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Preface

The key activities of ENQA (the European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education) are
training and advisory support. The network also disseminates general information, experiences, good
practices, and new developments in the fields of quality assessment and quality assurance. An example of
such activities was a two-day workshop on institutional evaluations on 22-23 September, 2000 in Paris.
The Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC) and Comité National D’évaluation (CNE)
were responsible for the workshop’s practical arrangements.

The workshop was planned for professionals in quality agencies who have institutional evaluation
responsibilities in their own countries. A total of 31 professionals from 12 countries and from the Associa-
tion of European Universities (CRE) participated. The workshop had three specific objectives:

1. Document and compare the objectives, methodology and implementation strategies applied by the
ENQA member states and agencies in institutional evaluation.
Discuss and share experiences on theoretical and practical problems of institutional evaluation.

3. Identify opportunities for increased transnational collaboration in the field of institutional evalua-
tion.

The results of the above-mentioned seminar are published in this report. The actual texts, however, have
been edited for the purposes of this publication. To start with, different concepts close to institutional
evaluation are defined. Section 2 deals with the context of evaluation: universities cannot be evaluated
isolated from the environment in which they operate. Furthermore, section 3 consists of six cases from
different countries and one from the CRE. These examples present different institutional evaluations,
including audit-type procedures. All ENQA member states are not included — rather these cases are exam-
ples of various evaluation alternatives. Some of the cases represent a long tradition of institutional evalu-
ations, others have just started their work in this field.

Some of the cases were written especially for the seminar and this report, and the authors of these are
mentioned in the text. Other cases have been taken from various evaluation publications of the respective
countries and the names of these contributors are not included.

The authors of this report hope that this publication will be useful for those involved in institutional
evaluations at the national level. They also hope that the report helps to create as well as to support a
network of staff members engaged in the planning and implementation of institutional evaluation in the
evaluation agencies so that they will be able to collaborate on a more permanent basis.

In Helsinki and Copenhagen,
6 February, 2001

Christian Thune Kauko Himildinen
Chairman Secretary
ENQA Steering Group ENQA Steering Group
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1 Background

Kauko Hiimdiliinen and Staffan Wahlén

Over recent years, the significance of higher edu-
cation has increased considerably. Higher educa-
tion policies have become an important part of so-
cial policies. Many countries feel that their eco-
nomic and cultural future is dependent on an inter-
nationally high standard of higher education which
is available to the majority of the population, not
just a small elite. Higher education institutions to-
day have a prominent impact on society as a whole
and their surrounding areas in terms of regional
impact in particular. In addition to being the source
of individual development, higher education insti-
tutions also serve as vehicles for the development
of the whole areas.

Higher education institutions have become more
open in many ways. While their traditional role has
involved the creation and transfer of intellectual
capital, institutions now have a third task: to sup-
port development in their own region. Higher
education institutions have been subject to many
changes: international student exchange, distance
teaching arrangements, the dramatic development
of ICT, the increase in the volume of adult educa-
tion and student intake in general and the growth of
external funding are examples of major operational
changes that have taken place recently. The role of
research and development activities is also chang-
ing. The applicability, societal impact and relevance
to industry and the economy are now key issues,
alongside traditional basic research and teaching.

Caught in the midst of major changes during the
1980s and 1990s, the maintenance of high-stand-
ard higher education, in other words quality, was
the key concern of higher education institutions.
Quality has also become a central issue in the Eu-
ropean Union, not least in order to promote under-
standing between the different educational systems
of EU member countries as the volume of interna-
tional student exchange programmes and recruit-
ment of labour increases. The definition of quality
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has proven problematic for a long time, and defini-
tions issued by individual higher education institu-
tions are largely dependent on their composition,
location and personnel structure. In the last 15 years,
national and regional evaluations have become in-
creasingly regarded as a means of improving qual-
ity assurance.

1.1 Evaluation safeguards
quality

The evaluation of higher education institutions has
a long history. For hundreds of years, teaching,
learning and research have undergone assessment.
Evaluations measuring learning results and students’
satisfaction in their studies are now common rou-
tines in many universities. Research has continu-
ously been subject to assessment in relation to the
filling of posts, grant application procedures and
submission of articles to scientific journals.

Extensive voluntary evaluations covering all
higher education institutions in a certain area were
initiated in the United States already a hundred years
ago. Accreditation has been used as a means to en-
sure the quality of higher education institutions.
Evaluations sprang from the need to define a mini-
mum level for thousands of higher education insti-
tutions whose levels had previously been quite het-
erogencous. Accreditation was employed as a tool
to determine what units were worthy of public fund-
ing.

Evaluations of higher education institutions in
Europe became more common in the mid-1980s.
France was the first country to initiate comprehen-
sive university evaluations in 1984. In Finland, the
first institutional evaluations were launched in the
carly 1990s. Some countries, such as the Nether-
lands, the United Kingdom and Denmark initiated
systematic programme and subject evaluations in
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the late 1980s and the early 1990s. Some countries
have considered the evaluation of quality assurance
systems, audits, to be a good way of ensuring qual-
ity. This has been the case in, for example, Sweden
and the United Kingdom.

Evaluation for accreditation purposes has been
used in Europe in some countries. In the UK, it has
been applied through subject reviews and audits.
In some Eastern European countries, such as Hun-
gary, accreditation has been used to determine the
minimum level of degree programmes. The newest
entrant in the field is Germany, which in 1998 de-
cided to initiate an accreditation system for higher
education degrees through its new University Act.

Although Europe has come up with various na-
tional evaluation solutions, there are some common
features: all encompass self-evaluation conducted
by the higher education institutions themselves, as
well as a visit of an external review team who uti-
lise self-evaluation documents and interviews, and
a final report. The fact that institutional evaluation,
accreditation, audit and degree programme evalua-
tion are understood and undertaken in slightly dif-
ferent ways in different countries adds to the vari-
ety of evaluations. To some extent, evaluations
measure different aspects of higher education. For
example, the instructions for self-evaluation may
differ, the composition and education of review
groups and the content and structure of evaluation
reports may vary.

Evaluation has become even more international:
higher education is no longer perceived as being an
internal matter for a country; rather, there is talk
about mutual accountability, which means that one
country will need to be familiar with the education
system of another and be able to assess its quality,
for example, in order to be able to recognise credits
in student exchange programmes, degrees or mod-
ules. The possibility of judicial relief for students
when they study abroad is another reason for this.
These developments will guide the development of
evaluation systems in the future.

1.2 The aim and structure
of the report

This report will take a closer look at one evaluation
tradition, namely institutional evaluations. The aim
is to determine the variety of measures adopted in
Europe under this title. We will contemplate mainly
on the reasons for conducting an evaluation, the
target of evaluations, the experience gained from
carrying out evaluations and the utilisation of re-
sults. This should enable us to learn from others’
experiences, both good and bad. The editors hope
that this report will benefit both those who are fa-
miliar with evaluation procedures and those who
are initiating the planning of institutional evalua-
tions.

First of all, we will define the meaning of evalu-
ation with a view to central evaluation concepts such
as audit, programme evaluation and accreditation.
Secondly, a wider context in which the institutions
of higher education operate today will be reviewed.
Thirdly, we will look at the implementation of in-
stitutional evaluations in some European countries
where the approach has already been established
(e.g., France, Finland and Ireland) or has been re-
cently established (Norway). We have also included
countries implementing audit-type institutional
evaluations in our study, such as the United King-
dom and Sweden. Owing to the close resemblance
of the institutional reviews arranged by the Asso-
ciation of European Universities (CRE), these are
also included in this report.

After describing country-specific solutions, we
will discuss the significance and critical issues of
institutional evaluations and, finally, point to some
means of further developing the process.



1.3 The variety of evaluation
concepts

A number of terms are frequently used to refer to
more or less similar phenomena, e.g. evaluation,
assessment and appraisal. We have chosen to use
evaluation as the superordinate term.

To start with, we define what it is we mean by
institutional evaluation, then we deal with the con-
cept of an institutional audit which can be consid-
ered a special form of institutional evaluations. Ac-
creditation can be targeted at an entire higher edu-
cation institution or an individual programme.

Institutional evaluation

The target of institutional evaluation includes all
the activities of a higher education organisation. It
seeks to answer the question: “What kind of a place
for teaching, learning and research is the university
under evaluation?”” One aim is to provide the man-
agement with information on the rationality of ob-
jectives, suitability of policy strategies, different
evaluation systems, capacity for change and the
efficacy and economic aspects of organisational
operations. Institutional evaluation does not nor-
mally assess directly and comprehensively teach-
ing and research as such.

The evaluation deals with processes of strategic
management, decision-making, organisation and
quality assurance as well as resources and results.
Different countries emphasise different areas in dif-
ferent ways; sometimes the main focus may be on
resource allocation, sometimes on mission, visions
or strategies.

The aim of institutional evaluation is usually
development: to provide feedback to the manage-
ment of the higher education institution on the
strengths and weaknesses of the organisation in or-
der to help them improve the institution’s perform-
ance. Sometimes the goal set may be accountabil-
ity and transparency, in other words, to make op-
erations more visible and efficient. In some coun-
tries institutional evaluations are used for getting
information for national use.

Institutional evaluations are usually concerned
with central factors related to the organisational
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functionality and cost-effectiveness. Definite mini-
mum requirements or standards that higher educa-
tion institutions should meet are not, however,
agreed in advance. Therefore the conclusions are
based mainly on the external review team’s opin-
ions on well or poorly functioning organisations.
Institutional evaluations are mostly based on “fit-
ness for purpose”, and the team assesses the reality
compared to the institutional self-defined mission
and objectives; obviously, the team’s experience and
knowledge will be sued to have also some assess-
ment of the “purpose” as defined by the institution.

Institutional Quality Audit

Quality audit is concerned with an institution’s proc-
esses for quality assurance and quality enhance-
ment. The underlying theme in quality audits is the
question: how does an institution know that the
standards and objectives it has set for itself are be-
ing met? More specifically, on what evidence is the
assessment on the quality of its work based and are
there procedures in place to ensure that the signifi-
cant processes are followed up and continuously
improved?

