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 In a university, research is used to generate new knowledge and also increases the 
visibility of the university. The quality of research undertaken by the university is 
important in defining the nature of the university and its ranking nationally, 
regionally, and internationally. In universities, for research to be vibrant and 
quality-oriented, it should be based on achievable Quality Assurance Key 
Performance Indicators (QA_KPIs). This paper analyses QA_KPIs used to guide 
researches at the Islamic University in Uganda. The objectives of this study 
included (a) to understand the roles of QA_KPIs in research at Islamic University 
in Uganda (IUIU), (b) to examine the differences in staff perceptions on QA_KPIs 
in research at Islamic University in Uganda, and (c) to examine the relationship 
between QA_KPIs’ variables used in maintaining quality in research at the Islamic 
University in Uganda. Results of descriptive statistics highlight that 154 majority 
of staff agreed that QA_KPIs have a role to play in ensuring the quality of research 
at the Islamic University in Uganda. It was observed that there was a statistically 
mean difference in staff perceptions as regards QA_KPIs in the academic 
qualifications. It was also observed that there are relationships between QA_KPI 
variables on the quality of research undertaken at Islamic University in Uganda. 
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INTRODUCTION 

According to various studies, quality assurance is defined as ensuring stakeholders that 
the education offered by the university is “fit for purpose” (Elassy, 2015; Hénard & 
Roseveare, 2012; Mbabazi, 2013; Salilul & Shahadat, 2016;). Quality assurance is also 
defined as a collection of policies, procedures, systems, and practices designed to 
achieve, maintain, and enhance quality of education offered (Matovu, 2017; Sanga & 
Ahn, 2014; Williams, 2016). Quality assurance should be managed from both the 
internal and external processes that are highly controlled by known procedures to all 
stakeholders (Manghani, 2011; Sanga & Ahn, 2014). Quality assurance might require 
heavy investment of funds so as to acquire the best technology, equipment, and skills to 
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take the university to another level (Kane, Palmer, Phillips, Kiron & Buckley, 2016; 
Williams, 2016). Quality Assurance is one of the core processes used by higher 
education institutes for quality management of teaching, community service, and 
research (ESG, 2015; Kwadwo & Addaney, 2016; Matovu, 2017; Michaela, 2018; 
VanVught & Westerheijden, 1994). Quality assurance in research relies on Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) to provide guidelines for quality research that is later 
reflected in the total institutional performance and growth (Harvey & Green, 1993; 
Matovu, 2017; Sanga & Ahn, 2014). This paper suggests that universities should ensure 
that QA_KPIs are implemented by universities. These would help universities to 
undertake quality research, publish, patent, prototype, and also make products out of 
generated knowledge. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Key performance indicators are measurable values or metrics that are used to evaluate 
how effectively a university or an organization achieves its goals (Eckerson, 2009; Lee, 
Park & Kim, 2013; Masayna, Koronios & Gendron, ND; Meier, Lagemann, Morlock & 
Rathmann, 2013). KPIs help to communicate the actual targets, drive improvement by 
facts, help prioritizing improvement activities, make continued quality check for 
universities and connects students to institutional processes (Ballard, 2013). KPIs are 
developed within the universities’ visions, missions, objectives/ goals, strategic plans, 
values, etc. Research KPIs should be able to guide generation of quality oriented, 
efficient and timely new knowledge useful to all stakeholders (ISESCO, 2016). KPIs are 
usually selected according to the SMART concept (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, 
Relevant, and Time-bound). In order for KPIs to be implemented, there should clearly 
defined guides and criteria on which factual based decisions are made. Key performance 
indicators in universities have been related to the improvement of the following aspects; 
(a) teaching (b) research, (c) communality engagement, and (d) international outlook 
(Brockerhoff, Huisman & Laufer, 2015; Gueorguiev, 2017; Piela, 2017). There are 
several benefits that higher education institutions might accrue as a result of QA_KPIs 
for research being in place. According to literature, QA_KPIs help universities in 
attaining the desired goals, are a source point to compare qualifications, a source of 
comparison of graduates, and set transparent mechanisms in controlling quality and 
standards (Asian Pacific Economic Cooperation [APEC], 2011; Ballard, 2013; Karen, 
2012). 

