be seen that the number of faculty 

members giving a positive response with the statement is more in DU.  

Table 120. Faculty members’ perception regarding the university has a well-functioning 

grievance redressal cell 

 

Ranks 

 

Faculty 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 16 8 3 0 28 

(3.6%) (57.1%) (28.6%) (10.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

DU 5 13 17 5 0 40 

(12.5%) (32.5%) (42.5%) (12.5%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 120 reflects faculty member’s perception regarding the university has a well-

functioning grievance redressal cell. 

Further, a majority of the responded faculty members of MU (57.1%) disagree to the 

statement that “the university has a well-functioning grievance redressal cell”, while 28.6 
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percent are undecided about it.  Whereas a majority of the responded faculty members of DU 

are undecided about the statement and nearly one-third (32.5 %) the responded faculty 

members of DU disagree to it. So, in both the select university the majority of the population 

has negative views about it.  

 

5.6.2 Data analysis regarding perceptions of non-teaching staff about the administration 

practiced in the university system of the select universities 

Table 121. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the process of appointment of 

administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in the university 

 

Ranks  

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 8 23 27 2 60 

(0.0%) (13.3%) (38.3%) (45.0%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 3 6 29 16 57 

(5.3%) (5.3%) (10.5%) (50.9%) (28.1%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 121 indicates non-teaching staff perception regarding the process of appointment of 

administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in the university. 

In response to the statement “the process of appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff 

is fair in the university”, 45 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU agrees to the 

statement, while 38.3 percent are undecided about it and a few percent of the responded non-

teaching staff (13.3 %) disagree to it. Whereas half of the responded non-teaching staff of DU 

(50.9 %) agrees that the process of appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in 

the university and in addition to it 28.1 percent strongly agree to it. A minimum percentage of 

the responded non-teaching staff of DU gave negative opinions about it.  
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Table 122. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the promotional policy of the 

university is fair and unbiased. 

 

Ranks  

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 5 6 4 44 1 60 

(8.3%) (10.0%) (6.7%) (73.3%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 12 7 31 7 60 

(5.0%) (20.0%) (11.7%) (51.7%) (11.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

Table 122 reflects non-teaching staff perception regarding the promotional policy of the 

university is fair and unbiased 

It is observed in the above table that a significant proportion of the responded non-teaching 

staff of MU (73.3%) agree that the promotional policy of the university is fair and unbiased 

while a small proportion of the respondents (10.0%) disagree to it. However, more than half 

of the responded non-teaching staff of DU (51.7%) agrees that the promotional policy of the 

university is fair and unbiased, 11.7 percent strongly agree and 20 percent disagree to it.  

Table 123. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the data and documents are well 

maintained in the office 

 

Ranks  

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 0 0 8 47 5 60 

(0.0%) (0.0%) (13.3%) (78.3%) (8.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 6 0 38 13 60 

(5.0%) (10.0%) (0.0%) (63.3%) (21.7%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 123 shows non-teaching staff perception regarding the well maintenance of data and 

documents in the office. 
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It is observed in the above table that a significant proportion of the responded non-teaching 

staff of MU (78.3%) agree that the data and documents are well maintained in the office, 8.3 

percent strongly agree to it and 13.3 percent are undecided about it. Similarly majority of the 

responded non-teaching staff of DU (63.3%) agree that the data and documents are well 

maintained in the office and 21.7 percent strongly agree to it.  

Table 124. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the officials’ procedure maintained in 

this university is very transparent. 

 

Ranks  

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 8 24 25 2 60 

(1.7%) (13.3%) (40.0%) (41.7%) (3.3%) (100.0%) 

DU 6 3 16 32 0 57 

(10.5%) (5.3%) (28.1%) (56.1%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 124 reflects non-teaching staff perception regarding the transparency of  the officials 

procedure maintained in this university. 

It is found that less than half of the responded non-teaching staff of MU (41.7%) agrees that 

the official procedure maintained in their university is very transparent while 40 percent a still 

undecided about it. Whereas more than half of the responded non-teaching staff of DU 

(56.1%) agrees that the official procedure maintained in their university is very transparent 

and 28.1 percent are undecided about it. 
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Table 125. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the University has a well-functioning 

grievence redressal cell. 

 

Ranks 

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 2 12 39 6 1 60 

(3.3%) (20.0%) (65.0%) (10.0%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 3 0 9 33 6 51 

(5.9%) (0.0%) (17.6%) (64.7%) (11.8%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 125 indicates non-teaching staff perception regarding the university has a well-

functioning grievance redressal cell 

From the above table it is observed that a majority of the responded non-teaching staff of MU 

(65.0%) are undecided whether the university has a well-functioning grievance redressal cell 

while almost the same percent in DU (64.7%) agrees to it and 11.8 percent strongly agree to 

it. It is further found that 20 percent of the non-teaching staff of MU disagrees to the fact that 

the university has a well-functioning grievance redressal cell while 0 percent has disagreed by 

the non-teaching staff of DU. 

Table 126. Non-teaching staff perception regarding the administrative system in the 

university is too bureaucratic in style. 

 

Ranks  

 

Non-teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

MU 1 20 25 13 1 60 

(1.7%) (33.3%) (41.7%) (21.7%) (1.7%) (100.0%) 

DU 0 3 19 28 0 50 

(0.0%) (6.0%) (38.0%) (56.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Table 126 reflects non-teaching staff perception regarding administrative system in the 

university is too bureaucratic in style. 
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In response to the statement “Administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in 

style”, 41.7 percent of the responded non-teaching staff of MU is undecided to the statement, 

33.3 percent disagree to it while 21.7 percent agree to it. Whereas more half of the responded 

non-teaching staff of DU (56 %) agrees that administrative system in the university is too 

bureaucratic in style and 38 percent are undecided about it.  

5.6.3 Summarization of data analysis regarding the administrative system of the select 

universities 

Table 127. Faculty member’s perception on administrative system in Manipur University and 

Delhi University 

Aspects      Ranks 

 

Faculty  

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

The  university 

administration is 

supportive to them 
 

MU 3.3% 10.0% 16.7% 66.7% 3.3% 100% 

DU 5.0% 22.5% 25.0% 40.0% 7.5% 100% 

The  university 

administration is 

fair to all 

departments 

MU 3.3 16.7 23.3 56.7 0.0 100% 

DU 0.0% 31.1% 48.9% 20.0% 0.0% 100% 

Administrative 

system in the 

university is too 

bureaucratic in 

style. 

MU 0.0% 39.3% 28.6% 28.6% 3.6% 100% 

DU 0.0% 6.7% 33.3% 31.1% 28.9% 100% 

The university has 

a well-functioning 

grievance 

Redressal cell 
 

MU 3.6% 57.1% 28.6% 10.7% 0.0% 100% 

DU 12.5% 32.5% 42.5% 12.5% 0.0% 100% 

 

It is observed in the above table that 70 percent (agree+ strongly agree) of the responded 

faculty members agree that the university administration is supportive to them while in DU 
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less than 50 percent agree to it. Similarly, more than 50 percent of the responded faculty 

members of MU agree that the  university administration is fair to all departments while only 

20 percent of the responded faculty members of DU gave a positive response, while nearly 

half of the are undecided about it. Only32.2 percent of MU faculty members agree that the 

administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style and 39.3% disagree to it 

while in DU 60 percent agree to the statement. Lastly regarding the university having a well-

functioning grievance Redressal cell, majority of the faculty members (60.7) disagree and 45 

percent of the faculty members too disagree to it.  

Table 128. Non-teaching staff perception on the administrative system in Manipur University 

and Delhi University 

Aspects       Ranks 

 

Non-

teaching 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

The process of 

appointment of 

administrative/non-

teaching staff is fair in the 

university. 
 

MU 0.0% 13.3% 38.3% 45.0% 3.3% 100% 

DU 5.3% 5.3% 10.5% 50.9% 28.1% 100% 

The promotional policy of 

the university is fair and 

unbiased 

MU 8.3% 10.0% 6.7% 73.3% 1.7% 100% 

DU 5.0% 20.0% 11.7% 51.7% 11.7% 100% 

Data and documents are 

well maintained in the 

office 

MU 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 78.3% 8.3% 100% 

DU 5.0% 10.0% 0.0% 63.3% 21.7% 100% 

The officials procedure 

maintained in this 

university is very 

transparent 

MU 1.7% 13.3% 40.0% 41.7% 3.3% 100% 

DU 10.5% 5.3% 28.1% 56.1% 0.0% 100% 

The university has a well-

functioning grievance 

Redressal cell 

MU 3.3% 20.0% 65.0% 10.0% 1.7% 100% 

DU 5.9% 0.0% 17.6% 64.7% 11.8% 100% 
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Administrative system in 

the university is too 

bureaucratic in style 

MU 1.7% 33.3% 41.7% 21.7% 1.7% 100% 

DU 0.0% 6.0% 38.0% 56.0% 0.0% 100% 

 

It is found in the above table that majority of the non-teaching staff of both MU and DU gave 

a positive response regarding the fair promotional policy of the university (MU 75% and DU 

63.4%) and the office management regarding data and documents (MU 86.6% and DU 85%). 

In the three statements the faculty members of DU gave a more positive response than that of 

MU, they are  regarding the fair appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff  ( MU 

48.3% and DU 79%), transparency in the official procedure ( MU 45% and DU 56.1%)  and 

the university having a well-functioning grievance Redressal cell ( MU 11.7% and DU 

76.5%). Lastly regarding the administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in 

style, only 34% of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it and majority (60 

percent) in DU also disagree to it.  

5.7 Examination process 

 

The examination process of University of Delhi and Manipur University is studied with the 

help of self-structured questionnaire which is asked to the students and faculty members of 

both the University.  
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5.7.1 Data analysis regarding perceptions of students about the examination process of 

the select universities  

Table 129. Students’ perception about the examination process of the select universities 

Aspects Ranks 

Students  

Extremely 

irregular 

Irregular Undecided  Regular Extremely 

regular 

Total 

Examinations 

are conducted 

regularly 

MU 
0 

(0.0%) 

10 

(3.0%) 

50 

(14.8%) 

243 

(1.9%) 

35 

(10.4%) 

338 

(100%) 

DU 
0 

(0.0%) 

20 

(8.1%) 

33 

(13.3%) 

155 

(62.5%) 

40 

(16.1%) 

248 

(100%) 

The results are 

always declared 

in time 

 

 

MU 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

13 

(3.8%) 

60 

(17.8%) 

62 

(18.3%) 

182 

(53.8%) 

21 

(6.2%) 

338 

(100%) 

DU 
34 

(13.6%) 

67 

(26.8%) 

30 

(12.0%) 

100 

(40.0%) 

19 

(7.6%) 

250 

(100%) 

The examination 

questions are 

innovative  

MU 
2 

(0.6%) 

48 

(14.4%) 

75 

(22.5%) 

202 

(60.5%) 

7 

(2.1%) 

334 

(100%) 

DU 
39 

(16.0%) 

56 

(23.0%) 

36 

(14.8%) 

112 

(46.1%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

243 

(100%) 

The evaluation 

process of 

students is 

satisfactory 

 

 

MU 

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfi

ed 

Undecided Satisfied Extremely 

satisfied 

Total 

2 

(0.6%) 

30 

(9.0%) 

86 

(25.7%) 

206 

(61.7%) 

10 

(3.0%) 

334 

(100%) 

DU 
17 

(6.8%) 

82 

(32.8%) 

26 

(10.4%) 

101 

(40.4%) 

24 

(9.6%) 

250 

(100%) 

The  practical 

examinations 

conducted are up 

to the mark 

 

 

 Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

MU 
0 

(0.0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

130 

(41.8%) 

163 

(52.4%) 

18 

(5.8%) 

311 

(100%) 

DU 
7 

(3.2%) 

40 

(18.1%) 

88 

(39.8%) 

80 

(36.2%) 

4 

(1.8%) 

221 

(100%) 
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In the above table it is found that majority of the students in both MU and DU gave a positive 

response regarding the regularity of exams (MU- 97%, DU- 78.6%) and student’s evaluation 

process (MU 64.7%, DU 50%). Regarding the other variables such as declaration of results in 

time (MU- 60%, DU- 47.6%), innovative exam questions (MU-62.6%, DU- 46.1%) and 

practical exams (MU-58.2%, DU-38%), the responded students of MU have more positive 

feelings than that of DU.   

