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BACKGROUND AND OUTLINE

The Government of Polaind benefits from a Technical Assistance Activity in support of the
reforms under way in the Ministry of Sclence and Higher Education. This Technical Assistonce
accompantes Development Policy Loans financed by the World Bank; its activities have been
identified jointly by the Government of Poland and the World Bank. One activity is focused
specifically on the assessment of the guality of educational services at Higher Education
[nstitutiomns, s;peciﬁn:aii].r for post-graduate courses and training (adult education).

Specific terms of reference

The chjective of the consultancy 14 to prepare a concise Policy Note focused on international
experience for Assessing the Quality of Educational Services at Higher Education Institutions
(specifically for post-graduate courses and training). This policy note should describe and
compare 4-8 international strategles that are followed by 0ECD countries (and other countries
that may be particularly innovative and interesting) that asre of particular relevance to
conducting the quality assessment for institutions and programs offering this level of training. A
specific framework should be defined to compare the characteristics, the evaluation and the
political economy of these systems.

Outline
This note is divided into three parts.

= Part 1 (pp. 1 - 15) develeps a critical analysis of the aims and methods of quality
assurance processes to assess the quality of educational services in higher education

institutions and proposes a set of criteria to assess the relévance and efficacy of different
methods;

s« Part 2 (pp. 16 - 33) presents different methods vsed in Europe and elsewhere, and

assesses thelr relevance, efficiency and Impact with respect to the criteria identified in
Part 1;

» Part 3 (pp. 34 - 38) develops a synthetic view of some of the best practices and draws
up several recommendations to set up an efficient system.

+ Abbreviations (p. 39)



PART 1

AIMS AND METHODS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE
PROCESSES TO ASSESS THE QUALITY OF
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES IN HIGHER EDUCATION
INSTITUTIONS AND IDENTIFICATION OF A SET OF
CRITERIA

Despite the fact that the first initiatives for developing quality assurance processes are almost 50
vears old, guality assurance or assessment [JA) is still in a state of adolescence, This means that
significantly different systems have been put in place In various countries and that most of them
were modified several years later or are being constantly moedified In order to adapt to a
changing environment or simply because the institutions concerned learn how to use the system
b gt & hatter evaluation, This also means that & geeat number of different terms have been used
{and misused) to identify different approaches to QA and that the policy-makers and specialists
are far from unanimouws regarding the exact meaning of the terms used and the Investigation
methods they imply®. (€ is not surprising, therefore, that much confusion still reigns and that
countries are still implementing — and often - experimenting with guite different methods.

In order to help the Government of Poland choose what might be a good system to assess the
quality of higher education at postgraduate level, we shall examine what are; from our point of
view, the critical characteristics of an efficlent Q4 system focused on teasching and learning in
general, that is covering bachelors, masters - consecutive or part of continuons education - n
public, as well as private institutions. We shall look at the full scope of teaching and learning
agsessment as it raises basically the same guestions of principle and also because we have not
ldentified a system of assessment focused exclusively on Masters. To us; 3 good system of Q4
focused on teaching and learning should fulfil the following key objectives:

¥ Make sure that higher education institutlons (HEIs) and programs satisty at least o
minimum level of quality,

& Contribute to the improvement of all institutions and programs, whatever their level,
acceptable, good or (already) excelient,

» Manage to fulfil this double ohjective at a cost, with respect 1o the financlal and time
burden for all those mvalved, which is lower than the henefits measured in terms of the
economic and societal benefits of an improvement.

1%eein particular VLASCEANT, GRINBERG & PARLEA, Quality Assurance and Accreditation, o glessary of
tiagic terms and deflnitions, CEPES, Bucharesy, 2004, 3= pel 2067:
hitgpa S copat o bl i 2o




The examination of these crucial methodological points will allow us 1o {dentify 2 set of criteria;
which will serve to examine and compare the practice in a couple of countries. In arder to
identify these criteria, we shall successively:

L. Examine the consequences for QA of the role and characteristics of Higher education
(HE].

2. Describe the objectives and tools of quality assurance for teaching and learning,

3. Examine the key methodological solutions in establishing a good system of QA at
national and Institutional level,

4. Propose criteria to compare and evaluate QA systems.

1. Consequences for QA of the role and characteristics of Higher
education (HE)

1.2 Role of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs)

Today we live in a knowledge-driven society and in an increasingly competitive environment.
The private as well as the public sectors increasingly need well-trained people to cope with the
complexity of today's products, services and organizations, to respond to-additional or new
demands, and ‘to inmovate. Moreover, both sectors-are responsible for training the workers and
citizens of tomorrow; this is not only a guestion of quantity, but also more and more & guestion
of quality of those people tralned in schools and in HEls.

To state that countries need well trained people and therefore that education and higher
education institutions should provide quality education for the traditional students as well as for
the second chance or lifelong learners is indeed important, but it does not take us very far, The
big challenge for quality assurance in Higher education is to grasp what is quality in HE and - If
this can reasonably be done = to find ways to measure it 1T would at least be useful to identify
“proxies” for that quality, that is measurable indicators strongly correlated with real quality.

1.3 What is guality in Higher Education?

The definition and measurement of gquality bhave been successfully developed, mainly by
engineers, in industry-[i.e. cars) and for services [ie public transport systems), In these cases,
measuring quality is relatively skraightforward when the production function is well established,
that iz when the best way to transform the inpots (labour, capital, raw and intermediary
products] into outputs [products, services) s known But, for higher education-and research, the
best production function [s not yet well established, even though there are often many good
solutions. There are many reasons for that;

= Mature and Importance of inputs: The production of guality education depends on two
types of inputs that have very little in common,

o The students, They enter HE with a general education depending on their family
background and their life eéxperlence, Their engagement [0 -d study - andfor
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research program depends also on their ambitions and motivation, which, among
other factors, depends on their interest and aptitude for the chosen discipline
and the standing of the discipline in society.

o The teachers, The personal contribution of teachers depends on their training

and life experience and on their personal motivation to do a good job,
Furthermore, the collective contribution of an institution and a program depends

on varioos factors like the composition of the reaching staff, the suitability of the
programs and the pedapogy.

The potential of these twa inputs depends on the quality of their working environment,
in particular bulldings, teaching and scientific equipment, including the new technologies
of information and communication and on the content of the curricula and courses, as
well as the way they are taught.

Measuring the outcome and impact of Higher Education: Assessing the quality of HE
i even more difficult for the following reasons,

o Obviously, It is in general possible to measure the guantity of output in absolute

o

terms (ie. number of graduatés and drop-outs, number of publications and
citarions, etc.) and in reétative terms or as ratios (Le. number of students per
teacher, ratio drop-outs/graduates, number of publications, computers or square
meters per students, ste ). However, the meaning of thesze figures in terms of the
quality of the HE systém, in particular the meaning of ratips, are often not clear in
the Higher Education sector. For example, most HE systems and many
institutions conslder a high drop-out rate as a weakness of the pedagogical
system. There are pood measiures to pay attention to this weakness. For ex. a
more personalized student pedagogical support will contribute to eutting the
drop-out rate, but the costly additional human resources will decrease the
fimancial eficlency of the institution. And there are, of course, bad measures azs
well, in particular reducing the level of requirements for passing exams: this
wonld certainly decrease the drop-out rate, but also reduce the quality of
teaching and learning in the institution and for specific programme. Moreover,
comparing quantitative figures (absolute or relative} between institutions should
be doneg with greal Care. ak institutions are to a large degree not all alike,
Comparisons which are possible between similar institutions can lead to totally
incorrect conclusions if made between institutions from a different type, This
being said, the huge majority of HEIs do not make enough efforts to estahlish

spontaneously the necessary manapemient control data that should at feast allow
them to follow their development,

The quality of output, which 18 so important in an HE system, cannot he
measured in quantitative/or absolute terms. It can only be measured o relative
terms with respect oo the knowledge profiles demanded on the labour market

and in society in general, which are enormously diversified and changing -
although slowly.

o Contrary to a car, most of whose “qualities” can be measured simply by scientific

means; the gquality of a teaching program (putput) depends on the learning
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‘outcomes of the graduates, in other words on what they can do on the basis of
what they have learned, and on the jmpact these graduates have an the economy
and the public sector, In other words, what really counts is whether the
graduates have. after several years of practice, a positive impact on the way
things are done in their ocoupation, The debate between the proponests of
training responding as much as possible to the needs of the labour market as
perceived by the employers at some point In time and those insisting on training
brains - that is people able to learn by themselves - is a good illustration of this
dilemma.

o The intrinsic qualification and motivation of the teachers in charge of a program
impactan the learning cutcome of pradouates more than the programme coursds
and the organization of studies. In other words, an excellent teaching program on
paper does not have much weight if the teaching stafl are not quallfied and/for
niok motivared.,

These characteristics of the production function in higher education should make anyone
responsible for (04 in HE aware that it is anything hut easy to measure guality In HE, The fact
that the systems of higher education differ, sometimes greatly, from one country to the next and
that HEls may position themselves guite differently in these systems is probahly the clearest
indicator of the difficulty in defining the ideal preduction function in HE.

Thiz huge diversity in HE systems justifies the efforts made in Europe to harmonize some
aspects of the national systems in the framework of the Bologna process; In particolar the
organization of studies in three cyeles; the establishment of a Eurcpean gualification
framework?, the definition of learning outcome! or Dublin Descriptors®, These efforts are
remarkable, hut it iz impartant not to forget that they are courageous endeavours to describe
roughly how studies should be organized and what knowledge students should acquire,
However, there is still huge room for interpretation of how bést to train students with different
backgrounds, aptitudes, interests and amhitions for the needs of snciety and for the labour
market of omorrow,

14 Why do Higher Education Institutions not necessarily pay encugh
attention to quality?

Before examining what should be done with respect to QA and who should do i, 5t s important
to briefly deseribe what can be expected from HE[s

1 FIiE framework ol quﬂlil cations fu: 'thﬁ Eumpl.-:m Higher Erlugation Area {EHEA}

Is nouments E-FHEA-Mar 2005 pdf and
MMMMMMMM&M&MHW'H”“H (F EWEA.paf

FADAM, Stephan, Learning cutcomes current developments in Europe update on the issues and
apphcannns of Inﬂrnmg Duicames associabes with the Enll:lgm prucen Fabruary Z008,

4 shared "Tublin® descripbors for 3hort Cyele, First Cyele, Second Cycle and Third Cycle Awards, Ootober
2004, bty Senwenstod ety peca Tl Spdf dublin descriptorspdf



* HEls operate In i complex system of incentives and constraints, rewards and sanctions,
which is olten non-transparent and even contradictory. This Is due to the Fact that
decisions [nfluencing the system are taken under different umbrellas and through tme,
aften due to short-term political initiatives, without paying much attention to the logie
and coheérence of the whole {see Relchert, 20095,

» The system of rewards and sanctions which opeérates In HE system, as in any other
sector, does ot lunction optimally,

o In public universities, the excellence or poor guality of a program only marginally
impacts on the numbers of students attending the propramme, and even less the
financial budget allocated to the programmes. Moreover, if the degree of
dutonomy of an institution is low, the system is caught In a viclous circle: the
smaller the autonomy and therefore the greater the political micro-management,
the less the institution is motivated to improve, which in turn brings with it even
more. intervention®. On the contrdry, a high level of autonomy encourages
institutions to be proactive and 1o search for excellonce. This situation at the
institutional level is also visihle at the staff level (academic or administrative]: it
Is extremely difficult, even impossible, for public universities to penalise those
staff members who clearly underperform - by imposing remedial courses on
them to make sure they fulfil more fully their terms of veference - or even by
firing them. Universities also have difficulty rewarding exceptional or above-
average performance; in the academic world, rewards generally come from
putside, mainly as enhanced academic reputation or - additional financkal
resairces, in particalar for résearch.