Whereas quality evaluation (assessment) in-
volves focusing on the separate operations and their
results, in quality audit the focus lies on the mecha-
nisms of quality and the ways to develop them, cre-
ating improvements in the organisation as a whole.
In quality evaluation one often operates with a more
normative and static concept of quality, which is,
as a rule, defined by preconceived quality criteria.
The point of departure in quality audit, on the other
hand, is a sense of the concept of quality as a dy-
namic force.

Accreditation

Accreditation seeks to enhance the reliability and
public image of an organisation or a degree pro-
gramme. The aim is to ensure that the degree pro-
gramme or educational institution meets the estab-
lished standards. In most cases, standards are rela-
tively general. The team’s own perception of com-
mon standards is often decisive. Thus accreditation
is about development and control. For the purpose
of development the institution is provided with feed-
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back on the basis of agreed criteria and is thus able
to prioritise the most urgent development needs. The
idea of control is that on the basis of accreditation,
the establishment of a new educational unit can be
avoided or the right to award degrees can be given
to or removed from an existing unit.

If an educational institution is accredited, it means
that it has been recognised as offering a sufficiently
high-standard higher education. This decision is
formal, and has consequences in the form of recog-
nition, financing or student support. Accreditation
includes the idea that a certain unit is adequate or
not (“‘yes or no response”).

We might therefore define accreditation in the
following way: a process in which an educational
organisation or a degree programme provides in-
formation about its activities and achievements to
an external body (in the United States, the agencies
are self-regulated by the universities themselves).
This body evaluates the information objectively and
decides whether the organisation or programme
meets the requisite standards.

The minimum standards can be laid down by a
public authority or a professional organisation (in
the United States, by agencies, regional/institutional
or specialised/professional ones, set up by univer-
sities and colleges under the supervision of the Fed-
eral Government). They may determine whether a
certain educational organisation is able to initiate

or continue a certain activity. The aim of the mini-
mum level definitions is to ensure educational serv-
ices of sufficiently high quality. The evaluations are
usually based on peer reviews: experts within the
field evaluate operations on the basis of agreed cri-
teria.

In brief, accreditation contains the following el-
ements:

* it is based on a minimum level or definition of
some kind of threshold value;

* it contains a yes—no setting;

* requirements are set externally, and

* the emphasis is on accountability.

Accreditation is used when a new degree pro-
gramme or an educational institution is being es-
tablished, or to secure the quality of those already
in existence. Accreditation is awarded for a fixed
period. The aim is to determine whether the higher
education institution is able to provide a suitable
environment for the completion of academic stud-
ies. The following issues are frequently taken into
account in the accreditation of educational institu-
tions: the objectives of the institute, personnel, stu-
dents (applicants, student selection procedures,
former students, employment), administration, ex-
ternal framework such as premises, libraries and
ICT services, teaching, learning, or labour market
relations.



2 The contexts of
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institutional evaluations

Ossi Lindgvist, Chairman of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council

Institutional evaluations pose a number of new
methodological questions and problems. There may
of course exist several ‘universal’ or common cri-
teria for such evaluations, but the overall setting
may be more complex than generally expected or
anticipated. For a successful evaluation, it is im-
portant that the process takes into account or at least
is aware of the general context and overall environ-
ment where the target institution is working.

Usually, the purpose or mandate of the evalua-
tion can be spelled only in an ‘incomplete’ language,
and, similarly, the impacts of the process can also
be both explicit and tacit. So apparently evaluations
cannot be used ‘at their face value’ only; otherwise
we may overlook many features that are self-evi-
dent but which are crucial for the understanding of
the outcome. This is also important in the current
European situation with a multitude of higher edu-
cation institutions working often under very differ-
ent cultural, political, economic, etc. environments.
The same measure across the board may not always
be applicable or even feasible. This is also clearly
the intended implication of the Bologna Declara-
tion.

Thus my message here is that the institutional
evaluation process must be guided and directed ac-
cording to the overall context of the institution’s
(global) situation. Of course the same observation
should apply to any other evaluation related to
higher education. So, are we fully aware of the ac-
tual context? This discussion should not imply that
there did not exist any general rules or measures
for evaluations, but the way we use them may de-
pend on the contextual structures. From another
point of view, we may also call this issue as a bal-
ance between global vs. local evaluation criteria.
Are, for instance, effectiveness and relevance self-
evident terms and comparable under all circum-
stances?

[ wish to describe here some of the observations
that have been gained on this very issue. This is not
intended to be an analysis of the current situation
in Finland or elsewhere, but only to help in struc-
turing better the evaluation processes and their out-
comes.

Compared to the situation of just a couple of dec-
ades ago, the universities are now much more open
systems; the ‘old’ universities were relatively closed
and self-steering in terms of their internal manage-
ment. Now they live and work in a multidimensional
environment, where the actual boundaries to the
outside society are ‘fuzzy’ at best. Also, they now

perform a much wider multitude of tasks than
ever before; of general interest is not only what they
do but also how they do it. The relative contribu-
tion of outside financing to the overall higher edu-
cation budget or expenditure is always increasing.

Furthermore, the student body is now much more
diversified than ever before, emphasizing such
trends as lifelong learning, further education, vir-
tual university, etc. Thus, there is a deepened inter-
est shown by the society at large in all higher edu-
cation issues (a considerable part of this issue is the
fact that, in Finland at least, some two-thirds of an
age cohort have been given a place in higher edu-
cation, i.e. in universities or polytechnics.)

First of all, the dimension of evaluation could be
global, supra-national, national, regional, institu-
tional, and so on. And the so-called European di-
mension is rapidly growing in importance, espe-
cially after the Bologna Declaration. In practice,
these dimensions often are (and must be) mixed to
various degrees in the evaluation process, simply
because of the many interdependencies. For in-
stance, a keen interest in the regional role and im-
portance of higher education has emerged in many
countries and is apparently becoming a new addi-



ENQA Workshop Reports

tional guiding principle in the public financing of
it.

Secondly, universities are working under a na-
tional higher education policy or policies, which
should give at least some guidelines for their man-
agement and direction. Sometimes the ‘leash’ is very
short, sometimes it is almost nonexistent. Is the
policy explicit enough to guide an evaluation? But
often, despite the existence of such an policy, the
entire higher education sector may still appear as a
‘black box’, which is due to its very multidimen-
sional or ‘fuzzy’ nature, as discussed above.

"Review 2000’ is an example of a higher educa-
tion policy document for Finland; actually it ex-
presses a wider set of targets that go outside uni-
versities. It is focusing “on the tasks and challenges
of the public sector in promoting science, technol-
ogy and innovations in conditions of global change”.
So higher education is seen as one crucial, but not
the only, tool in building the knowledge-based so-
ciety.

Thirdly, the societal aspects of university man-
agement should be expressed and be visible in the
institutional strategy. In this turbulent and open
world, the university should know where it is go-
ing and what it wants to do. The emphasis is thus
moving away from the old administration-based
approach to active management; and sometimes
even the term ’entrepreneurial university’ is used.
If the strategic issues and targets are clearly ex-
pressed, an evaluation of the success and the con-
sequent accountability aspects are easier to do. Yet
it is not uncommon to see tactical means and stra-
tegic targets entangled in a way that makes open-
ing the knot difficult if not impossible.

A common strategic trend, especially for some
of the smaller universities, is focusing on the core
skills. This is partially a (reverse) response to the
expansion of the tasks the universities have been
given or have assumed. Where are the limits of
(in)competence? The universities are also facing a
new kind of competition to which they have not
been used in the past; namely, they have lost most
of their old monopolies, including that of doing
basic research.
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Fourthly, evaluations as such could be seen as
serving different aims. For instance, in the Finnish
policy (implemented by FINHEEC), institutional
evaluations are mostly seen as tools for develop-
ment. In some other countries, evaluations also
emphasize the control aspect between the govern-
ment or the public and the university.

Fifthly, an important aspect in any evaluation is
the availability of relevant data and information for
proper analyses. How does one find and use the
explicit knowledge/data and so-called tacit knowl-
edge? Even a site-visit to a higher education insti-
tution, though often necessary and revealing in
many ways, cannot tell everything about the long-
term trends and many other crucial aspects. Is the
nature of the data or information available forward-
looking, or are they just reflections in the rear mir-
ror? The situation on data availability and/or exist-
ence and their quality is highly different in differ-
ent countries, which apparently makes many cross-
country comparisons difficult if not impossible.

The role of research on higher education is again
growing in importance, and apparently every Eu-
ropean country is responding to this demand, though
in somewhat differing ways.

Sixthly, one could also run a situational analy-
sis, in order to see what actual degrees of freedom
of action a particular institution has in its current
environment. It may be bound by external con-
straints and regulations to such an extent that the
management is unable to perform its (strategic) tasks
fully (by this I mean something else than mere fi-
nancial constraints). Though, admittedly, there are
also trends of allowing the universities more au-
tonomy, not only in the traditional fields like teach-
ing and research but also in their administrative
structures, financial practices, etc.

And finally, one cannot evaluate everything, and
thus even the selection of ‘what’ (and ‘how’) is ac-
tually evaluated is also a value-laden process.

For the long-term success and good impact of
the evaluation process, a high degree of transpar-
ency is needed and necessary in all its phases. Simi-
larly, the evaluators should indicate openly their
methods used and the explicit context where they



do or have done their analyses; thus the results of
the evaluation and the subsequent recommendations
may appear more coherent and helpful for the in-
stitution and its leadership. But at the same time,
any evaluation in an open society also serves as
‘consumer’ information about higher education in
general and the particular institute, as well. A truly
transparent university should be seen and analysed
by the public or by interested parties from the out-
side even without any formal evaluations.

The list of literature given below is intended
merely as examples and general background read-
ing, and not a strict introduction or check-list, for
the issues discussed above.
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3 Country-specific use of
institutional evaluations

3.1 FINLAND:
Institutional Evaluation of
Finnish Universities

Anna-Maija Liuhanen, Finnish Higher Edu-

cation Evaluation Council

Why institutional evaluation?

In 1992, the Finnish Ministry of Education invited
two volunteer universities to pilot institutional
evaluations. The aim of the pilots was twofold: to
evaluate the quality of the universities’ activities
and to establish an evaluation procedure suitable
for all Finnish higher education institutions. Three
other institutional evaluations and one focused on
teaching followed in 1994-95.