5.7.2 Data analysis regarding perceptions of faculty members about the examination 

process of the select universities  

Table 130. Faculty member’s perception about the examination process of the select 

universities 

Aspects Ranks 

 

Faculty  

Extremely 

irregular 

Irregular Undecided  Regular Extremely 

regular 

Total 

Examinations 

are conducted 

regularly 

MU 0 

(0.0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

2 

(6.7%) 

24 

(80.0%) 

4 

(13.3%) 

30 

(100%) 

DU 
0 

(0.0%) 

1 

(2.2%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

30 

(66.7%) 

14 

(31.1%) 

45 

(100%) 

The examination 

questions are 

innovative 

 

 

MU 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 

Total 

0 

(0.0%) 

3 

(11.1%) 

5 

(18.5%) 

16 

(59.3%) 

3 

(11.1%) 

27 

(100%) 

DU 0 

(0.0%) 

11 

(24.4%) 

7 

(15.6%) 

25 

(55.6%) 

2 

(4.4%) 

45 

(100%) 

The evaluation 

process of 

students is 

satisfactory 

 

 

MU 

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfi

ed 
Undecided Satisfied 

Extremely 

satisfied 
Total 

0 

(0.0%) 

3 

(10.0%) 

3 

(10.0%) 

22 

(73.3%) 

2 

(6.7%) 

30 

(100%) 
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DU 
5 

(11.1%) 

2 

(4.4%) 

10 

(22.2%) 

26 

(57.8%) 

2 

(4.4%) 

45 

(100%) 

 

The practical 

examinations are 

up to the mark 

 

MU 

Worst Poor Average Good Excellent Total 

0 

(0.0%) 

7 

(25.9%) 

6 

(22.2%) 

13 

(48.1%) 

1 

(3.7%) 

27 

(100%) 

DU 
0 

(0.0%) 

1 

(3.3%) 

11 

(36.7%) 

16 

(53.3%) 

2 

(6.7%) 

30 

(100%) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

From the above table it can be inferred that majority of the faculty members in both MU and 

DU gave positive response regarding the examination process conducted in their University. 

Regarding the regularity of exam 83.3 percent of the responded faculty members gave a 

positive response while 97.8 percent of the faculty members of DU gave positive response.  

Likewise in the other variables such as innovative exams (MU- 70.4%, DU-60%), students 

evaluation (MU- 80%, DU- 62.2%) and practical exams (MU- 52.8%, DU-60%),majority of 

the faculty members gave a positive response.  

5.8 Quality of education  

The analyze the quality of education in University of Delhi and Manipur University factor 

analysis was conducted for the statements that were asked to the students, faculty members 

and non-teaching staff separately.  
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5.8.1 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of MU 

Students 

Table 131. Total Variance Explained (MU Students) 

Comp
onent 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 
% of 

Varianc
e 

Cumulativ
e % 

Total 
% of 

Varianc
e 

Cumulativ
e % 

Total 
% of 

Varianc
e 

Cumulativ
e % 

1 6.725 16.403 16.403 6.725 16.403 16.403 3.055 7.450 7.450 

2 2.348 5.726 22.129 2.348 5.726 22.129 2.986 7.282 14.732 

3 2.115 5.159 27.288 2.115 5.159 27.288 2.410 5.878 20.610 

4 2.030 4.950 32.238 2.030 4.950 32.238 2.125 5.183 25.793 

5 1.761 4.295 36.533 1.761 4.295 36.533 2.018 4.922 30.716 

6 1.628 3.970 40.503 1.628 3.970 40.503 1.889 4.608 35.324 

7 1.475 3.597 44.100 1.475 3.597 44.100 1.729 4.217 39.541 

8 1.346 3.283 47.383 1.346 3.283 47.383 1.612 3.932 43.473 

9 1.310 3.196 50.580 1.310 3.196 50.580 1.571 3.833 47.306 

10 1.228 2.996 53.576 1.228 2.996 53.576 1.570 3.829 51.135 

11 1.133 2.764 56.339 1.133 2.764 56.339 1.487 3.626 54.761 

12 1.026 2.502 58.842 1.026 2.502 58.842 1.374 3.351 58.112 

13 1.005 2.451 61.293 1.005 2.451 61.293 1.304 3.181 61.293 

14 .978 2.384 63.677 
      

15 .911 2.221 65.898 
      

16 .897 2.187 68.086 
      

17 .834 2.035 70.120 
      

18 .800 1.951 72.071 
      

19 .774 1.888 73.959 
      

20 .737 1.798 75.757 
      

21 .726 1.770 77.527 
      

22 .664 1.619 79.146 
      

23 .653 1.592 80.738 
      

24 .622 1.518 82.256 
      

25 .598 1.459 83.714 
      

26 .574 1.401 85.115 
      

27 .548 1.338 86.453 
      

28 .533 1.301 87.754 
      

29 .525 1.281 89.035 
      

30 .512 1.249 90.284 
      

31 .449 1.095 91.379 
      

32 .438 1.068 92.447 
      

33 .429 1.046 93.493 
      



281 
 

34 .413 1.006 94.499 
      

35 .390 .950 95.449 
      

36 .377 .920 96.369 
      

37 .359 .875 97.244 
      

38 .324 .789 98.034 
      

39 .308 .751 98.784 
      

40 .263 .641 99.425 
      

41 .236 .575 100.000 
      

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

The extraction method used is principal component analysis.  The inter-operability of factors 

can be improved through rotation of the matrices. The rotation of the matrix maximizes the 

loadings of each variable on one of the extracted factors while minimizing the loadings on all 

other factors. Orthogonal rotation varimax is used by considering the factors to be 

independent. The latent roots with more than Eigenvalue 1 (one) are to be considered 

significant and the rest are disregarded. The first table lists the Eigen values associated with 

each factor before extraction, after extraction and as well as after rotation. Before extraction, 

it has 41 linear components within the data set. The Eigen value associated with each factor 

represents the variance explained by that linear component and in terms of percentage of 

variance explained is also displayed ( e.g., factor 1 explains 16.403% of total variance). Then, 

it extracts all factors with Eigen values greater than 1, which leaves us with 13 factors. The 

Eigenvalues are displayed in the columns labeled Extraction Sum of Squared loadings 

(without those factors whose factor is less than 1). In the third part of the table Rotation Sums 

of Squared Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are displayed. Rotation has the effect of 

optimizing the factor structure and one consequence for these data is that the relative 

importance of these thirteen factors is equalized. Before rotation, factor 1 accounted for 

considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 6.725 before rotation and 3.055 after 

rotation. The other twelve factors increased their Eigenvalues after rotation (2.348, 2.115, 
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2.030, 1.761, 1.628, 1.475, 1.346, 1.310, 1.228, 1.133, 1.026 and 1.005 before rotation 

increased to 2.986, 2.410, 2.125, 2.018, 1.889, 1.729, 1.612, 1.571, 1.570, 1.487, 1.374 and 

1.304 after rotation respectively).  

Table 132. Communalities (MU Students) 

  Initial Extraction 

1. The building facility of your department is good. 1.000 .713 

2. The classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities. 1.000 .627 

3. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities. 1.000 .664 

4. The condition of washroom for the students in your department is good. 1.000 .661 

5. The classroom structure of your department is as per the learning needs of 
students. 

1.000 .685 

6. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department are of good 
quality. 

1.000 .602 

7.The quality of food available in the campus canteen is good 1.000 .546 

8.The transport facility made available to the students to the students by the 
university is: 

1.000 .619 

9. The quality of the hostel facility is good. 1.000 .558 

10. The sports ground of your university is good. 1.000 .650 

11. The university has proper recreational facilities. 1.000 .576 

12. The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all 
the specialized areas. 

1.000 .695 

13. Faculties in the department have adequate teaching experience. 1.000 .706 

14. The teaching faculty members are cooperating with the students. 1.000 .741 

15. In classes a conducive atmosphere is always created by the faculty 
members for a two-way interaction with students. 

1.000 .513 

16. The faculty members encourage the students to participate in various co-
curricular activities. 

1.000 .627 

17. The faculty members give due emphasis on developing academic, 
scholarly, and intellectual qualities among the students. 

1.000 .594 
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18. Students are happy with their selection process. 1.000 .648 

19. Students in the department go through a rigorous admission process. 1.000 .667 

20. Admission of students has been always as per the university calendar. 1.000 .687 

21. Examinations conducted by the university are in time. 1.000 .597 

22. The results are always declared in time 1.000 .682 

23. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast 
growing challenges in one's life. 

1.000 .665 

24. You are satisfied with the evaluation process of students. 1.000 .562 

25. The way the practical examinations are conducted in your departments (if 
any) is rigorous. 

1.000 .449 

26. The library service satisfies the information needs of the students. 1.000 .524 

27. The space provided in the library for students is adequate. 1.000 .610 

28. The university library provides enough number of books of students 
‘choice. 

1.000 .609 

29. The university library is updated at regular intervals. 1.000 .613 

30. You are satisfied with the quantity of journals and reference books 
available in the university library. 

1.000 .638 

31. The duration for which the university library remains open is 
commensurate with the needs of the students. 

1.000 .561 

32. The display of books and journals in the library is perfect. 1.000 .574 

33. Students take full advantage of facilities availed under the UGC INFONET. 1.000 .706 

34. Besides the university library there is a well-equipped departmental 
library. 

1.000 .679 

35. Staff in the on-campus health center are helpful. 1.000 .662 

36. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center. 1.000 .697 

37. Doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope 
with any health problem 

1.000 .594 

38. The availability of medicines in the university health center is satisfactory. 1.000 .527 

39. You always use computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, 
reports etc. 

1.000 .568 

40. You are satisfied with the departmental computer facilities made availed 1.000 .619 



284 
 

to you. 

41. You are satisfied with the internet facilities of your university. 1.000 .538 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Subsequently, Table 132 explains the table of communalities before and after extraction. 

Principal component analysis works on the initial assumption that all variations are common,  

Table 133. Rotated component matrix (MU Students) 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

S28 .620 
            

S29 .697 
            

S30 .713 
            

S32 .637 
            

S6 
 

.606 
           

S12 
 

.484 
           

S14 
 

.460 
           

S15 
 

.573 
           

S16 
 

.663 
           

S40 
 

.555 
           

S1 
  

.462 
          

S2 
  

.699 
          

S3 
  

.656 
          

S5 
  

.609 
          

S7 
   

.560 
         

S8 
   

.630 
         

S9 
   

.559 
         

S10 
   

.727 
         

S35 
    

.535 
        

S36 
    

.765 
        

S37 
    

.471 
        

S38 
    

.619 
        

S34 
     

.593 
       

S39 
     

.691 
       

S18 
      

.531 
      

S21 
      

.715 
      

S24 
      

.483 
      

S13 
       

.778 
     

S33 
        

.778 
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S4 
         

.559 
   

S25 
         

.624 
   

S20 
          

.768 
  

S31 
          

.453 
  

S22 
           

.505 
 

S23 
           

.696 
 

S19 
            

.777 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, Rotation Method: Varimax with 

Kaiser Normalization 

therefore before extraction, the communalities are all 1. The extraction row reflects the 

common variance in the data structure meaning 71.3 % of the variance associated with 

statement 1 is common or shared variance. The amount of variance, in each variable that can 

be explained by the retained factors is represented by the communalities after extraction. 

Table 134. Factors Derived (MU Students) 

Factor 

 

Factor labels 

1 Library facilities 

2 Faculty, laboratory and computer facilities 

3 Classroom infrastructure 

4 Other infrastructure ( canteen, transport and sports) 

5 Health care 

6 Use of computer and departmental library 

7 Admission, examination and evaluation process 

8 Teaching experience of faculty 

9 Facilities of UGC Infonet 

10 Practical exam and other infrastructure ( washroom) 

11 Timely conduct of admission and use of library 
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12 High standard examination and timely declaration of results 

13 Rigorous admission process 

 

The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings.  

A factor analysis of the 41 statements suggests that 13 factors were chosen in terms of Eigen 

value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was adequately significant indicating 

correlation between the variables. The first factor can be called library facilities as the highest 

loadings relate to four variables relating to quantity of journals and reference books, library 

update, display of books and journals and enough number of books in the library. The second 

factor exhibits largely loadings for six variables relating to faculty, laboratory and computer 

facilities. Requisite number of faculty members, faculty member’s encouragement, 

cooperation and creation of a two-way interaction atmosphere with the students and the 

quality of laboratory and computer facilities had the loadings for the second factor. The third 

factor called classroom infrastructure relates to four variables classroom lighting, ventilation, 

classroom structure and building infrastructure. The fourth factor is other infrastructure which 

is defined by four items relating to variables quality of canteen food, transport, hostel and 

sports facilities. The fifth factor is the health care which is exhibited by the factor loadings of 

qualified doctors, availability of doctors and medicines and helpfulness of the staff in the 

health care center. The sixth factor relates to the usage of computers and well-equipped 

departmental library. The seventh factor admission, examination and evaluation process 
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however has three variables relating to timely conduct of exams, satisfaction in terms of 

admission and evaluation process. The eight factor is the perception of students regarding the 

teaching experience of the faculty members. The ninth factor relates to the facilities of UGC 

infonet facilities that are availed to the students. The tenth factor relates to the quality of 

practical exams held and washroom conditions. The eleventh one is regarding the timely 

conduct of admission process and the use of library in terms of the duration it remains open. 