@ The situation is somehow diffecent in the private HE sector, but is not free from
difficulties. The dimate of competition to which private institutions are
confronted can be positive as well as negative. Competition has in general a
dominant positive impact on good not-for-profit or for-profit private institutions
as it drives them permanently to improve 1o beat their competitors. On the other
hand, the climate of competition can be negative in mediocre private institutions
a5 it encourages them o save money, in particular in keeping the teaching staff
levels gz low as possible and paving staff as little as possible, in order to make
profits or often just oo survive,

1.5 Consequences for quality assurance

The above brief description of some of the intrinsic characteristics of higher education systems
and Institutions leads us to two conclusions which will underlie the whole report.

FREICHERT, Syhille, Institutional [Mversity in European Higher Edweation, Tensions and challenges for
policy makers and institutional leaders, EUA, Bruxelles, 2009, 160 p.

& 5w WEBER, Lux , "Universityy Governance, Leadership and Management in a rapidly changing
Environment”, in (chap AZ.2-1) E FROMENT & Co (eds} EUA Bologre Hondbook; Moking Balogna Wark,
EUA & Baabe, Berdin, 2006



1. HEls, public az well as private, should spontanecusly develop a quality culture in order to
Improve: The rapidly changing world, the climate of intense competition, Umited bud pets
and the need to work with human resources (students and staff) as they are, should
impose on HEls‘a desire to do thair best to utilize the resources efficiently and, at the
same time, to promote equal access based on merit and independence from income. This
signifies that HEls should develop a culture of improvement by which they develop-a
vision that they pursue strategically, fix priorities as well as "posteriorities” , nurture
their capacity for change, pay great attention to the quality of all their services, teaching
and [earning research, service to the community and administrative or suppart services,
This sounds like wishful thinking to many people, in particular at the level of ministries
and QA agencies, This is understandable when one looks back over fifty vears arso, 1o &
Hme when professors enjoved unlimited academic freedom and therefore considered
themselves the best judge of what should be done. But the deep changes which have and
are happening in the higher education environment have meant that HEIs as such have
become much more conscions that they are making their future themselves and are
organizing themselves to act more collectively. The development of an internal quality
culture and its impact on the strategy of the institution are hecoming an Important
element of the competitive strategy of many institutions, whether pubic or private.

2, Government or preferably independent agencies should make sure HEIs [public and
private] take guality seriously and/or make sure HEls satlsfy a minimum level of guality:
The shortcomings of the system of incentives, disincentives, sanctions and rewards
means that the behaviour of actors and the decisions made within HEls are rarely
aptimal. In other words, neither public policies and regulations, nor the market, succeed
in producing decisions that are the best for HEls and its components and the higher-
education sector in general, This justifies the need for puarantors of the system to make
sure that HEIs ook at themzelves coitically 1o see how they perform in this framework,
such self-eriticiem requires the involvement of external evalustors. The relative
importance of internal efforts and external view should depend on the degree of
autonomy of HELS. [t is the responsibility of a largely autonomaous institution to malke sure
it performs well in order to be accountable, whereas it i the responsibility of the State to
evaluate a strongly regulated institution, as the latter cannot be made totally responsible
far what it is doing.

2. Objective and tools of QA for teaching and learning

The ohjective pursued and the main tools or processes implemented to secure the quality of
teaching and learning are the following™.

* Gee, WEBER, Luc, "Quality sssurance in European higher education: from adolescence to maburity™, in
[pp.17-30) Weber & Dolgovi-Dvever [eds] Thelogitmecy of quality assirance in kigher education: the rolé
of public gutherities nnd institutions, Council of Europe higher education series No 9, 2007, Strashbourg

B For an extensive st of termsused and processes Implied, seein particalar VLASCEANL, GRONBERG &
PARLEA. op rit.



2.1  Minimum standard accreditation

The objective is to make sure that all institutions and programmes satisfy a level of quality that
is considered as a strict minimom. The aim behind this is basically to protect the students
against enrolling in a very poor institution and programme. Indeed, it is extremely difficult for
young students and even for their parents to know what they should expect from an HE
programme and to judge if the promises made in leaflets or on wehsites are fulfilled, Even if the
program looks good, many institutions might be unable to fulfil their promises as they are
unable to attract experienced teachers, This risk is probably higher with private institutions -
certainly the small and newer ones - which have difficulties offering broad, quality programmes
and breaking even linandially, But the risk is not totally absent in public institutions that are
strongly regulated and therefore deeply immersed in the viclous circle described above, This
primary preaccupation regarding guality reguires some sort of sanction. The most common is
produced in a processy of accreditation which should conclude in such a case with 4 non-
accreditation. But there are other ways to sanction poor institutions, in particular the
publication on internet of an evaluation report describing objectively all its shortcomings.
Considering the variety of termz used in the field of QA and accreditation, we consider it useful
te add that "minimum standard accreditation” alms basically at the same objective as "licensing”
or “rertification”, However, while accreditation Is Indifferently used for public and private
institutions, "licensing” and "certification” are more generally — hut not exclusively - used for
private institutions,

2.2  Accreditation of excellence

Alternatively the process of accreditation aims at determining if an institution and possibly a
program have reached a pre-defined degree of excellence. In that case, the alm is not te protect
the students-consumers, but to deliver o label attesting that an institution has reached a specific
standard. This is useful for the Institution to attract students and for the students to he willlng to
be admitted inte such an institution. This process has the same importance for public and
private institutions which aspire to being good institutions. However, if past experience in those
countries that apply accreditation shows that it is not always easy o decide that an institution
does not reach the minimum standard, attesting that an institution {or a program) Is of goad
guality or even excellent is even more delicate. Indeed, it réquires the judgment of peers and a
sot of criterla of pood guality against which the performance of & specific nstitution can be
compared and evalusbed.

If the world were static, this would not be too difficult, But the world 1s changing rapidly with
clear consequences for business, public organizations and universities. The programmes, the
content of their components and methods of delivery have to be adapted continuously -
although more or less rapidly depending on the discipline. Changes in technology are so abrupt
that teaching programmes have to be regularly adapted. Consider, for example, the devastating
impact of the development of digital watches for keeping time, lasers for measuring distance and
internet, as well as Google, on specific industrial or service sectors. The great danper of
estahlishing & set of criteria based on best practice at some paint in time 1s that they tend to
freeze the process of change within universities, which is in any case already slow as HEls are
very conservative institutions.



2.3 Supportive evaluation

Ratlfying .a level of quality - minimum or good - is not directly peared towards quality
improvement. Althoupgh the two approaches above are aimed at approving a specific level of
guality, they contribute only indirectly to a better quallty through the fact that institutions have
to make some or a great effort to improve in order to reach the standard. If the objective of the
effort is primarily - as it should he - guality Improvement, other methods which are more
formstive or supportive than summative should be employed, This s certainly what HEI: should
spontanecusly do if they are responsible and want to be accountable, It should also be the policy
{strategy] of governments if they have pranted a farge aotonomy to their institations and,
therafore, trust them,

24 Audit of internal quality assurance processes

Encouraging HEls to develop their own internal quality culture does not mean, however, that
they should be let totatly unchecked. In a higher education system that Is conscious of the
Importance of quality, some sort of systém of verification should be set up, More precisely, the
quality assurance processes internal to HEIs should be audited by an external agency In order 1o
evaluate if there Is an effort, IF it 1% seriously done and if it contributes to quality improvement.
But here again, there are at least two levels of objective. Either the audit is limited to specific QA
touls - for example the evaluation of courses by students - or a real #ffort {5 made to be more
comprehensive in trying to bridge any QA with the capacity of change of the institution ar the
level of ity missions, visions and strategies¥. Such audits of internal quality asturance meazures
can be formative, that is aim at helping an institution to improve their methods, as well as
summative, that Is sanction institutlons, in most cases negatively, If their internal QA procedures
are considered insufficient.

2.5 Comparative evaluation of the state of a discipline

QA systems may also concern the state of a discipline, like physics or economics, all over a
country. The main objective 18 1o evaluate the relative strength of a discipline in different
institutions or In comparison with other countries. This approach to QA can be focosed on the
way a discipline is taught, but, in peneral, it responds more to @ research concern; we shall
thergfore not follow up on this approach, although it is 3 wseful tool to help formulate sclence
and rezearch policy at national level.

2.6 Benchmarking between institutions

While comparing institutions which look similar, it appears that their output in terms of
research and reputations differs, often significantly, It can therefore be very instructive for an
Institution to launch a benchmarking exercise with one or twa “sister” institutions, In order 1o
compare the resources and outputs and to try explaining the difference in efficacy. This
Instrument is mostly implemented by good or very good research institutions and 1s mainly
focused on research; we shall not comment any further on this possibility in this report

' See WEBER, Luc, "If you Believe You Are fiood, Try Institutional Evaluation!” in [chap 17, pp. 259-260)
A AMARAL & Co{eds), Esaps on Supportive Peer Reviaw, Nova, New York, 2009

10



2.7 Rankings (league tablez)

Since they were hrst released in 2003, the rankings established by the Center for World-Class
Universities-and the Institute of Higher Education of Shanghai Jiso Tong Univérsity! have pained
considerable interest and provoked heated polemics about how to correctly measure the
refative quality level of institutions!t. However, due partly to the difficulty of measuring the
guality of teaching and learning, this ranking and most other rankings developed since then's
locus on the quality of research, which can be better measured with publications, citation and
impact indexes and - although this it a weak indicator of the true quality of a whole institution -
Mobel Prizes. Therefore; leagues tables identify the best research intensive universities, This is
certainly a limitation of this approach, but guite an acceptable one when one considers that
quality teaching and learning depend greatly on quality research; at least at the Masters and PhD
levels, This technical note being focesed on teaching and learning, we shall not consider leagus
tables as a useful instrument of quality assurance,

3. Key methodological solutions in establishing a pood system of
quality assurance at national and institutional level

It this section, we shall look once sgain at the main tools and processes of QA, but from guite a
different perspectivi. We shall concentrate on the key methodological possibilities availahle to
set up an efficient QA system, This analysis will allow us to identify in the nesxt and last section of
Fart 1 a set of relevant criteria which we shall use In Part 2 to evaluate and compare different
European and non-European systems of Q4.

3.1 Object of evaluation

Az -a matter of principle, the ideal would be to look exhoustively at all outputs, that is téaching,
research and service to the community, but also at the internal processes {decision-making,
management, internal quality assurance} and services (library, Information technologies, enlture
and sport, internationalfzation, etc... ). However, such a comprehensive evaluation would
ohviously imply & huge task which would take a lot time and funds. Clear priorities should
therefore be fixed and the methodology should be chosen o as to focus on & fow olaments which
at the same time give a falr idea of quality. IF we concentrate now, according to the purpose of
this technical note, on the evaluation of teaching and learning, the matn question is to decide if it

¥ Aeadmic Ranking of Workd Universities Ik fesesiniedwen TR enters. him

e in particular SADLAK [ean & CAL Liu Cal (eds ), The World-Clags University and Ronking: Aiming
el Ktadus, Higher Education for on Enowledge Soclety, UNEXNCO-CEPES, Bucharest, 2007 or SALMI,
[amil, The Chailenge of Extalishing Waorld-Closs Unieersities. The Wordd Banl, Washington DUC, 2009 and
VAN VUGHT, Frans A, Mapping the Higher Educotion Landscape; Towards a European Clogsificotion of
Higher Edwcation, Higher Education Dynamics 28, Springer, 2009

1Z'Far examp!e the Wordd Unl'l-'EH‘ilj.r Hﬁnhlng lf-t-rl;hhshl-.‘d hg.r the T:murs I[Lp,her El:lul:ahnn Eupplenwnt
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it sufficient to evaluate or accredit institutions, assuming - or even better - making sure, that
institutions care for the gquality of the proprammes they deliver, IT one considers, on the
contrary, that - for any reason - it is not possible to completely trust institutions o evaluate
their programmes rigorously enough, it is also necessary to have an external evaluation process
to make sure a specific program Is of acceptable quality or is improved. Considering that a
comprehensive university is simultaneously rinning several hundred different proprammes
leading to a grade, extending the process of evaluation o each program increases work by ot
least an order of magnitude. It is therefore crucial not to forget time and money factors n
making this decision and at least try to find & solution 1o decrease the ordér of magnitude.

