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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to develop a model of Total Quality Management (TQM) that does not damage the
scholarly values of higher education and which enhances professional autonomy, including academic freedom
and academic quality in teaching and research. The theoretical framework includes an interpretive study that
examines the functional, structural, and cultural aspects of implementing TQM concepts in higher education and
the concepts that should be modified.

The paper follows the qualitative approach based on the interpretive epistemological paradigm. This research
uses empirical data on higher education quality management practices in their natural setting through an
interpretive study. The logic of inquiry adopts inductive reasoning that constructs or evaluates general
propositions that are derived from specific examples. Empirical data is collected from faculty members from a
sample of two universities, including one public university and one private university in Dubai, the United Arab
Emirates (UAE), in order to study academics’ perceptions of TQM in higher education. The methodology
involves document analysis and collecting interpretations and narratives in order to study the positive and
negative influences of quality management practices on, academics, research and the teaching process. The
methodology also includes quantitative analysis using the survey instrument for the sake of triangulation.

The designed management model which is the result of this paper takes into consideration the issues caused by
TQM as a form of new public management, including overload in teaching, administrative tasks, faculty
turnover and the reasons behind this along with the quality of teaching and research. Inapplicable TQM concepts
are modified based on traditional university management models in order to fit the higher educational context,
taking into account higher education leadership and the cross-cultural context that universities operate in
especially in Dubai.
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1. Introduction

The concept of quality is an old one and can be traced back by historians to Ancient China and more specifically
the Western Zhou Dynasty in the eleventh century B.C. as a control system for handicraft production (Juran,
1995, p. 3). One of the organizational management methods that were developed in the modern period, in the
late 19th century in industry, was quality control through the detection of defects in manufacturing products in
order to take corrective action, and this was expanded into quality assurance in the course of preventing errors
before they occur (Evans & Lindsay, 2005). After that, Total Quality Management (TQM) came into prominence
in the 1980s and 1990s as a response to some of the problems that arose from using mechanical ways of
managing in some organizations which had led to limitations in human capacities’ development and personal
growth (Morgan, 2006). TQM is a management system that was initiated in Japan by the American management
scholar Edward Deming (2000) in the 1980s, which focuses on customers, leadership, teamwork, empowerment,
corporate culture, strategic objectives, and continuous improvement. As Antony and Preece (2002) explain,
TQM started in manufacturing in Japan and was gradually proliferated to the service industry and then to the
public sector areas with the New Public Management like education and healthcare in developed and developing
countries.
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In the 1980s and 1990s the expansion of university systems to accommodate a larger percentage of the
population going to university and the increase in technology expenses accompanied with the financial
constrictions and the confused relationship between universities and governments all reduced the self-confidence
of the academic profession in its dedication to its calling (Shils, 1997, p. 7). Those changes had a great impact on
the management systems in the universities, thus leading to the erosion of the collegial model including shared
governance, academic freedom, professional autonomy, and academic tenure. Suddenly, new management
concepts emerged like productivity, revenues, employment flexibility, moderate evaluation of students,
pedagogical issues and many others (Rochford, 2003).

The theoretical framework includes an interpretive study that examines the functional, structural, and cultural
aspects of implementing TQM concepts in higher education and the concepts that should be modified.
Inapplicable TQM concepts are modified based on traditional university management models in order to fit the
higher educational context, taking into account higher education leadership and the cross-cultural context that
universities operate in especially in Dubai.

2. Empirical Study

The results of the empirical study of the two universities are presented for a grounded theory, which leads to the
construction of a modified quality management model for higher education. These results are presented by using
the document analysis followed by the survey results and the results of the interviews. Since this study is
emergent, the process of inquiry, supporting arguments, and questions of interest were developed as the research
progresses. Since the paper is based on social constructivism combined with interpretivism, general and broad
questions were asked in order to help participants construct the meaning of their situation. The qualitative
methods were document analysis and semi-structured interviews along with part of the survey questionnaire. The
quantitative methods included a section of the questionnaire that collected quantitative data and thus helped in
quantitative analysis. Based on the emergent study approach, these tasks were conducted in this order: first, the
majority of the documents analysis was done in order to determine what kinds of quality management are being
used in the studied universities, and this required a modification in the survey instrument. The survey is
conducted next since the recruitment of most faculty interviewees was done through this instrument. Finally, the
interview guides were finalised based on feedback from the two preceding instruments. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted with some faculty members based on criterion sampling.