In higher education institutions it is very important to have QA_KPIs in place. These 
help in ensuring that all qualification and academic standards are in place for the 
institution to function as expected by all its stakeholders (APEC, 2011; Kis, 2005; 
Manghani, 2011; Paintsil, 2016). The standards that might be involved in ensuring that 
quality measures are adhered to include; (a) institutional quality assurance standards, (b) 
national quality assurance standards, (c) regional quality assurance standards, and (d) 
international quality assurance standards (Inter-University Council for East Africa 
[IUCEA], 2010; IUCEA, 2011; IUCEA, ND; National Council for Higher Education 
[NCHE], 2009; NCHE, 2011; Nkunya, 2011; Nkunya & Joseph, ND). KPIs might 
require improvement after a given period of time to match the changes of the time.  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Manghani%20K%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21584180
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Figure 1 
Continuous Improvement Cycle of KPIs  

Best practices in ensuring QA_KPIs in research 

Universities should not only look at having key performance indicators in place but they 
should also ensure that they are functional and serve their goal (Ballard, 2013; Owino, 
Ogachi & Olel, 2011; Piela, 2017; Wang, 2010). Universities should have policies and 
procedures that manage the implementation of quality assurance key performance 
indicators to bring out proper results they are designed to implement. There should be 
measures of how quality research should be undertaken by staff and students, and in 
which direction (Henard & Leprince-Ringuet, 2008; Coe, Aloisi, Higgins & Elliot, 
2014). The research policies and practices should be specific for all other aspects of the 
university function. In the same vain, there should be facilities that are directed towards 
supporting research activities in order to tally with QA_KPIs which are being measured 
against. The facilities put into play might include technology, libraries, laboratories, link 
to the cyber world, and mechanisms to support the provided technology (Hennessy at 
al., 2010; Council on Higher Education, 2016). With quality assurance in research, there 
should be increased funding to support research activities. Having enough funds to do 
quality research leads to meeting the biggest challenges in the communities around the 
universities (Naylor et al., 2017). As a QA_KPI, there should be journal(s) in the 
university to publish researched work. Journals should be based in departments and 
faculties of the university. The universities through journals can send out their new 
findings to communities for reading and implementation. The university journals to be 
vibrant, they should be geared towards producing quality research as guided by the 
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university research policies and procedures (Carra, Loucksb, & Bloschla, 2018; 
Martenssona et al., 2016; Panda & Gupta, 2014). It might also be imperative for the 
university to have high ranking journals such as journals well ranked by ISI for the staff 
to publish their work. If the university does not have them, it should set standards that 
would make the university journals attain that level of proficiency in terms of rankings. 
It might not be possible for universities to publish their results in high impact factor 
journals but they should be able to disseminate their research findings through 
conferences. Having conferences and their frequency can greatly reflect the quality and 
quantity of research conducted at the university.  

World class universities have either defined themselves as either research universities or 
teaching universities. The quality assurance key performance indicators in terms of 
research for universities should be directed towards the big vision of the university as 
either teaching or research universities (Jacob, Xiong & Ye, 2015; Tremblay, Lalancette 
& Roseveare, 2012). Quality assurance key performance indicators in terms of research 
for research universities are higher than those of teaching universities (Fitzgerald et al., 
2016). Universities should be in the know of which standards as regards research they 
need as per the nature of the university. Either being a research or teaching university 
might largely depend on the quality of staff a university has to undertake research. 
Quality research in a university is based on QA_KPIs and the quality of senior research 
staff a university has in the various departments. A university with professors is likely to 
do more quality research than the university that does not have them. Key performance 
indicators in research should be able to bring about visibility of a university undertaking 
the research. Visibility of the university is as a result of the university increasing the 
volumes of research and publications in a particular period of time (Penfield et al., 
2014). The more research and publications a university has in a given period of time 
makes it more visible and felt in the different academic arena and parts of the world. 
This is realized when large volumes of research are published in high impact factor 
journals (Tennant et al., 2016). 