3.2  Methodology

3.2.1 Summative methods [accreditation)

A summative evaluation process leads to a ratification. In general this takes the form of
accreditation [or non-accreditation) for an institution of a program, or the allocation of a special
additional hudget and greater reputation. This Is what happened in Germany for those
universities which have heen considered excellent™ or in France for those which received
investment money to modernize their buildings, A formative (or supportive) method sims at
helping an institution to solve a specific problem or more generally to improve. If we look at the
two most used words defining QA, accreditation is clearly a summative method - even if it is
based on an evaluation - and evaluation is a supportive one,

AL first sight, summative methods (accreditation) seem hetter as they certify that an Institution
sitisfies @ minimum {evel of quality or must either iImprove or close. In other cases, it means
additional financial support, or, when excellence is accredited, it implies in general additional
resources and greater reputation,

Accrediting an institution is based on the evaluation made by experts. There are in principle two
ways to bepefit from thelr expertise;

» gither, they are invited to evaluate the institution on the hasis of their knowledge and
experience of the sector,

* or they are invited to judge how far an institution or program is fulfilling a set of pre-
defined criteria which are used across the board for many institutions of the system, at
least of the same category. This set of objective criteria is almost unavoidable in an
accreditation procedure as a decision of non-accreditation can be contested in justice.
Any orpganization responsibie for acereditation processes is therefore bound to fix as
much as possible criteria which are transparent and verifiable. However, this will not
prevent experts having to interpret them aceording to the particuiar institution,

Extablishing these criteria of quality is very delicate for at least three reasons:

1% pee the Germsan-exceilence initative, Bep:/ Swanw sxeedlence-initistive com/ or the Campus plan in

France: hitp: 1637 f-operatlen-fumaps. il
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= Adistinction has to be made according to what s aceredited, an institution ora program?
If an institution is the object of accreditation, it is obviously not possible to use criteria
stromgly related to disciplines. Criteria have to remain relatvely general and focus
therefore mainty on how the institution is coping with quality. This is the essence of the
Standard and guidelines jointly set up by ENQUA, EUA, EURASHE AND ESU™ 19 within
the framewark of the Bologna process and adopted by the ministers in Bergen in 2005,
These standards for quality assurance are applicable to institutions for their internal
quality assurance processes, as well as to national or regional agencies in charge of
accreditation or of auditing internal quality assurance measures,

[nevitably, these criteria are often “progies” for quality, They describe, in general terms,
what institutions shoutd do in the matter of quality assurance. However, this does not
puarantee that an institution with a poeod internal evaluation procesy is necessarily of
good quality. Fulfilling the "proxies” translates an effort towards quality, which is very
positive, but does not guarantee that gquality is reached. For example, establishing that a
Lraining programme for elite sportsmen and women |2 excellent does not puarantee that
the: participants wiall win a competition. In other words, the effort goes in a good
direction, but there 5 o assurance that it works.

* [f the accreditation applies to teaching progrmmmes, it 15 neceéssary to pet close to the
discipline in an effort to identify the characteristics of - minimum program in the specific
discipline and transform them lato criteria. The challenge is even more serious if one
wants to accredit the gxeellence of a programme because (t8 quality depends-also very
much on its Implementation within an institution; ie a programme judged good on
paper can he poor in reality if, for example, the teaching stalf are weak. This is why it is
important to always keep in mind that most criteria are only "proxies” of desirable
OUTCOmES,

» Moreover, considering Lhe rapidly changing world and the Fact that the production
function leaves & lot of room for personal initiatives. it is more difficult to [dentify criteria
of good teaching practice in research [ntensivée institutions and at master or doctorate
levels than In teaching colleges and at bachelor levels, The more an institution is moving
along the knowledgze frontier, the more it is difffcult to know what to teach and how, The
teschers' drive and learners' curiosity become important factors of the success of o
programume. A similar challenge exists with lifelong learning because the learners are
bringing practical experience and are much more demanding for the teachers.

1 ENQUA: Kuropein Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, EUA: Buropean University
Association, EURASHE: European Association of Instiutions in Higher Education, ESUL European Studonts'
Lnkon

* Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the Suropean Higher Bdecation Area, European
Azzociation for Quality Assurande In Higheér Education (ENQUAL Helsinki, 2005

& The Eurapean Higher Education Aree- Achieving the Goals, Communigué of the Conference of Eurapean
Ministers Responsible for Higher Education, Rergen, 19-20 May 2005
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= Finally, the very fact that the process will be concluded by a sanction is not neutral on the
behavivur of the organizations apd people concerned. Conscious they can make an error
of appreciation and be unfair, the experts, the accreditation agency and the decision-
making body, if different, will be prudent, trying to avoid making a mistake, They will be
rather reluctant making a proposal of non-accreditation, Nor will the Institutions remain
passive. In order to put all the chances on their side, they will show their hest face,
insisting on what they are dolng well and trying to hide their weak points. No one can
blame them, but this hehaviour is obviously counterproductive in terms of quality
improvement.

32.1 Formative or supportive methods (evaluation)

Formative or supportive methods represent guite a different approach. The basic idea is to help
institutions to improve thanks to an evaluation of what they are doing. There are alse different
approaches pogsible. If some are totally voluntary®, most are compulsory: institutions are
legatly obliged w proceed to internal evaluations and to do so on a regular basis. The most
profitable approach is when the methodolopy succeeds in creating a- situation of trust
encouraging institutions to share with the evaluators their strong as well as weak points to
facilitate the task of the latter making recommendations to improve, Thiz approach assumes that
Institutions should spomtanecusly make 3 great effort to [dentify their SWOT™ and be willing to
dialogue apenly with the experis, It is obviously easier to create this climate of trust if the
evaluation is totally voluntary. An audit of the internal quality measures of an institution when
conducted to make recommendations instead of sanction is also better accepted than an
accreditation, This 15 why formative or supportive approaches have & greater lmpact on
improvement than summative approaches. This is also due to the fact that instnstlons
themselyes are more clearly involved. Indeed, In the case of an accreditation, the report which
has to be written will be drafted by g small team which is more interested in communication
strategles than in analysing strengths and weaknesses. In a formative evaliation, the best
evaluations are on the contrary done when a large part of the institution is involved. This is
provbably why the Ministers in Berlin® proposed a clear diviston of tasks: institutions should be
miade responsible for their internal quality, but to make sure they are taking this responsibility
saripusty, their internal quality assurance processes should be checked from time to time by an
external agency. This verification can be refatively narrow if focused on measures promoting
fuality stricto sensu or relatively broad if the concept of quality talkes into account visions,
strategy, povernance and the capacity for change.

The traditional criticism of formative approaches is that they do not end up with cléar penalties
and are only marginally based on objective criteria of guality. This would be a sedouos criticism if
the summative approaches could in fact be severe with regard to penalties and if it was sasy to
identify objective criteria of quality, As we have seen above, unfortunately this is not possible.

T For example the |nstitutional Evaloation program of the Buropean University Associations;
bittp:f fwowew . be feve pts finstitutional-evaluation-programome Tome /
M Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunides and Threats

1" *Realising the European Higher Education Area” Communinud of the Conference of Ministors responsibie
for Migher Bdweocion in Berlln on 19 September 2003
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We cannot therefore say that formative approaches are too soft; Inversely, they are clearly
superior at promoting improvement,

Considering the relative advantages and disadvantages of both approaches, it appears that no
unique and rigid system will do, The methodology employed should be adapted to the different
typies of Institutions. For good universities - and this is much moré easily measured through
their research impact - competition for students, staff and resources has a positive impact It is
therefore much better to help them 1o improve than to penalise them. Competition does not at
all play such an important role for regional universities and most teaching universities, They
benefit from a captive market and recruit most of their staff locally, The incentive to do better iz
thérelore much smaller. Moreover, far poor private Institutions mying to make easy profits or 1o
survive,as well as strongly regutated public institutions which have no incentive to improve, it is
probably advisable to be stricter, that is to be ready to penalise these which do not reach a
minimum standard. As we have seen, inancial sanctions taking the form of additional financial
Support encourage more competition, which is positive, One should nevertheless not forget that
these institutions are fighting for the extra money, not necessarily to improve,

3.3 Respective roles of the government, agency(ies) and institutions

It iz widely agreéd that quality assurance and quality Improvement are a shared responsibility
between HEls and guality assurance apencies, and, in many cases, governments, This is exactiy
what the ministries said in Berlin® that ".. consistent with the principle of institutional
autanemy, the primary responsibility for quality assurance in higher education lies with each
institution itseif and this provides the basts for real occoumtability of the ocodemic system within
the national quality framewark”, But the agreement stops here, There are widely diverging views
regarding who should have the leading role — HEls or agencies, possibly povernments. The
observation of different European systems shows clearly that the twn paradigms exist. The
chosen solution depends very much on the degree of trust povernments have in their HELs to
guarantee at least a minimum level of quality or to make a permanent effort to Improve their
guality, It is therefore also related to the dominating philosophy: are the guality assurance
processes mainly formative or summative? As mentloned before, the best solution depends an
the type of Institution we are dealing with. If sutonomy is granted to a public instdoution, it
showld Jogically he trusted to be transpsrent and sccountable. In other words, avtonomous
universities  should be made responsible to develop all the necessarv internal ualiny
improvement processes. This should cover not only the functioning of the institution in general,
but also the teaching programs delivered by the different subdivisions. Avtonomous universities
should be responsible for all the programs they are running. In other words, It 18 against the
principle of autonomy to-accredit programs. However, human nature being what it is, [t is
indispensable to check from time to time if and how it is done. This is the role of an agency = 1o
audit the internal quality measure of an institution. However, this role rematns a secondary role
in the whole chain of quality measures,

The adequate relative importance of an agency compared with the institution is nverted for
institutions with restricted autonomy. Basically, the public sector should cheek what is done

1 Realizing the European Higher Edusation Area” Communigqué of the Conference of Ministers
responsible for Higher Education in Berin on 19 September 2003
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with the money it provides, which justifies control by an external agency. contral which s in
general an accreditstion. This logical relation between autonomy and external control is
important; there Is a real danger that the authoritles of those countries that have difficulty in
trusting their HELs refrain from granting encugh autonomy to part of their institutions simply to
guarantee that they tan continue to intervene, This has long-term consequernices on guality as it
is clearly proved that the huge majority of top class universities are very autonomeous, The
“business” of higher education and research is so complex that the belief of public authorities
they know better that the leadership and the academic stafl of a university is an illusion,

As we have seen above, the situation is different for private universitles. Independently of what
theéy are doing, the government has a responsibility. o make sure they reach a minimum
standard. This justifies an accreditation process, which however should be lighter for good
institutions.