The twelfth factor relates tote high standards of examination and the timely declaration of 

results. And lastly the thirteenth factor relates to the rigorous admission process that is being 

held in the university.    

5.8.2 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of DU 

Students 

Table 135. Total Variance Explained (DU Students) 

Comp
onent 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 
Varianc

e 
Cumulativ

e % Total 

% of 
Varian

ce 
Cumulativ

e % Total 

% of 
Varianc

e 
Cumulativ

e % 

1 9.736 23.746 23.746 9.736 23.746 23.746 4.265 10.401 10.401 

2 3.724 9.082 32.828 3.724 9.082 32.828 3.787 9.237 19.638 

3 2.967 7.237 40.065 2.967 7.237 40.065 3.307 8.065 27.704 

4 2.544 6.206 46.271 2.544 6.206 46.271 3.079 7.511 35.214 

5 2.293 5.594 51.864 2.293 5.594 51.864 2.892 7.054 42.268 

6 1.881 4.589 56.453 1.881 4.589 56.453 2.263 5.518 47.787 

7 1.632 3.981 60.435 1.632 3.981 60.435 2.249 5.486 53.272 

8 1.587 3.872 64.306 1.587 3.872 64.306 2.242 5.467 58.740 

9 1.462 3.567 67.873 1.462 3.567 67.873 2.098 5.117 63.857 

10 1.373 3.349 71.222 1.373 3.349 71.222 2.071 5.052 68.909 

11 1.176 2.867 74.089 1.176 2.867 74.089 1.745 4.256 73.165 

12 1.075 2.622 76.711 1.075 2.622 76.711 1.454 3.545 76.711 

13 .923 2.250 78.961             

14 .882 2.152 81.113             
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15 .853 2.081 83.195             

16 .714 1.742 84.936             

17 .613 1.496 86.432             

18 .569 1.388 87.821             

19 .524 1.277 89.098             

20 .498 1.216 90.313             

21 .454 1.108 91.422             

22 .386 .940 92.362             

23 .361 .880 93.242             

24 .337 .822 94.065             

25 .295 .720 94.785             

26 .285 .696 95.481             

27 .255 .623 96.104             

28 .236 .576 96.679             

29 .198 .484 97.163             

30 .191 .465 97.628             

31 .171 .417 98.045             

32 .157 .382 98.426             

33 .146 .355 98.781             

34 .114 .278 99.059             

35 .096 .235 99.294             

36 .075 .182 99.476             

37 .068 .166 99.642             

38 .045 .110 99.752             

39 .042 .102 99.854             

40 .035 .085 99.939             

41 .025 .061 100.000             

 

Here, the extraction method used is principal component analysis.  The inter-operability of 

factors can be improved through rotation of the matrices and the orthogonal rotation varimax 

is used by considering the factors to be independent. The latent roots with more than 

Eigenvalue 1 (one) are to be considered significant. Now, the first table lists the Eigen values 

associated with each factor before extraction, after extraction and as well as after rotation. It 

has 41 linear components within the data set before extraction. The Eigen value associated 

with each factor represents the variance explained by that linear component and in terms of 

percentage of variance explained is also displayed ( e.g., factor 1 explains 23.74% of total 
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variance). Then, it extracts all factors with Eigen values greater than 1, which leaves us with 

12 factors. The Eigenvalues are displayed in the columns labeled Extraction Sum of Squared 

loadings (without those factors whose factor is less than 1). In the third part of the table 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are displayed. Before 

rotation, factor 1 accounted for considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 9.736 

before rotation and 4.265 after rotation. The other eleven factors increased their Eigenvalues 

after rotation (3.724, 2.967, 2.544, 2.293 etc. before rotation increased to 3.787, 3.307, 3.079, 

2.892 after rotation respectively).  

Table 136. Communalities (DU students) 

 
Initial Extraction 

1. The building facility of your department is good. 1.000 .782 

2. The classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities. 1.000 .771 

3. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities. 1.000 .769 

4. The condition of washroom for the students in your department is good. 1.000 .677 

5. The classroom structure of your department is as per the learning needs of 
students. 

1.000 .715 

6. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department are of good 
quality. 

1.000 .727 

7.The quality of food available in the campus canteen is good 1.000 .754 

8.The transport facility made available to the students to the students by the 
university is: 

1.000 .712 

9. The quality of the hostel facility is good. 1.000 .746 

10. The sports ground of your university is good. 1.000 .739 

11. The university has proper recreational facilities. 1.000 .770 

12. The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all 
the specialized areas. 

1.000 .756 
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13. Faculties in the department have adequate teaching experience. 1.000 .701 

14. The teaching faculty members are cooperating with the students. 1.000 .851 

15. In classes a conducive atmosphere is always created by the faculty members 
for a two-way interaction with students. 

1.000 .844 

16. The faculty members encourage the students to participate in various co-
curricular activities. 

1.000 .807 

17. The faculty members give due emphasis on developing academic, scholarly, 
and intellectual qualities among the students. 

1.000 .807 

18. Students are happy with their selection process. 1.000 .794 

19. Students in the department go through a rigorous admission process. 1.000 .704 

20. Admission of students has been always as per the university calendar. 1.000 .730 

21. Examinations conducted by the university are in time. 1.000 .782 

22. The results are always declared in time 1.000 .840 

23. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast growing 
challenges in one's life. 

1.000 .794 

24. You are satisfied with the evaluation process of students. 1.000 .802 

25. The way the practical examinations are conducted in your departments (if 
any) is rigorous. 

1.000 .728 

26. The library service satisfies the information needs of the students. 1.000 .774 

27. The space provided in the library for students is adequate. 1.000 .773 

28. The university library provides enough number of books of students ‘choice. 1.000 .763 

29. The university library is updated at regular intervals. 1.000 .868 

30. You are satisfied with the quantity of journals and reference books available in 
the university library. 

1.000 .823 

31. The duration for which the university library remains open is commensurate 
with the needs of the students. 

1.000 .793 

32. The display of books and journals in the library is perfect. 1.000 .760 

33. Students take full advantage of facilities availed under the UGC INFONET. 1.000 .820 

34. Besides the university library there is a well-equipped departmental library. 1.000 .738 

35. Staff in the on-campus health center are helpful. 1.000 .712 
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36. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center. 1.000 .657 

37. Doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope with 
any health problem 

1.000 .800 

38. The availability of medicines in the university health center is satisfactory. 1.000 .764 

39. You always use computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, 
reports etc. 

1.000 .802 

40. You are satisfied with the departmental computer facilities made availed to 
you. 

1.000 .764 

41. You are satisfied with the internet facilities of your university. 1.000 .741 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Subsequently, Table explains the table of communalities before and after extraction. Principal 

component analysis works on the initial assumption that all variations are common, therefore 

before extraction, the communalities are all 1. The extraction row reflects the common 

variance in the data structure meaning 78.2 % of the variance associated with statement 1 is 

common or shared variance. The amount of variance, in each variable that can be explained 

by the retained factors is represented by the communalities after extraction. 

Table 137. Rotated component matrix (DU Students) 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

S5 .665                       

S16 .581                       

S17 .661                       

S18 .653                       

S24 .756                       

S39 .845                       

S3   .594                     

S4   .673                     

S8   .563                     

S12   .834                     

S14   .568                     

S23   .455                     
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S26   .488                     

S9     .654                   

S20     .755                   

S21     .843                   

S35       .582                 

S36       .734                 

S37       .727                 

S38       .807                 

S27         .723               

S28         .671               

S29         .544               

S30         .650               

S10           .656             

S11           .818             

S41           .475             

S22             .688           

S32             .625           

S33             .730           

S1               .522         

S34               .804         

S19                 .793       

S40                 .455       

S2                   .755     

S13                   .481     

S31                   .456     

S6                     .735   

S25                       .818 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 

Normalization 

 

Table 138. Factors Derived (DU Students) 

Factor 

 

Factor labels 

1 
Classroom infrastructure, motivation by faculty members, selection and 

evaluation process and usage of computers 

2 
Infrastructure (ventilation, washroom, transport) and faculty and library 

services 
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3 Hostel infrastructure and timely conduct of admission and examination 

4 Health care 

5 Library facilities 

6 Sports, recreational and internet facilities 

7 Timely declaration of results and other library facilities 

8 Building and departmental library infrastructure 

9 Admission process and computer facilities  

10 Other infrastructure(lighting), faculty teaching experience and library service 

11 Laboratory facility 

12 Practical exams 

 

The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings. A factor analysis of the 41 statements suggests that 12 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was 

adequately significant indicating correlation between the variables. The first factor relates to 

the variables classroom infrastructure, motivation by faculty members, selection and 

evaluation process and usage of computers. The second factor exhibits largely loadings for 

seven variables relating to infrastructure (ventilation, washroom, transport) and faculty and 

library services. Requisite number of faculty members, faculty member’s cooperation, and 

infrastructure relating to ventilation, washroom and transport facilities, innovative exam 

question and library service had the loadings for the second factor. The third factor relates to 

hostel infrastructure and timely conduct of admission and examination. The fourth factor is 
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health care which is defined by four items relating to qualified doctors, availability of doctors 

and medicines and helpfulness of the staff in the health care center. The fifth factor can be 

called library facilities relates to four variables relating to quantity of journals and reference 

books, number of books, library update, and journals and space for reading in the library. The 

sixth factor relates to the sports, recreational and internet facilities. The seventh factor relates 

to timely declaration of results and other library facilities like display of books and use of 

UGC infonet. The eight factors are regarding the building and departmental library 

infrastructure. The ninth factor relates to the rigorous admission process and facilities of 

computer that are availed to the students. The tenth factor related to the lighting infrastructure, 

faculty teaching experience and library service. The eleventh one is regarding quality of 

laboratory in the department. The twelfth factor relates to the quality of practical exams.    

5.8.3 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of MU 

Faculty  

Table 139. Total Variance Explained (MU Faculty) 

 

Componen
t 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Total 

% of 
Varianc
e 

Cumulati
ve % Total 

% of 
Varianc
e 

Cumulativ
e % Total 

% of 
Varianc
e 

Cumulativ
e % 

1 6.83
2 

37.954 37.954 6.832 37.954 37.954 3.736 20.757 20.757 

2 2.36
6 

13.147 51.100 2.366 13.147 51.100 3.015 16.749 37.506 

3 1.88
1 

10.449 61.550 1.881 10.449 61.550 2.729 15.162 52.668 

4 1.39
1 

7.729 69.278 1.391 7.729 69.278 2.214 12.298 64.966 

5 1.05
6 

5.865 75.143 1.056 5.865 75.143 1.832 10.177 75.143 

6 .981 5.451 80.594             

7 .691 3.839 84.433             

8 .600 3.334 87.768             

9 .551 3.061 90.829             

10 .433 2.404 93.233             

11 .363 2.018 95.252             
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12 .267 1.482 96.734             

13 .250 1.386 98.120             

14 .208 1.155 99.275             

15 .051 .286 99.560             

16 .038 .209 99.769             

17 .027 .152 99.921             

18 .014 .079 100.000             

 

Like the students analysis, here in the factor analysis for faculty, orthogonal rotation varimax 

is used by considering the factors to be independent. The latent roots with more than 

Eigenvalue 1 (one) are to be considered significant and the rest are disregarded. The first table 

lists the Eigen values associated with each factor before extraction, after extraction and as 

well as after rotation. Before extraction, it has 18 linear components within the data set. The 

Eigen value associated with each factor represents the variance explained by that linear 

component and in terms of percentage of variance explained is also displayed ( e.g., factor 1 

explains 37.954% of total variance). Then, it extracts all factors with Eigen values greater 

than 1, which leaves us with 5 factors. The Eigenvalues are displayed in the columns labeled 

Extraction Sum of Squared loadings (without those factors whose factor is less than 1). In the 

third part of the table Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are 

displayed. Rotation has the effect of optimizing the factor structure and one consequence for 

these data is that the relative importance of these thirteen factors is equalized. Before rotation, 

factor 1 accounted for considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 6.832 before rotation 

and 3.736 after rotation. The other four factors increased their Eigenvalues after rotation 

(2.366, 1.881, 1.391 and 1.056 before rotation increased to 3.015, 2.729, 2.214 and 1.832after 

rotation respectively). 
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Table 140.Communalities (MU Faculty) 

  Initial Extraction 

1. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities. 1.000 .604 

2. The condition of your department’s washroom for teaching faculty is good. 1.000 .869 

3. The classroom structure of your department is as per the learning needs of the students. 1.000 .694 

4. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department(if any) are of good quality. 1.000 .840 

5. The rooms meant for teaching faculty in your department are adequate. 1.000 .866 

6. Teachers feel extremely safe within your campus vis –a vis security measures provided by 
the authority. 

1.000 .697 

7.The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized 
areas. 