A university undertaking research should be able to attract research grants and also 
compete for them in the areas in which it is excelling. Research grants waive a big 
burden from the university in terms of research funding (Hottenrott, 2011). Funders who 
want their research questions answered put funds in higher education institution research 
boxes for their research questions to be answered. Institutions that have very high 
QA_KPIs put it to the faculties and departments to compete and also attract big research 
funds. This also depends on the research projects done to be able to attract research 
grants (Noor-Ul-Amin, ND). As regards admissions, universities should admit students 
who merit programmes, that is, students who have the required qualifications or grades. 
These students should measure to the standards of undertaking graduate research. 
Adequate admission of students should be done based on the competitiveness of the 
students (Stanford Centre for Opportunity Policy in Education, 2013). Students with the 
highest grades/ qualifications should be considered for postgraduate programme, and 
also for research. There should be an appropriate curriculum in place and strategies to 
review the curriculum. A curriculum offers a road map to have appropriate research and 
quality assurance measures (O’Neill, 2015). This supports the types of research to be 
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done, quality of research, research and its projected impact to the community. The 
measures put in place would help in monitoring of the quality assurance systems and to 
have appropriate research QA_KPIs that would uplift the ranking of the university. With 
the relevant QA_KPIs, there should be in place quality assessment methods to assess the 
research conducted in higher education institutions (Jacob, 2015; O’Neil, 2015).  

As an aspect of quality assurance universities should have qualified staff to undertake 
research and also train students admitted on the programmes. The academic staff would 
be those with the requisite qualification and should measure to the required standards. 
The staff employed by universities to do research should have opportunities for staff 
development to improve on their research skills. This would help the staff to improve on 
their knowledge and skills as regards training students (Henard & Roseveare, 2012; 
Jacob, 2015). Training in new skills would bring about the adjustment in research skills 
of the staff which would be observed in the research output. In strengthening QA_KPIs, 
the university should provide adequate reading materials for students and staff 
undertaking research. Quality institutions of higher learning that have also the vision to 
advance in research should be able to attract international and reputable scholars in 
various fields, provide long-life learning, and create endowments to generate money for 
research activities (Henard & Roseveare, 2012; Yang, Schneller & Roche, 2015). 
Universities should be able to benchmark good practices from other universities, be able 
to facilitate students and staff mobility, and have networks and collaborations among 
other universities (Odongo, 2017; Williams, Kear & Rosewell, 2015). Universities 
should train staff in quality assurance matters and also define their internal quality 
assurance standards. in the same vain they should establish processes of implementing 
KPIs as well as improving on the existing programmes and approval of new ones. 
According to previous studies done on key performance indicators none have been 
focused on the Islamic University in Uganda. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
analyse quality assurance key performance indicators in Ugandan universities taking a 
case study of the Islamic University in Uganda. 

Objectives of the Study 

(i) To find out the role of quality assurance key performance indicators in 
research at Islamic University in Uganda.  

(ii) To examine the differences in staff perceptions on quality assurance key 
performance indicators in research at Islamic University in Uganda.  

(iii) To examine the relationship between quality assurance key performance 
indicators variables used in maintaining quality in research at Islamic 
University in Uganda. 

METHOD 

Design of the study 

This study was carried out using quantitative approaches considering cross sectional 
survey design to achieve the objectives of the study. The study was conducted at the 
Islamic University in Uganda with a focus on analysing the quality assurance key 
performance indicators in research undertaken at the University. The study considered a 
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population of 465 staff in 2 campuses of Islamic University in Uganda. A total number 
of 200 questionnaires were distributed by hand to a sample of the staff in the two 
campuses. However, 180 questionnaires were returned fully filled and were analysed to 
get results for the study. 

Sample 

Using stratified and random sampling methods, a sample of 200 staff both academic and 
non-academic; 130 academic and 70 non-academic, and 138 males and 62 females was 
selected to participate in the study. During the survey, the staff were also instructed to 
give information on their qualifications (professor, associate professor, senior lecturer, 
lecturer, assistant lecturer, and teaching assistants), campus (Kampala campus and main 
campus), gender (males or female), category (administrator or academic), and 
classification (arts/ sciences). 