In thie above discussion about whether the QA process should mainly be "institutions-driven or
centred” ar oo the contrary “sgency-driven or entered”, we have eluded another set of
guestions: In particular what is the respective role of the Goverament, in principle represented
by its ministry of education and/or higher education and research, and of a A agency or set of
agencies. The "Standards and Guldelines for QA in the EHEA? adopted by the Minlsters of
Education in Bergen in 2005 unambiguously give the sole responsibility of external quality
assurance to agencies: “Agencies sfiould be Indépendent to the extent both that they hove
autenomous responsibility for their operations and that the conclusions and recommendations
made. in their reparts cannot be influenced by third parties such as higher education institutions,
ministries or other stakeholders”. The Guidelines state further that;

e .its operational independence from higher education institutions end governments fs
guaranfeed in official documents®,

* its procedures gnd methods, the nomination and appointments of external experts and the
delermination of the outcomes of Wy gquality ossuramce processes are undertaken
autonomously ond independently from governments, hgher educotion Institutions, and
argans af political influence”,

* and, finally, "while relevant stokeholders in higher education ..... ave consuited In the course
of the QA process, the final outcomes of the quality assuronce pracesses remain the
responsibillity of the agencye”.

The total independence of agencies from influences of government and institutions is essential
for their credibility, hence these strong statements of the authors of the Standard and
Guldelives, ENQUA, the two HE organizations and the students. However, observation of the
European scene shows that this ohjective is still far from being accomplished in Europe. On one
hand, HEI= still manage to influence the activities of QA agencies, in particular the methodology
and the scope of an evaluation made by the agency, One of the main points of contention s
whether QA audits should focus exclusively on the QA processes Implemented within the
institution ar should spill over Into the institutions' missions, visions and strategies, as well as

H (i cit.
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their governance. However, the worst infringements on the independence of agencies are
committed by governments: In many country systems, the agency is chaired by a hiph-ranking
civil servant of the ministry, the choice of members decided mainly by ministries, the chief of
staff chosen by the ministry and the accreditation decisian, if it applies, made hy the Ministry.
Considering the Standards and Guidelines accepted by the "Bologna” Ministers of edusition in
2005, and the fact that, to be 3 member of ENQUAZ and of the Register?, an agency needs to
satisfy the Standards.and Guidelines, the whaole system will be put to the test in the vears
come However, in trying to forge one’s opinion ahout the system, once should keep in mind that
the HE sector 15 an extremely complex and costly organization; therefore it should be protected
frmm short-term political infuences and ealeelation. Politicians and their advisers should refrain
[rom politically micro-managing the system and use their time and energy to conceive, get
through and implement mid- and long-term policies responding 1o the challenges of the
knowledge society,

3.4 Impact and consequences of an evaluation or accreditation

The consequences of quality assurance processes are different from one methodology to the
next and also depend on the object of accreditation or evaluation, the Institution or programme,
In the case of accreditstion, the situation is relatively straightforward if the result Is posicve. The
situation is more complicated if the result is nepative; the institution will have to abandon its
project or present an improved project. In seme systems, there is no limit to the number of
atternpts possible. In the case of gvaluation, the most impaortant differences of practice lie with
the publication of the results. Either, the experts’ evaluation results and recommendations dre
published o that everyone interested has access to them; or they are given confidentially to the
president or rector of the institution, and in case of programs, 1o these responsible, who are then
free to keep them for themselres or to publish them. The publication of evaluation results (s a
good practice as it creates transparency and increases the climate of competition. This practice
is strongly recommended by the European standards and guidelines. However, there is also a
risk that the experts remaln very prudent in formulating negative appreciations.

The miain weakness of quality assurance or improvement processes 5 the follow-up, The tension
which built up during the process and reaches a peak when experts visit the institution rapidly
falls Immediately afterwards. In case of o formative evaluation, the follow-up on
recommendations is often too soft In particutar because a procedure has not been put in place to
secure the [nvolvement of all parties concerned, the program or unit evaluated and the
university leaders at different levels, In the case of accreditation, an institution makes an effort
to be accredited, then tries to gain as much degree of freedom as possible, without penalizing its
chance to be re-aceredited.

3.5 Costs in relation to benefits

Finally, it 15 of great imporiance - ag all resources are limited - t0 keep down the costs of these
procedures (in financial expenses ond in working time) in relation to the expected benefit. As we

1 Ewropean Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education {ENQUAY htip:! Sweanvcngaang)

¥ European Quality Aszurance Register for Highor Education [EQAR], |
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have already noticed, one should not develop unrealistic llusions about the impact of guality
assurance processes. (Juality depends first of all on means and human resources, What guality
-assurance should and can do is to help institations to better utilize their resources in order to
make the best of them. The cost dimension makes the idea of accrediting all programs quite
guestionable. Alternative approaches where institutions are made responsihle to control their
program and are controlled how theyare doing it areas efficient, but less costly.

4. Criteria to compare and evaluate QA systems

According to our experience as a university leader and evaluator, the strategic choices in putting
up a svstem of QA or revisiting-an existing system examined above covers well the set of
strategic choices to be made. Before designlng a new system, it is:

= [ndispensable to know the possibilities and limits of any evaluation process and

& pecessary 1o fully understand the consequences of a specific system on the behaviour of
those concerned and on deglzlon-making, as well as iis financial implications,

In order toanalyse systematically in the next session-a range of various systems, we have chosen
a get of [our criteria drawn from the various important methodological solutinns envisaged
above, They are:

& The obhject apd nature [formative or summative) of evaluation
» The relative role of HEls, agencies and possibly Government
» The conseguences and impact of decisions and for recommendations

« Thia cost in relation 1o the expected benefits
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PART 2:
DESCRIPTION AND BRIEF EVALUATION
OF EIGHT COUNTRY CASES

In this second part, we descrbe and evaluate eight national systems which appear to us as quite
representative of whal should be aimed at regarding promoting QA in teaching and learning in
HE. The systems described range from systems which are institution-centred and/or formative
to systems which are agency-driven and often concluded with a ratification. This sample appears
to us as representative of the possihilities, This does not mean that they are all good or even
sustainable. We shall begin with those systems that are definitely formative and finish with
those that are "sanctioning”. With regard to the terms of reference of this technical note, it is
neceszary to note immediately that none of these systems fovus exclusively on academic and
professional masters. Some cover all activities of HELS, including in particular research, other are
focused exclusively on teaching and learning, but cover indifferently all levels and forms of
teaching. The systems examined are:

L. The institutional evaluation program or the European university Association [IEP/EUA)

& The Irish system

3. The Hong-Kong system

4. The Scottish system

3. The French svsiem

. The Swiss system

7. The Austrian system of accreditation of private universities

g The German system

1. Institutional Eval
Association |

The Institutional Evaluation Program of the European University Association [IEP/EUA)H was
launched almost 15 years ago by the Association of European Universities, berter known as CRE
(European Reclors' Conference), one of the two organizations which, by merger, gave rise In

* Institstional Evaluation Programme; hitp:/ Sveww.eus befevents finstitutlonal-evaluation:
proEranme me
_111 j',.'w'.'..n.-.-.-p u:l B ﬂ?uﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬁlﬁmﬂim&ﬂ.ﬂhn’ ‘Ll ']i'i;ggfils—j]ba




2001 to the European Unlversity Association (EUA)? The programme offers to members of the
Association, as well and to some non-members, on a voluntary hasis, a formative evaluation of
their institution, Almost 250 universities throughout Europe, a5 well as a few in Latin America,
South Africa and dlso one in Japan, have been evalvated with this programme. If the
methodelopy has been basically the same since the beglnning, big efforts have been made to
improve the implementation [documentation, geidance of institutions, recruitment and training
of experts, encouragement to the institution to follow up on the results of the evaluation)

1.1 The object and nature of evaluation

The evaluation looks at the institution, basically how |t functlons and its capacity for change. In
pther words, it looks at the governance of an institution [missions, visions, strategies, decision-
making), including internal quality assurance processes, Basically, the evaluatinn process tries to
respond to four simple questions:

= what is the institution trying to do?

s howisthe institution teving o do it?

s how does the institution know that it works [quality azsurmnee]?
&  what does the institution do to improve?

Thiz |5 clearly a “fitness for purpose” approach, Instead of evaluating the institution on the bazis
of predefined criteria, one looks at the mission, vision and strategies of the institution and
evatuales how and how far the objectives pursued are ful filbed,

The IEP/EUA is clearly formative or supportive. I wag credbed a5 a service o the members of
the organization who can request it if they sre interested. The result of the evaluation is
comtnicated to the Fresident/Bector, who is nevertheless strongly advised to publish it Mors
recently however, interested by the methodology of the programme, some povernments (ie
Irefand, Portugal, Slovakia, Serbia, Catalonia) have mandated IEP/EUA o evaluate all their
universities and thelr guality  assurance processes.. The 1EP - evaluation process iz
stroightforward. The institution is invited to write a self-evaluation report, including a fdgorous
SWOT analysis: Then a group of lve experts, including a coordinator and & student, visit the
institution twice in order to check the veracity of the sell-evaluation report and 10 examine some
neglected topics. The 2= visit is concluded with an oral report given on the spot and, one or two
months |ater, with & written report that the institution is invited to amend if there are factual
errors The instlitution is invited o publish the report and Do organize a fllow-up visit Dwe or
three vears {ater in order to take advantage of the criticisms and recommendations of the
eXperts,

1.2  The relative role of HEIs, agencies and possibly the State

The respective roles of the institution and the agency are well balanced. The evaluation is
requested by the institution itself, which has an important role of introspection to make in
writing & self-evaluation report and in particular in poing theough a SWOT analvsis. In the

5 EUA aba glapoes hitpe! Seosnw puasie fabout-sunf
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traditional case where the evaluation is requested by the institution, a dynamic of Improvement
takes place between the institution and the |EP experts, The sitoation s different if the
evaluation has been mandated by the national government or any authority dependent on the
government. Forexample, the Irish University Board [TUQR] invited the IEP/EUA to evaluate the
internal quality assurance processes of Irish national universities in 2003-425, In that case, the
IEF/EUA report is used both by the institution to improve and by the authority 1o judge the
efforts made by the institutions they are financing to impeove and, possibly, to take action, It is
useful o add that the mandate glven to the IEPSEUA by public authorities may be ambiguos:
some have in mind simply an audit of the internal guality assurance processes of the institution,
others are more ambitious and are interested in the capacity of the institution to change®, But,
in any case, the [ET/EUA has been, since the beginning, strongly protected from paolitical
influence; and for the last couple of years, EUA has alse made a great effort to run the
Institutional Evaluation Programme independently to avoid any influence from the University
Wardd,

13 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

Ifthe evaluation has been dome on a voluntary basis, it iz concluded with a report given to the
rector/president of the institution: If the initiative has been taken by the government, the final
report 5 delivered to the institution, as well as the public authorities. In most cases, the
Institution hopes to take advantage of the evaluation to improve. For responsible leaders and
institutions, this s an exceflent means of contributing to the development of a quality culturs, At
least for good universities, the competitive climate encourages them to pay more attention to
their guality, the word being used here very broadly to focus on the necessity o have a vision
and @ strategy and being able to implement them. However, and even if the evaluation has been
done on the Initiative of the institution, there is always a risk that the leadership of the
university does not talee on board the experts' recommendations; or the leadership might not he
determined to make changes where It is very difficult to get the support of a sufficient majority
of the institution. The lack of obligation to address the weaknesses s certainly the weak point of
theinstitutional evaluation program.

