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ABSTRACT 2 3 8 O 8 7

This descriptive research was designed by using a mixed-methods research methodology. Its three main objectives were (1) to rate
and rank the importance of needed quality improvement activities in private higher education institutions as perceived by external assessors, (2) to
compare the importance of rating and ranking of needed quality improvement activities in private HEIs among external assessors, and (3) to study
the combination of rating and ranking methods and then explain the impartance of the needed quality improvement activities in private HEls, The
research sample consisted of three groups: (1) 20 representatives of the private HEIs, (2) 325 external assessors at the higher education level, and
(3) three representatives of the Ofﬁce_ o% National Education Standard and Quality Assessment (Public Organization). Besides, four types of
research instruments were inciuded: (1) a document synthesis note, (2) an in-depth interview form, (3) a questicnnaire, and (4) a quality checklist of
the combination use of rating and ranking methods. This research was conducted within one year, based on the research scope and samples. The
data analysis was divided into three phases which were applied to this research: Phase 1 (explore) using the content analysis, Phase 2 (analyze
and compare) using the descriptive statistics consisting of frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean and standard deviation, the inferential statistics
consisting of one-way analysis of variance and Spearman’s rank correlation method, and the nonparametric statistics, Friedman test and Kendall
coefficient of concordance, and Phase 3 (interpret and explain) using content analysis. The significant research findings were as follows:

1. The results of the importance rating and ranking of the needed quality improvement activities in private HEls.

1.1 The results of the importance rating: the four groups of needed quality improvement activities, including the readiness of system
and mechanism, personnel development, supporting resources preparation and quality improvement techniques, were important at the high level.
However, among those 20 needed quality improvement activities, only five of them were important at the highest level. They were comprised of (1)
the establishment of the quality assurance database, (2) the enhancement of a good atmosphere to conduct the quality assurance and
assessment, (3} the establishment of a host, centre or committee to be responsible for quality assurance and assessment, (4) the paﬁicipaiion of
the executives in quality assurance and assessment activities, and (5) the establishment of an improvement plan based on the internal and external
assessors’ suggestions.

1.2 The results of the importance ranking: as for the four groups of needed quality improvement activities, the results revealed that
personnel development ranked in the first place, followed by the readiness of system and mechanism, the quality improvement techniques, and the
supporting resources preparation respectively. However, among those 20 needed quality improvement activities, four needed quality improvement

activities were found important at the highest level. The first rank was the establishment of a quality assurance database, followed by the
establishment of a host, centre or committee to be responsible for quality assurance and assessment, the participation of the executives in quality
assyrance and assessment activities, the enhancement of a good atmosphere to conduct the quality assurance and assessment respectively.

2. The comparison results of the importance rating and ranking of the needed quality improvement activities in the private HEls among
exiernal assessors.

' 2.1 The comparison results of the importance rating: the perceptions of the three groups of external assessors (head external assessor,
assessor, and secretary) fowards the four g.roups of needed quality improvement activities were not significantly different at the 0.05 fevel, which
agreed with the hypothesis. The results revealed that the participation of the quality assurance and assessment activities was perceived as the
highest important activity by the assessors, while it was perceived as the high important activity by the secrefaries. In addition, the establishment of
the knowledge-management system of quality assurance and assessment was perceived as the highest important activity by the head external
assessors, while it was perceived as the high important activity by the secretaries. Finally, the establishment of the improvement plan, based on
internal and external assessors’ suggestions, was perceived as the highest important activity by the head external assessors and the assessors,
while it was perceived as the high important activity by the secretaries. ‘ -

2.2 The results of the comparison of the importance ranking: the perceptions of three groups of external assessors (head external
assessor, assessor, and secretary) towards the importance ranks of the needed quality improvement activities in the private HEIs were not
significantly different at the 0.05 level.

3. The results of the combination use of rating and ranking methods to explain the importance of needed quality improvement activities

in private HEIs: the combination of those two methods covered four main issues including (1) accuracy, (2) utility, (3) feasibility, and (4) propriety.