1.000 .823 

8. The leadership quality of the Head of the Department is exemplerary  1.000 .777 

9. Faculty members are satisfied with the condition of this university as a place to work. 1.000 .721 

10. The faculty members encourage students to participate in various co-curricular activities. 1.000 .588 

11. The existing UGC pattern of Teachers’ Performance Appraisal is good. 1.000 .804 

12. The students enrolled in the department normally undergo a prior rigorous admission 
process. 

1.000 .703 

13. Admission process enables the department to select truly deserving students. 1.000 .784 

14. Admission schedule is always as per the university calendar. 1.000 .843 

15. Examinations conducted by the university are timely 1.000 .712 

16. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast growing challenges in 
one’s life. 

1.000 .854 

17. The space provided in the library for teachers is adequate. 1.000 .614 

18. The university library is updated at regular intervals. 1.000 .733 

 

Similarly, Table explains the table of communalities before and after extraction for faculty 

members of MU. Principal component analysis works on the initial assumption that all 

variations are common, therefore before extraction, the communalities are all 1. The 

extraction row reflects the common variance in the data structure meaning 60.4 % of the 

variance associated with statement 1 is common or shared variance. Subsequently, the amount 

of variance, in each variable that can be explained by the retained factors is represented by the 

communalities after extraction.  
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Table 141. Rotated component matrix (MU Faculty) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, Rotation Method: Varimax with 

Kaiser Normalization 

 

Table 142. Factors Derived (MU Faculty) 

Components  Factor 

1 Infrastructure ( laboratory and rooms for faculty), enrollment and timely 

conduct of admission process 

2 Library facilities, classroom structure and encouragement of faculty to the 

students 

  1 2 3 4 5 

S4 .894         

S5 .893         

S12 .708         

S14 .799         

S3   .555       

S10   .698       

S17   .748       

S18   .758       

S2      .727     

S6     .551     

S8     .740     

S16      .805     

S7       .812   

S9       .470   

S11        .775   

S1         .638 

S13          .489 

S15         .722 
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3 Washroom infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty 

members and qualitative exam process. 

4 Motivated faculty members 

5 Other infrastructure (ventilation), rigorous admission and examination 

process 

 

The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings. A factor analysis of the 18 statements suggests that 5 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was 

adequately significant indicating correlation between the variables. The first factor relates to 

the infrastructure such as laboratory and rooms for faculty, enrollment and timely conduct of 

admission process. The second factor exhibits largely loadings relating to library facilities, 

classroom structure and encouragement of faculty to the students by the faculty members. The 

third factor relates to the washroom infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty 

members and qualitative exam process. The fourth factor called motivated faculty members 

relates to variables number of teaching faculty members, satisfaction in the work place and 

teacher’s appraisal process. The fifth one relates to other infrastructure, ventilation facilities 

and rigorous admission and examination process.  
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5.8.4 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of DU faculty  

Table 143. Total Variance Explained (DU Faculty) 

  

omponent 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 

1 8.413 49.487 49.487 8.413 49.487 49.487 7.955 46.792 46.792 

2 2.790 16.413 65.900 2.790 16.413 65.900 2.669 15.697 62.489 

3 1.221 7.179 73.079 1.221 7.179 73.079 1.800 10.590 73.079 

4 .926 5.450 78.529             

5 .805 4.738 83.267             

6 .745 4.380 87.647             

7 .683 4.016 91.663             

8 .473 2.780 94.443             

9 .295 1.736 96.179             

10 .272 1.602 97.781             

11 .184 1.084 98.865             

12 .113 .666 99.531             

13 .042 .247 99.778             

14 .022 .128 99.905             

15 .010 .056 99.962             

16 .004 .022 99.983             

17 .003 .017 100.000             

 

Before extraction, it has 17 linear components within the data set. Here factor 1 explains 

49.487 % of total variance. Then, it extracts all factors with Eigen values greater than 1, 

which leaves us with 3 factors. The Eigenvalues are displayed in the columns labeled 

Extraction Sum of Squared loadings (without those factors whose factor is less than 1). In the 

third part of the table Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are 

displayed. Rotation has the effect of optimizing the factor structure and one consequence for 

these data is that the relative importance of these thirteen factors is equalized. Before rotation, 

factor 1 and factor 2 accounted for considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 8.413 

and 2.790 before rotation and 7.955 and 2.669 after rotation. The third factor increased its 
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Eigenvalues after rotation i.e. 1.221 before rotation increased to 1.800 after rotation 

respectively. 

Table 144. Communalities (DU Faculty) 

  Initial Extraction 

1. The building facility of your department is : 1.000 .692 

2. The classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities. 1.000 .768 

3. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities. 1.000 .818 

4. The condition of your department’s washroom for teaching faculty is : 1.000 .785 

5. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department(if any) are : 1.000 .624 

6. The technological resources currently available in your department are latest. 1.000 .656 

7. The rooms meant for teaching faculty in your department are : 1.000 .723 

8. Teachers feel extremely safe within your campus vis –a vis security measures provided by 
the authority. 

1.000 .708 

9. The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized 
areas. 

1.000 .782 

10. The leadership quality of the Head of the Department is : 1.000 .672 

11. Faculty members are satisfied with the condition of this university as a place to work. 1.000 .678 

12. Admission process enables the department to select truly deserving students. 1.000 .827 

13. Admission schedule is always as per the university calendar. 1.000 .915 

14. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast growing challenges in 
one’s life. 

1.000 .697 

15. The teachers are satisfied with the evaluation process of students. 1.000 .826 

16. Staff in the on-campus health center are : 1.000 .541 

17. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center. 1.000 .710 

 

The above Table explains the table of communalities before and after extraction for faculty 

members of DU. Principal Component Analysis works on the initial assumption that all 

variations are common, therefore before extraction, the communalities are all 1. The 

extraction row reflects the common variance in the data structure meaning 69.2 % of the 

variance associated with statement 1 is common or shared variance. Subsequently, the amount 

of variance, in each variable that can be explained by the retained factors is represented by the 

communalities after extraction.  
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Table 145. Rotated component matrix (DU Faculty) 

  1 2 3 

S2  .868     

S3  .851     

S4 .807     

S6  .798     

S10  .794     

S12 .898     

S13 .921     

S14  .796     

S15 .895     

S1   .675   

S9    .817   

S11    .526   

S17    .840   

S5     .577 

S7      .498 

S8      .586 

S16     .702 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, Rotation Method: Varimax with 

Kaiser Normalization 

 

 Table 146. Factors Derived (DU Faculty) 

Component  Factors  

1 Infrastructure ( lighting, ventilation, washroom, technology), exemplary faculty 

members and rigorous admission, evaluation and qualitative examination 

process 

2 Infrastructure (building),  motivated faculty members and health care 

3 Laboratory and room infrastructure, safetiness of faculty and health care 
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The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings. A factor analysis of the 17 statements suggests that 3 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was 

adequately significant indicating correlation between the variables. The first factor relates to 

the infrastructure such as lighting, ventilation, washroom and technology, exemplary faculty 

members and rigorous admission, evaluation and qualitative examination process. The second 

factor exhibits largely loadings relating to building infrastructure, motivated faculty members 

in terms of number of teaching faculty members and satisfaction in the work place and health 

care facility regarding the availability of doctors. The third factor relates to the laboratory and 

room infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty members and health care 

regarding staff in the heath care center.  

5.8.5 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of MU 

Nonteaching  

 

Table 147. Total Variance Explained (MU Nonteaching) 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 

1 4.890 28.763 28.763 4.890 28.763 28.763 3.386 19.915 19.915 

2 2.388 14.045 42.808 2.388 14.045 42.808 2.836 16.680 36.595 

3 2.087 12.276 55.084 2.087 12.276 55.084 2.359 13.876 50.471 

4 1.511 8.885 63.969 1.511 8.885 63.969 2.166 12.738 63.209 

5 1.230 7.234 71.203 1.230 7.234 71.203 1.359 7.994 71.203 

6 .937 5.512 76.715             

7 .823 4.840 81.555             

8 .587 3.451 85.006             
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9 .556 3.270 88.276             

10 .534 3.138 91.415             

11 .397 2.334 93.749             

12 .328 1.927 95.676             

13 .258 1.515 97.191             

14 .247 1.453 98.644             

15 .113 .662 99.307             

16 .082 .483 99.790             

17 .036 .210 100.000             

 

The extraction method used is principal component analysis.  Orthogonal rotation varimax is 

used by considering the factors to be independent. The latent roots with more than Eigenvalue 

1 (one) are to be considered significant and the rest are disregarded. The first table lists the 

Eigen values associated with each factor before extraction, after extraction and as well as after 

rotation. Before extraction, it has 17 linear components within the data set. The Eigen value 

associated with each factor represents the variance explained by that linear component and in 

terms of percentage of variance explained is also displayed ( e.g., factor 1 explains 28.763 % 

of total variance, factor 2 explains 14.045 % of total variance  and so on). Then, it extracts 

all factors with Eigen values greater than 1, which leaves us with 5 factors. The Eigenvalues 

are displayed in the columns labeled Extraction Sum of Squared loadings (without those 

factors whose factor is less than 1). In the third part of the table Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are displayed. Before rotation, factor 1 accounted for 

considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 4.890 before rotation and 3.386 after 

rotation. The other four factors increased their Eigenvalues after rotation i.e. 2.388, 2.087, 

1.511 and 1.230 before rotation increased to 2.836, 2.359, 2.166 and 1.359 after rotation.   
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Table 148. Communalities (MU Nonteaching) 

 Initial Extraction 

1. The building facility of the university is good. 1.000 .735 

2. Your working rooms have sufficient lighting facilities. 1.000 .698 

3. The washrooms are clean and well maintained. 1.000 .732 

4. Safe drinking water is available at appropriate places within the campus. 1.000 .626 

5. The parking space, if any, for vehicles is adequate. 1.000 .670 

6. The process of appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in the 

university. 
1.000 .853 

7. The promotional policy of the university is fair and unbiased. 1.000 .793 

8. Data and documents are well maintained in the office. 1.000 .643 

9. The official’s procedure maintained in this university is very transparent. 1.000 .636 

10. The university has a well-functioning grievance redressal cell. 1.000 .637 

11. Administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style. 1.000 .549 

12. Staff in the on-campus health center are helpful.  1.000 .773 

13. Doctors in the on-campus health are qualified enough to cope with any health 

problem. 
1.000 .797 

14.The available of medicines in the university health center is: 1.000 .728 

15. Staff in the university acquires good computer knowledge. 1.000 .717 

16. Staff can effectively complete their work by using computers. 1.000 .745 

17. Staff are satisfied with the computer facilities availed to them. 1.000 .773 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 
Here the above table explains the table of communalities before and after extraction. Principal 

component analysis works on the initial assumption that all variations are common, therefore 

before extraction, the communalities are all 1. The extraction row reflects the common 

variance in the data structure meaning 73.5 % of the variance associated with statement 1 is 

common or shared variance, 69.8 % with statement 2 etc. The amount of variance, in each 

variable that can be explained by the retained factors is represented by the communalities 

after extraction.  
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Table 149. Rotated component matrix (MU Nonteaching) 

  1 2 3 4 5 

S2 .820         

S3 .743         

S4 .591         

S15 .780         

S17 .686         

S6   .595       

S7   .703       

S8   .661       

S9   .694       

S10   .590       

S11   -.688       

S1     .702     

S5     .527     

S16     -.845     

S13       .849   

S14       .825   

S12         .852 

 

Table 150. Factors Derived (MU Nonteaching) 

Factor 

 
Factor labels 

1 University infrastructure, computer knowledge and facilities relates to the 

infrastructure such as working room, washroom and drinking water, staff computer 

knowledge and computer facilities 

2 Administration  

3 Infrastructure (building, parking space) and the usage of computers  

4 Health care 

5 Staff in health care 
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The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings. A factor analysis of the 17 statements suggests that 5 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was 

adequately significant indicating correlation between the variables. The first factor is called 

University infrastructure, computer knowledge and facilities relates to the infrastructure such 

as working room, washroom and drinking water, staff computer knowledge and computer 

facilities. The second factor is called administration having six variables relating to 

transparency of appointment and promotional policy, management of office and well-

functioning grievance redressal cell. The third factor relates to the building and parking 

infrastructure and the usage of computers by the staff. The fourth factor health care relates to 

two variables regarding the qualified doctors and availability of medicines in the health care 

center. The fifth factor also relates to the health care regarding the helpfulness of the staff in 

the health care center. 

