3. 
QUALITY ASSURANCE 
This chapter deals with the progress made to develop Quality Assurance systems across the European Higher Education Area, and covers both external and internal Quality Assurance. 

3.1. External Quality Assurance

3.1.1. Character and Orientation of National Quality Assurance Systems

Quality assurance in higher education can be understood as policies, procedures and practices that are designed to achieve, maintain or enhance quality as it is understood in a specific context. 

Since the Bologna Process was launched in 1999 there has been a rapid transformation of external quality assurance in Europe. Improving quality of higher education and establishing quality assurance systems has been a high priority for many if not all countries. The development of the European Higher Education Area can certainly be seen as a catalyst to this process with quality assurance clearly linked to establishing stakeholder confidence. The European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) for quality assurance were adopted in 2005, and this gave a boost to European cooperation in the domain. The Register of quality assessment agencies (EQAR) was also established 2008, and membership has grown rapidly since then, reaching 26 agencies in 12 countries now. 
Only a handful of countries had established clear external quality assurance systems prior to the Bologna process. Since the Bologna process was launched, however, 22 countries have established national agencies for quality assurance, with half of these being set up since 2005 (Eurydice 2010). In a few countries, such as Denmark, France and Italy, new agencies have replaced or built on existing agencies. 

11 countries in the EHEA do not have established quality assurance agencies. These include those with a small higher education sector such as Andorra, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Malta. However, in these countries, the small size of the sector does not mean that quality assurance is neglected, but rather that a different and more suitable approach may have been developed. In the case of Andorra, although responsibility rests with the government, the actual practice of external evaluation is carried out through using other national quality assurance agencies – most commonly the Spanish national agency (ANECA). Luxembourg has also developed a progressive approach of improvement-oriented evaluation that is both inclusive of stakeholders and extremely international in its orientation. 

Although practically all Bologna countries have established some form of external quality assurance system, there are significant differences in the philosophy and approach behind systems. Despite the adoption of Common Standards and Guidelines for the EHEA, systems are indeed still quite diverse in their orientation. 

One important distinction that can be drawn is whether the focus of quality assurance is on institutions or programmes. A second is whether or not the QA agency or national body is invested with the power to grant permission for institutions or programmes to operate. Although certain national system features make this reality more complex (for example, whether or not governments retain the power to issue degrees at central level), these orientations give a good general sense of the approach to quality assurance. 

It is noteworthy that the vast majority of QA systems now focus primarily on institutions (27) rather than programmes (5). This picture suggests that while the early stages of developing QA systems have tended to focus on programmes, systems often tend to evolve to an institutional focus. 
INSERT MAP 3.1 HERE (Main outcome of external evaluation by QA agency)
In systems where responsible QA bodies/agencies have the power to permit or refuse programmes and/or institutions to operate, quality assurance can, in broad terms, be perceived as supervisory in character, and generally aims to ensure that minimum quality thresholds are met. Agencies may of course play other roles – including giving advice on the enhancement of quality. This is indeed specifically mentioned in a number of countries, but all these additional roles are likely to be subordinate to the decision of permitting programmes and/or institutions to operate.

In other systems, QA agencies report on institutions' management of quality, and although having 'only' an advisory role, aim to support quality enhancement. In such a construction, the primary emphasis is thus on empowering higher education institutions with responsibility for quality improvement. These are systems that will be more likely to use 'light touch' external quality assurance processes, aiming to ensure that necessary measures to improve quality have been established within institutions, and interfering less in the decision-making processes at institutional level. 
The majority of systems across the EHEA are, using this categorisation, more supervisory in character. Indeed 20 systems have established agencies with decision-making powers, while 11 have agencies that are advisory and more enhancement-oriented in character. However, it is also interesting to note that not all the evaluations of "supervisory" agencies have an impact on the funding of institutions or programmes. Indeed, in 5 systems (PL, CY, DE, LI and BG) there is no impact of evaluation on funding. Conversely, some of the enhancement-oriented agency evaluations may have an impact on funding. This is the case in Luxembourg, France and the UK.