1.4 The cost, in relation with the expected benefits

The cost of an Insttutional evaluation 15 nob negligible, but low compared with an extensive
system of accreditation of institutions and programmes. It is composed of the fees charped by
the program, the expense of hosting the experts and [n particular the tme spent by 10-20 peaple
to write the self-evaluation report and the time of all those interviewed during the experts” visit
Regarding the benefits, all depends on what the institution does with the report and more
generally with its initiative to launch a process of improvement. in other words, the net result
can be highly positive; but one cannot exclude the possibility that the institutional evaluation
leads nowhere,

26 hteped Mo lagbole fGeEATES antanputid= Lo L
2 See WEBER, Lue, "IF you Believe You Are Good, Try [nstitutional Evalustion!” in {chapt. 17, pp. £59-2&8)
L AMARAL & Co {eds), Essaps an Suppartve Pear Review, Nova Mew York, 20040,
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2. The Irish system

The Irish university act of 19975 has put [n place a very original and forward-looking system of
guality dssurance and enhancement. According to the 1997 Act, Irish universities are required b
establish and implement internal procedures for quality assurance and arrange for a review of
the effectiveness of these procedures from time to time. In addition to the strategies put in place
in each university, the seven [rish universities set up in 2002 the Irish University Quality Board
(IUQB)® to support their individual initiatives and in 2003, in collaboration with the Higher
Education Authority (HEA)™, they enpaged the EUA to review the effectiveness of the
procedures put in place In each university=, AL present, [UQE is organkzing the second oycle of
institutionnl guality review, called “institutional Review of Irish universities"(IRIU}*. The
prociéss takes into account the recomméndstion made by EUA and is operaved mcoaccordance
with the agreed Eurnpean standards and guidelines. It beging in 2010 and will be organied
along the lines of the handbook*! prepared for this occasion.

2.1 The object and nature of evaluation

The general system put in place in Irefanid Is - to me - the closest to the model recommended in
the communiqué of the Conference of ministers responsible for higher education in Berlin in
September 20033 The QA svsiem described above is clearly founded on two pillars:

e [nternal procedures focused on the teaching and research indepartments orother units,
as well as administrative divisions [for ex, human resources) and services [for ex
lihraries). Although internally organized by a guality assurance unit at the level of the
leadership of the institution, these reviews are done by a group of forelgn and natlonal
ERperts,

= A external review organized from fme o dme @ egamine the nigor and effectiveness of
these internal procedures at the level of each institution,

The Irish system 8 bagically [prmative, The experts viziting a department of administrative
service do not come as controllers, but as peers who 1ake advantage of their independence and
experience to make recommendation bazed on their reading of the self-evaluation report and
e result of thetr visit, Their criticismis and comments are meant 1o be constructive in helping

2l E‘.a.'.'[l acts ﬁ'-::;m Ihr: I.J1i|1.rq:1*':|1.}' Act 1'!'-]‘."
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the unit 1o do more with what they have. The same Is true for those who are evaluating the QA
sysbem implemented at the level of an insttution, But the fact that thers is no ratification or
penalty does not mean that the criticisms and recommendation are friendly. The key to success
iz that the follow-up iz mken very serlossly both-at the lovel of & unit and of the institution.

2.2 The relative role of HEls, agencies and possibly the State.

The effort for quality assurance and improvement 15 shared between the HEls and an agency,
mone being more impoctant than the other, Most of the work is done at the level of the
Institution, which i3 made responsible for promoting gquality in teaching, research and services,
Nevertheless, their efforts are checked from tme to time by external evaluators, to reduce the
risk that internal procedures are not taken seriously enough, This task-sharing avoids the
danger of establizhing great machinery external to the institation, which risks heing out of tonch
with the specificities of the institution, As the process Is clearly formative, the governmens
refraing from intervening during the cycle, but will probably, as it did for a couple of years after
the EUA evaluation, prodeed to an evaluation of IRIU and iniroduce changes bo the process.

2.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

The experts visiting a department or unit make recommendations. The unit is then invited to put
to the leadership of the institution proposals o correct the weakness identified. The leadership
then follows up on the implementation. Contrary to most other systems, the Irish svstem takes
the falliw-up measures very seriously. The same is true with the analysis and recommendations
of the external agency = the EUA = [n 20034, The EUA report?s has beon taken very seriously by
the IUQE and HEA, who proposed a serfes of measures to improve the eficacy of the system and
decided to launch a new institutional evaluation five vears after, called IRIU,

2.4  The cost, in relation with the expected benefits

The Irish system 15 a rather costly one as there is-a systematic review of each department and of
adminkstrative units, as well as an external evaluation of the internal quality measures. But, due
to the fact that these evaluations are inspired by the fitness for purpose; the evaluation 5 more
sisceptible 1w belp units o institubions than a system concluded with 5 sanction, This is in
particular due to the ot that the evaluated unit or institotion s more likely to participate
positively in the whole exercise than when there iy a risk of negative sanction at the end.

5 ELA ﬁ-l"n']t"'.-'.l' of Quahh_,r Jﬁ_ﬁb‘ul ance in I:|'.|5h Linlversities, Ilnlwmlq.r Hepnﬁq HEA & IO, blin, 2005,
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3. The Quality Assurance system in Hong Kong

Although infiuenced by the former close relationship of Hong Kong with Great Britain, ik is
interesting to look at the system put in place in Hong Kong as it has been more influenced by
practives in the United States, Australia and Mew Zealand than those of Continental Europe,
which are more drawn toa logic of command and control

3.1 The object and nature of evaluation

A5 for all systems of guality assurance, the rationale of the QA process in Hong Kong is to
provide public accountability and confidence to society at larpe. The approach to guality
organized by the Quality Assurance Council (QAC)¥ stems from the recognition that the HEls in
Hong Kong hove distinet and varied missions, Therefore, the system does not attempt to
straitjacket Instutions through aslogle zet of standards or abjectives, but recognizes that each
institution has objectives appropriate to their missions. The QA system therefore defines quality
in terms of “fitness for purpose”. As with the Scottish system which we shall examine later, the
frain iJlE![-EEt.iT.I'E is to assure the guality of student learning in those institutions funded by the
University Grant Committee (UGG, Although the audit 15 not done against a predefined set of
standards, it does however oblige Institutions to artieulate and justify the standards they set for
themselves and demonstrate how the standards are achieved, In brief, the model looks at the
shudents” learning experience and (s focused on enhancement. Moreover, a5 the institutions have
gelf-accrediting status, which means that they are themselves - and not an external agency -
responsible for the quality of all thelr t=aching progeamnmes, the audit B resd from Cthe necessity
to validate intermal accreditation or to reaccredit programs The audit process involves
institutional - setf-evaluation flowed by peer reviews and there is no attempt to make a
comparison between institutions. Moreover, the process tries to avoid excessive intrusivensss.

Azwith the EUA approach, the audit iz organized around a set questions:

What is the institution’s purpose?

How does the institution achieve jts purpose?

. What evidence does the institutlon have that its purpose is being achieved?
* What processes are in place for improvement?

The process followed by the QAL on g four-vear basis |5 guite standard, Institutions are invited
to write a self-review followed by an audit visit by a team of peers for three to four days. Then,
the panel drafis an audit report with Gadings and recommendations, inviting the institution to
amend the factual errors and 1o submit a brief rezponse. The peport [ submitted to the QAC for
consideration, publication and transmission to the UGC. The final report is published in full,

W Quality Assuranoe Councll; ttp feoeneugeeduhk/eng/gacindes himy
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3.2 The relative role of HEIs, agencies and possibly the State.

As shown above, the responsibility for QA I5 clearly shared between institutions dnd the QAC.
Institations are encouraged by the process to pay attention to gquality and to self-review thelr
efforts evary four years so that their endeavours can be evaluated by apanel and the QAC,

3.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and for recommendations
Approximately 18 months after publicatlon of the report, the Institulion is required to submit a

adequacy of the institdation’s action in responze to the audit and offers advice if appropriate, The
QAC then publishes the progress report on its website, and forwards the report and the QAC's
comments to the UG

3.4 The cost in relation to the expected benefits

As the approach is diredted towards the institution, the cost of the process is reasonable,
Moreover, most of the effort made directly serves the institution which is made responsibie for
its improvement. The visit by peers and appreciation by the QAC, as well as the publication,
mamly serve the purpose of making sure that institutions are taking quality assurance seriously
and to encowrage them to develop a guality culture.

4. The Scottish system of enhancement-led institutional review

(ELIR])

The Scottish system of guality assurance should be particularly interesting to Poland as it
foruses specifically on the enhancement of the learning experience of all types of students. The
Scottish system is run by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA)™ which jsa
British agency. It is the fruit of the experience acquired over many years, since the United
Kingdom was one of the pioneers in implementing QA processes, The role of QAA is to review
and report on how universities and colleges of higher education maintain academic standards
and guality. However, due 1o the devolution of povernmont in Great Britain, QAA carries out its
task using a variety of methods depending on the country and type of institutions. For example,
England and Morthern Ireland carry out an institutional audit which is an evidence-based
process carried out through peer review. [t aims at meeting the public interest in knowing that
iniversities and collegez in England and Morthern Ireland have effective means of ensuring that
the awards and qualificatinon in HE are of a specific academic standard and permanently
improved, England and MNocthero Ireland, a5 well as Wales, carry out in parallel other A
methods:

4.1 The object and nature of evaluation
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The solution carried. oul in Scotland® s particulardy interesting az it 15 cleady Tocosed on
enhancement of the studen! learming experience. It is institution-led, it engages students in
fuality management, it it reflexive in the sense that the quality enhancement framework is also
expoged to évaluation, and institutions provide a set of public information.

According to the Enhancement-led institutional review handbook for Scotland®), the guality
enhancement framework reviewed by QAA is & commitment to:

= Studentz and the enhancement of their learning
* Partnership between agencies and higher education institutions and other stakeholders

» A theory of educational change that places far more weight on consensual approaches
than on the more coercive stances embedded in some gquality assurance regimes

# A culture shift - away rom op-down compliance-inducing processes W partlcipative
and critical supported self-evaluation; away from audit and towards improvement; away
from ruffling the surface of higher education practices and towards permeating the
system with practces compatible with the guality enhancement framework; avway from
mechaniztic models based solely on inputs and outocomes and owards other more
sensitive forms of evidence of cultural chanpe, while maintaining ripor and challenge

¢ Beflexivity in the sense of exposing quality enhancement itself 1o svaluation,

At the heart of this approach, there is a professional partnership with Universities Scotland [the
“Rectors’ conference”), with the individual autoromous institutions, with the Scottish Founding
Council and with students and their assocative bodies, One vital piece of evidence on the
importance of building further on 8 partmership model comes again from the final external
evaluation report of the system which indicates*: “Not surprisingly, we have found evidence of
the persistence of behaviours redolent of the disploced guality assurance regime. We have also
roticed, though, that when i@ comes o enhancement-led institutional review [ELIR}*,
inztitutions are increasingly willing to lay out aress of imperfect practice and publicly consider
ways o which they could improve on them in coming vears. Pechiaps the shift from the
concealing behaviowrs assoclated with the previous guality assurance regimes operating in UK
HE in the 1990z towards — and let it be clear that this is a dirgction of travel - disclosure of areas
for improvement is the biggest cultural shift in thinking and the most distinctive feature of
Seotland’s fresh thinking about quality,”

L IR A cpaacuk scothnd fdefauitasy
1 0AA, Enhance ment-led institutional review handbaok: Scotiand [second edition]), 2008,
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4.2 The relative role of HEls, agencies and possibly the State

The Scottlsh system 5 clearly Institutlon-led, In order to bring about continuous improvemsnt,
institutions [and their constituent departménts, faculties, schools; etc) are invited to ask
themselves where they are now, where they want to be in the future, how they are going to.get
there and how they will know when they have pot there: In addressing these gquestions,
institutions will make use of a wide variety of reference points, such as the scademic
Infrastructure which s a set of nationally agreed reference points which give all institutions a
shared starting point for setting, describing ‘and assuring the guality and standards of their
higher education courses. This'sel has been established in close collaboration with the UK HE
sector, It takes-also into account the HE qualifications framework and has regard to the
Standards and Guidelines for quality assurance in the EHEA, Another reference point used hy
institutions will be the vision agreed by the sector and other stakeholders in Scotland of the
meaning of a high guality higher education sector, namely a sector which s lexible, accessible
andl responsive to the needs of learners, the economy and soclety, asecior that encourages and
stimulates learners, & sector where learning and teaching promote personal and intellectusl
development and employability of students, @ sector where leaming and teaching are highly
regarded - and - appropriately  resourced, a sector where there is a culture of continuous
enhancement of guality.