5.8.6 Factor Analysis to assess the quality of education on the perspectives of DU 

Nonteaching  

Table 151. Total Variance Explained (DU Nonteaching) 

 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 

1 7.281 48.538 48.538 7.281 48.538 48.538 4.904 32.692 32.692 

2 1.879 12.525 61.063 1.879 12.525 61.063 3.755 25.031 57.723 

3 1.702 11.348 72.411 1.702 11.348 72.411 1.750 11.667 69.390 

4 1.098 7.318 79.730 1.098 7.318 79.730 1.551 10.340 79.730 
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5 .872 5.814 85.543             

6 .850 5.665 91.208             

7 .413 2.751 93.959             

8 .382 2.547 96.506             

9 .248 1.656 98.162             

10 .118 .786 98.948             

11 .108 .717 99.665             

12 .023 .154 99.819             

13 .012 .079 99.897             

14 .010 .063 99.961             

15 .006 .039 100.000             

 

The first table lists the Eigen values associated with each factor before extraction, after 

extraction and as well as after rotation. Before extraction, it has 15 linear components within 

the data set. The Eigen value associated with each factor represents the variance explained by 

that linear component and in terms of percentage of variance explained is also displayed ( 

e.g., factor 1 explains 48.538 % of total variance, factor 2 explains 12.525 % of total variance  

and so on). Then, it extracts all factors with Eigen values greater than 1, which leaves us with 

5 factors. The Eigenvalues are displayed in the columns labeled Extraction Sum of Squared 

loadings (without those factors whose factor is less than 1). In the third part of the table 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings, the Eigenvalues after rotation are displayed. Before 

rotation, factor 1 accounted for considerably more variance than after rotation i.e. 7.281 

before rotation and 4.904 after rotation. The other three factors increased their Eigenvalues 

after rotation i.e. 1.879, 1.702 and 1.098 before rotation increased to 3.755, 1.750 and 1.551 

after rotation.   

Table 152. Communalities (DU Nonteaching) 

  Initial Extraction 

1. Your working rooms have sufficient lighting facilities. 1.000 .690 

2. The washrooms are clean and well maintained. 1.000 .755 
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3. Safe drinking water is available at appropriate places within the campus. 1.000 .780 

4.The parking space , if any, for vehicles is adequate 1.000 .800 

5. The process of appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in the university. 1.000 .823 

6. The promotional policy of the university is fair and unbiased. 1.000 .706 

7. Data and documents are well maintained in the office. 1.000 .851 

8. The officials’ procedure maintained in this university is very transparent. 1.000 .837 

9. The university has a well-functioning grievence redressal cell. 1.000 .907 

10. Staff in the on-campus health center are helpful. 1.000 .836 

11. Doctors in the on-campus health are qualified enough to cope with any health problem. 1.000 .788 

12. The available of medicines in the university health center is adequate. 1.000 .660 

13. Staff in the university acquire good computer knowledge. 1.000 .896 

14. Staff can effectively complete their work by using computers. 1.000 .845 

15. Staff are satisfied with the computer facilities availed to them. 1.000 .785 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
 

Here the above table explains the table of communalities before and after extraction. Principal 

component analysis works on the initial assumption that all variations are common, therefore 

before extraction, the communalities are all 1.  

Table 153. Rotated component matrix (DU Nonteaching) 

  1 2 3 4 

1 .794       

9 .822       

10 .823       

13 .879       

14 .875       

15 .524       

3 
  .872     

4   .792     

6   .655     

7   .794     

8 
  .789     

2     .821   

5 
    .660   

11       .556 

12       .794 
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The extraction row reflects the common variance in the data structure meaning 69 % of the 

variance associated with statement 1 is common or shared variance, 75.5 % with statement 2 

etc. The amount of variance, in each variable that can be explained by the retained factors is 

represented by the communalities after extraction.  

Table 154. Factors Derived (DU Nonteaching) 

Factor   

1 Computer facilities, lighting infrastructure, grievance redressal and health care 

facilities 

 

2 Other infrastructure (drinking water, parking), transparency official procedure, 

promotional policy and office management 

3 Washroom infrastructure and appointment process 

 

4 Health care 

 

 
The above table displays the rotated component matrix also known as the rotated factor 

matrix which is a matrix of factor loadings for each variable onto each factor. The factor 

loadings less than 0.45 are not displayed and the variables are also displayed in order of size 

of their factor loadings. A factor analysis of the 15 statements suggests that 4 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0. The Barlett’s test of sphrecity was 

adequately significant indicating correlation between the variables. The first factor relates to 

computer facilities regarding computer knowledge, usage of computer and satisfaction with 

the computer facilities, lighting infrastructure, well-functioning grievance redressal cell and 

health care facilities in terms of the helpfulness of the staff. The second factor relates to the 

drinking water and parking facilities, transparency of official procedure, promotional policy 

and management of office. The third factor relates to the washroom infrastructure and fair 
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appointment process. The fourth factor health care relates to one variable regarding the 

availability of medicines in the health care center.  

5.8.7 Summarization of data analysis regarding quality of education 

According to the factor analysis carried out for the students of Manipur University and Delhi 

University, it is found that the two universities have different factor loadings. In Manipur 

University, out of the 41 statements, 13 factors were chosen in terms of Eigen value of more 

than 1.0 and 12 factors was found in Delhi University. The first six factors that were found in 

Manipur University are as Library facilities, Faculty, laboratory and computer facilities, 

Classroom infrastructure, other infrastructure (canteen, transport and sports), Health care, Use 

of computer and departmental library. For DU the first six factors are classroom 

infrastructure, motivation by faculty members, selection and evaluation process and usage of 

computers, infrastructure (ventilation, washroom, transport) and faculty and library services, 

hostel infrastructure and timely conduct of admission and examination, health care, sports, 

recreational and internet facilities.  It is also found that some factors are common in the top 

six factors like the library facilities, health care facilities and some computer facilities and 

other factors like admission, examination, evaluation process, other infrastructure facilities 

like canteen, transport, sports etc. are also found to be considered. 

The factor analysis carried out for the faculty members of Manipur University and Delhi 

University have found that in Manipur University out 18 statements 5 factors were chosen in 

terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0 and 3 factors were found in Delhi University. In MU 

infrastructure (laboratory and rooms for faculty) were in the first factor however it is found to 

be the third factor in DU. Enrollment and timely conduct of admission process were also 
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found to be the first factor in MU while in DU infrastructure (lighting, ventilation, washroom 

and technology), exemplary faculty members and rigorous admission, evaluation and 

qualitative examination process were found to be the first factor. The rest of the factors are 

different too in both the Universities. The second and third factors found to be important for 

MU are library facilities, classroom structure and encouragement of faculty to the students by 

the faculty members, washroom infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty 

members and qualitative exam process. While the second and third factors found to be 

important for DU are building infrastructure, motivated faculty members in terms of number 

of teaching faculty members and satisfaction in the work place and health care and lastly 

laboratory and room infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty members and 

health care regarding staff in the heath care center. 

 The factor analysis performed for the non-teaching staff of Manipur University and Delhi 

University have found that in Manipur University 5 factors were found out of the 17 

statements and 4 factors were found out of the 15 statements in DU. In both the university, it 

is found that one common variable in the first factor is computer facilities and is also found 

that the health care facilities are listed in the last factor in both the university. The first two 

factors for MU are University infrastructure, computer knowledge and facilities related to the 

infrastructure such as working room, washroom and drinking water, staff computer 

knowledge and computer facilities, administration having six variables relating to 

transparency of appointment and promotional policy, management of office and well-

functioning grievance redressal cell. While the first two factors for DU are computer facilities, 

lighting infrastructure, well-functioning grievance redressal cell and health care facilities, 
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infrastructure (drinking water and parking), transparency of official procedure, promotional 

policy and office management. 

5.9 Conclusion 

It is found that according to the students there is a statistically significant difference in the 

satisfaction in terms of the facilities such as building, ventilation, washroom and canteen 

favoring MU while in facilities such as laboratory and sports, it is in favor of DU. The study 

on the faculty member’s perception on the infrastructural facilities finds that there is a 

statistically significant difference in the satisfaction in terms of the facilities such as building, 

lighting, ventilation, washroom and classroom structure facilities (favoring MU). The analysis 

on non-teaching staff’s perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and Delhi University, 

finds that there is a significant difference only in lighting facility (in favor of DU). 

It is found that according to the student’s perception on the library facilities, there is 

statistically significant difference in terms of library service, adequate number of books, 

quantity of journals and reference books, duration of opening the university library and 

display of books and journals (all in favor of DU). Regarding the health care facilities, it is 

found that there is statistically significant difference in terms of availability of doctors, 

qualified doctors and availability of medicines (in favor of DU).  

In terms of information technology facility, according to the students, it is found that there is a 

statistically significant difference in all the three variables i.e. use of computers, availed 

computer facilities and internet facility (favoring DU). According to the non-teaching staffs, it 

is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction of computer 

facility available in the departments of the two universities (in favor of DU). Further the 
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perceptions of MU and DU non- teaching staffs regarding their university staffs computer 

knowledge and completion of work using computers did not differ significantly.  

According to the faculty members’ perception on the library facilities, it is found that there is 

statistically significant difference in terms of quantity of journals and reference books and 

duration of opening the university library (all in favor of DU). In terms of health care facility 

there is no statistically significant difference in the variables regarding the health care in both 

the university. 

The analysis on students’ perception on admission procedure in Manipur University and Delhi 

University it is that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction in terms of 

the selection process (in favor of MU), rigorous admission process (in favor of DU) and 

admission as per the university calendar (in favor of MU). According to the faculty members’ 

perception it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction in 

terms of the selection of truly deserving students and admission as per the university calendar 

regarding the admission process in the university (favoring MU). 

The students of MU and DU gave a positive opinion regarding faculty members’ teaching 

experience, the faculty members’ cooperation with the students, the classroom discussion 

atmosphere, the faculty members’ encouragement in co-curricular activities, the faculty 

members’ emphasis on developing academic, scholarly and intellectual qualities among the 

students and the training of the faculty members. While in terms of adequate teaching faculty 

members the positive response is less by the students of both the university. Similarly the 

number of positive response is less by the faculty member in terms of the adequate teaching 

faculty members. Majority of the faculty members and students in both MU and DU gave 

positive response regarding the examination process conducted in their University. 
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It is observed that majority of the responded faculty members agree that the university 

administration is supportive to them while in DU less than 50 percent agree to it. Similarly, 

more than 50 percent of the responded faculty members of MU agree that the university 

administration is fair to all departments while only 20 percent of the responded faculty 

members of DU gave a positive response. Only 32.2 percent of MU faculty members agree 

that the administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style while in DU 60 

percent agree to the statement. Lastly regarding the university having a well-functioning 

grievance redressal cell, majority of the faculty members (60.7) disagree and 45 percent of the 

faculty members too disagree to it.  

The majority of the non-teaching staffs of both MU and DU gave a positive response 

regarding the fair promotional policy of the university and the office management regarding 

data and documents. In the three statements the faculty members of DU gave a more positive 

response than that of MU, they are regarding the fair appointment of administrative/non-

teaching staff, transparency in the official procedure  and the university having a well-

functioning grievance redressal. Lastly regarding the administrative system in the university is 

too bureaucratic in style, 34% of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it and 

majority (60 percent) in DU also disagree to it.  
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6.1. Introduction 

This final chapter deals with major findings of the study and recommendations of the 

study. The key major findings discussed at length in the previous chapters are briefly 

presented here for easy reference and better understanding of the study. Major 

recommendations based on the findings of the study are also presented.  

The study tries to assess Total Quality Management in higher education by selecting 

variables viz., infrastructure, admission process, faculty status, admission process, 

examination process and support services. All the items of these variables are considered 

as an important factor for quality education. So, the analysis culminates with factor 

analysis with these items to assess TQM in the select universities.  

6.2 Chapter-wise summary of findings 

6.2.1 Introductions 

 Higher education in India has been growing in terms of number of Institutions 

(Universities, Colleges, and Technical Institutions), intake and enrolment etc. Although 

there has been increase of institutions, there also has been serious concern on the trend of 

higher education. According to the UGC annual report 2013-2014, India has 45 Central 

Universities, 313 State Universities, 175 State Private Universities, 129 Deemed 

Universities and 4 institutions established under State Legislature Act.   

 The total number of Universities in Indian states as per the annual report 2013-14 is 313. 

The top three states having the highest number of state universities are Rajasthan (61) and 

Uttar Pradesh (59) and Tamil Nadu (51) (Table 2). In terms of private universities are 
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concerned Rajasthan (35) has the highest number of private universities, followed by 

Uttar Pradesh (21), Himachal Pradesh (16) and so on.  