3.1.2.
Capacity for Higher Education Institutions to be evaluated by non national Agencies

MAP WILL BE PRODUCED LATER
The European debate on quality assurance has stressed the importance of trust between systems. One significant measure of how far trust is developing, is whether governments enable higher education institutions to be evaluated by a quality assurance agency from another country when aware, for example that the agency works in full compliance with the European standards and Guidelines. This indeed is a significant purpose of the ESG, and also the raison d'être for the European Quality Assurance Register. However, as national responsibility could be seen to be challenged by such practices, it is by no means evident that evaluation from non national agencies will become commonplace in the EHEA. The issue may also perhaps be perceived differently by bigger and smaller higher education systems.
In addition to Andorra Liechtenstein and Luxembourg that routinely work beyond national boundaries in the quality assurance system, a further 13 national systems claim that all their higher education institutions are free to be evaluated by other national agencies instead of their own. This is the case of DK NL FI KZ AM LI TR ME EE LT BE(NL) HR AZ RO. A further 7 countries suggest that under certain conditions, some agencies are able to pursue this route. For Austria and Cyprus, public HEIs may use non national agencies, but private institutions cannot. In Germany the possibility exists only for the accreditation of joint programmes. Moldova pointed out that institutions are able to go through evaluation processes with other agencies but only if they are first accredited by the national system. As this is rather a duplication of efforts than evidence of trust and cooperation, these countries are shown in the map along with those that are unable to be evaluated abroad.   
3.1.3
Evaluating national systems against ESG

The European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance (ESG) were developed by the so-called E4 Group (ENQA, (ESU, EUA and EURASHE), and were adopted in 2005 by the Ministers in Bergen (Norway). The standards and guidelines are designed to be applicable to all higher education institutions and quality assurance agencies in Europe, irrespective of their structure, function and size, and the national system in which they are located. The ESG do not include detailed "procedures" since institutional and agency procedures are an important part of their autonomy. Rather the ESG "recognise the primacy of national systems of higher education, the importance of institutional and agency autonomy within those national systems, and the particular requirements of different academic subjects."
They also reflect the statement of Ministers in the Berlin Communiqué (2003) that "consistent with the principle of institutional autonomy, the primary responsibility for quality assurance in higher education lies with each institution itself and this provides the basis for real accountability of the academic system within the national quality framework". In the standards and guidelines, therefore, an appropriate balance has been sought between the creation and development of internal quality cultures, and the role which external quality assurance procedures may play (ENQA 2005, p.11). Indeed the following principles outlined in the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) stress that Quality Assurance should focus on:
· the interests of students as well as employers and the society more generally in good quality higher education;

· the central importance of institutional autonomy, tempered by a recognition that this brings with it heavy responsibilities;

· the need for external quality assurance to be fit for its purpose and to place only an appropriate and necessary burden on institutions for the achievement of its objectives.

Three indicators on Quality Assurance are included in the EHEA Scorecard. Because a great deal of progress has been achieved in the development of quality assurance systems in the past decade, these indicators have been newly devised to reflect Ministerial agreement on the main issues for further development in quality assurance in the years to come. They focus on the stage of development of external quality assurance systems, the level of student participation in external quality assurance and the level of international participation in external quality assurance.
SCORECARD INDICATOR 4:
STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT OF EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM
Indicator 4: Stage of development of external quality assurance 

	Colour
	

	Green
	A fully functioning quality assurance system is in operation nationwide. The QA agency/ies has/have been successfully evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to all institutions and/or programmes and covers the following main issues:

· teaching 
· research

· student support services

· internal quality assurance/management system



	Light green
	A fully functioning quality assurance system is in operation nationwide. The QA agency/ies has/have been successfully evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to all institutions and/or programmes and covers a subset of the main issues.



	Yellow
	A quality assurance system is in operation nationwide. The QA system has not been evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to all institutions and/or programmes and covers teaching, research, student support services and internal quality assurance/management.