2.1 Documents Analysis

The analysed documents include: academic policies in the two universities under study, and general documents
of management in universities like the standards for licensure and accreditation of the Commission for Academic
Accreditation (CAA) in the UAE and the UNESCO international covenant on academic freedom. Those
documents were analysed and used in modifying the TQM inapplicable characteristics to higher education in the
new model of this paper.

2.1.1 University Documents

The relevant policies examined here include those related to faculty workload, faculty promotion, research
strategies and committees, faculty committees, faculty evaluation, planning policies, peer review policies, and
library committees, etc. The purpose of critically analyzing those documents is to check all faculty management
related matters to quality management concepts.

In the private university, in order to be promoted and according to the promotion policy, faculty members are
expected to perform at increasingly higher levels as they advance in their careers. This can be recognized by: a
higher quality of performance and recognition in teaching and learning, a greater contribution to the
advancement of the research and scholarship of their discipline, and an increase in the complexity and
responsibility of their duties and service to the university. In the public university, the promotion policy is very
similar to that detailed above and academic staff should be recruited and rewarded according to the disciplines of
research, teaching and administration.

The two universities have very similar policies when it comes to how faculty members’ responsibilities are
distributed among teaching, research, administration, leadership, and community service. The policies of the two
universities assign the largest responsibility of faculty members to teaching, yet the policies state that this may
be modified for many reasons. What the actual workloads are cannot be known based on policy analysis only.
This information is obtained in the survey and interview results below.

While the private university does not include the term “academic freedom” in any of its policies, in its “Role and
Responsibility of Academic Staff” policy the public university states that academic freedom is the right of
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members of the academic community to study, discuss, investigate, teach, conduct research and publish as
appropriate to their respective roles, responsibilities, and disciplines.

In the private university and according to the continuous improvement policy, the process of continuous
improvement is the responsibility of the Office of Institutional Effectiveness. Process improvement projects are
carried out according to a continuous improvement process flowchart, which is based on quality management
and on Deming’s PDCA cycle as stated clearly in the policy. The effectiveness of this process for the academic
department was also included for discussion in the interviews.

According to the subject-instructor evaluations process, the private university depends on students’ evaluation of
the instructor while the public university looks for peer observations, students’ feedback forms, and
self-evaluation. This evaluation process is discussed with faculty members in the interview instrument for further
clarifications.

2.1.2 Documents on University Management

The analysis of the two universities’ policies demonstrates that both have very similar policies in compliance
with the standards of the Commission for Academic Accreditation (CAA) standards that they are accredited by.
Higher education institutes seek accreditation from the Ministry of Higher Education as an obligatory
requirement in order to be considered by the government in the country. Universities have different reasons for
pursuing accreditation, as for some of them accreditation is inevitable while for others it is for the purpose of
improving quality (Heriot, Franklin, & Austin, 2009). The CAA is offered by the Ministry of Higher Education
in the UAE to higher education undergraduate and postgraduate programs.

The CAA requires that a higher education institute has a specific mission presented in a mission statement. The
institute’s processes should be linked to its mission and also all actions, future planning, use of resources, and
evolution should be guided by this mission (CAA, 2016). Strategic planning and implementation are dominant in
CAA standards that are mission driven, and therefore faculty activities such as pedagogical approaches, curricula
design, and research type should be aligned with the mission (CAA, 2016).

The UNESCO international covenant on academic freedom is also important in building the new model of this
paper. It discusses the importance of academic freedom and autonomy in higher education including (UNESCO,
2015).

The above documents’ analysis show that the private university applies some of the TQM concepts but the
public university does not. Based on the emergent study approach, the information analyzed in these policies is
integrated into the design of the survey and interview for further interpretation from faculty members.

2.2 Survey

The subjects of this paper are academic staff in both teaching and administrative positions. These include faculty
members and senior administration deans, vice presidents, academics, and presidents. Sampling includes the
whole faculty member population for a semi-structured survey instrument and purposive sampling for the
interviewees’ selection following the recommendation of Stake (1995) who argues that this is the best approach
for this kind of study in order to serve its purpose. The questionnaire was sent to all faculty members by email,
and the filled in questionnaires were returned by email. The in depth semi-structured interviews were all
conducted with faculty members in their campus offices.