 It is found that in the last 5 years there is slow pace of increase in the number of colleges 

in the North Eastern Region and few of the Union Territories. It can also be seen that in 

the last 5 years the state having the highest increase in college is Madhya Pradesh 

accounted with the increase of 1286 colleges, which is followed by Uttar Pradesh (1276), 

Maharashtra (997), Andhra Pradesh (922), Karnataka (750) and so on ( Table 3).  

 The number students enrolled in various courses at all levels in universities/colleges and 

other institution of higher education is 237.65 lakhs (provisional) as compared to the 

revised figure of 223.03 lakhs in the previous year (UGC annual report 2013-14). The 

study finds that states/union territories having the highest percentage of women 

enrolment are Daman & Diu (68.55 %), Goa (60.23 %), Kerala (59.99%), etc. (Table 4 

and 5). 

 In terms of students enrolment faculty-wise, the study finds that the total enrolment of 

students  is 237.65 lakhs out of which 36.57 percent students are enrolled in faculty of 

Arts, 17.23 percent in Science and 17.60 percent in Commerce/ Management making a 

total of 71 percent enrolled in the three faculties of Arts, Sciences and Commerce / 

Management while the remaining 29 percent has been enrolled in the professional 

faculties like Engineering /Technology (15.55%), followed by Education (Teacher 

Training) (5.42%), Medical courses (4.18%), Law (1.79%) etc. (Table7). 

 The total number of Ph.Ds awarded in 2012-2013 is 20,275, of which the Faculty of 

Science had the highest number with 6,641 degrees, the faculty of Arts with 6,298 

degrees, faculty of Commerce/Management with 1,585 degrees. Further in professional 



318 
 

faculties, the faculty of Engineering & Technology was awarded with 2,119 Ph.D. 

degrees, other faculties with 839 degrees, Education faculty with 813 degrees, Medicine 

faculty with 756 degrees, Agriculture faculty with 738 degrees, etc. (Table 9). 

6.2.2 Profile of the study area 

 The study finds that the development of education in Manipur is very recent as the first 

college was established in 1946 affiliated to Calcutta University while Delhi University 

was established in 1922 as a unitary, teaching and residential university by an Act of the 

then Central Legislative Assembly. The University that has existed as a Central 

University since October 13, 2005 by an Act, 2005 (No. 54 of 2005) of Parliament was 

earlier a State University which lasted from June 5, 1980 till it became a Central 

University. 

 The study finds that there are 76 colleges affiliated to Manipur University which is 

categorized under 6 different heads. Table 13&14 shows that there are thirty four (34) 

Affiliated Colleges, eight (8) Government Aided Colleges, seven (7) Private Affiliated 

Colleges, eighteen (18) Permanently Affiliated Private Colleges and six (6) Permitted 

Private Colleges. On the other hand, there are 77 colleges affiliated to University of 

Delhi.  

 Manipur University has one main library which is located at the centre of the University 

Campus. As on 31st March 2014 there is a total collection of 1,72,859 printed books in 

the library. The library has also purchased 123 e-books, subscribed to 242 (221 Indian + 

21 Foreign) printed journals, 42 e-journals and 21 (9National+ 12 Local) newspapers.  

 Delhi University Library System has 34 constituent libraries which provide a strong 

support system to the university. In terms of the printed resources, the University of Delhi 

http://en.manipuruniv.ac.in/CDC/home.php
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has a total collection 15,92,308 volumes 1,595 periodicals as on 31-03-2014. In terms of 

electronic resources there are 56 electronic databases in different subjects and disciplines 

that are available to the user community of the University. The university also has a the 

Braille Library- Audio Book Resources and Braille Library  which  is actively engaged in 

supporting teaching, learning and research for the visually impaired students and faculty 

members. 

 The study finds that the Health Centre M.U., Canchipur has been a nodal Health Dept. 

although Health Center has only O.P.D. facility, patient are kept under observation during 

10 am to 5 pm, given all the semi emergency care and management, also involved in 

providing 24 hours medical consultation to the different constituents of the university 

fraternity and also people from the adjoining areas. 

 World University Service (WUS) health centre is a contributory heath scheme which 

provides the health care facilities to the students, employees and their family members of 

Delhi University.  It has four operational units in North, South, East and West of Delhi. 

In the North campus it has 12 full time medical officers and 14 part time specialists.  In 

the south campus, the centre has 2 full time medical officer and 4 part time specialists 

who are in charge of the OPD services available in the centre. In East Delhi and West 

Delhi there is only one full time medical officer is available each in the centre.  

 

6.2.3 Data analysis and interpretation 

6.2.3.1 Infrastructure 

 The analysis on students’ perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and Delhi 

University, finds that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction  in 
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terms of the facilities such as building, ventilation, washroom, laboratory, canteen and 

sports facilities (p<0.05). The laboratory facility is found to be better in Delhi University 

with the score of 3.59 in comparison to Manipur University with 3.04, t-value -6.647 and 

sports facility where the t-value is -2.461 since it has a negative value it is found that the 

students of DU are more satisfied than the students of MU. In the facilities like building, 

ventilation, washroom and canteen, the students of MU have more positive feedbacks 

than the students of DU. According to the students, the building of Manipur University is 

found to be better with the score of 3.74 in comparison to Delhi University with 3.58, t-

value 2.624. Likewise, the score for ventilation of MU is 3.98 and that of DU is 3.77, t-

value 2.958, the mean score for washroom of MU is 3.38 and that of DU is 3.08, t- value 

4.164, and the score for canteen of MU is 3.16 and that of DU is 2.62, t-value 7.757, 

where we can see that the students of MU have a positive feedback about the above 

variables than that of DU. The  scores for lighting and classroom does not have much 

difference, but it is slightly in favour of Delhi University, on the other hand the scores for 

transport and recreation shows that it has a slight positive feedback for Manipur 

University. 

 The analysis on faculty members’ perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and 

Delhi University, finds that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction 

in terms of the facilities such as building, ventilation and classroom structure facilities 

(p<0.05). According to the faculty, the building of Manipur University (MU) is also 

found to be better with the score of 3.80 in comparison to Delhi University (DU) with 

3.13, t-value 4.066. Likewise, the score for ventilation of MU is 4.13 and that of DU is 

3.56, t-value 4.117, the mean score for classroom structure of MU is 3.93 and that of DU 
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is 3.37, t- value 2.410, where we can see that the faculty members of MU have strong 

positive feedbacks about the variables as compared to DU. In the other facilities such as 

lighting, washroom, laboratory, technology and parking space, the faculty members of 

MU have a slight positive feedback as compared to that of DU. However, the room 

facility for both the university got the same score from the faculty members. In terms of 

security, the faculty of DU feels safer within their campus vis–a-vis security measures 

provided by the authority as compared to MU.   

 The analysis on non-teaching staff’s perception on infrastructure of Manipur University and 

Delhi University, finds that there is a significant difference only in lighting facility 

(p<0.05), better in Delhi University, with the mean score of 4.32 in comparison to 

Manipur University with 3.92, t-value -3.137. In the other facilities such as washroom, 

drinking water and parking space, the non-teaching staff of DU gave a slight positive 

feedback as compared to that of MU. The building facility is better in Manipur 

University, with the score of 4.20 in comparison to Delhi University with 3.97, t-value 

1.830. Likewise the recreation facility for non-teaching staff is slightly better in MU as 

compared to DU.  

6.2.3.2 Admission process 

 The analysis on students’ perception on admission procedure in Manipur University and 

Delhi University finds that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction 

in terms of the selection process, rigorous admission process and admission as per the 

university calendar regarding the admission process in the university (p<0.05). As 

analyzed, according to the students, the satisfaction regarding the selection process is 

found to be a bit higher in Manipur University with a mean score of 4.01 in comparison 
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to Delhi University (DU) with 3.37 and with a value of 8.270. The perceptions of 

students of MU and DU towards having a rigorous admission process differ significantly 

with a t value -3.882 where the students of DU have more positive feeling regarding the 

students undergoing through a rigorous admission process with a mean score of 3.60 in 

comparison to MU with a score of 3.30. It is observed that the perceptions of MU and 

DU students regarding admission of students, as per the university calendar differ 

significantly (t value 3.053) in favor of MU with a mean score of 3.63 in comparison to 

that DU with a mean score of 3.38 (Table 58). 

 It is found that there is a statistically significant difference in the satisfaction in terms of 

the selection of truly deserving students and admission as per the university calendar 

regarding the admission process in the university (p<0.05). The perceptions of MU and 

DU faculty members regarding the rigorous admission process did not differ significantly 

where the t value is 0.068 and the mean score of MU is 4.20 and that of 3.86. However 

the faculty members of MU have more positive feelings regarding the selection of truly 

deserving students and admission as per the university calendar. With a t value of 3.822 it 

is found that the faculty members of MU have more positive feeling that the admission 

process enables the department to select the truly deserving students where the mean 

score is 4.20 in comparison DU with a score of 3.30. Lastly, with a positive t value of 

2.948 the faculty members of MU have more positive feeling regarding the admission 

schedule that it is always as per the university calendar with a mean score of 4.17 in 

comparison with DU with a score of 3.47 (Table 59).  
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6.2.3.3 Faculty status 

 It can be inferred that half (50.9 percent) of the responded students of MU agree that their 

department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the specialized 

areas, 8.8 percent strongly agree and 25.3 percent of the responded students of MU 

disagree to it. Whereas in DU only 33.2 percent agree to the statement, 16.4 strongly 

agree and 32.4 percent of the responded students of DU disagree to it. The percentage of 

students giving a positive opinion to the statement is more in MU than DU.   In the rest of 

the statements both the students of MU and DU gave a positive opinion regarding faculty 

members’ teaching experience, the faculty members’ cooperation with the students, the 

classroom discussion atmosphere, the faculty members’ encouragement in co-curricular 

activities, the faculty members emphasis on developing academic, scholarly and 

intellectual qualities among the students and the training of the faculty members (Table 

74).  

 The study finds that 60 percent of the responded faculty members of MU disagree that 

their department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the 

specialized areas, 3.3 strongly disagree and 33.3 percent of the responded faculty 

members of MU agree to it. Whereas in DU 51.1 percent disagree, 13.3 strongly disagree 

and 22.2 percent of the responded students of DU agree, 4.4 strongly agree to it. So the 

percentage of students who disagree towards the statement is more in both the 

Universities. In the statements regarding the teaching-learning requirements, the 

interactions with other faculty member, Head of Department, the faculty members 

encouragement towards the students to participate in various co-curricular activities, the 

percentage of positive opinion is given by both the faulty members of MU and DU. In the 
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rest of the two statement regarding the condition of the university as a place to work and 

the UGC pattern of Teachers’ Performance Appraisal the percentage of positive opinion 

is more in MU (90 percent and 60 percent) than DU ( less than 50 percent), as shown in 

Table 75. 

6.2.3.3 Support systems 

 It is found that with a negative t value of -9.914 and a significance value of 0.000, the 

students of DU have more positive feelings regarding university library providing enough 

number of books of students' choice where the mean score regarding enough number of 

books of students’ choice of MU is 3.03 and that of DU is 3.85. It is also found that the 

students of DU have more positive feelings towards the quantity of journals and reference 

books available in the university library where the t-value is -8.864 and the mean score of 

MU is 3.14 and that of DU is 3.79. Again with a negative t value of -6.256 the students of 

DU have more positive feelings that the duration for which the university library remains 

open commensurate with the needs of the students where the mean score of MU is 3.57 

and that of DU is 4.01. It is also found that the students of DU have more positive feeling 

that the display of books and journals in the library is perfect where the t-value is -5.788. 

Lastly, the perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the students taking full 

advantage of the facilities availed under UGC INFONET did not differ significantly the t 

value is found to be -1.002 mean score of 3.20 for MU and that of DU is 3.27 ( Table 

110). 

 The perceptions of MU and DU students regarding the staff in the on-campus health 

center did not differ significantly with a mean score of 3.53 for MU and that of DU as 

3.57 where the t-value is found to be -0.748. Further, with a negative t value of -2.003 the 
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students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the availability of doctors in the 

health care center with a mean score of 3.37 against the mean score of 3.26 for MU. 

Again with a negative t value of -2.789 the students of DU have more positive feelings 

towards the doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope with 

any health problem where it is found that the mean score of MU is 3.12 and that of DU is 

3.28. Lastly, with a negative t value of -3.012 the students of DU have more positive 

feelings on the availability of medicines in the university health center (Table 111) 

 According to the students, it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in 

the satisfaction of information technology in all the three variables (p<0.05). The mean 

score of usage of computers in Delhi University is 3.89, while that of Manipur University 

is 3.48 with a t-value of -4.696. The score of departmental computer facilities available in 

Delhi University is 2.97, while that of Manipur University is 2.70 with a t-value of -

2.822. Similarly with a negative t value, the students of DU have more positive feelings 

regarding the satisfaction with the departmental computer facilities made availed to them. 