In 1995 the Finnish Government decided that all
higher education institutions should be evaluated
at least once by the year 2000 (Development Plan
for Education and University Research for 1995—
2000). It also established the Finnish Higher Edu-
cation Evaluation Council (FINHEEC), which be-
gan its work in January 1996. The Council has car-
ried out 14 evaluations and thus all 20 universities
in Finland have been evaluated.

As national evaluations of research and educa-
tional fields had been launched in 1984 and 1990
respectively, the institutional evaluations were not
the first nor the only external evaluations of Finn-
ish universities, but rather a complementary proce-
dure.

Already in 1986, the government expected that
universities create an evaluation system capable of
producing sufficient and comparable information
of the results of research and teaching and of their
costs. A national university database, KOTA, was
created. From the very beginning, the information
required was fed into the system by the universities
themselves. Evaluation was considered an obliga-
tion of the universities who were held responsible
for the quality of their activities.

12

In the late 1980s and early 1990s major changes
were implemented in public administration and in
higher education steering system: the budget sys-
tem was changed from line item to lump sum budg-
eting, and an extensive deregulation took place. The
changes put the universities in a new situation: self-
regulation, management and leadership, quality,
evaluation culture, and capacity for change became
key words. Like in many other European countries,
power seemed to flow to the institutional level (cf.
Kells, 1992). Membership in the European Union
in 1995 brought about further changes to the fund-
ing of university research, for instance.

As mentioned above, the Finnish Higher Educa-
tion Evaluation Council was established in 1996.
The task of the Council, as stipulated in a decree, is
to support the higher education institutions and the
Ministry of Education in issues related to evalua-
tion. The 12 members of the Council represent
Universities, Polytechnics, student unions and em-
ployers.

In 1998, the new Universities Act was given. Sec-
tion 5 of the Act says: “The universities shall evalu-
ate their education, research and artistic activities,
and their effectiveness. The universities shall also
take part in external evaluation of their activities.
The university shall publish the results obtained in
the evaluation it has undertaken.”

What are the specific themes (target ar-
eas) of evaluation?

Institutional evaluation can be described as an evalu-
ation primarily targeted at overall resources, organi-
sation, processes and performance of the univer-
sity. The Finnish evaluations emphasise processes
with special regard to management, decision-mak-
ing and quality. Performance (statistics on inputs
and outputs) has had a minor role. The basic issue
in institutional evaluation comprise the prerequi-
sites of education and research in each university.



Secondly, institutional evaluation has focused on
the university’s capacity for change. The quality of
teaching and research has not usually been dealt
with in institutional evaluations.

The purpose of the evaluations has been to es-
tablish and develop institutional evaluation culture,
or — in quality terms — to improve the quality of the
universities’ activities. This emphasises the univer-
sities’ responsibility for quality and the need for self-
regulation (Stenqvist, 1992), as does the fact that
the two pilot universities volunteered. No national
evaluation scheme was made. Rather, the Ministry
was looking for good examples (Jappinen 2000).

A characteristic feature of the Finnish institutional
evaluations is the notion of the university as a proc-
ess owner. This has allowed the university to de-
fine the focus and to influence the implementation
for evaluation. Consequently, the focus of evalua-
tion in different universities has varied. For exam-
ple, in the case of eastern Finnish universities it was
on regional role, in the University of Turku, on ex-
ternal impact, while in the case of the University of
Art and Design and Turku School of Economics
and Business Administration, the main emphasis
was on strategies. The follow-up of the earlier edu-
cation evaluation of the University of Tampere con-
centrated on the quality assurance of teaching, while
in the University of Helsinki, the evaluation focused
on administration.

Active participation of the university in the evalu-
ation planning and implementation has been em-
phasised all through the process. According to the
FINHEEC Action Plan: “Evaluations utilize prin-
ciples of communicative evaluation, i.e. people at
different evaluation sites and from different inter-
est groups are invited into a dialogue. Evaluation is
regarded as a forum where different views and ex-
periences are exchanged.” (FINHEEC 12:2000). An
informal motto simply says that evaluation should
be useful for the university.

How are the evaluations implemented?

The institutional evaluations have consisted of three
parts: institutional self-evaluation, external peer
review and published report.

The majority of the evaluations have been made
in cooperation between the university in question
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and FINHEEC (in the first five cases, the Ministry
of Education). In four projects, the evaluations have
also involved a foreign partner: in three evaluations
it was the Association of European Universities,
CRE, and in one the European Foundation for Man-
agement Development, EFMD.

The evaluation of the University of Helsinki pro-
ceeded differently as it was conducted by using the
benchmarking method, i.e. comparative analysis.
The partners included the Universities of Amster-
dam, Oulu and Stockholm. Since an external evalu-
ation team is not used in benchmarking, the Uni-
versity of Helsinki itself compiled the project re-
port (Learning by Comparing, FINHEEC 12:1999).

Self-evaluation

In a self-evaluation process, different methods have
been used: inquiries to academic and other staff,
students and external stakeholders; different surveys
especially in the evaluations of regional role and
external impact; departmental self-assessments,
often based on questionnaires or checklists prepared
by the university steering or working group; teams
of reporters combined to different groups comment-
ing on their texts; and an extensive, internet-based
inquiry open to academic and other staff and stu-
dents (Oulu follow-up, 1998). Usually the project
has had a steering group, in most cases chaired by a
vice-rector, and a working group for planning and
implementation of the self-evaluation. Some uni-
versities had thematic task forces, which in many
cases were existing committees, €.g. university com-
mittee for quality of teaching. In addition, the na-
tional university database and the statistics of each
university have been used.

A representative of FINHEEC (in the early cases
the Ministry) has consulted universities during the
self-assessment and in preparing for the external
evaluation, often as a member of the University’s
steering group for evaluation.

The universities have presented the process and
results of the self-evaluation in a self-evaluation
report, which in most cases has been published by
the university. In compiling the report, the strong
emphasis on university ownership (“you are doing
it for yourselves”) on the one hand, and the need to
report to external peers on the other, may have been
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somewhat contradictory. The main audience has,
however, been the external review team. The exter-
nal teams have often recommended the universi-
ties to formulate open and candid self-evaluation
reports. However, many reports have rather been
descriptive than analytical or (self) evaluative, and
only few include conclusions, though over the years
the quality of the reports has clearly improved.

External Peer Review

The next step is a site-visit by the external review
team. The duration of the visit has been three to
five days, according to the size of the university.
The programme has been planned by the university
in cooperation with FINHEEC and the chairperson
of the team. In addition to the university leader-
ship, the team has met and interviewed teachers and
researchers, other staff, students, and external
stakeholders. In the first evaluations the report was
written by the team; in some recent cases FINHEEC
has provided a secretary to assist the review teams
in compiling the report.

The peer review teams have been appointed by
FINHEEC after consulting the University con-
cerned. They have consisted of three to five mem-
bers, depending on the size of the university. In each
team there has been expertise in both evaluation
and academic management. In addition, a match
between the university profile and the profile of the
team has been aimed at. In one case the peer re-
view team was Finnish (University of Tampere,
evaluation of teaching, 1995); all other teams have
been international. Consequently, the majority
(69%) of the experts have been non-Finns (see ta-
ble 1 below). Usually, there has been one Finnish
member in the teams to make sure that the national
context is taken into account. However, there were
no Finns in the teams appointed by CRE and EFMD,
nor was there a discipline based match between the
profile of the university and the CRE teams. In five
teams there was, in addition to academic members,
one member who represented external stakeholders.
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Table 1: Home country of the peer review team mem-
bers (N = 19; University of Helsinki is not included; its
benchmarking partners were from Finland, Sweden and
the Netherlands)

Country

Ministry of FINHEEC  Total
Education 1996-2000
1993-1995
Finland 10 1
Sweden 4
Denmark 4
Norway -
U.K.
the Netherlands

2
1
Germany 2
2
2

26 31%
11 13%

16%

France

USA

Portugal -
Australia -
Belgium -
Ireland -

e SIS U I N =)

Italy -
Austria 1
Greece -

Slovenia -
Turkey -
Total 28 55 83

—_

Published Report

Following the completion of each evaluation, the
university arranges a seminar at which the evalua-
tion report with the recommendations is published
and discussed. The report comes out in the
FINHEEC publication series under the names of
the team members, and it is distributed to all higher
education institutions in Finland, to the Ministry of
Education, and to different national and interna-
tional stakeholders.

In the latest evaluations the participation of the
external evaluation teams was intensified so that
the team was able to take part in planning when-
ever possible. Moreover, the latest seminars at
which the findings of the evaluation were published
had the nature of a planning seminar. In this way
evaluation has become more firmly rooted in the
development processes of the university.

As the peer review teams have been international,
the self-evaluation reports have been either trans-
lated into or written in English. The language of



the interviews has likewise been English, as has that
of the reports of the external evaluation teams with
two exceptions being written in Swedish (Univer-
sity of Lapland 1995 and the Swedish Business
School 1998) and one in Finnish (University of
Tampere 1995). The universities have appreciated
the opportunity to receive international feedback in
evaluation and welcomed influences from outside
their own system. However, the use of foreign lan-
guage has not been without problems.

FINHEEC has been responsible for the costs of
external evaluation.

Is there a follow-up and how is it
organised?

FINHEEC has offered the universities the possibil-
ity of a follow-up evaluation. So far, four of the
universities that were evaluated in early or mid-
1990s (Oulu, Vaasa, Tampere, Swedish Business
School) have taken the opportunity and invited some
of the peers to revisit the university. The procedure
of the follow-up evaluations is similar to that of the
usual institutional evaluation. In the University of
Jyviskyla the follow-up was carried out in the form
of a research into the immediate changes after the
evaluation and longer-term impacts of it (Vilimaa
et al. 1998).

A meta-evaluation of the institutional evaluations
is being discussed.

How are the evaluators trained?