After obtaining the ethical approvals from the two universities, a participation information sheet was sent by
email to all faculty members including faculty members with and faculty members without administrative
positions. In addition, a consent form was attached to this first email along with the questionnaire.

After document analysis in the two universities there were many questions which needed to be asked to all
faculty members in order to clarify some points and collect qualitative interpretations and quantitative data
through a survey, as represented below. Some of those questions are analyzed quantitatively and others are
analyzed qualitatively for the sake of triangulation. Overall, 56 questionnaires were sent to faculty members of
the private university, 27 filled in questionnaire were returned. 22 questionnaires were sent to faculty members
of the affiliated public university and 11 filled in questionnaires were returned. Therefore, the total number of
questionnaires considered for this study is 38 questionnaires.

The first section of the questionnaire included demographic questions about gender and age, which aid in
quantitative analysis and conducting inferential statistics and comparing responses between different groups. For
example, although it may be considered that TQM practices would hinder faculty members from conducting
research, there would be other reasons that do hinder them from research like professors who are mothers with
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heavy domestic responsibilities. Table 1 summarises the gender survey data, Table 2 summarises the current
position survey data, and Table 3 summarises the marital status survey data of the questionnaire participants.

Table 1. Gender survey data

. Average number of Average satisfaction with Average satisfaction
Gender Distribution .. . . . . -
publications per year management practices with university policies
Male 55% 2-3 satisfied satisfied
Female 45% 1-2 dissatisfied dissatisfied
50% satisfied/50%
Total 100% 1-2 o satistie ! satisfied

dissatisfied (no mode)

Table 2. Current position survey data

Current Position Distribution Ave‘rag.e number of éverage satisfaction le\./el Av.erage ‘satisi.'action. l?vel
publications per year  with management practices with university policies

Full Professor 16% 2-3 Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Associate Professor 29% 2-3 Dissatistied Dissatisfied
Assistant Professor 42% 1-2 Satisfied Satisfied

Adjunct Faculty 5% 1-2 Dissatistied Dissatistied
Instructor 8% 2-3 Satisfied Satisfied
Total 100% 1-2 50% satisfied/50% satisfied

dissatisfied (no mode)

Table 3. Marital status survey data

) . Average number of Average satisfaction with Average satisfaction
Marital Status Distribution Lo . . - . .
publications per year management practices with university policies
Married 61% 1-2 satisfied Satisfied
Not married 39% 2-3 dissatisfied Satisfied
50% satisfied/50%
Total 100% 1-2 o sahistie 0 satisfied

dissatisfied (no mode)

Based on eye balling of the quantitative survey data and analysis of the qualitative information collected from
the questionnaire, the following five hypotheses were generated to be quantitatively tested using the statistics
software SPSS.

Hypothesis 1: there is a significant difference between faculty members’ gender and the average number of their
publications per year. The average number of publications for the faculty who responded to the questionnaire is
approximately two publications per year (S.D.=0.72, Mean=1.97, N=38). Female professors have fewer on
average (S.D.=0.68, Mean=1.81, N=17) than male professors (S.D.=0.73, Mean=2.18, N=21). To study whether
the difference is significant and since there are two experimental conditions and different subjects in each
condition (males and females), the T-test (unrelated) was used. The results show that there is no significant
difference between faculty members’ gender and the number of their publications (t=-1.6, df=36, p=0.12) and
therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Hypothesis 2: there is a significant difference between marital status of faculty members and the average number
of publications per year. The average number of publications for the faculty who responded to the questionnaire
is approximately two publications per year (S.D.=0.72, Mean=1.97, N=38). Married professors have fewer on
average (S.D.=0.67, Mean=1.78, N=23) than professors who are not married (S.D.=0.7, Mean=2.27, N=15). To
study whether the difference is significant and since there are two experimental conditions and different subjects
in each condition (married and not married-includes single/divorced/others), then T-test (unrelated) was used.
The results show that there is a significant difference between marital status and the number of their publications
(t=-2.132, df=36, p<0.05), and therefore the hypothesis is accepted.
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Hypothesis 3: there is a significant negative correlation between the number of children for faculty members and
number of publications per year. Since data is nonparametric, spearman rho is used to study correlation
significance. The results show that there is a significant correlation between the number of children for faculty
members and number of publications (Rho=-0.561, N=38, P<0.01). By constructing a scatter diagram using the
number of children as the independent variable and the average number of publications per year as the dependent
variable, this significant correlation is found to be negative, as presented in Figure 1: Hypothesis. Therefore, the
hypothesis is accepted.
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Figure 1. Hypothesis 3 scatter diagram