The scope of ELIR inclodes the mechanisms to support all credit-bearing provision within the
institutions: undergraduate and postspraduate, course and research students, full-time and part-
timee students, including those involved in credit-bearing continuing professional development,
campus-based, work-bazed, distance-learning students,

The ELIR process is conceived and designed to support institutions’ self-evaluation and
reflection. Central to the metheds i the mmstitution’s reflective analyvsis which will highlight the
main and the distinctive features of the institution's arrangements for enhancing the student
learning experience and securing academic standards. In order to promote that, the method is
particularly linked with strategic management. The different phases of the process are

» Anannual discussion facilitating the review process

+« (AA will prepare an institutional profile; that is a descriptive document providing
cithine information for the ELIR s team

« In advance of the visit by experts; the institution is invited bo prepare and submit a
reflective analysis where the insttution should demonstrate s capacity for self-
reflection and critical evaluation. This evaluation should be evidence-based. This process
should include students

s Afterwards, there arg teo visits of experts foc a tetal of 57 days, Thie team (5 compoged
of & reviewers, a student, 4 senior academic managers, including a foreigner, and &
coordinator, The visit will be concluded by a repart whose aim is to provide informed
peer feedback to individual institutions and to provide public information on quality and
academic - standards. Moreover, the ELIR team will express thelr confidence in the
management of quality of the institution in one of the three standard forms: confidence,
limited confldence and no confidence.
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4.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

Greal Importance is given to the follow-up 1o the report. One vear after publicition of the ELIR
report, the institution s invited by QAA to produce a year-on response focusing on the action
taken following the review and will include as much as possible consideration of the
effectiveness of that action. Institutions are invited to pay particular attention in setting action
that has been taken in relation to any recommendation that is associated with the confidence
statement, However, institutions will continue tn have fexihility in the length and styie of the
year-on responses they submit to QA& QAA will then comment on these actions.

4.4 The costin relation to the expected benefits

Dbwviously, most of the cost of the system lies with the institution which has to develop a
rigorous quality culture at the level of the Institution, and of gach unit. The cost st national leval
is much more reas_nnahlE. It is made of the effort w develop in collaboration with different
partners an efficient system of guality enhancement which is adapted to the complex and
diverzified higher education system and the organization of visits by experts. The question
which should be asked is where the cost of QA i% better invested? In external expertise
evaluating institutions and programs in onder to make a statement about their quality, possibly
to propose not accrediting them; or to develop a global system where all those who can
effectively contribute to the improvement of the teaching experence of students - students,
teachers, head of department or dean, leadership of universities, QA agencies; rector's
conferences — are simultaneously involved ina common process to promote improvement. The
separation between evaluated and evaluators and the audit character of the process cannot
obviously bring the same guality result.

5. The French system

The French system deserves a lot of attentlon as it is probably the most comprehensive
coordinated system which pushes evaluation far in the direction of accreditatlon without
making this final step,

5.1 The object and nature of evaluation

A new law cn research aimed at promoting scientific research and Increasing the autenomy of
higher education institutions in France gave the tashk to.a new Apgency, the "Agence o ‘évaluation
de |a recherche et de I'enseignemem supérieur” (AERES]Y - a plobal mission of evaluation of
higher education and research. The system, which has been rapidly pot in place, is very
comprehensive. [t covers;

W L loi de progeamme oo 2006450 du 13 avril 2006 pour I recherche;

hitp:/ fwwwe begifrance. gouy, fr/affichTexke dodcid exte=)ORFTEXTI0O0M0 42605 S date Textes
¥ httpe e geres-avaluationfr
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& Theinstitutions and organisms of research, of hipher education and research, of sclentific

cooperation, a2 well a¢ the national agency of research, in line with their missions and
activities,

= Research activities of the research units within the institutions and organisms,
=  The teaching programs and the diplomas of higher education institutions,

» The validation of the evaluation procedures of the academic staff employed in the
institutions and organisms.

Within this extremely broad perimeter, the Agency evaluates in particular the institutions that
are under four-year contracts with the Minfstry of higher education and research. The Agency
produces and publishes a report for all these evaluations and follows a calendar which serves o
support periodical contract negotiation.

[F the first and fourth evaluations are esgenbially of an institutional nature, thesecond and third
are typlcally evaluations according to recognized national and international standards.

The Agency employs thousands of experts, some mainly disciplinary, others more institutionally
prientated. These experts have to go through a load of documents relative to the object of their
evaluation and then visit the institutions for.a couple of days. They then draft a report, which is
discussed ina wrap-up meeting and then harmonized by the staff of the Agency.

Basically, the French approach can be classified as a supportive one: The Agency evaluation
contributes to shewing to the evaluated Institution where |t stands regarding teaching and
research in its different units and bow the institution is perlorming collectively, This certalnly (5
supportive as it helps the Institution 1o work on its weaknesses and to move towards established

standards. Moreover, the Agency organizes meetings and produces documents which could help
institutions in their efforts to improve.

However, the formative aspect of the French approach 5 not pure. We mean by that that the

institution is not the sole responsible to use the information. Two aspects have a summative
notey

# The fact that the results of an evaluation are publizhed, This has the advantage of making
the evaluation transparent to all stakeholders, but it puts additional pressure on

institutions and their units which may encourage them to hide their weaknesses as much
as possible.

# The fact that the resultz are published means, if they are not pood, that it 5.3 sanction,
This remark i% not a criticism, bul simply the identification of a fact. The Ministry and
research organizations inevitably use this information in their funding decisions, which
15 fair. -Mevertheless, an insttution confronted with an evaluation 1% encouraged to hide
Its wealnesses as much as possible, instead of entering into a positive dialogue with the
experts. In conclugion, and contrary to the statement of the Agency, the approach dois
oot contribute a% much a5 it could to a guality assurance culture,
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5.2 Therelative role of HEls, agencies and possibly the State.

The above description reveals that the French system is fundamentally a centrally driven QA
priess, This (s not surprising considering the tradition of a powerful central State which tends
to regulate many things. As a matter of fact, the new Agency is somehow a return to the past,
Before 2006, the institutional evaluation of insttution was done by the Comité National
i'Evaluation [CNEY, whose independence was greater, The new Agency i deeply marked by
the tradition of the relevant Ministries, education and research, which have been partly merged
1o create a Ministry of higher education and research. Both minlstries traditionally evaluated
research and certified proprammes, The work done by the AERES has therefore been partly
alipned to the Ministry tradition. The fact that the agency is indepeéndent of the Ministry as
requested by the Eurepean Standard and Guidelines? and the European Quality Assurance
Register for Higher Educatton [EQAR)Y does not change the fact that the system which has been
pul in place s strongly marked by the French administrative system. This s not without
consequences for the separation of roles between the Agency and institutions, The simple Fact
that the system is apency-deiven means that the role played by institutions is slightly more
paseive. Concerning the institutional evaluation in particular, higher education insttutions are
not mvited to write a self-evaluation report before the visit by experts. The analysiz which we
would normally find In a8 self evaluation report, in particular a SWOT analysis. appears only
incidentally in a report evaluating the implementation of the previous quadrennial contract and
in a few arguments justifying the new contract, Moreover, the experts do indeed look at internal
quality assurance measures, but only in a very general and non-systematic manner. In other
wiords, the system does not efficiently promote the development of a guality culture,

5.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

It is difficult to judge at first sight the impact of the Ageacy, in particular because the system of
four-year contracts was already In practice previously. This raises a double guestion;

= are the decislons made by institutions to prepare the activities they would like to be
financed by the contract, as well as the decisions to finance them by the minlstry, better
informed?

s  More genécally, ane instliutions enacouraged fo develop an internmal quality of
improvement shared by the whole university as hoped by the Agency? Logically this
should be the case, but it does this certainly less than if institutions had a greater rofe o
play with this respect than the Apency. The French solution, while comprehensive and
respectiul of institubions, does oot escape the trade-off - the more the respemsihility for
quality assurance is on the shoulder of an agency, the less institutions feel themselves
concerned and the more they try o minimize the consequences of a bad evaluation,

# Rt

A Bk S cniga e s /ESG Jedition i D{ZN.paEf
At bty P poaren

L



5.4 The costin relation to the expected benefits

The cost of the French system is obviously very high as it tries to be comprehensive, evaluating
i parallel Institutions, resedarch units and teaching progeams and diplomas. This implies major
staffing at the level of the agency and thousands of paid experts. In addition, institutions are
invited to draft-many reports to describe what they have done with the money they received and
what they would like to do in the next contractual period. or describing their research and
teaching programs, The density of e system (three parallel evaluations for an Institutlon], as
well ag the four-vear cycle; imposes a serious stress on the staff, and finding experts competent
and available at fixed dates s a nightmare, This shows how important its when one conceives 3

system not only to look at what shoold be done in an ideal world, but also what can be done.in
the real world.

6. The Swiss system

The Swiss system can be described as hybrid. It tries to respond to the needs of a complex and
diversified higher education system, composed of public research and professional universities,
and also from small and spedalized private universities, as well to respond to the necessity, at
an international level, for disciplines like medicine and engineering to have thelr programmes
accredited,

6.1 The ohject and nature of evaluation

With regard 10 the multiple aims of the system, some procedures are clearly summative, others
are supportive. An accreditation procedure is applied in four cases:

¢ To accredit those oew public institutions which are potentially eligible for public
(federal) subsidies; this is 2 necessary conditiom,

#  Private institutions can ask for accreditation, mamly for recogoition and marketing
purposes,

» For protected disciplines, which are accredited or certified the world over like medicine
and enginéering; without accreditation, they cannot make sure that their praduates are
recogiized internationally,

s Finally, some programmes in some universities are also interested inan accreditation to
improve their international recognition, athough they are not obliged o, This is often
the case when their potential competitors abroad are in a system where accreditation is
the rule [in particular Germany],

The Swiss svstem is also clearly formative. This is particularly the case for the 14 research
universities or Federal Institutes of technotogy which are submitted, on a four-year cycte, to an
audit of their internal quality assurance procedures,
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The Swiss quality assurance system 15 ruled by two Federal laws on the support for cantonal
universities and collaboration (o the higher education system® . 0 s organized around Do
organizations. an accreditation/evaluation agency, the Centre of acereditation and guality
azburance of the Swiss universities [0AQ) and the Swiss University Conference™ a political
body compaosed mainly of the ministers of education of the cantons inancing a university and
the state secretariat for education and research. The agency plans and executes the different
types of evaluations/accreditation, but the decisions are made hy the political coordinating
organ. This is due tn the necessity to accommodate the double sversignty characteristic of the
Swiss constitutional {federal] system; hence, the decsion-making organ s dearly not an
Indepenident organ as requested by the European Mandards and Guidelines,

6.2 The relative role of HEIs, agencies and possibly the State

The responsibility for QA is somehow shared between institutinns and the Agency, as well as the
political decision-making body; however, as.in France, the system 15 centrally driven. This means
that most Initiatives are taken by the Agency, according to itz legal mandate, and universities are
compelled o act or react accordingly. This 5 clearly the case when an accreditation s
compulsory (ie. when it is & necessary condition to be eligible for a federal subsidy or for a
programme in protected disciplines, or for private institutions).