As most of the evaluators were from outside Fin-
land, time and money did not allow training semi-
nars. The briefing happened via correspondence and
telephone conferences in the triangle FINHEEC —
University — evaluators, and in a half-day seminar
the day before the site visit. That day the team also
met representatives of the Ministry of Education.
Publications on the Finnish higher education sys-
tem and policy were sent to teams in advance. Prob-
ably a more thorough training would have been
helpful and appreciated. As it was, the whole exer-
cise was very much dependent on the expertise of
the peer review teams.
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On the consequences

Each evaluation report includes recommendations
to the university, but the number varies substantially,
roughly between ten and dozens. To identify areas
where, according to the reports, quality assurance
and quality improvement would be needed, a re-
view covering the recommendations given by 16
peer review teams to 18 universities was compiled.
For the classifation of the recommendations, the
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award Educa-
tion Pilot Criteria 1995 were used. Like other qual-
ity awards they focus on continuous quality im-
provement and on the question “how?”. In line with
the Criteria, recommendations concerning resources
and structures of the universities, and those refer-
ring to different national structures, e.g. degree sys-
tem and resource allocation, were not included in
the review. No attention was paid to the sub-
categories, to the scoring system or to the points of
the criteria.

Table 2: The recommendations of 16 peer review
teams according to the Malcolm Baldrige Education
Pilot Criteria 1995

MB Category N %
1 Leadership 62 14
2 Information and Analysis 18 4
3 Strategic and Operational Planning 67 15
4 Human Resource Development and

Management 66 15

5 Educational and Business

Process Management 194 43
6 School Performance Results - -
7 Student Focus and Student and

Stakeholder Satisfaction 41 9
Total 447 100

The small number of recommendations in Category 2, Informa-
tion and Analysis, is open to different interpretations. On one
hand, one might think that everything is fine, on the other one
asks whether the whole question has remained unnoticed by

both the universities and the peers.

For the moment, there is not much research avail-
able on the consequences and impacts of the insti-
tutional evaluations. (However, see Vilimaa, J. &
al 1998). Different decisions and changes made by
the universities as a consequence of the evaluations
have been reported in the follow-up reports and in
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various articles of local newspapers and university
magazines. For example, after the evaluation of
three eastern Finnish Universities, which was fo-
cused on their regional role, the Prime Minister in-
vited representatives of the Universities and the re-
gion to discuss regional development strategies, and
the three universities now have a joint regional strat-
egy. Further, the Sibelius Academy is developing
evaluation approaches to serve the teaching and
learning of music, and the University of Art and
Design has changed its entrance examination, fol-
lowing the recommendations of the peer review
team, and is now considering a new structure.

In many universities the institutional evaluation
has been the beginning of or — in the later cases — a
boost for strategic planning. It seems fair to say that
one advantage of institutional evaluation is that the
university management has been obliged to con-
sider evaluation of its own operations, the state of
the university and the responsibility for quality. Thus
it has enabled the harnessing of evaluation for the
development of teaching, research and other activi-
ties. This development corresponds to the aim of
establishing and developing evaluation culture in
the Finnish higher education institutions. However,
critics might say that the evaluations (or the changes
in culture) have remained at the institutional level
and left the basic units intact.

What kind of evaluation?

Considering the two alternative approaches to qual-
ity management in higher education suggested by
Brennan — specialist/academic and holistic/organi-
sational — the Finnish institutional evaluations could
be described rather academic with some elements
of the organisational approach. The academic ap-
proach stresses the distinctiveness of higher educa-
tion institutions, emphasises ‘producer’ concerns,
and is exclusive and basically conservative. The or-
ganisational approach stresses the essential simi-
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larity of all organisations, emphasises ‘consumer’
concerns, and is inclusive and basically adaptive
(Brennan 1998, pp. 25-26). The consumer aspect
was included in the early planning documents of
institutional evaluation (Stenqvist 1991), and it has
been heard in all evaluations, but especially in the
evaluations of the eastern Finland universities and
the University of Turku, which focused on regional
role/external impact. Further, the choice of the in-
stitutional dimension, and the consequent attention
to management and leadership instead of the disci-
plinary dimension refer to adaptive/organisational
approach. Academics as external evaluators repre-
sent conservative approach, but coming from other
higher education systems they may have been in a
better position to see weaknesses and to import new
ideas into the universities than Finnish peers or non-
academic evaluators would have been.

Barnett has offered an interesting model of power
and enlightenment in different forms of quality
evaluation (Barnett 1994). The two ends of the
power dimension are collegial and bureaucratic, and
those of the enlightenment dimension emancipatory
(internal understanding) and technicist (external
understanding). Barnett places external peer review
in the quadrant collegial-technicist, and institutional
self-study between the quadrants collegial-eman-
cipatory and bureaucratic-emancipatory. Thus, with-
out going into details, the Finnish institutional evalu-
ations seem collegial rather than bureaucratic
(power), but — in spite of the emancipatory purpose
(universities as process owners and learners of
evaluation culture) — technicist rather than emanci-
patory (enlightenment). In line with Barnett’s
model, the self-evaluation process is usually de-
scribed as the most useful part of the whole exer-
cise. Why then external evaluation? “Without it we
would not have made the self-evaluation”, is the
answer often heard.
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3.2 FRANCE:
Institutional evaluations:
the French context

Background

The Comité National D’évaluation (CNE) was cre-
ated in 1984 by the law on higher education, a law
by which universities were granted administrative,
pedagogical, research and financial autonomy. This
law concluded a movement initiated 16 years ear-
lier, in 1968, and gave the French universities an
autonomy they had never had before. Until 1984,
the French higher education system could be char-
acterised as a collection of disciplinary faculties.
According to the 1984 law, the faculties had to start
to cooperate within the framework of a larger insti-
tution which was responsible for the development
strategy under the direction of a president. Within
this context, the CNE was given the task to evalu-
ate the institutions in order to improve their quality
and to legitimate their new role. The idea was to
legitimate the practice of evaluation as a counter-
part for autonomy.
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The CNE is not alone in the vast landscape of
French higher education. It has to deal with other
relevant evaluation bodies, which include:

* the National University Council (CNU), which
evaluates the academic staff and makes decision
regarding recruitment and promotion;

 the National Committee of Evaluation of Re-
search (CNER), which evaluates researchers and
research laboratories;

 the Ministry of Education, which develops de-
gree programs according to its own guidelines,
and which is in charge of the accreditation of de-
grees and institutions;

* the General Inspection of the Administration of
National Education (IGAEN), which evaluates
the management staff.

Thus evaluation and quality assessment of higher
education is shared by a number of different actors.
All these bodies evaluate some aspects of the aca-
demic life but only the CNE evaluates the overall
policy and functioning of the institutions.

Objectives, principles and procedures

Objectives of evaluation

As stated above, the main objective of institutional
evaluations is to improve the functioning of Higher
Education institutions in the area corresponding to
its Public Sector missions:

¢ education and continuing education;

* scientific and technological research and the use
of research results;

* dissemination of academic and technical knowl-
edge ;

* international co-operation.

This objective cannot be reached unless the culture
and the practice of quality assessment in Higher
Education are promoted and developed. Promoting
and developing evaluation is another objective of
the CNE.

General principles of evaluation

1 Qualitative evaluation. The CNE considers that
Higher Education institutions are complex struc-
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tures which can be analysed only within their spe-
cific context and through qualitative categories.
We resort to performance indicators and statisti-
cal data in order to support qualitative analysis.

2 A concerted process. The understanding of a com-
plex structure depends on the quality of ex-
changes between the CNE, people in charge of
this structure and the “users”, the students.

3 A European framework. The CNE has adopted
the principles defined by the European Pilot
Project:

* internal evaluation;
* external evaluation;
* peer review;

* report made public.

Evaluation Procedure

The evaluation of a higher education institution is
performed in two stages. First, an internal evalua-
tion is organised by the institution itself. The self-
assessment reveals how an institution regards itself
in view of both qualitative and quantitative data. A
guide for evaluation, written by the CNE, steers the
self-assessment process.

Following the internal evaluation, the CNE co-
ordinates an external evaluation made by experts,
mainly chosen from the academic community. A
training session sets out concepts and methods of
an evaluation programme and briefly presents the
institution. Each expert is required to concentrate
on a specific area. A three-day visit is organised for
all the experts in the institution.

The final report is the synthesis made by the CNE
from the experts individual and confidential work.
The CNE then suggests recommendations to the
institution. The implementation of these recommen-
dations is not legally compulsory but they are often
adhered to by the universities.

The Activities of the CNE

The CNE activities consist of four types:

* institutional evaluation;

+ disciplinary evaluation;

 thematic studies;

* evaluation of higher education network in a given
region (area-based evaluation).
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Institutional evaluation is the main task of the Com-
mittee. In 1996, the CNE completed the first round
of evaluations covering some 90 universities. At that
time, it decided to explore different approaches,
enlarging the scope of its work. Three innovations
were made.

1. The main innovation included the “politique de
site”, an area-based approach. Because of the
development of closer relationships with local
authorities and the co-existence of several uni-
versities (sometimes with the same disciplines)
within a single town or region, it had become
necessary to analyse the coherence of policies
developed by universities with regard to the re-
gional context. Many of them have been imple-
mented, for example Lyon (4 universities, 3 poly-
technics and a teacher training school) and Nor-
mandy. The area-based evaluation must be con-
sidered as a natural outgrowth of both political
and administrative decentralisation and one-by-
one institutional evaluation.

2. The second innovation concerned the evaluation
of disciplines. Several reasons justified this in-
novation. The first one was the international per-
spective, particularly the European one, which
can be best enforced at the discipline level, with
the final goal of developing degree equivalen-
cies within the European Union. The second one
was the aspiration to compare universities at an
appropriate level which, however, has proven to
be impossible because of the great heterogeneity
of universities (size, historical, geographical and
sociological conditions, disciplines represented,
research activities, etc.).

3. The third one was directly connected with the
institutional evaluation. These evaluations actu-
ally highlight the fact that many problems are
discipline-based problems which cannot be
solved or even understood within the institution,
but require a national analysis. Here again, just
as for the area-based evaluation, discipline evalu-
ation can be considered as an outgrowth of insti-
tutional evaluation.