Instrument  

A 50 item quality assurance key performance indicator (QA_KPI) Questionnaire was 
developed to collect data for the study. The 50 item questionnaire had 10 dimensions 
each with 5 self-reported statements that required the staff to rate. The respondents were 
asked to testify how they were in agreement with the statements in the questionnaire. 
The 5-point likert scale which was used in the questionnaire ranged from strongly 
disagree, disagree, neutral, agree to strongly agree. The validity index (.883) and 
reliability coefficient (.801) measured by the Cronbach’s alpha were conducted to 
determine the adequateness of the instrument. From the obtained results, it was 
discovered that the instrument was adequate to collect the data for the study. 

Data collection 

The researcher employed research assistants to collect data from the targeted 
participants for the study. Research assistants distributed questionnaires and also 
collected them from the participants of the study. The collection of the data was done in 
one month. The questionnaires received from the participants were sorted to find out 
whether all the returned questionnaires were fully filled before the data entry and 
analysis were done.     

Data analysis 

The study adopted both descriptive and inferential statistics to analyse and also interpret 
the results for the study. The data collected was analysed using descriptive analysis, 
factorial ANOVA, exploratory factor analysis, and simple regression to respond to the 
objectives of the study. The study used descriptive statistics to describe the primary data 
while the factorial ANOVA analyses were used to highlight the mean differences among 
the university staff perceptions on the role of QA_KPIs in research at the university 
level. Exploratory factor analysis used Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) to measure the 
sample adequacy, the Bartlett test of sphericity, varimax rotational method, factor 
loadings and percentages of variances to measure the factor structure of the data 
generated. The relationships between variables were determined by the correlation 
coefficients of the simple regression analysis. 
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FINDINGS  

Role of quality assurance key performance indicators in controlling the quality of 

research  

In the analysis of the role of quality assurance key performance indicators in research, 
the staff was asked to respond to whether QA_KPIs have a role in controlling the quality 
of research at the Islamic University in Uganda. From the results obtained, it was 
revealed that the majority of the staff were in agreement that QA_KPIs had a role in 
controlling the quality of research at the Islamic University in Uganda (IUIU). It is 
noted from Table 1 that 118 (65.6%) of the staff agreed while 36 (20%) strongly agreed 
that key performance indicators have a role in controlling the quality of research at 
University (IUIU). Only 18 (10%) were neutral, 8 (4.4%) disagreed and none strongly 
disagreed on the role played by quality assurance key performance indicators in 
controlling the quality of research at the Islamic University in Uganda. 

Table 1 
Frequencies for the role of quality assurance key performance indicators in research at 
IUIU (N = 180) 

Scale value Scale f % SD 

1.00 – 1.90 Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 0 

2.00 – 2.90 Disagree 8 4.4 .36 

3.00 – 3.90 Neutral 18 10.0 .40 

4.00 – 4.90 Agree 118 65.6 .35 

5.00 – 5.90 Strongly Agree 36 20.0 .38 

F = frequency, % = percentage 

Figure 2 
Agreement with the role of Key Performance Indicators in controlling quality in 
research 
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In an analysis of the differences in perceptions of staff about the role of QA_KPIs in 
controlling quality in research at the Islamic University in Uganda, a factorial ANOVA 
was conducted to examine the differences among the different groups of staff under 
study. The factorial ANOVA was conducted on the category of staff (administrative or 
academic staff), gender, qualification, campus, and classification (science or arts). 
According to the results in Table 2, there was no statistically significant difference in 
perceptions of staff as regards quality assurance key performance indicators and quality 
of research in terms of the category of staff, gender, campus, and their classification. 
The results revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in perceptions of 
staff as regards the role of QA_KPIs in respect to their qualifications (partial eta 
squared, η

2
 = .241). Results from factorial ANOVA indicate that staff with lower 

qualification has poor perceptions about the role of key performance indicators on the 
quality of research at the University (IUIU). In other words, factorial ANOVA results as 
regards to qualification differ from others in relation to the category, gender, campus 
and classification of the staff (see Table 2). 