Lastly the score of internet facilities available in Delhi University is 3.71, while that of 

Manipur University is 2.75 with a t-value of -11.511. Again with a negative t value, the 

students of DU have more positive feelings regarding the internet facilities of their 

university (Table 112). 

 With a t-value of 0.262 and significance value of 0.794 the perceptions of MU and DU 

faculty members regarding the library service did not differ significantly where the mean 

score regarding the library service of MU is 3.45 and that of DU is 3.38. Further the t-

value is found to be -0.255 and the significance value is 0.800 regarding enough number 

of books of faculty members' choice where the mean score of MU is 3.21 and that of DU 
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is 3.29. Hence the perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding university 

library providing enough number of books of faculty members' choice did not differ 

significantly. The perceptions of MU and DU faculty members regarding the update for 

library at regular intervals did not differ significantly where it is found that the mean 

score of MU is 3.53 and that of DU is 3.82 with a t-value of -1.289. With a negative t 

value of -3.179 the faculty members of DU have more positive feelings towards the 

quantity of journals and reference books available in the university library where the 

mean score of MU is 2.53 and that of DU is 3.31. Again with a negative t value of -2.475 

the faculty members of DU have more positive feelings that the duration for which the 

university library remains open commensurate with the needs of the teachers the mean 

score of MU is 3.20 and that of DU is 3.71. Now, the perceptions of MU and DU faculty 

members regarding the bookkeeping in the library did not differ significantly where it is 

found that the mean score of MU is 3.21 and that of DU is 3.29. Lastly, the perceptions of 

MU and DU faculty members regarding the faculty members taking full advantage of the 

facilities availed under UGC INFONET did not differ significantly where it is found that 

the t-value is 1.863 with a mean score of 3.43 for MU and that of DU is 3.04 (Table 113). 

 According to the faculty member’s perception, it is found that there is no statistically 

significant difference in the variables regarding the health care in both the university 

(p<0.05) (Table 114), but it is found that there is a statistically significant difference in 

the satisfaction in terms regarding the on-campus doctors are qualified and availability of 

medicine favoring Delhi University (p<0.05) (Table 115). 

 According to the non-teaching staff, it is found that there is a statistically significant 

difference in the satisfaction of computer facility available in the departments of the two 
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university (p<0.05). The score of computer facility in Delhi University is 3.75, while that 

of Manipur University is 3.33 with a t-value of -2.448. With a negative t value, the non-

teaching staff of DU has more positive feelings regarding the satisfaction with the 

computer facilities made availed to them. The score of computer knowledge of the non-

teaching staff in Delhi University is 3.80, while that of Manipur University is 3.70 with a 

t-value of -0.938. So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff regarding their 

university staff computer knowledge did not differ significantly. Lastly the score of usage 

of computers available at Delhi University is 3.78, while that of Manipur University is 

3.70, with a t-value of -0.841. So, the perceptions of MU and DU non-teaching staff 

regarding staff completing their work by using computers did not differ significantly 

(Table116). 

6.2.3.4 Administration 

 It is observed that 70 percent (agree+ strongly agree) of the responded faculty members 

agree that the university administration is supportive to them while in DU less than 50 

percent agree to it. Similarly, more than 50 percent of the responded faculty members of 

MU agree that the  university administration is fair to all departments while only 20 

percent of the responded faculty members of DU gave a positive response, while nearly 

half of the are undecided about it. Only32.2 percent of MU faculty members agree that 

the administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style and 39.3% disagree 

to it while in DU 60 percent agree to the statement. Lastly regarding the university having 

a well-functioning grievance redressal cell, majority of the faculty members (60.7) 

disagree and 45 percent of the faculty members too disagree to it (Table 127). 
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 It is found that majority of the non-teaching staff of both MU and DU gave a positive 

response regarding the fair promotional policy of the university (MU 75% and DU 

63.4%) and the office management regarding data and documents (MU 86.6% and DU 

85%). In the three statements the faculty members of DU gave a more positive response 

than that of MU, they are  regarding the fair appointment of administrative/non-teaching 

staff  ( MU 48.3% and DU 79%), transparency in the official procedure ( MU 45% and 

DU 56.1%)  and the university having a well-functioning grievance Redressal cell ( MU 

11.7% and DU 76.5%). Lastly regarding the administrative system in the university is too 

bureaucratic in style, only 34% of the responded faculty members of MU disagree to it 

and majority (60 percent) in DU also disagree to it (Table 128). 

6.2.3.5 Examination process 

 It is found that majority of the students in both MU and DU gave a positive response 

regarding the regularity of exams (MU- 97%, DU- 78.6%) and student’s evaluation 

process (MU 64.7%, DU 50%). Regarding the other variables such as declaration of 

results in time (MU- 60%, DU- 47.6%), innovative exam questions (MU-62.6%, DU- 

46.1%) and practical exams (MU-58.2%, DU-38%), the responded students of MU have 

more positive feelings than that of DU (Table 129). 

 It can be inferred that majority of the faculty members in both MU and DU gave positive 

response regarding the examination process conducted in their University. Regarding the 

regularity of exam 83.3 percent of the responded faculty members gave a positive 

response while 97.8 percent of the faculty members of DU gave positive response.  

Likewise in the other variables such as innovative exams (MU- 70.4%, DU-60%), 
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student’s evaluation (MU- 80%, DU- 62.2%) and practical exams (MU- 52.8%, DU-

60%), majority of the faculty members gave a positive response (Table 130). 

6.2.3.6 Quality of education 

 Factor analysis was conducted on the students, faculty and non-teaching staff of Manipur 

University and Delhi University to assess the quality of education. According to the 

factor analysis carried out for the students of Manipur University and Delhi University, it 

is found that the two universities have different factor loadings. In Manipur University, 

out of the 41 statements, 13 factors were chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0 

and 12 factors was found in Delhi University. The first six factors that were found in 

Manipur University are as Library facilities, Faculty, laboratory and computer facilities, 

Classroom infrastructure, other infrastructure (canteen, transport and sports), Health care, 

Use of computer and departmental library. For DU the first six factors are classroom 

infrastructure, motivation by faculty members, selection and evaluation process and 

usage of computers, infrastructure (ventilation, washroom, transport) and faculty and 

library services, hostel infrastructure and timely conduct of admission and examination, 

health care, sports, recreational and internet facilities.  It is also found that some factors 

are common in the top six factors like the library facilities, health care facilities and some 

computer facilities and other factors like admission, examination, evaluation process, 

other infrastructure facilities like canteen, transport, sports etc. are also found to be 

considered. 

 The factor analysis carried out for the faculty members of Manipur University and Delhi 

University have found that in Manipur University out 18 statements 5 factors were 

chosen in terms of Eigen value of more than 1.0 and 3 factors were found in Delhi 
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University. In MU infrastructure (laboratory and rooms for faculty) were in the first 

factor however it is found to be the third factor in DU. Enrollment and timely conduct of 

admission process were also found to be the first factor in MU while in DU infrastructure 

(lighting, ventilation, washroom and technology), exemplary faculty members and 

rigorous admission, evaluation and qualitative examination process were found to be the 

first factor. The rest of the factors are different too in both the Universities. The second 

and third factors found to be important for MU are library facilities, classroom structure 

and encouragement of faculty to the students by the faculty members, washroom 

infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty members and qualitative exam 

process. While the second and third factors found to be important for DU are building 

infrastructure, motivated faculty members in terms of number of teaching faculty 

members and satisfaction in the work place and health care and lastly laboratory and 

room infrastructure, faculty safetiness, exemplary of faculty members and health care 

regarding staff in the heath care center. 

 The factor analysis performed for the non-teaching staff of Manipur University and Delhi 

University have found that in Manipur University 5 factors were found out of the 17 

statements and 4 factors were found out of the 15 statements in DU. In both the 

university, it is found that one common variable in the first factor is computer facilities 

and is also found that the health care facilities are listed in the last factor in both the 

university. The first two factors for MU are University infrastructure, computer 

knowledge and facilities related to the infrastructure such as working room, washroom 

and drinking water, staff computer knowledge and computer facilities, administration 

having six variables relating to transparency of appointment and promotional policy, 
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management of office and well-functioning grievance redressal cell. While the first two 

factors for DU are computer facilities, lighting infrastructure, well-functioning grievance 

redressal cell and health care facilities, infrastructure (drinking water and parking), 

transparency of official procedure, promotional policy and office management. 

6.3 Recommendations 

Padhi (2005) claims that implementation of TQM in higher education has shown quite an 

encouraging results in India. She argues that the role of top management as leaders is 

essential for the successful implementation of TQM as a tool for organisational 

improvement.  

However, regulatory bodies like UGC and AICTE and bodies for accreditation like 

NAAC responsible for educational quality improvement in India does not seems to be 

very successful in their aims. Only 14000 out of 18064 colleges, at present in India, come 

under purview of UGC (Planning Commission, 2008) and NAAC has completed 

accreditation of only 140 out of 378 universities by the end of tenth five year plan (which 

ran during the period of 2002-2007) (ibid) which is not a good indication for the 

assurance of quality in Indian higher education.  

The following are the recommendations derived from the study on two select central 

universities of Manipur and Delhi.  

 The development of higher education in the northeast India is found to be slow in 

comparison to other parts of India as found in Table 3. In addition to this, the student 

respondents (40.3%) felt that there is need for additional faculty in Manipur University. 

The employment process in Manipur University needs to accelerate in order to fill in the 
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vacant post.   

  Infrastructures for laboratory are an essential necessary for sciences to achieve academic 

excellence as well as research and development. Students of Manipur University (57.6%) 

perceive the existing laboratory facilities to be not up-to the standard and feels that there 

is a need of improvement. The equipments of science and technology are upgraded in a 

short life span. Technological development is moving at a faster pace nowadays, 

therefore, there is a need of up-to date equipments and laboratory facilities.  

 University of Tulsa’s Indoor Program has found that the students in well-ventilated 

classrooms perform better on standardized tests than their peers who receive inadequate 

fresh air. Other researchers have found that improved air quality at schools leads to 

healthier students. With a positive t-value, the students of MU have more positive 

feelings regarding the ventilation facility with a mean score of 3.98 (Std. deviation 0. 

794) than the students of DU which has a mean score of 3.77 (Std. deviation 0.855) as 

shown in Table 23 (b). This implies that the well ventilated classrooms are perceived 

better by the students of Manipur University in comparison to Delhi University. Although 

Delhi University campus is green and is situated near Ridge, the number of constructions 

has increased and fresh air is becoming a rare commodity. Therefore, there is need of 

more ventilation as the number of students per classroom is also increasing in Delhi 

University. 

 Clean and healthy food place an important role to enhance the students’ ability to learn. 

The canteen must be in a safe and clean environment to prevent from any food borne 

illness. Table 27 (a) shows that 43.2 percent feels that the canteen food is of poor quality 

in the canteens of Delhi University. Therefore, the canteen food and facility should be 
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improved for healthy environment. 

 While analyzing the sports infrastructure, it is found in Table 30 (b) that the mean score 

regarding the sports ground of MU is 3.37 (Std. deviation 0.796) and that of DU is 3.56 

(Std. deviation 0.997). It means that since Delhi University is in the country’s capital, all 

the best sports facilities are available in comparison to Manipur University Manipur is 

considered to be a sports powerhouse but the facility provided by the university is dismal. 

It could be a fertile ground for producing national and international players. This also 

implies that the institution has not able to cater the needs of the students in terms of 

sports facilities.  

 Among the support systems for higher education, library place a very important role for 

the development of academic excellence. 40.1 percent of the students of Manipur 

University (Table 78 (a)) feel that numbers of books provided is inadequate. Also 32.1 

percent students of Manipur University feels that the university library needs to updated 

regularly (Table 79 (a)). So, the university library needs revamping in terms of services, 

procurement and management. 

 In comparison to Delhi University, Manipur University is in a remote location. Therefore, 

the health care facility provided in the university is not up-to the mark in comparison to 

Delhi University. This is reflected by the student respondent of Manipur University 17.2 

percent who are unsatisfied with the availability of medicine and 36.6 percent of the 

faculty members (Table 99 (a)) feel that doctors are not adequately available in the 

campus. Since these campuses have students’ hostels, there is a need of 24 hour service 

of medical care in the campus. 

 It is found that the administration system practiced in the university creates a conducive 
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work environment. The faculty members of Delhi University (27.5%) feel that the 

university administration is not supportive to them (Table 117). Therefore, Delhi 

University should try to make the system as supportive to the faculty members and to the 

students.  