The Second Round of Institutional
Evaluation

In 1996, the CNE started the evaluation of univer-
sities that had already been evaluated once. The goal
was to evaluate the implementation of the initial
recommendations and to measure change. From the
first to the second-round evaluations, the procedure
has been changed. It has been lightened to become
selective for two reasons:

1. First, the heavy task of describing all aspects of
an institution had become less necessary because
the legitimacy issue was no longer critical and
the academic community did not so much need a
university-wide report to be assured of institu-
tional unity.

2. Secondly, the CNE wanted its recommendations
to become more efficient for quality improve-
ment and decision-making: only the main issues
identified by self-assessment and external evalu-
ation were to be included in the recommenda-
tions.

Since the beginning of the 1990s, a new relation-
ship has been established between the government
and the institutions. It consists of a four-year con-
tract developed by the university and negotiated and
agreed upon with the government. The contract
presents the main goals of the university for the next
four years, a general development strategy which
addresses the full spectrum of institutional activi-
ties: teaching, research and management. The con-
tract includes financial clauses for each of the pro-
jected actions. It only concerns 10 % of the overall
funding, but it gives the university president enough
resources to implement university-wide activities.
For the past ten years, the contractual procedure has
contributed to development of institutional culture
within the French academic landscape.

It was then logical to link the CNE activities
chronologically to the contractual agenda. This
means that the CNE chooses the universities that
are, for a specific year, in a contractual wave (about
20 universities a year). It is expected that due to the
link the recommendations will be more effectively
implemented. As the evaluation intervention takes
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place when the university is carrying out a reflec-
tion on itself, the internal phase of evaluation is more
closely connected with strategic development, and
the recommendations become more operative.

Challenges

There are some challenges related to the context in
which institutional evaluation is carried out. Three
of them should be mentioned:

1. First of all, a problem of adaptation. The ques-
tion is: how do we move from a “legitimating
process” to an activity-centred quality assessment
process?

2. The second one is the problem of scale. How can
we simultaneously deal with the general policy
of'a university as defined in the contract and with
the issues related to core activities of the univer-
sities: degrees, students, the quality of courses,
quality of research etc.?

3. The last problem concerns international coopera-
tion. In France, and in many other European
countries, institutional evaluation is readable and
understandable mainly within the national frame-
work. How do we link the national specificity of
institutional evaluation with the necessity of de-
veloping degree equivalencies in Europe?

3.3 IRELAND:
Institutional Reviews -
National Council for
Educational Awards

The National Council for Educational
Awards (NCEA)

The NCEA is a government agency responsible for
non-university educational awards and course ap-
proval. It was established in 1972 and was given
statutory powers and responsibilities by the National
Council for Educational Awards Act, 1979. The
general function of the Council is:
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“to encourage, facilitate, promote, co-ordinate and
develop technical, industrial, scientific, technologi-
cal and commercial education, and education in art
and design, provided outside the universities,
whether professional, vocational or technical, and

to encourage and promote liberal education.’
(NCEA Act, 1979)

The NCEA Act gives the Council the authority to
approve courses and to grant educational awards
(e.g., degrees, diplomas and certificates) in relation
to these, at designated institutions. Some institu-
tions are named in the Act or designated in a Statu-
tory Order made by the Minister for Education.
Other institutions may apply to the Minister to be
designated. The Minister is required to consult the
Council in relation to all such applications.

The NCEA also has a role in advising the Minis-
ter for Education, in relation to the costs and fi-
nancing of approved courses.

NCEA Quality Assessment Procedures

The current NCEA system of external quality as-
sessment has five main elements:

(1) Institutional Reviews;

(2)  Full Course Evaluations;
(3) Programmatic Reviews;
(4)  External Examiners; and
(5) National Quality Reviews.

Although this paper is principally concerned with
Institutional Reviews, a brief outline is given of the
other methods of quality assessment, to indicate the
respective role of each of these in the overall sys-
tem of quality assurance and monitoring.

Full Course Evaluation

Every new course, which an institution wishes to
lead to the granting of NCEA awards to successful
students, must first be submitted to the NCEA for
approval. The submission document sets out the
course aims and objectives, subject content, and
proposed teaching and assessment methodologies.
The NCEA appoints a team of assessors, including
academic and industrial members, to consider the
submission, visit the institution and make a report
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with recommendations. The relevant NCEA Board
of Studies considers the Assessors’ report and makes
a recommendation to the Academic Committee of
the NCEA regarding approval of the course. The
Academic Committee makes its decision on behalf
of the Council of the NCEA. This procedure ap-
plies to all proposed new courses and must be com-
pleted before students are enrolled. The evaluation,
accordingly is “ex ante”. Although the Assessors’
visit normally involves a substantial amount of dia-
logue and mutual adjustment of positions, the evalu-
ation is mainly an external process.

Programmatic Reviews

Courses are approved by the NCEA for a limited
period, which does not exceed five years. All ap-
proved courses are reviewed at five-yearly inter-
vals by means of Programmatic Reviews. Each in-
stitution is required to undertake such reviews on a
self-study basis, and to make a Programmatic Re-
view Submission to NCEA for renewal of approval
of the suite of approved courses in the major disci-
pline groups. These disciplines correspond to the
NCEA Board of Studies structure — “Business Stud-
ies”, “Engineering and Technology”, “Humanities”
and “Science and Computing”. These submissions
are considered by a group of NCEA assessors, who
visit the institution and report to the NCEA in the
same way as in the case of Full Course Evaluations.
On the basis of the outcome of the Programmatic
Review, the NCEA decides if approval of the
courses should be extended for a further five years.

External Examiners

The NCEA appoints External Examiners to every
approved course. They have responsibility for moni-
toring the standard of student performance. Exter-
nal Examiners may be nominated by the institutions
and are appointed for a three-year term of office.
They must approve every examination paper, mod-
erate a sample of scripts, certify the marks or grades
awarded to each student, attend the relevant Board
of Examiners meeting, and report to the NCEA re-
garding the standard of the examinations.



National Quality Reviews

Individual discipline subject areas are evaluated
across all designated institutions. This quality as-
surance process is still in its initial stages and will
be reviewed on completion of a number of projects.

The NCEA Institutional Review Process

Philosophy and Goals of Institutional Re-
view

The Institutional Review is designed as a joint proc-
ess, conducted by the institution and the NCEA.
Both work in partnership to make proposals and
recommendations and agree a plan for the develop-
ment and enhancement of the quality of the institu-
tion. A five to ten year span of development is en-
visaged. The NCEA approach to quality assurance
is based on the principle that the primary responsi-
bility for achieving and maintaining quality rests
with the institution, which should carry out a self-
evaluation in this regard. The role of the NCEA is
to act as a guarantor of national standards in rela-
tion to its awards.

The Institutional Review process has two princi-
pal goals:

 to enhance the quality of the institution’s work;
and
* to provide an element of public accountability.

Quality improvement is regarded as the more im-
portant goal in the longer term. Accountability is
necessary to ensure confidence among students,
funding agencies, other educational institutions,
other stakeholders and the general public, that the
institution is being properly managed, making good
use of its resources and providing services of an
adequate standard.

Methodology of Institutional Review

Institutional Reviews are based on a self-study by
the institution, followed by peer review, including
a site visit, and a report. There is a five-year cycle
of reviews. The first of these commenced in 1988/
89. Institutional Reviews and Programmatic Re-
views in each institution are scheduled in advance
for each five-year period. Each multi-discipline in-
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stitution is therefore involved in a major review
every year, either an Institutional Review or a Pro-
grammatic Review of one of its discipline groups.
The standard methodology is varied to take account
of significant differences in the scale, structures and
ethos of the wide variety of institutions in the NCEA
sector.

The focus of Institutional Review is on the Insti-
tution as a whole — its mission and goals, progress
over the previous years, strategic plans, staffing and
other resources and the general operating environ-
ment.

The Institutional Review process should provide
the Institute with a strategic planning instrument to
facilitate its academic planning. It should also pro-
vide the NCEA with the information necessary to
enable it to

* satisfy itself regarding the quality of the Institu-
tions work and the facilities available at the In-
stitution; and

* assist in the co-ordination of course provision in
a national context.

The Institutional Self-Study

The organisation of the self-study is a matter for
the institution itself. The NCEA, however, requires
that the self-study document which will be consid-
ered by the peer review group should address the
following:

(1)  Mission and Goals of the Institution;

(2)  Governance and Management Structures;
(3)  Academic Policies and Procedures;

(4) Institutional Resources; and

(5) Institutional Planning.

A detailed checklist for addressing issues under
these headings is provided to facilitate institutes,
both in conducting the self-study and in presenting
the self-study report. The level of detail provided
will vary between Institutions, according to the In-
stitution’s structures, organisations and ethos.
Institutions differ considerably in their ap-
proaches to carrying out a self-study and preparing
the self-study report. In many cases an elaborate
structure of committees and working parties is used,
the intention being to involve as many as possible
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of the institution’s personnel in the exercise. In other
cases a “top-down” approach is preferred, with the
study being closely controlled by top management
and the report being written by one or two persons
in senior positions.

Institutional Review Assessors

The NCEA has a set of guidelines which determine
the composition of the Institutional Review Group.
This group usually consists of:

e a Chairman;

* the head of a peer institution;

e two senior academics, one of whom should,
where possible, be from outside of Ireland;

» two from outside the educational sector;
— one from the industry/services sector;
— one from the professions;

* the Director of the NCEA, or a nominee.

An NCEA professional staff member with respon-
sibility for drafting the report also accompanies the
group. The personnel to be selected are agreed with
the institution. The institution may also propose
names of suitable assessors.

Site Visit

The self-study preceding the institutional site visit
is the most important contribution to the goal of
quality improvement of Institutional Reviews. It
stimulates appropriate strategic management deci-
sions. Nevertheless, the site visit is an important
part of the process, and is a major factor in ensur-
ing the public accountability dimension of the evalu-
ation exercise.

An NCEA site visit normally takes one or two
full days. During this time the assessors discuss the
self-study report with the institution’s top manage-
ment and visit the various campus facilities. Func-
tional managers of central services are involved in
the discussions where necessary. It is less usual to
involve Deans and Department Heads. These are
usually only involved if there are substantial
changes proposed in the orientation of the institu-
tion’s teaching and research programmes. The de-
tail of these programmes are addressed in the con-
text of Programmatic Reviews.
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The Institutional Review Report

Following the site visit, the assessors prepare a draft
report, usually quite a brief document (not exceed-
ing 10 pages), which summarises their findings. The
institution is given an opportunity to verify factual
detail and make general observations on the draft.
This is then submitted to the Council of the NCEA.