Differences in staff perceptions on quality assurance key performance indicators 

adopted in research 

Table 2 
Factorial ANOVA for quality assurance key performance indicators in research 
Variable(s) Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig Partial Eta 

Squared (η2) 

Category (Admin/ 
Academic) 

.187 1 .165 .788 .325 .006 

Gender .784 1 .124 3.798 .263 .011 

Qualification 8.231 5 1.797 8.536 .011 .241 

Campus .362 3 .362 1.360 .121 .013 

Classification (Science/ 
Arts) 

.123 1 .124 .589 .348 .009 

Error 29.881 141 .186    

In an interaction between qualification on quality of research, a statistically significant 
difference is observed (F (5, 180) = 3.798, p < .011, η

2
 = .241). This means that the 

difference in the quality of research is brought about by the qualification of staff. From 
the results of partial eta squared (η

2
), it is noted that 24.1% of the variance in the quality 

of research is explained by qualification of the staff who undertake or supervise research 
at the University. In a descriptive rating, the variables of quality assurance key 
performance indicators in research using exploratory factor analysis two factors were 
generated as seen in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
A factor structure of the quality assurance key performance indicators in research 

 
Item(s) 

Factor Loading 

F1 F2 

1. Enrolment of students at the University .88  

2. Funding of research activities at the University .81  

3. Research facilities available at the University .79  

4. Faculties/ departments research scholarly activities at the 
University 

.78  

5. Staff to conduct/ supervise research at the University .75  

6. Students’ success in conducting research at the University .70  

7. Publishing researched work  .86 

8. Patenting ideas got out of research  .78 

9. Making of prototypes got out of research  .73 

10. Making products out of research  .70 

Note: F1 = Key Performance Indicator (inputs), F2 = Performance of Key Performance 
Indicators (output) 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with varimax rotation was used to determine the 
number of factors in the Quality Assurance Key Performance Indicator questionnaire. 
From the EFA results, the Keyser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) was .878 while the Bartlett’s 
chi-square was an approximation of 442.16 with p = .000. The results of the KMO 
which are close to 1.00 indicate that the correlation is compact enough to produce 
distinct factors as seen in Table 3.  From the results of exploratory factor analysis, it has 
been observed that the components of the questionnaire are divided into two categories; 
(a) key performance indicator (input), and (b) key performance indicators (output). The 
key performance indicators (input) are those that are invested in or manipulated during 
research undertaken while key performance indicators (output) are those that are 
expected to be observed after the research has been conducted. The variables in 
QA_KPI questionnaire were correlated and results are revealed in Table 4. 

Relationship between quality assurance key performance indicators variables 

Correlation Coefficient Test 

Before the correlation analysis was conducted, descriptive statistical analyses were 
conducted to study the cases of each cell and also to confirm whether the data analysed 
were normally distributed. The descriptive statistics revealed the adequateness of the 
sample taken into consideration for the study. The study tested for normality and 
linearity of the data. Using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests, it was 
confirmed that the data met the assumption of normality. The fitness of the data made it 
suitable to be tested on the hypotheses of the study. In understanding the correlation 
between the variables under study, simple regression using Spearman Correlation values 
as seen in Table 4 highlight the association between quality assurance key performance 
indicators and quality of research at the Islamic University in Uganda. 
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Table 4 
Correlations between predictor and outcome variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 -          