Hypothesis 4: there is a significant difference between faculty members’ current positions and their satisfaction
levels with the management practices related to teaching and research. The average satisfaction level of Full
Professors is (S.D.=0, Mode=dissatisfied, N=6), the average satisfaction level of Associate professors is (S.D.=0,
Mode=dissatisfied, N=11), the average satisfaction level of Assistant professors is (S.D.=0, Mode=satisfied,
N=16), the average satisfaction level of Adjunct Faculty members is (S.D.=0, Mode=dissatisfied, N=2), and the
average satisfaction level of instructors is (S.D.=0, Mode=satisfied, N=3). Since the two variables are nominal,
the chi-square test was done. The results show that there is a significant difference between faculty members’
current positions and their satisfaction with the management practices related to teaching and research: X*(4,
N=38)=38.0, p<0.05 and therefore the hypothesis is accepted.

Hypothesis 5: there is a significant difference between faculty members’ current positions and their satisfaction
with their universities’ policies. The average satisfaction level with university policies for Full professors is
(S.D=0.41, Mode=dissatisfied, N=6), the average satisfaction level for Associate Professors is (S.D.=0.4,
Mode=dissatisfied, N=11), the average satisfaction for Assistant Professors is (S.D.=0, Mode=satisfied, N=16),
the average satisfaction level of Adjunct Faculty members is (S.D.=0, Mode=dissatisfied, N=2), and the average
satisfaction level of instructors is (S.D.=0, Mode=satisfied, N=3). Since the two variables are nominal, the
chi-square test was done. The results show that there is a significant difference between faculty members’
current positions and their satisfaction with their universities’ policies: X*(8, N=38)=38.85, p<0.05 and therefore
the hypothesis is accepted.

The most important results in this section are the problems of teaching overload that faculty members are
experiencing in the private university, which is more than the workload policy allows for. Faculty members in
the public university have a lot of administrative duties that are also affecting their research and publications
negatively. This problem of work overload was discussed with deans and faculty members through the interview
instrument. Another important result that was found through the survey is that the implementation of some TQM
concepts in the public university such as empowerment, self-evaluation, and self-improvement had already
occurred. On the other hand, the private university uses a lot of monitoring and evaluation of faculty members,
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which is done by the office of institutional effectiveness for the sake of improvement. Therefore, each university
uses the TQM characteristics in different manners, and these are discussed in the next section.

2.3 In-Depth Semi-Structured Interview

Faculty members were recruited for the interview through criterion sampling and by meeting the following: 1)
have significant publishing records in peer review journals so they are aware of the academic principles and the
unique nature of the academic profession that requires time and capability to conduct research, and 2) have at
least five years of teaching experience in higher education so they have been teaching long enough to identify
what is done in their universities’ management systems and how TQM would affect scholarly values. Following
the emergent study approach, faculty members who reported in the questionnaire that they had academic
working experience in Dubai were also interviewed in order to collect more information about management
systems in other universities in Dubai. In addition, there were a few extra interviews with faculty members
through snowballing. These people were recommended by interviewees who had been researching quality
management, or a faculty member who resigned from one of those universities due to management decisions.
Besides describing the management systems in their universities the main role of faculty members as interview
subjects was to give their interpretations about the possibility of implementing TQM in higher education in order
to help in the model building process. In total 25 faculty members were interviewed, including 19 academics
without administrative roles and 6 academics in senior administrative positions in the academic departments.

The interview subjects’ selection is summarized in Table 4: In depth semi-structured interviews subjects’
selection.

Table 4. In depth semi-structured interviews subjects’ selection

University Faculty Members  Senior administrators Total
Public University 4 2 6
Private University 9 2 11
Private University (with academic 6 ) 3
experience in other universities in Dubai)

Total 19 6 25

The discussion of senior administrators in the private university included many more management concepts and
practices. Contrary to this, the results of the interviews done in the public university with top administrators and
faculty members show a different management style including peer and self-evaluation.