The report usually includes recommendations
which are grouped in three sections. These sections
are addressed to:

(1)  the institution;
(2)  the Council of the NCEA; and
(3) the institution’s main funding agency.

The Institutional Review Report is not a public
document. Where necessary, relevant parts of the
report are sent to organisations with a role in im-
plementing the recommendations.

NCEA follow-up action includes a special visit
to the institution by the Director of the NCEA mid-
way between reviews, to discuss progress on im-
plementing recommendations and to prepare the
initial action for the next review. Specific recom-
mendations concerning teaching and research pro-
grammes are communicated to the relevant NCEA
Boards of Studies, course assessors and external ex-
aminers. These will take such monitoring or review
actions as they consider necessary.

3.4 NORWAY:
Institutional evaluations in
Norwegian higher education

Jon Haakstad, Network Norway Council

The agent: The Network Norway
Council

The Network Norway Council (NNC) was estab-
lished in 1998 as an advisory body on higher edu-
cation to the Ministry of Education, Research and
Church Affairs. The Council’s mission, however,
also included a responsibility for quality assurance
in the higher education sector and the task of carry-
ing out national evaluations.



In addition to evaluations commissioned by the
institutions themselves, the Norwegian Institute for
Studies in Research and Higher Education carried
out several national evaluations during the 1990s,
notably of a variety of subject areas, while the Nor-
wegian Research Council has a long-established
mandate to undertake evaluations of research. This
division between research and education was up-
held when the Network Norway Council (NNC) was
established in 1998 as an advisory body to the Min-
istry. As part of its mission, the NNC took over from
the Norwegian Institute the responsibility for qual-
ity assurance and evaluations in higher education,
while the Research Council continues to take care
of evaluations of research.

As its main tool of reviewing quality in higher
education on a national level, the Council has cho-
sen to develop a system of quality audit. This means
that institutional evaluations will play only a sup-
plementary role in the Norwegian approach to qual-
ity assurance. But the very recommendations that
underpinned the decision to opt for audit as a “na-
tional” system also stressed the need for such sup-
plementary evaluations, both subject and institu-
tional evaluations.

In fact, institutional evaluations have taken a
dominant position among the Council’s early
projects, as an evaluation of the University in
Tromse in 1999 is now being followed up with simi-
lar evaluations of Norway’s other three universi-
ties, the University of Oslo, the University of Bergen
and the Norwegian University of Science and Tech-
nology in Trondheim.

Institutional evaluations and (institu-
tional) quality audit

The use of the terms “quality audit” and “institu-
tional evaluation” to describe complementary or
different evaluation procedures in the paragraph
above makes it necessary to explain how they are
understood by the Network Norway Council. Both
types are “institutional” in the sense that they are
directed towards the entire institution and not a sub-
section of it and both address the responsibility of
institutional leadership. Still, they are very differ-
ently targeted:
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By “quality audit” is meant a systematic review
of the way in which institutions handle their respon-
sibility for educational quality. The object of the
assessment is primarily the institutions’ own qual-
ity assurance work — and only indirectly the educa-
tional quality of specific programmes or subject
areas. Quality audit, in our practice and usage, is
concerned with the educational side of the institu-
tions’ activities. Research activities are looked at
only in so far as they inform and support educa-
tional services.

“Institutional evaluation” entails a fuller assess-
ment of the institution and has a much broader
scope. Typically, an institutional evaluation will
investigate the institution as an organisation and
assess its steering system and strategies, its aca-
demic profile in teaching and research, its infrastruc-
ture and the way it serves staff and students, its co-
operation with the outside world, its economic and
administrative efficiency, and the extent to which it
reaches its goals as an academic institution.

Background: the evaluation of
the University of Tromse

The project was initiated by the university itself
before the NNC had become fully operative, with
the original aim of assessing how well the institu-
tion was solving its given and chosen tasks, and
how well it was utilising its resources, after a pe-
riod of thorough reorganisation. When the NNC
took over operational resonsibility for the project
in March 1999, the scope of the evaluation was
broadened somewhat, bringing it fairly close to a
traditional formula for institutional evaluations. As
the NNC considered itself to be “fresh in the game”
of carrying out evaluations, the Norwegian Insti-
tute for Research in Higher Education was brought
in as a supporting partner with particular responsi-
bility for developing quantitative data. By hiring a
project manager from the Danish Evaluation Insti-
tute to act as secretary to the external committee,
the Council could also draw on the longer experi-
ence of this agency.

The Evaluation Report was published in Novem-
ber 1999. At that time the Ministry had already de-
clared its intention to have the other three universi-
ties evaluated as well.
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The aim of the three university
evaluations

The reason for conducting the evaluations will ap-
pear from their two-fold aim:

* to offer assessments and recommendations on
central areas of activity that may contribute to
the institutions’ qualitative and strategic devel-
opment.

* to inform the authorities and the general public
about the institutions’ ability to solve their
societal tasks.

The Ministry, which has commissioned these evalu-
ations, has given no further reason why they should
be carried out.

It emerges from the aim that the evaluations will
have both a control and a developmental function,
with an emphasis on the latter.

Target areas

The three evaluations will build on the formula that
was found for the Tromse project and the experi-
ences that were won from it. A “core plan” for the
three evaluations, stating what should be common
denominators among them, was formally adopted
by the Council on 15 June, 2000. In addition to be-
ing a steering instrument, the core plan will enable
evaluators to draw some direct and relevant com-
parisons between the institutions.

The plan states that the three evaluations — as
long as they address the common themes — may
have different profiles, depending on the specific
wishes of the institutions themselves. As the packet
of common themes is relatively comprehensive,
such profile will probably be easier to obtain by
stressing or reformulating already given themes than
by adding new ones.

The themes are organised under 6 main areas:

1. The institution as an organisation (including re-
source allocation, organisational structure, steer-
ing, leadership and policy implementation)

2. Academic profile and strategy (including re-
search volume in subject areas, study pro-
grammes, cooperation with external institutions,
internationalisation and internal quality assurance
and development.)
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3. Staff competence: its status, relevance, utilisa-
tion and development (including recruitment
policy and competence development policy for
academic and administrative-technical staft.)

4. Catering for students (including student recruit-
ment policy, measures for first-year students, sys-
tematic practice regarding tutoring and student
feed-back, and students’ course evaluation.)

5. Infrastructure for work and study (including spa-
tial facilities, equipment, support facilities like
ICT and libraries, information and service func-
tions, catering and recreational facilities, person-
nel management.)

6. Outcomes (in research volume, externally ob-
tained research means, student applicant num-
bers, candidate or credit output, grade levels, fail-
ure rates, income beyond basic grant, economic
result and scope for strategic manoevering.)

Participating agents

The project considers three agents with influenc-
ing powers:

» the NNC, which provides the basic plan (with
common themes), directs and administers the
projects, formulates the mandate of the external
committees, organises site visits and provides
secretarial support for the external committees.
The NNC also has the chiefresponsibility for the
choice and production of quantitative data and
other documentation.

* the institutions themselves, which take part in the
planning of the individual projects, contribute to
the formulation of specific evaluation themes for
each evaluation, organise and conduct a self-
evaluation, produce any requested documenta-
tion and helps prepare the external committee’s
site visit.

* the external committee will conduct an evalua-
tion of the university in accordance with its man-
date. The committee will have at least 5 mem-
bers with extensive knowledge about the role and
activities of universities. There must be interna-
tional representation as well as expertise from
external fields, and also student representation.



Building on the “core plan” for all three evalua-
tions, the NNC and the university will negotiate a
project plan for each individual evaluation. The
project plan will contain the specific evaluation
themes and a list of which data should be produced.

Process and reports

Each evaluation project will consist of a self-evalu-
ation and an external evaluation, both resulting in
separate reports. Both the internal and the external
evaluation must address the themes of the project
plan with assessments and recommendations, but
the institution is free to choose its own methodo-
logical and organisational approach for the internal
evaluation, and even to include additional themes.
The external evaluation follows a given mandate
that corresponds to the themes of the project plan.
The external committee’s report is the responsibil-
ity of the committee alone, but is “owned” and pub-
lished by the Network Norway Council. The exter-
nal committee should have an opportunity to influ-
ence its own mandate and the choice of documen-
tation.

Each project will be rounded off with a confer-
ence to discuss the findings and recommendations
of the evaluation, where representatives of the NNC,
the institution and the external committee take part.

According to the plan, the first evaluation will
start in the beginning of 2001, after project plan-
ning during the autumn of 2000. The duration of
each project is estimated at roughly one year, with
the second and third project starting with a half-
year interval after the preceding one. That means
that the last evaluation will be finished by the end
of 2002.

Follow-up

The mandates for the external committees will de-
mand that the final reports give the instititutions
advice on what measures may be introduced in or-
der to maintain qualities, improve weaknesses and
meet challenges.

It is however not the one of the operative tasks
of the NNC to see to it that the institutions act on
the insights and the advice that come out of the
evaluations. That responsibility still rests with the
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Ministry — and with the institutions themselves. But
the NNC will ask to be informed about follow-up
measures and their results.

Judging from what happened after the evalua-
tion of the University of Tromse, the Ministry will
ask the institutions to draft action plans within half
a year after the external report is presented to them
and to discuss it with the Ministry.

A learning process

The Network Norway Council is still a relatively
fresh and inexperienced evaluation agency. Our
strategies and methodologies are therefore devel-
oping from one project to the next. In the field of
institutional evaluations we have only one finished
project to build on but the lessons we learned from
the Tromse evaluation have led to certain changes
in the new projects. Most important here are per-
haps:

* more concern with outcomes. However well an
institution seems to be working by its own stand-
ards, it must — in the final analysis — be judged
on how well it utilises its resources to perform
given and chosen societal tasks in education, re-
search and knowledge dissemination to the world
outside.

» more concern with factual knowledge about the
institution. In order to make an assessment of out-
comes, a solid and sophisticated data base is
needed. We are constantly working to extend and
sharpen the factual foundation of the qualitative
judgements.