2 .48* -         

3 .16 .78*** -        

4 .58** .68** .69** -       

5 .28* .60** .48* .48* -      

6 .13 .75** .58** .55** .66** -     

7 .44* .70*** .74*** .50** .60** .46* -    

8 .21* .66** .43* .55** .56** .51** .48* -   

9 .09 .45** .38* .48* .43* .36* .19 .10 -  

10 .11 .80*** .51* .58** .65** .60* .17 26* .12 - 

 *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

The correlations analysis between quality assurance key performance indicators and 
quality of research at the Islamic University in Uganda was based on simple regression 
using on Spearman correlations. *p<.05, **p<.01 and ***p<.001 were coded manually 
as seen in Table 4 while the labels are explained as follows; 1 = Total enrolment, 2 = 
funding, 3 = research facilities, 4 = faculty scholarly activities, 5 = quality of students 
and staff, 6 = students’ success in research, 7 = publish, 8 = patent, 9 = prototype, and 
10 = products. According to Table 4, it is observed that there is no significant relation 
revealed between enrolment and research facilities (r = .16, p>.05), students’ success in 
research (r = .13, p>.05), prototype (r = .09, p>.05), and products (r = .11, p>.05). Also, 
according to Table 4, there is no significant relationship between publishing and 
prototype (r = .19, p>.05), and product (r = .17, p>.05). Other insignificant relationships 
existed between patent and prototype (r = .10, p>.05), and product (r = .12, p>.05). It 
can be noted from table 4 that most of the associations are significant. 

DISCUSSION 

The study has provided evidence on the relationship between quality assurance key 
performance indicators and quality of research in Ugandan Universities with the case 
study of the Islamic University in Uganda. From the results of the study, it has been 
discovered that staff differed in terms of perceptions as regards quality assurance key 
performance indicators from their counterparts in regard to the category, gender, 
campus and classification of the staff. Furthermore, it is noted that there is no significant 
relationship between enrolment and research facilities, students’ success in research, 
prototype, and product. There is no significant relationship between publishing and 
prototype, and product. Other insignificant relationships were between patent and 
prototype, and products. According to the correlation results, insignificant relationships 
were observed in enrolment with facilities, students’ success in research, prototypes and 
making products out of researched ideas. The insignificant relationships with the 
variables are due universities admitting students without facilities in place and putting 
much emphasis on students grades than research skills.  
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There is always anticipation in universities that they might not be able to enrol students 
in the various fields, or win research grants, or assume that the money to set up the 
research facilities is part of the research grants they will win. Many universities today do 
not look at the quality of students they enrol on programmes but numbers that will raise 
money to fund their projected budgets (Betts, Hartman & Oxholm, 2009). The existence 
of statistical insignificance between enrolment and students’ success is largely on the 
quality of students enrolled on the various programmes within the University. As regards 
to publishing and other variables such as prototypes, patent and product, these are not 
common in universities today (Breschi, Lissoni & Montobbio, 2005; Magnificus, 2016; 
Stephan, Gurmu, Sumell & Black, 2007). In the research process, most universities stop 
at the publication as the final level in the research process. Many students and staff of 
universities undertake research but it is just left on shelves to collect ‘dust’ (Head, 
2016). The statistical insignificance between enrolment, patenting and products got out 
of research, is dependent on the nature of research conducted within the universities. In 
most of the universities in Uganda, research is students based and requires students to 
only publish their results. This makes patents, prototypes and making products out of 
researched work not to be achieved (Gurjar, 2015; Yang & Epstein, 2005). 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

To improve research in universities in Uganda, there should be adequate recruitment or 
enrolment of students who merit university programs, and can also do research. Once 
competent students are enrolled into the various programmes, students will be retained 
onto the programmes and also graduate on time. In maintaining the quality of research 
there should be mechanisms to attract and retain outstanding staff. In attracting and 
retaining staff, there should be good faculties’ salaries and benefits, staff satisfaction, 
endowed chairs and professorships, good faculty tenure, continuous human resource 
training and lowering staff turnover rate (Tack & Patitu, 1992). There should be other 
measurable and attainable QA_KPIs such as setting up adequate facilities to support 
research, increase funding to research and its support activities, attract research grants 
and also compete for them (Wang, 2010). Universities should start journals in all 
departments to publish researched work, staff and students should publish in high profile 
journals, employ quality staff to undertake or guide others in conducting research, and 
increase on the volumes of research, publications, prototypes and products got through 
research. There should also be improvement in the university policies that guide 
research, publications, and innovations. There should be increased scholarly activities at 
the universities, institutions should provide adequate resources such as books, e-
resources, library, motivate staff and students to do research and also benchmark good 
research practices from other universities. There should also be patenting of all ideas got 
through research, make prototypes to conceptualize research ideas, make products from 
all research ideas and establish effective processes of implementing quality assurance 
key performance indicators. 
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