The philogophy is not ag clear for andits of internal guatity measures. Research universities —
contrary to professional universities - fundamentally act within the framework of their
insticutional autonomy = which iz relatbvely large in Switzerland, Having woreport on their
internal procedures to avnid the risk of heing criticized, they are inclined to gather everything
they do that might be considerad as improving guality and put it under the label “guality
assurance”, hoplng I this way to obtain an acceptable evaluation. There is, howsver, no
certainty that they have really developed a coherent guality assurance system.

6.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

They are clear in case of an accreditation, The decision made by the Swiss University Conference
i5 a4 life-desth question for those institulions which count on federal Subsidies and 5 alzg
extremely important for other institutions, (n particular private ones which need this
recopnition ko promots their business. The situation i5 less clear in case of an sudit of internal
guatity assurance processes. Those institutions that are awdited, in particular research
universities, chviously prefer a positive report to a negative one. However, it dogs not mean that
they will necessarily = because of the audit = give first priority to. improving their gualiby
assurance procedures, A change of attitude will be more likely if the threat fovessen in the law o
take inte account the gquality of their internal procedures to fix the federal subsidies will be put
i effect, although the implementation of such a threat would create & political row,

T Bundesgesetze von 8 Dkwsber 1999 dber die Férderung der Universitaten and dher die
fusammenarbeit im Hochschulbereich {Universitdisfrderunpgggesetz, UFGH)

0 Omgan fir Alkkreditierung und Qualititssicherung der Scheeeizerisehen Dniversititen
B Srhweizerishen Universitats Conferenz ou Conférency universitaire suisss
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6.4 The cost in relation to the expected benefits

The Swiss system iv rather heavy: ih addition to the audit of institutions, many programmes dre
aceredited. This requires hiring a lot of experts and much preparatory work by the instinetion.

7. The Austrian Ace

or private universities

The Austrian case is interesting as it proposed ten years ago a solution to protect the name
“university” at national level and to restrict the attribution of the official grades - bachelors,
masters and PhD - te public institutions and to those institutions that have been accredited as a
“private university”. A parallel organization has been set up to accredit professional oniversitles
{Fachhochshulen). The principle of accreditation of private universities and the setting up of an
Acereditation Council has been repulated in law?,

7.1 The object and nature of evaluation

The ohjects of evaluation with the final purpose of accreditation are both the institution as such
and each study program, whatever the level, Bachelor, Master of Phil, As both evaluation and
decislon-making organ, the Accreditation Council® elaborated during its Rrst years of existence
a set of criteria® aimed at gynthesizing the important conditions to satisfy L0 guaraniee a
sufficient level of quality and financial sustainability of private institations. These criteria fix in
particular the minimum number of academic stalf for the institution and each teaching program,
thelr level of qualification and experience, their recruitment process, the required propartion
berween internal and external staff and the duration of their contracts. [t looks also at the
institutional autonomy of the institution, at building and other equipment, internal quality
assurance processes, as well as its midterm financial plan, They also request that, to be
accredited, 3 new unlversity must propose a minimum of twa disciplines:

7.2 The relative role of HEIs, agencies and possibly the State

The accreditation process is essentially driven by the Accreditation Council, which is at arm’s
length from the ministry of education and science. The evaluation process concluded with
accreditation Iz formalized ond uniform for any type ol institution, Institutions inlerested 0
serting up a private university have to prepare an application, that is a document describing in
detail the aims and means of the new institution, This first document will be examined by the
secretariat of the Accredivation Council to see if it contains the most important information;
otherwise, a supplementary document will be requested. Then, the Council, which is composed
of eight experts, four Austrian and four foreign, chooses 2-4 experts of the discipline, mainly
from outside Austria, to examine the request and visit the institution accompanied by a member

12 Bundesgeset: uI:H:r die ﬂkkredlthurung Vibi PI:'L'U’&IIJHI\'EL’S!I.‘E‘EE!I [{[ul .ﬂ.}:.lili;_] BGHT 19949160 jdF BGEL L
2000,/54; htip; Yk ; ;
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of the council and of the Secretariat. These experts are invited to send the Council a report,
which is submitted to the institution for comments. Then the members of the Council and of the
staff who visited the institution write a report preparing the decision of the Council. The Coundi
liskens tor the rapporteur and discuss, penerally gt leagth, how far the Accreditation Council’s
criteria are fulfilled. The disoasdion iz concluded with a vote; acoreditation s given for five vears
if the majority of the eight members accept the principle. The Austrian Accreditation Council is
the decision-making organ, and the final “seal of approval® - given by the Federal Ministry of
Science and research - is mainly formal. The accreditation lasts for five years, after which the
university has 1 apply for reaccreditation for another period of five years. After ten veary of
accreditation, the accreditation is more or less s¢cured,

The Accreditation Councll alzo has 4 checking function, Accredibed unlversitles have o write-an
annual report which is evaluated by a meémber of the Accreditation Council who informs the
Council when ore or many critéria are no fonger fulfilled. An aceredited university which wants
to5et up new programs has weask for the-accreditation of each new program.

It is worth noting that in the Austrian system is clearly agency-centred with regards to the
accreditation of private universities. The experts mandated to evaluate an accreditation request
cand the member of the Accreditation Council chosen a8 rapportéar have the mast important
roles, [nstitutions applying for accreditation have a range of conditions to satisfy, among which
internal quality assurance process is minor. The Ministry itself has just a formal role.

7.3 The consequences and impact of decisions and/or recommendations

In the Austrian system, the consequences of the process are severe: accreditation of pon-
accreditation. The impact of the decision is nevertheless reduced as institutions aware of a
negative decision aré allowed 1o withdraw thelr request and presenta new ocne immediately and
a5 many times as they want, At first sight, the Accreditation Council has a record for severity as
only half the projects presented to it have been accredited, However, this result is largely due to
the Fact that it isextreme]y difficult to launch a new private university, wirich explains why many
privects are really poor. It 5 interesting to oote also that the seeretariat, and sometimes the
hoard members, voluntarily or involuntariy plays a coaching. role of the institution in
responding to. many guestions and giving advice o the promotecs during the preparation of
thelr request. This [s disputable in terms of the toal independence of an grgan, but it contributes
at least slightly to improving projects, which Is the ultimate role of a quality assurance process.

7.4 The costin relation to the expected benefits

Even without taking into account the preparation cost from the university side, the process of
actreditation is expensive, in particular for institutivns with many programmes [university of
music}, a5 they have all to be accredited, in addition to the institution itself. However, because of
the very fact that private universities have to be sccredited in order to offer university
programmes and deliver Austrlan degrees, the process prevents the creation of very poor
institutions. However, f[rom my point of view, the law that has been passed under the initiative
and pressure from people wanting to open private universities is not tough enough regarding
the necessary conditions for opening a private university. This explains why a few accredited
universities do not have much to do with a university, This being sald, the law has bad the merit
of putting some order into the domiain of private institutions and to protect — although
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insufficiently - the name “university” in Austria. There are at present political discussions to
revise the aw In order to make the process lighter [with the risk of weakening it completely).
The accreditation council slso proposes to submit lifelong leaming programmes within
upiversities to an accreditation process, arguing that they are mostly the result of a private
initiative. This is disputable, at least for those who are convinced that unmversities should be
responsille for all their outpur,

stem in a state of great flux; Germany

It s necessary, in order to be fair to all systems, to make a short description of the Lerman
system a= it has been for & long time considered as the leading and most comprehensive
accreditation system. However, a couple of years ago the system entered a period of turbulence,
ag it was considered by many as much too heavy. Although the problem was recognized much
earlier, the most visible reaction up tonow has come from the German Association of University
Professors and  Lecturers, which includes: 25000 academics, which recently refused to
participate to accreditstion processes®® as a protest against the Bologna bureaucracy. It is
nevertheless useful to describe what the system was trying to do and how, and to identify the
difficulties it was facing justilving a reform,

Without entering into detail, let us say thal the German system s organized as a Foundation for
the Accreditatiin of Study Programmes in Germany and is organized around an “Accreditation
Council"s at the federal level as the cemtral decision-making body and nine accreditation
agenciess it has accredited. The purpose is to accredit approx. 15,000 teaching programmes
(hachelors and masters] offered by stave or state-recognized universities and professional
collepes { Fachhochschulen), The accreditation process is made up of several stages and |5 hased
an a peer review principle. When a higher education institution submits an application for the
accreditation of a study programme to the Televant agency, the chosen agency deplovs an
evaluation group whose composition must be a reflection not just of the specialist of the content
focus of the study programme, but also its specific profile. On the basis of their assessment
report, and in accordance with the regulations provided by the Accreditation Council, the
responsible accreditation commission from the agency decides either to grant an accreditation
for the relevant study program, ko grant an accreditation with conditions, to abandon the
provess or L reject the acoreditation,

Accrediting all study programmes was obviously a huge task, simply because of the size of the
country, even though the task was spread over nine agencies. In consequence, the rate of
evaluation for fnal accreditation was slow 2o that it was not realisucally accrediting sl
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programmes in.a reasonable timeframe. Moreover, only a handful of programmes have not baon
accredited or aceredited under condition, It would be nice to he able to pretend that this
apparent success was due to the efforts made by institutions to make sure their programmes
would be accredited. Unfortunately, the hard truth ls more probably that it 12 very difficult w
refuse accreditation for programmes which are obvicusly fiot good, but not clearly bad, in
particular if they more or less fulfil the formal written criteria.

Aware of these difficulties, the Accreditation Council decided in 2008 to move to what they have
called "system accreditations®, Although it is not quite clear to many external ohservers exactly
what it means, we can say that the new system puls more importance on the intemnal quality
assurance systemn of an HEL in the fields of teaching and learning™, with a final aim to trust those
institutlons which have a pood internal system of quality assurance to judge for the mselves the
quality of their teaching and learning programmes: The structures and processes relevant for
teaching and learning are assessed with regard to their appropoateness for achieving the
qualification objectives amd for ensuring the high quality of the study programs; they should
comply with the European standard and guldeline for QA in HE, the standards of the Ministoy of
education and cultural affairs, as well as with the criteria of the Accreditation Council itself, A
positive system accreditation attests that the quality assurance: system of a Higher education
institution in the field of teaching and learning is appropriate to achieve the gualification
ohjectives and to ensure the quality standards in its study programmes. To be admitted as an
institution to system accreditation, an institution must have at least one accredited program for
every 3500 students énrolled (o the last widler semester. In other wornd, system accreditation
aims at decentralizing the accreditation of programs, provided institutions are aceredited for
system accreditation, As the svstem is stll in faunch phase, it is very difficult to evaluate how it
will be implemented by hoth agencies and institutions. The positive point about this change g
that the whole system will be lighter and probohbly cheaper to run. It is nevertheless interesting
to mote that it Iz only with resistance thar the Accreditation Council trusts higher educstion

institutions to evaluate the quality of the programmes they are providing, under the supervision
itf am apency,
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PART 3:

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
1. About the technical note

Even if QA iz still in a state of adolescence, today, no serious person is putting the pecessity of QA
in HE in doitht, The reasons are various!