* more preparatory work in relation to the self-
evaluation part. This does not mean that the NNR
will give detailed instructions for the self-evalu-
ation, but that aims and expectations as to what
the evaluations should produce of documenta-
tion, analysis, assessments and recommendations
are made clear and that the institution is given
ample time to organise and carry out its self-
evaluation project.

These changes may seem to indicate a swing to-
wards a “harder” approach. This is only relative and
a matter of degree, though. The Tromse evaluation
was in most respects a successful one and our basic
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attitude to institutional evaluations is still one of
openness and development-orientation. Conse-
quently, the NNC and the institutions will have com-
mon training seminars for key personel in prepara-
tion of the projects.

3.5 SWEDEN:
Academic Audit in Sweden

Staffan Wahlén

Background of audits and other forms
of evaluation

As a result of the 1993 Higher Education Reform
Swedish higher education institutions gained (rela-
tive) autonomy. The responsibility for e.g. the or-
ganisation of studies, appointments, and internal al-
location of resources was decentralised. A new,
largely performance-based system of funding uni-
versities and colleges was introduced, based on stu-
dent achievements as well as on student numbers,
in order to ensure intensified development of teach-
ing, research and administrative processes. Each
institution is responsible for developing the quality
of its own activities, but also for demonstrating to
the government the standard of its quality enhance-
ment mechanisms. It was emphasised that, in the
words of the 1993 Higher Education Act, “the avail-
able resources must be used efficiently in order to
ensure high quality activities.”

It was thus made clear that each institution was
responsible for maintaining and improving the qual-
ity of its activities, and was accountable to the gov-
ernment and society for this. It may be maintained
that universities and colleges have always been
quality-driven. What has now been added, however,
is that they must have (and demonstrate that they
have) systematic improvement processes regarding
undergraduate education, graduate education, re-
search and administration. They are required to de-
velop routines for reflecting on their activities, and
make corrections whenever necessary for the sound
improvement of the institution.

The institutional audit of the quality enhancement
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programmes of universities and colleges developed
by the National Agency for Higher Education is part
of the evaluation model established by the Govern-
ment. Other forms of national evaluations carried
out by the Agency are:

* national assessment of subjects and programmes.
Areas for evaluation are selected on the basis of
identified problems or other criteria;

 evaluation of education programmes for accredi-
tation. This has proved one of the most effective
quality-driving measures to improve standards
at university colleges. It is carried out on the ba-
sis of established criteria, the same for all evalu-
ations, among which are the ratio of teachers with
a Ph.D. degree, the number and scope of ad-
vanced courses, library resources and other fa-
cilities.

Quality audit

The only form of evaluation so far which involves
all higher education institutions is the academic or
quality audit, which focuses on institutional proc-
esses for quality assurance and enhancement.

All 36 institutions of higher education were au-
dited between 1996 and 1999, and a second cycle
is now under way, at the same time as a new overall
model of programme/subject evaluation is being
developed.

Process

The audit follows the standard procedure of self-
evaluation, peer review, and public report. The ad-
ministration of the work is the responsibility of a
project officer of the National Agency, whose task
it is to see to it that the audit is conducted in ac-
cordance with the general principles established by
the Agency.

Audit teams are appointed by the National
Agency for Higher Education in consultation with
the institution. The teams consist of two or three
well-established academic leaders, one person from
industry or public administration and one student.
Each team has a secretary, who is usually an expe-
rienced university administrator.



Table 1: Categories and numbers of members of teams
in the first round of audits

Category Number
Academic leaders (rectors, deans etc.) 80
Professors in leading positions 46
Students 36
Professionals 35
Total 195

There is a one-day induction for the auditors, run
by the Agency. In the later audits, we have been
able to draw on the experience of the first review
teams, and members of those teams have provided
their experiences of the process and given advice
to new teams.

The review process begins with a meeting be-
tween the chairperson of the audit team and the
management of the institution in order to establish
the parameters, decide on a timetable etc.

The self-evaluation is the full responsibility of
the institution and is expected to be a recurring ex-
ercise for the development of the individual uni-
versity. Each of them is therefore unique. The Agen-
cy’s project officer provides advice if asked to. In
later audits, institutions have also drawn on the ex-
perience of those already evaluated. The process
usually takes four to six months, and results in a
document, which is sent to the audit team together
with other pertinent material (quality enhancement
programme, other policy documents, internal evalu-
ation reports etc.). The self-evaluation document
commenting on the strengths and weaknesses of the
quality enhancement efforts is the basic point of
departure for the visiting team.

The team goes through the material over a pe-
riod of about one month, and then visits the institu-
tion for two to five days depending on the size and
complexity of the institution.

An interim report, containing a critical review of
the institution’s quality assurance and enhancement
processes and recommendations for improvement,
is sent to the Rector of the institution, who is given
the opportunity to comment on points of fact. The
report, which is written by the team’s secretary and
checked for consistency with the overall principles,
is the collective responsibility of the audit team, but
the Chancellor of the Swedish Universities writes
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an introduction highlighting the observations which
he thinks are pertinent.

It is published and distributed widely to Govern-
ment and Parliament, to all other higher education
institutions, student unions, and to the press.

Content

Each institution is obliged by government decree
to prepare a quality enhancement programme. This
programme is expected to guide the quality work
of the institution, and both the self-evaluation and
the audit itself relate to it. In this light the follow-
ing questions are focused:

* The strategies of the quality enhancement proc-
esses: What policy, plans and programs have been
developed to realise overall goals, ambitions and
targets for quality enhancement? How have the
goals been operationalised? What form has been
given to the organisation and distribution of re-
sponsibility? How have priorities been set?

» Leadership: How is leadership exercised on dif-
ferent levels to e.g. impart visions, create moti-
vation, participation and responsibility, develop
competence and strategically implement and fol-
low up on quality enhancement programs?

» Co-operation with stakeholders: In what ways
have the stakeholders been identified, their needs
and demands determined, and how has the insti-
tution co-operated with them?

* Involvement in quality enhancement processes:
How and to what extent are teachers, research-
ers, administrative staff and students committed,
involved and responsible participants?

* Integration: How is quality enhancement inte-
grated into university work and its various com-
ponents?

» Systems of evaluation and follow-up: What
methods, routines and measures have been
adopted for recurring evaluations and the result-
ant development?

» External professional relations: In what ways is
the university pursuing national and international
contacts of long-term and permanent importance
for the professional nature and future direction
of university activities?
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Results

The main impression is a positive one. The follow-
ing table shows the distribution of recommenda-
tions, and it is clear that leadership and strategies
have been at the focus of the teams’ attention.

Table 2: Types of recommendations of audit teams

Areas Number of
recommendations %
Leadership 108 21
Strategies for enhancement 73 15
Involvement in quality enhancement 63 12
Staff development 63 12
Systems of evaluation and follow-up 62 12
Stakeholder relations 44 9
Internationalisation 22 4
Equity 17 3
Other 58 12
Total 510 100

One major ambition of the colleges is building up a
research potential in various ways, e.g. by encour-
aging staff without Ph.D.s to pursue doctoral stud-
ies. Other shared ambitions highlighted in the re-
ports include programmes for evaluating teaching,
the integration of quality enhancement into the regu-
lar work of the institution and developing ICT strat-
egies.

As is clear from the above table, academic lead-
ership is discussed at great length in most reports.
Several reports stress the conflict between the col-
legial form of leadership and the need for more
managerial structure imposed by demands for effi-
ciency. This conflict is present, to a higher or lower
extent, at all the institutions, including the smaller
ones.

Strategic, reasonably long-term programmes,
stating clear operational goals for the quality en-
hancement ambitions are considered to be neces-
sary tools for effective management. The clarity of
the strategies and programmes audited varies from
vagueness to the statement of specific objectives
and targets.

Identifying and co-operating with the stake-
holders of higher education are necessary ingredi-
ents in university strategies and in the opinion of
the audit groups; the efforts and success of the in-
stitutions in this respect vary. It may be easier for a
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smaller regional college to co-operate with the sur-
rounding community than for a centuries-old insti-
tution.

One of the main criticisms of institutions’ qual-
ity efforts concerns evaluation procedures and fol-
low-up both as regards quality enhancement and
other activities. It appears that the lack of both op-
erational goals in some institutions and the lack of
sufficient data in others prevent them from inter-
preting and acting on the results of their activities.
In fact, the effects of educational efforts are studied
only sporadically. Evaluations are not always strin-
gent and consistent enough, and, above all, not al-
ways used in the planning of future courses.

Other areas covered by the audit groups include
staff development and recruitment of staff. Staff
development in the colleges focuses on Ph.D. pro-
grammes for teachers without doctorates.

Finally, generally positive, although compara-
tively few, comments are made concerning efforts
in the areas of promoting internationalisation and
equal opportunities.

Effects

The reports have been widely circulated through-
out the institutions. Reactions from universities are
mostly positive, and there is at least one case of
unreserved enthusiasm, even in the face of fairly
severe criticism. That particular institution argued
that the report gave the management the strength to
pursue policies which would otherwise have been
accepted only reluctantly. One rector expressed the
opinion that the visiting team should be transformed
into a permanent advisory group. After all, there
was no other group which knew the institution and
its strengths and weaknesses so well. The audits
have been commented on favourably in the univer-
sity or college internal staff magazines, with indi-
cations that the areas commented on in the reports
are now at the focus of the rector’s attention.

The impact may be briefly summarised as fol-
lows:

 audits have affected internal quality processes
positively to a fairly large extent

» similar developments may be discerned at dif-
ferent institutions



 quality work has not yet reached the critical mass
needed for self-sustained growth, which is the
reason for the second cycle.

* an important aspect is the learning process for
both institutions and, not least, the visiting teams.

Post-script

The Swedish Government decided in late 1999 that
the future focus of quality assurance will be on as-
sessment of programmes and subjects. All study
programmes and subjects will now be assessed over
a six-year period beginning in the year 2001. Insti-
tutional review will still be a part of the evaluation
system, but the model described above will be sim-
plified and adjusted to take into account the results
of assessments.