Through the interview instrument, it can be seen that there is a common problem between the two universities
that faculty members are facing, which is a lack of research time. Even faculty members who have experience in
other universities in Dubai reported the same problem in their previous universities. For example, faculty
members in the private university are suffering from the problem of teaching overload; however faculty
members in the public university are facing the problem of administrative tasks and form filling which prevents
them from conducting research.

The most important issues that they are concerned about are focusing more on research, reducing the number of
students in their classrooms, self-evaluation, self-improvement, peer review, empowerment of faculty, more
teamwork, less form filling, less reporting, and less documentation. All of this information along with document
analysis, the survey results, and part of the literature review helped in designing the new TQM model for higher
education.

170



res.ccsenet.org Review of European Studies Vol. 9, No. 1; 2017

3. A New TQM Model for Dubai University
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Figure 2. The new management model of higher education in Dubai, UAE

The result of this paper is the New TQM model for Higher Education as presented above in Figure 2.

According to the literature meta-analysis of the defenders and opponents of TQM in higher education, and based
on the interpretations and data collected from the empirical study: organizing, documenting, and continuously
improving administrative processes in academic departments are positive and helpful for academics. However,
the main processes for academics presenting the core activities in higher education of “teaching and research”
should be based on professional autonomy. Accordingly, the concept of empowerment and leadership from
TQM should be used here since faculty members are professionals who are the most aware of their teaching and
research processes. According to the new TQM model they should have the total freedom of designing the
syllabi of their courses, teaching tools, assessment methods and marking criteria, and faculty members could
plan their pedagogical methods based on the learning outcomes that the faculty set. Those learning outcomes
should meet the strategic objectives of the faculty based on the mission and vision of the university. Milakovich
(2006) considers that empowering people is essential for a successful TQM, where people who own their
processes and form them based on what they believe is true perform at a very high level and benefit the whole
organization.
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This new model includes both the rights and responsibilities of faculty members. The occupation of academics is
called a profession because it has distinctive privileges, but also special obligations (Shils, 1997, p. 10). The
UNESCO international covenant includes the duties and responsibilities of faculty members that are integrated
in the new model. Therefore, according to the new model, the responsibility of every faculty member consists of
receiving, assimilating, and discovering knowledge, interpreting and transmitting knowledge about methods of
discovery, validating knowledge, basing teaching on research findings, ensuring the fair discussion of contrary
views, respecting the academic freedom of others in the academic community, ethical and professional standards
in scholarship including teaching and research, responding to contemporary society’s problems, and preserving
the world’s historical heritage.

All of the above characteristics of the new model could lead to ultimate results in higher education being
presented in a higher quality of teaching and research. TQM requires controlling and measuring results to take
corrective action in the case of non-conformance with standards. In higher education faculty members are
professionals who know how to check the results of their performance, and this can be done through two
assessment methods according to the new model: first by assessing students’ learning through methods that the
faculty member can decide based on the content and the learning objectives of each subject, and secondly by, the
self-evaluation of teaching methods and self-improvement through pedagogical research in one’s fields.

Wiklund et al. (2003) criticize TQM for requiring a lot of reporting and too many details, as it takes time to
collect statistical data that might not be useful after a short period of time and quantitative assessment is not
appropriate for many scholarly and teaching activities. Reporting is also modified in the new model, and it is
confined to reporting about student performance based on each university’s policies. However, the model does
not include any reporting about faculty performance since it is based on self-evaluation for self-improvement by
each faculty member individually.

Continuous improvement is based on self-evaluation, and this is a process that faculty members can manage and
work on individually every semester based on Deming’s PDCA cycle (Deming, 1986). Every faculty member
plans for the semester, and at the end of the semester he/she can check whether all learning outcomes are
achieved, and based on this improvement plans can be set.

Training is part of TQM but McCulloch (1993) argues that training for faculty should be substituted by
self-development. The new model adopts this concept and substitutes training in TQM with self-development
through self-evaluation and continuous improvement.