* the high costand fast-changing environment.of HE require that the avallable resources
are used as efficiently as possible to fulfil the multiple missions of HEls in teaching and
learning, research and Sérvice to the community,

= the high degree of autonomy granted to some institutions justifies, on their side, the need
for a high level of transparescy and accountability towards their stakeholders, which can
be largely promoted hy adequate systems of (A,

o exagperated and often discouraging public regulation or intense pressure of competition
for small and weak institutions call for some sort of (A system at national level to assure
a minimum level of gualily and. if possible, to promote guality,

» and in Europe, the Bologna process has made of QA an important tool for the suceess of
the process:

(A should cover all aspects of university Life; that is teaching and learning, reséarch, service to
the community, internal services: and management for hoth public and private institutions.
Moreover, QA should not only aim at making sure that the guality of an institution or a
programme’ is accepiable, bt should also promote Improvement. This double level of ambition
£ extremely important: A - in the narrow sense of the word - concerns essentially modest
institutions or programmes for which it is desirable to make sure they nevertheless satisfy a
minimum level of guality, whereas QA - In the genericsense of the word = demands that gualivy
Improvement should be a preoccupation for all institutions, whatever their level, Indeed, all
institutions can improve, even those ranked among the best.

According to the terms of reference, this technical note |5 focused exclusively on teaching and
learning, more particularly at the level of academic and professional masters, We have therefore

assumed that the ather aspects of university life, in particular research, are evaluated with other
Programs.

2. About the principles and criteria

If we consider that QA should, for most institutions, promote improvement, more than simply

secure 4 minimum level of guality, it appears that some systems are hetter concelved 1o dodit
than others.

a7



s This depends primarily on whether institutions are at the centréof the process or mainly
the object of an audit. In other words, the couctal guestion s whether the QA process is
agency driven or institution driven.

»  Higher education systems belng extrémely diverse and institutions having th he
increasingly adaptable, a system which looks at the fitness for purpose is without any
doubt better adapeed to the HE environment and to HEls than an evaluation according to
predefined criteria.

#  Moreover, QA systems should be costeefficient, that s justifv in terms of improved
guality the total cost of the evaluation process.

» Finally, experiénce worldwide shows that follow-up to an evalustion, whatever its
Hature, (5 very important,

These principles have led us to examine the practical national cases in looking essentially at four

criteria; 1) the object and nature of the §& procezs, 2} the relative importance of agencies versus
institutions, 3} the follow-up and 4) the etficiency (benefit-cost relationship}.

Before attempting & synthesis of the good and weak points of different systems, we need to
stress that all the systems that we have examined, as well as other systems we know of, are
focused on teaching and learning in general, without making a special distinction between
différent levels, They all cover both BAs and MAs; as these two grades-are considersd in most
countries as part of the normal length of study. Moreover, the traditional distinction’ between
research universities and professional schools or colieges is getting thinner and thinner as both
types of HE|s deliver BAs and MAs. Therefore, no clear distinction is made between programmes
whose nature: is more academic or more professional. If a distinction ls made, it is with PhD
studies. Some systems coasider PhD studies mainly a5 studles, others as resgarch, with the
consequence that it is evaluated either as part of teaching and learning or as part of the
evaluation of research. The situation is less clear with lifelong learming, Most-systems ignore
these programs as long as they-are not concluded by a Bolopna grade of BA or MA. And, when
they lead toa Bologna grade, they are treated like any Masters degree, although they are not a
"consecutive master”, being generally followed by students a couple of years after graduating.

3. Tentative synthesis

In view of the ohjective of this technical note to help identify best practice in evaluating teaching
and learning in all types of HEls, private and public, vocational and pesearch-led and for
traditiomal students as well as far second chance or lifelong learners, we shall now make a brief -
and approximate — commient on the different systems we have examined. The aim 15 to hint at
the system we would look at (Fwe had codevelop Tromy scrateh a new system for Poland,

German system: Even though it was one of the most ambitious systems of accreditation of
programmes, we would advise staying away from the German svsiem on the whole, The main
reason is that ivaims at accrediting all study programmes, which iz a gigantic task, as well as &
disputable one for scientific and didactic reazons, Moreover, the system is too much agency-
centred and therefore does not sufficiently encourage HERs to make an effort 1o improve, The
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necessity to pass the accreditation once in a while is not enough, all the more so because the
greal majority of programmes which passed the test were successful, The present
transformation towards system accreditation Is certainly going in the right direction, but [t s too
early to know if the new system will correct the weakness of the original one. For a big country
lite Germany or Poland, there is one element which is worth taking, the decentralization of the
evaluation task over a couple of agencies which should be; If only Institutions are evaluated,
specialized for different types of HEls.

The Austrian system of accreditation of private universities: Despite the fact that it is o
partial system, It Is worth looking at in a country which tounts 4 great number of private
universities, It contributes to creating more transparency on the private sector by Hxing which
universities are dllowed to call themseives "private universities” and consequently defiver
Austrian (Bologna prades) and which are not aflowed to because their quality level has been
fudged insufficient by experts and the Accreditation Council. The system is therefore clearly
surmmative and agency-led. It eontributes indirectly to improving quality by fixing the minimum
guality standard [or accreditation; however, the internal guality processes imposed as criteria
for accreditation remain very superficial The Austrian system has without any doubt
contributed to putting some order in the Austrian private university sector,

The Swiss system is one of the most hybrid systems Implemented in Europe. This reflects the
necessity 1o comply with the federal Constitution, as well as the necessity to adapt to the huge
variety of institittions. The System requests a strict accreditation procedure on the basis of
predefined criteria for public: Institution eligible for Federal State support and for private
institutions; the accreditation isalso used by some institutions, for some programs, in particular
those in protected disciplines, bo gel the necessary seal "accredited”, Relatively strict with regard
to accreditation, the Swiss system is on the contrary relatively soft with respect to encouraging
unlversities to develop a rigorous internal quality improvement culture, The regular audits
made by the 0AQ of the quality measures within universities have been — at least up to now -
relatively soft and too narrowly focused on guality measures stricto sensw, without paying

enough attention to the capacity for change. Nevertheless, the Swiss system s interesting
because of its multiple tools,

The French system is probably the most comprehensive and well coordinated system In
Europe. It not only looks at the povernance, management and guality assurance systems of
institutions, but it aiso goes over the research performance of research units (departments,
institutes, laboratories) and the quality of all teaching and learning programs, In other words,
the system is faithful to the wadition of a centralized nation used to having a.strong central
administration that takes decisions about more or less evecything, To us, 55 main weakness
comes from the fact that it is mainly agency-driven and that it does not sufficiently encourage
inits to develop a guality of improvement, Institutions and units are under pressure to receive a
poad mark and therefore do not play the gama which would be 50 useful to them to recognize
openly thelr weaknesses in order to work on them with an external support. Instead, every four
years; they are confronted with an evaluation telling them either that they are good - and
therefore do not have 1o worry, although they could certalnly improve even more - or that they
are weak, which iz depressing and not very helpful and might invite an attitude of acceptance,
instead of a determination to improve. We can nevertheless consider the French system for a
Mation with a strong regulatory tradition as the most centrally driven acceptable,
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The EUA institutional evaluation programme belongs to another category and should he
judged accordingly. The program was sel up [0 serve EUA members and belp them, on a
voluntary hasis, to measure where they are regarding povernance, capacity for change and
guality assurance, The approach imposes a fifty-filty effort. Universities have to make an effort
to write & self-evaluation report including a SWOT™ analysis. Then, the visit of fve experts -
among them a student — aims at judging the honesty of the self-evaluation report and 1o make
recommendations. Among all systems examined and known, it is the most "fit for purpose® and
formative. The impact of an EUA evaluation nevertheless depends very much on the institution,
which is free to put the report in a drower or to actively try to follow-up on the experts’
recommendafions Moreover, a2 the pool of EUA pxperts 15 relatively larpe-and the guidelines
open, there is no guarantee that the recommendations are not people dependent; however, this
is true for all systems based on peers. The best aspect of the EUA system is that it is quite good in
promoting o dynamicof change and gualbity improvement.

The Irish system is probahly the most comprehensive we have examined. We very much like
this system as it is institution-driven. The law makes is compulsory for institutions o develop a
rigorous internal system of evaluation and improvement of teaching and learning, ressarch,
outreach at the level of departments as well as the efficacy of university services like computer
and library services, student management, sodal services, along with institutional povernance.
The law however foresees an evaluation of these interpal guality assurance medsures on a
regular hasis by an external agency. The evaluation done in 2003-04 by the [EP/EUA showed
that institutions are taking their responsihility very seriously and that, on the whole, the Irish
system of guality assurance promotes quality in the higher education sector in the most efficient
way, that iz in making institutions rezponsibie for the guality of all their services and in making
sure that they take their responsihilities seriously.

The Scottizh system (£ based on the same inspiration as the Ibsh one to make institutions
responsible for promoting improvements, The main difference is that it is focused on teaching
and learning, research being evaluated through other channels. This explains why the Scottish
syatem Iz probably the most pefined system of A we have examined. [T the aim of the Polish
government is mainly to improve teaching and learning at the levels of bachelars and masters -
consecutive or non consecutive [continuous education] = in public and private institutions, the
Scottish system is worth examining very seriously.

The Hong Kong system does not bring anything new from'a European point of view. However,
it iz also an interesting system as it puts @ lot of emphasis on the responsibility of institutions 1o
promoete guality in reaching and leaming and on the supportive role of a national-agency. It is
certainly interesting to realize that a system inspired as much by Australia, New Zealand and the
United States as by the United Kingdom s also favourabli to o system where institutions have an
important role to play and where the main responsibility of agencies is to test whether they are
taking their responsibility seriously.

MEWOT =strenpthys, Weaknesszs, (Opporiunities. Threats
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4.  Final remarks

This report has helped us to identify the main key characteristics of a good quality assurande
system. To us, it should in particular:

& Be capable of correctly grasping the: pssence:of unlversity teaching and learning and
being ahle to sefze it correctly,

» Encourage universities to develop a quality culture promoting improvement instead of

encouraging them just to pass the criterla necessary for accreditation or similar
ratification,

s But it should alzo provide an external check and support

Tn make it happen, the system should

= be focused on the fitness for purpose of the strategies followed by HEls and quality
axsurance processes more than on pre-defined criteria,

= Be as much institution-driven as agency-driven, which means that internal quality
assurance procedures are an important element of quality assurance,

= e az light as possible by pushing the concerned institution to do a great part of the work

as it is finally in its interest and by avoiding processes in which the hulk of the work s
done by external eXperts;

o Finally be partly adapted to the type of institution. The higher the level of the institution
measured by its research performance and quality of its teachers and students, the more
it 5 advisable to have an institutionally-led system. On the other hand, modest
professtonal schools or universities, particularly if they have been strongly regulated for
a long time, a5 well ag private instltutions that are permanently fighting for survival, are
more in need of a rigorous external evaluation made by an agency, This does not mean,

however, that they are freed of developing their own internal QA system as it 15 also
important for them to put quality asa high priority,

The systems which seems to us as those satisfying at best these conditions are the [rish, Scottich
and Hong Kong systems, at least for public universities, the case of private universities being
taken over by a system inspired from the Austrian or Swiss cne with respect to accreditation,

LW 52 0T, rovigad SH.2.2010
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ANNEX 1: ABBREVIATIONS

'TECHNICAL EXPRESSIONS
HE Higher education
HEls Higher education institurions
T Qualiny assurance and improvement
INSTITUTIONS
AERES "ﬁgencie i'évaluation de la recherche et de "'enseignement supérieur
Cus Swiss University Conference
EHEA European Higher Education Area
EQAR Eurnpean Quality Assurance Register for Higher Educalion
ENQUA Europedn Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
ESU European Students' Union
ELA Eurapean University Association
EURASHE European Association of lnstitutions in Higher Education
P JEUA ;ﬁz:if;;l evaluation programme of the European university
oA Coentre of accreditation and guality assurance of the Swizs Universities
QAR Duality Assurance Agency for Higher Education
QAL Cruality Assurance Coundl
LG University Grants Commities
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