OR

A quality assurance system is in operation at the national level. The QA system has been successfully evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to some institutions and/or programmes and covers subset of the main issues.



	Orange
	A quality assurance system is in operation nationwide. The QA system has not been evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to all institutions and/or programmes and covers a subset of the main issues.



	Red
	A quality assurance system is in operation nationwide. The QA system has not been evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines in the EHEA. The QA system applies to some institutions and/or programmes and covers a subset of the main issues.




	2012
	12
	8
	10
	12
	1


The indicator that focuses on the stage of development of external quality assurance systems combines elements assessing how comprehensive the system is, the range of key issues covered by the quality assurance system (teaching, student support and internal quality assurance), as well as whether or not the agencies or other responsible bodies in the system have been successfully evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines. This process of evaluation is a requirement both for full membership of ENQA and for agencies that are members of EQAR. The indicator is very demanding, and this itself is a reflection of how much progress has been made to the quality assurance landscape during the first decade of the Bologna Process.
Countries are spread quite evenly among the top four categories. Only one country is in the red zone, indicating that an adequate quality assurance system has yet to be implemented. 12 countries find themselves in the Orange zone. The countries in this category have established national quality assurance agencies or other bodies with responsibility for quality assurance, but these have not yet been evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines. Moreover, the system does not cover all of the key Quality Assurance issues. 
10 countries are in the Yellow zone. These are all countries that have a comprehensive quality assurance system in place, covering all priority aspects of Quality Assurance. However, their agencies have not yet been successfully evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines.

8 countries are currently in the light green, and 12 in the green zone. In both cases, a comprehensive quality assurance system is in place, and it has been evaluated against the European Standards and Guidelines. The difference between these situations concerns the coverage of the Quality assurance systems, as one of the four main elements of Quality Assurance is missing in the countries in the light green zone. However, for most of the countries the missing issue is "Research". While research may not be covered by the Quality Assurance agency, quality is often ensured through other national processes.

SCORECARD INDICATOR 5: LEVEL OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN QUALITY ASSURANCE
Indicator 5: Level of student participation in quality assurance

	Colour
	

	Green
	In all quality assurance reviews, students participate at five levels:

· In governance structures of national quality assurance agencies 

· As full members or observers in external review teams 

· In the preparation of self evaluation reports 

· In the decision making process for external reviews 

· In follow-up procedures



	Light green
	Students participate at four of the five levels mentioned above



	Yellow
	Students participate at three of the five levels mentioned above



	Orange
	Students participate at two of the five levels mentioned above



	Red
	Students cannot participate or participate at only one level mentioned

Above




	2012
	5
	12
	6
	9
	10


One of the striking characteristics of the development of quality assurance systems in Europe during the last decade has been the recognition of the importance of stakeholder participation, and in particular the importance of students as the key stakeholder group in higher education. The Bologna documentation recognises that students should be fully engaged in the improvement and enhancement of higher education and of their own learning experiences. The form of this engagement should be wide-ranging, involving students in all aspects of quality assurance systems. This indicator therefore focuses on student participation in governance structures, in review teams, in the preparation of self-evaluation reports, in decision-making processes and in follow-up procedures. These elements are given equal weight, as all are considered essential ways in which student voices and views should be heard and acted upon.
The overall results show that there is still considerable room for progress. Only five countries currently demonstrate that students systematically participate in all these aspects of Quality Assurance systems, although a sizeable number (12) indicate that students are involved in all but one of these areas. Among these countries, students are most commonly not involved in follow-up procedures. 
A group of 6 countries are in the yellow zone, indicating that students are involved systematically in three out of the five areas. Here, in addition to the follow-up procedures, it is most common to find students not being involved in decision-making processes that result from evaluation.