Based on meta-analysis, in TQM customers are always right and their satisfaction is essential. Accordingly, their
feedback should always be checked for the sake of continuous improvement. In the literature of TQM in higher
education there is a lot of debate about identifying the customers in higher education. According to Antony and
Pierce (2002), higher education customers are both students and businesses, and the products are “practice
knowledge” and “communication skills”. Sirvanci (2004) claims that a secondary student enrolling in higher
education should be considered in the same way as raw material that goes through the production process from
one step to another until they graduate and become products for employers and compete with one another in the
market. On the other hand, Pfeffer and Coote (1991) consider that a student is an “active participant” in
education and not a customer or a product. For some scholars the student is the customer, and higher education
institutes should attract those customers if they provide a valuable quality of education. To others, customers are
employers and students are products presented as graduates, who may or may not attract employers. According
to the new model of this paper, higher education is completely different from industry and it can neither consider
students as customers nor as products. Accordingly, the customer and the product are the same, which is
“community development”. When professors, top administrators, and universities work to serve community
development the product would be looking for community development as an ultimate result.

The CAA requires administrative tasks besides teaching and research from faculty members, but in some cases
universities exploit this standard and require a lot of administrative task and teaching overload in order to reduce
the cost of hiring more academic and administrative staff. It could be possible that reducing costs is not bad, but
when it adversely impacts research the cost that universities and the society pay would be much higher.

According to Birnbaum (1988), the collegial model is based on trust between all member of higher education
including not only faculty members and top administrators but also students and administrative staff. The
UNESCO international covenant on academic freedom focuses on professional autonomy and academic freedom
in order to guarantee the fulfilment of higher education functions (UNESCO, 2015). The new model integrates
the characteristics of the collegial model where the role of deans is to advocate academics and represent their
interests within a self-governance organizational structure (Abbott-Chapman, 2005; Crebert, 2000).
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The new model requires academic tenure within its collegial characteristics. Tenure has a major positive impact
in shared governance. Carmichael (1988, p. 453) argues that “tenure is necessary because without it incumbents
would never be willing to hire people who might turn out to be better than themselves”. Rosovsky (1990) also
links tenure with collegiality by stating that collegiality develops gradually and cannot be created spontaneously
or instantly. It needs time to be built, and tenure is one of the major reasons for building collegiality where
people belong to one community that they care about.

Teamwork is essential in TQM, and this cannot be achievable in higher education according to Kosh (2003)
since committees try to hinder work more than they just work on getting it done. Contrary to this, the new model
suggests that teamwork can be used for peer review in two ways, first through peer observation of teaching
which is optional, and the results should be confidential between the observer and the observed faculty with one
aim of continuous improvement, and secondly through a peer review of research.

In TQM value is based on increasing quality and reducing cost. However, in the new model value is created by
enhancing research. It is essential to focus on research in higher education which leads to creating knowledge
and community development, not only research done by faculty but also students who should be encouraged to
conduct their own research, whether through assessment methods or even through encouraging them to publish
in order to investigate, be more involved in inquiry, and to question all that they study and review.

Globalization is impacting the contexts in which universities now constitute their multicultural populations, thus
leading to ethnic, religious, cultural, and social diversity. Although the context of the study is Dubai, universities
in this Emirate are very diverse and include faculty and students from hundreds of nationalities. Bartlett (2000),
and Rayner and Gunter (2005) argue that diversity is not a problem that should be resolved in higher education,
and instead it is a resource that brings a lot of value to the university context. According to Alexander (2004),
cultural diversity adds many pedagogical values to higher education through several distinctive pedagogies,
which contribute to academic professional development for faculty members and leaders.

The role of leaders in the new model consists of empowering faculty members and creating ownership on what
they teach and the way they teach. The model also emphasizes the political intelligence of academic leaders to
keep politics away from the university as Bezzina, Starratt and Burford (2009) discuss in their research. The
model also requires leaders to use politics to get the best for the university such as seeking resources and
generating opportunities for faculty members, as discussed by Ramsden (1998). Creating the right vision and
working on achieving it regardless of all the challenges that they may face is another essential job of higher
education leaders according to the new model. The most important vision is building the community and creating
an educated environment beyond the university, and leaders need to have clear objectives to achieve this
(Murphy, 2002).

In conclusion, the contribution that this study has made to the literature of quality management in higher
education is a new model of TQM that doesn’t damage the scholarly values of higher education and enhances
professional autonomy, including academic freedom and academic quality in teaching and research. However
future research should be done in administrative departments and with students. It is very important to look for a
management model that enhances teaching, learning, and research from the perspective of faculty members and
students simultaneously.
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