 For Manipur University, 57.1 percent of the faculty members feels that the university 

does not have a well-functioning grievance redressal cell while in Delhi University also 

nearly one-third (32.5%) feels the same (Table 120). Therefore, both the universities 

should develop a system of a well-functioning grievance redressal cell. 

6.4 Conclusion 

At present, the words quality, quality assurance and quality assessment have become a 

mantra in today’s competitive business world. The concept of quality in education is 

considered very essential than the concept of quality in industries. Many policy makers 

worldwide, more specifically in India, have started discussing the quality issues in higher 

education. TQM based quality system is a process that will make the management to achieve 

in the improvement in every aspect of consumer satisfaction. TQM at University or College 

may fall into three main areas, namely, accreditation, assessment and quality assurance. 

Accreditation provides for an internal or external, estimate of whether the unit, or programme 

assessed has reached the maximum standard. Assessment provides an evaluation on some 

scale of the quality level being achieved. Quality assurance seeks to establish systems that 

ensure continuous improvement.  

The present quality status of Manipur University and Delhi University is analysed in order to 

provide much needed information for the consumer who desires to be part of a quality 

learning process. The outcome of the quality related issues is based on the students, faculty 
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members and non-teaching staff’s viewpoint. The status of quality is evaluated on the self-

structured questionnaire which indirectly touches all the NAAC Quality Dimensions – 

Curricular Aspects, Teaching, Learning and Evaluation, Infrastructure and Learning 

Resources, Research, Consultancy and Extension, Student Support and Progression, 

Governance and Leadership and Innovative Practices. 

 Higher education in general, is considered to encourage personal growth and social 

responsibilities in an individual, in addition to his professional training and academic 

development. It also educates students to become civic responsible and a citizen of global 

society (CEPES, 2009). Higher education leads to ethical development of students while its 

process of imparting education. The standard of education has its direct impact on the 

development of the students’ understandings. 

The study finds that TQM considers the overall eco-system of NAAC quality dimensions as a 

part of TQM in higher education. For further study, other dimensions of the eco-system may 

be considered for evaluating the quality aspect of higher education. Thus the stakeholders’ 

viz., students, faculty, non-teaching staff, parents, society at large may be benefited and will 

help in building a robust human capital for the development of the country. 
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Appendix-A (a) 

TQM QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 

 

 I, the undersigned, a research scholar of the Department of Management, Mizoram 

University, Aizawl, am pursuing my doctoral program. 

 My PhD topic is “Total Quality Management in higher education: An analytical study on 

two Central Universities, Delhi University and Manipur university”. 

 In order to ensure the completion of my PhD work, may I request you to kindly complete 

the questionnaire. The responses will definitely be kept confidential and utilized for the purpose 

of research only. 

 

Thanking you 

 

Priyalaxmi Gurumayum 

Research Scholar 

Mizoram University, 

Aizawl 

 

 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 

NAME: 

GENDER:    MALE____        FEMALE____ 

AGE: 

EDUCATION: 

DEPARTMENT: 

 

 

 

 



 

1. The building facility of your department is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

2. The classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

3. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities. 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree  

4. The condition of washroom for the students in your department is: 

      (a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

5. The classroom structure of your department is as per the learning needs of the students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

6. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department are: 

(a) Extremely Dissatisfactory (b) Dissatisfactory (c) Undecided 

 (d) Satisfactory (e) Extremely Satisfactory 

7. The quality of food available in the campus canteen is: 

     (a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

8. The transport facility made available to the students by the university is: 

     (a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

9. The quality of hostel facility is: 

     (a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

10. The sports ground of your university is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst  

11. The university has proper recreational facilities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

12. Students are happy with their selection process 

(a) Extremely unhappy (b) Unhappy (c) Undecided (d) Happy (e) Extremely happy 

13. According to you, the selection process for the students should be based on 

(a) Written examination (b) Marks obtained in the qualifying examination  

(c) Interview and group discussion (d) Donations  

(e) Excellence in extracurricular activities 

 



14. Students in the department go through rigorous admission process 

      (a)Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree  

      (e) Strongly agree 

15. Admission of students has been always as the university per the university calendar 

          (a)Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree  

      (e) Strongly agree 

16. The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty member for all the specialized 

areas 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

17. Faculties in the department have adequate teaching experience 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

18. The teaching faculty members are cooperating with the students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

19. In classes a conducive atmosphere is always created by the faculty members for a two 

way interaction with students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

20. The  faculty  members  encourage  the  students  to  participate  in  various  co-curricular 

activities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

21. The  faculty  members  give  due  emphasis  on  developing  academic,  scholarly,  and 

intellectual qualities among the students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

22. The faculty members should undergo appropriate training at regular intervals to impart 

quality education 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

23. The library service satisfies the information need of the students is 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

24. The space provided in the library for students is: 

(a) Extremely inadequate (b) Inadequate (c) Undecided (d) adequate (e) Extremely 

adequate 

 



25. The university library provides enough number of books of students’ choice 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

26. The university library is updated at regular intervals 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

27. You are satisfied with the quantity and quality of journals and reference books available 

in the university library 

(a) Extremely unsatisfied (b) Unsatisfied (c) Undecided (d) Satisfied  

     (e) Extremely Satisfied 

28. The duration for which the university library remains open is commensurate with the 

needs of the students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

29. The display of books and journals in the library is perfect 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

30. Students take full advantage of facilities availed under the UGC INFONET 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

31. Staffs in the on-campus health center are: 

(a) Extremely unhelpful (b) Unhelpful (c) Undecided (d) Helpful (e) Extremely 

helpful 

32. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

33. Doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope with any health 

problem 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

34. The availability of medicines in the university health center is: 

(a) Extremely Unsatisfactory (b) Unsatisfactory (c) Undecided (d) Satisfactory  

     (e) Extremely Satisfactory 

35. You always use computers to prepare assignments, presentations, notes, reports, etc. 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

36. You are satisfied with the departmental computer facilities  

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

 



37. You are satisfied with the internet facilities of your university 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

38. Examinations conducted by the university are:  

(a) Extremely irregular (b) Irregular (c) Sometimes regular (d) Regular (e) Extremely 

regular 

39. The results are always declared in time 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

40. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast growing challenges in 

one’s life 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

41. You are satisfied with the evaluation process of students 

(a) Extremely unsatisfied (b) Unsatisfied (c) Undecided (d) Satisfied  

     (e) Extremely Satisfied 

42. The way the practical examinations are conducted in your department (if any) is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

 



Appendix-A (b) 

TQM QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FACULTY MEMBERS 

 

 I, the undersigned, a research scholar of the Department of Management, Mizoram 

University, Aizawl, am pursuing my doctoral program. 

 My PhD topic is “Total Quality Management in higher education: An analytical study on 

two Central Universities, Delhi University and Manipur university”. 

 In order to ensure the completion of my PhD work, may I request you to kindly complete 

the questionnaire. The responses will definitely be kept confidential and utilized for the purpose 

of research only. 

 

Thanking you 

 

Priyalaxmi Gurumayum 

Research Scholar 

Mizoram University, 

Aizawl 

 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 

NAME: 

GENDER:    MALE____        FEMALE____ 

AGE: 

QUALIFICATION: 

DEPARTMENT: 

FACULTY/SCHOOL: 

 

 

 



 

1. The building facility of your department is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

2. The classrooms have sufficient lighting facilities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

3. The classrooms have sufficient ventilation facilities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

4. The condition of your department’s washroom for teaching faculty is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

5. The classroom structure of your department is as per the learning needs of the students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

6. The existing laboratory facilities provided in your department(if any) are: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

7. The technology resources currently available in your department are latest 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

8. The rooms meant for teaching faculty in your department are: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

9. The parking space, if any, for the vehicles of teaching staffs is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

10. Teachers feel extremely safe within your campus vis –a vis security measures provided 

by the authority 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

11. The students enrolled in the department normally undergo a prior rigorous admission 

process 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

12. Admission process enables the department to select truly deserving students 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

13. Admission schedule is always as per the university calendar 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

 



14. The department has a requisite number of teaching faculty members for all the 

specialized areas 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

15. The teaching-learning requirements in your department are easily manageable 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

16. The interaction with other members of your department are: 

(a) Extremely negative (b) Negative (c) Undecided (d) Positive (e) Extremely positive 

17. The leadership quality of the Head of the Department is: 

(a) Extremely ineffective (b) Ineffective (c) Undecided (d) Effective  

(e) Extremely effective 

18. Faculty members are satisfied with the condition of this university as a place to work 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

19. The faculty members encourage students to participate in various co-curricular activities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

20. The existing UGC pattern of Teachers’ Performance Appraisal is: 

(a) Not appropriate (b) Least appropriate (c) Undecided (d) Appropriate  

(e) Most appropriate 

21. The library service satisfies the information needs of the teachers 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

22. The space provided in the library for teachers is: 

(a) Extremely inadequate (b) Inadequate (c) Undecided (d) Adequate  

(e) Extremely adequate 

23. The university library provides enough number of books of faculty’s choice 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

24. The university library is updated at regular intervals 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

25. You are satisfied with the quantity and quality of journals and reference books available 

in the university library 

(a) Extremely unsatisfied (b) Unsatisfied (c) Undecided (d) Satisfied  

(e) Extremely Satisfied 



26. The duration for which the university library remains open is commensurate with the 

needs of the teachers 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

27. The bookkeeping is perfect in the library: 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

28. Teaching faculty members take full advantage of facilities availed under the UGC 

INFONET 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

29. Staffs in the on-campus health center are: 

(a) Extremely unhelpful (b) Unhelpful (c) Undecided (d) Helpful (e) Extremely helpful 

30. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

31. Doctors in the on-campus health center are well qualified enough to cope with any health 

problems 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

32. The availability of medicines in the university health center is: 

(a) Extremely Unsatisfactory (b) Unsatisfactory (c) Undecided (d) Satisfactory  

(e) Extremely Satisfactory 

33. The university administration is supportive/fair to its faculty member 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

34. The university administration is fair to all departments 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

35. Administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

36. The university has a well-functioning grievance redressal cell 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

37. Examinations conducted by the university are: 

(a) Extremely irregular (b) Irregular (c) Irregular (d) Regular  

(e) Extremely regular 

 



38. The examination questions are innovative and reflective of the fast growing challenges in 

one’s life 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

39. The teachers are satisfied with the evaluation process of students 

(a) Extremely unsatisfied (b) Unsatisfied (c) Undecided (d) Satisfied  

(e) Extremely Satisfied 

40. The way the practical examinations are conducted in the department (if any) is: 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor (e) Worst 

 

 



Appendix-A (c) 

TQM QUESTIONNAIRE FOR UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS AND 

NON- TEACHING STAFF 

 

 I, the undersigned, a research scholar of the Department of Management, Mizoram 

University, Aizawl, am pursuing my doctoral program. 

 My PhD topic is “Total Quality Management in higher education: An analytical study on 

two Central Universities, Delhi University and Manipur university”. 

 In order to ensure the completion of my PhD work, may I request you to kindly complete 

the questionnaire. The responses will definitely be kept confidential and utilized for the purpose 

of research only. 

 

Thanking you 

 

Priyalaxmi Gurumayum 

Research Scholar 

Mizoram University, 

Aizawl 

 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 

NAME: 

GENDER:    MALE____        FEMALE____ 

AGE: 

DESIGNATION: 

DEPARTMENT: 

 

 

 



 

1. The building facility of the university is : 

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

2. Your working rooms have sufficient lighting facilities 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

3. The washrooms are clean and well maintained 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

4. Recreational room, if any, is clean and well maintained 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

5. Safe drinking water is available at appropriate places within the campus 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

6. The parking space, if any, for vehicles is :  

(a) Excellent (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor  (e) Worst 

7. Staffs in the on-campus health center are: 

(a) Extremely unhelpful (b) Unhelpful (c) Undecided (d) Helpful (e) Extremely helpful 

8. Doctors are available round the clock in the on-campus health care center 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

9. Doctors in the on-campus health are qualified enough to cope with any health problem 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

10. The available of medicines in the university health center is: 

(a) Extremely Unsatisfactory (b) Unsatisfactory (c) Undecided (d) Satisfactory  

(e) Extremely Satisfactory 

11. Staff in the university acquire good computer knowledge 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

12. Staffs can effectively complete their work by using computers 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

13. Staffs are satisfied with the computer facilities availed to them 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

14. The process of appointment of administrative/non-teaching staff is fair in the university 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 



 

15. The promotional policy of the university is fair and unbiased 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

16. Data and documents are well maintained in the office 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

17. The officials procedure maintained in this university is very transparent 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

18. The university has a well-functioning grievence redressal cell 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

19. Administrative system in the university is too bureaucratic in style 

(a) Strongly disagree (b) Disagree (c) Undecided (d) Agree (e) Strongly agree 

 