9 countries are currently in the orange zone, with students being involved in two of the five identified areas. A further 10 countries are in the red zone, indicating that students are absent from all or all but one of the identified areas.
SCORECARD INDICATOR 6: LEVEL OF INTERNATIONAL PARTICIPATION IN EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE 

Analysis to be added after agreement is reached on the indicator

Involvement of employers in QA 

The Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) highlight not only the importance of students and international peers in quality assurance, but also the role of other stakeholders – and in particular employers. Indeed the ESG specify that quality assurance of programmes and awards are expected to include "regular feedback from employers, labour market representatives and other relevant organisations." 

The findings for this report indicate that employer involvement has become a feature of quality assurance in many systems. Indeed 28 countries state that there is a formal requirement for involvement of employers – whether in governance bodies or in external review teams. Among the 14 countries that state that there is no such formal requirement, it should not be assumed that there is no employer involvement. For example, the United Kingdom points out that the involvement of employers depends upon the orientation provided by higher education institution being evaluated. Thus in this case the principle of institutional autonomy is respected above formal requirements for employer involvement. 
3.2. Internal Quality Assurance
This report, not having any direct input from higher education institutions themselves, can only give a limited picture regarding the state of development of internal quality assurance systems. 

3.2.1.
Formal Requirements for higher education institutions to establish internal Quality Assurance systems

Countries were asked to specify whether or not there are formal requirements on higher education institutions to establish internal quality assurance systems. It is interesting to see that this is the case in all but four national systems. The exceptions are Estonia, Slovakia, Ukraine and the United Kingdom. For the United Kingdom, however, the answer is a reflection of the legal environment within which higher education institutions operate. Indeed while there is no formal legal requirement for institutions to establish internal QA systems, there are clear expectations laid out by the Quality Assurance Agency. For all other countries, there are formal requirements, most commonly embedded in higher education legislation.

3.2.2. Responsibility for the focus of internal Quality Assurance systems

The primary focus of internal quality assurance systems is, according to the information provided by countries, most commonly determined by higher education institutions themselves. However, a number of countries put the emphasis on other actors. Several countries, including Greece, Ireland, Italy, Spain, Switzerland and the UK point to the role of the Quality Assurance Agency in setting the priorities for external evaluation. These priorities then clearly have a major impact on how internal quality processes are organised. 
Azerbaijan and Montenegro are the only countries to state that the Ministry is primarily responsible for determining the focus of internal quality assurance, although several other countries also point to the role of the Ministry in combination with other actors. This is the case for Georgia, Liechtenstein and Spain.
3.2.3. Institutional Strategies for continuous quality improvement
MAP WILL BE PRODUCED LATER
Many countries report very positive findings regarding the number of institutions that have published a strategy for continuous quality improvement in the past 5 years. Indeed 24 national systems consider this number to be in excess of 75% of their higher education institutions, with 12 systems claiming that all higher education institutions have published such a strategy. 
There are, however, some systems at the other end of the spectrum. 9 national systems estimate that between 0 – 25% of institutions have published such a strategy. 3 systems estimate 25 – 50%, and 8 place the estimation between 50 and 75%. 
Overall, if these data reflect national reality relatively closely, they suggest that higher education institutions have been making great efforts to develop strategies to improve quality in recent years. 

3.2.4. Publication of critical and negative evaluation reports
MAP WILL BE PRODUCED LATER
The picture regarding the number of institutions that publish critical and negative outcomes of quality assurance is significantly different. Here by far the greatest number of countries (22) state that none of their institutions publish such reports, and a further 10 put the lowest percentage (1% – 25%). At the other extreme are a group of 6 countries that state that all of their institutions publish these reports. However, among this group is Italy that also reports that no external evaluations have yet taken place by the Quality Assurance Agency. So this finding remains hypothetical. Only 7 countries are in the categories ranging between 25 and 99%. 
The reason for the diversity of these findings is not clear, as countries have generally provided little supplementary explanation. However, it is likely that countries where all institutions publish critical reports are either very open, transparent societies, or there is a requirement for institutions to publish evaluation reports – whether they are positive or critical.

Conclusions

To be added later...