3.6 UNITED KINGDOM:
Institutional reviews

The purpose of and approach to institu-
tional review in UK higher education

1 The mission of the Quality Assurance Agency
for Higher Education in the UK is to promote
public confidence that quality of provision and
standards of awards in higher education are be-
ing safeguarded and enhanced. To this end, the
Agency carries out academic reviews of the per-
formance of subjects and institutions. This pa-
per describes the method and procedures for car-
rying out academic reviews in respect of institu-
tions.

2 Institutional review addresses the ultimate re-
sponsibility for the management of quality and
standards that rests with the institution as a whole.
It is concerned particularly with the way an in-
stitution exercises its powers as a body able to
grant degrees and/or other awards. It results in
reports on the degree of confidence that may rea-
sonably be placed in an institution’s effective-
ness in managing the academic standards of its
awards and the quality of its programmes.
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3 The process of whole institution review is a con-
tinuous and dynamic engagement with the insti-
tution and its internal processes over the six years
of the review cycle. Much of this engagement is
through the sequence of subject reviews during
the cycle, which will generate considerable evi-
dence about the way in which institutional sys-
tems are working in practice. Nevertheless, there
remains a ‘senior layer’ in the institutional struc-
ture where the overall responsibility for quality
and standards resides, and which provides the
focus for an overall, ‘capstone’ review of the ef-
fectiveness of management of that responsibility.

4 Specifically, institutional review addresses the
robustness and security of the systems support-
ing an institution’s awarding function. In most
cases, these will relate to the exercise of the in-
stitution’s own powers. Where an institution does
not have direct awarding powers, the review will
consider the exercise of any powers delegated
under a validation or other collaborative agree-
ment. Review will be concerned with:

» procedures for approval, monitoring and review
of academic programmes;

 procedures for acting on the findings of external
examiners, subject reviews, and other external
scrutinies;

 overall management of assessment processes;

» overall management of any credit systems;

» management of collaborative arrangements with
other institutions.

Code of Practice

5 The Agency publishes a Code of Practice for the
assurance of academic quality and standards in
higher education, with sections addressing good
practice in individual areas of academic manage-
ment. Those sections relating directly to quality
and standards provide both institutions and re-
viewers with a background against which judge-
ments can be made. Reviewers will expect insti-
tutional systems to have at least an ‘equivalent
effect’ to the precepts of the Code.
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The institutional profile

6 The Agency will maintain a dynamic profile of
each institution. This will contain the conclusions
from the Agency’s most recent review of each
subject, from the last institutional review, and
from any separate reviews of collaborative pro-
vision. This profile will provide much of the pri-
mary evidence required for institutional review.
The profile, and the reports on which it is based,
will provide institutional review teams with:
examples of implementation of institutional qual-
ity assurance procedures;

examples of adherence to the precepts of the Code
of Practice;

trends in quality assurance practices;

possible problem areas for particular scrutiny at
institutional level;

examples of good innovative quality assurance
practices.

Institutional review will provide a summation and
renewal of the institutional profile. Reporting on
the degree of confidence that may be placed in
an institution’s management of its standards and
quality will be a major factor in determining the
intensity of scrutiny that is appropriate for sub-
ject reviews.

Review events

A Main review

9 Once in every six-year cycle a review team will
visit each institution. The purpose of the review
visit is to gain insight and understanding into
the ways in which an institution is managing its
quality of provision and the academic standards
of its awards. It will last no longer than neces-
sary for the review team to gather sufficient re-
liable evidence on which to base a report. In
deciding the duration of the visit, regard will be
given to the institutional profile and the institu-
tion’s self-evaluation. Typically a visit will last
two or three days, but in exceptional circum-
stances (eg in the case of a particularly large or
complex organisation, or one which has not pre-
sented itself very effectively in its self-evalua-
tion) it might be longer. Equally, for a small in-
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stitution with a well-presented self-evaluation
and limited range of provision, it might not be
necessary to visit for longer than one day.

10 During the visit, the team will:

test and verify (so far as possible) the judgements
in the self-evaluation;

review with the institution any specific concerns
arising from reviews of subjects or collabora-
tive provision;

gather any further evidence necessary to enable
it to form a view on the effectiveness of the in-
stitution’s arrangements for the overall manage-
ment of quality and standards, and of its award-
ing function.

11 All reviews conducted by QAA are conducted

by ‘peer review’. For institutional review teams
are made up of individuals appointed by QAA
who hold, or have recently held, senior manage-
ment positions in higher education institutions.
Selection is undertaken by the Agency with the
intention of ensuring that reviewers:

are knowledgeable about HE institutions;

have wide experience of academic management
and quality assurance;

can readily assimilate a large amount of dispa-
rate information;

can analyse and make reliable judgements about
complex arrangements;

can hold discussions at a high level about stra-
tegic and operational approaches;

have personal credibility with senior managers
and heads of HE institutions.

Teams consist of three reviewers and one review
secretary whose role is to maintain a record of
the visit.

B Interim appraisal

12 Three years after the last full institutional review,

this discussion will be undertaken with each in-
stitution to take stock of the institution’s per-
formance in the maintenance, development and
enhancement of its standards and quality of pro-
vision.

13 The purpose of this discussion will be to carry

out an interim appraisal of the institutional pro-
file generally, in the light of conclusions of sub-



ject reviews and any reviews of collaborative
provision that have taken place in the last three
years. Particular attention will be given to ac-
tion taken in response to the findings of subject
reviews and to action points from the previous
institutional review.

14 The interim appraisal is an opportunity to:

review progress in addressing action points from
the previous institutional review, and consider
whether action taken by the institution now war-
rants a different degree of confidence being
placed in its systems;

consider whether there are any recurring prob-
lems arising from subject reviews that require
particular attention in future subject reviews;
consider the general trends of subject reviews,
action taken to follow up issues identified in
them, and the impact such matters should have
on future intensity of scrutiny.

15 If subject reviews have disclosed a pattern of

difficulties, the interim appraisal may be used
in a more formal way to address these. In this
event, the discussion may involve one or more
academic reviewers as well as a member of the
Agency’s staff. The institution may be invited
to provide a written commentary on the action
it has taken to address the difficulties. In the light
of the appraisal, the Agency may propose a fur-
ther review of action to address the matter, or
may bring forward the date of the main institu-
tional review.

C Collaborative activity

16 Collaborative activity is defined as a collabora-

tive or partnership arrangement, with another in-
stitution or organisation, involving the provision
of programmes of study and the granting of
awards and qualifications. Arrangements which
involve the implicit or explicit endorsement by
the institution of third party services are also in-
cluded in the definition, whether or not use of
such services is a condition of registration for
the institution’s programme or award.

17 The purpose of the review of collaborative ac-

tivity is to establish the extent to which an insti-
tution is:
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 assuring the quality of programmes offered by,
or in association with, a partner organisation for
the institution’s own awards;

» ensuring that the academic standards of its
awards gained through study with partner organi-
sations are the same as those applied within the
institution itself.

Self-evaluation document

18 The starting point for the main review will be a
self-evaluation document. This will contain the
institution’s analysis of how effectively it man-
ages the quality of its programmes and the stand-
ards of its awards, and how it meets the expec-
tations of relevant precepts of the Code of Prac-
tice.

Reports

19 Institutional review will result in a published re-
port once in each six-year cycle, following the
main review, on the effectiveness of an institu-
tion’s systems for managing the quality of its
provision, the standards of its awards and the
security of'its awarding function. The report will
be narrative in style, and will identify both good
practice and matters where the Agency believes
that improvement action should be taken.

20 The report is based on the recommendations and
draft text received from the team. The produc-
tion of the final report is coordinated by the QAA
Assistant Director who has had responsibility
for co-ordinating the review. Overall responsi-
bility for the content of the report lies with the
Agency.

21 Action points will be categorised as ‘essential’,
‘advisable’ or ‘desirable’ on the following ba-
sis:

 essential —matters that are currently putting aca-
demic standards and/or quality at risk, and which
require urgent corrective action;

» advisable — matters that have the potential to
put academic standards and/or quality at risk,
and which require either preventive, or less ur-
gent corrective action;

* desirable — matters that have the potential to
enhance quality and/or further secure academic
standards.
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In the case of any action point rated as ‘essen-
tial’, the Agency will normally seek from the
institution an account of action taken to address
the matter, 12 months after publication of the
report.

Reports will also contain a statement of the de-
gree of confidence that the Agency considers
may reasonably be placed in the continuing ef-
fectiveness of the institution’s quality assurance
arrangements. Normally, such statements will
relate to the overall arrangements that an insti-
tution has in place. A separate statement may be
made in respect of an institution’s overall col-
laborative arrangements, as a result of a sepa-
rate review of that collaborative provision. A
confidence statement on overseas collaborative
provision generally will not normally be made
as a result of a review of partnerships in one
country only, if an institution has such partner-
ships in more than one country.

A statement that confidence cannot be placed in
institutional arrangements for the management
of quality and standards should be a rare occur-
rence. Such a statement would be likely to re-
sult from a number of matters requiring ‘essen-
tial’ action, the combined effect of which is to
render ineffective the quality assurance arrange-
ments as a whole.

A statement that limited confidence can be
placed in institutional arrangements for the man-
agement of quality and standards will normally
be made if there is one, or a small number of
matters requiring ‘essential’ action, and it is clear
that the failings could readily be put right. Such
a statement might also result if there were no
‘essential” action points, but a large number of
matters where action is ‘advisable’. The judge-
ment will depend on the nature and weight of
the ‘advisable’ action points.

In all other cases a statement will be made that
overall confidence can be placed in institutional
quality assurance systems. The term ‘overall
confidence’ does not necessarily mean that there
are no matters where improvement could be
made; but minor weaknesses only should not

place an institution in a lower category. The nar-
rative of the report will discuss strengths and
weaknesses, and will also identify exemplary
features of the arrangements.

26 To be deemed ‘exemplary’, a feature must:

» represent sector-leading best practice; and

* be worthy of dissemination to, and emulation
by, other institutions with comparable missions;
and

* make a significant contribution to the success
of overall institutional arrangements for assur-
ing quality and standards.

» the characteristics of exemplary features will,
by their nature, vary between institutions, but
such features will be broadly comparable in
weight and significance.

Guidelines for producing self-evalua-
tion documents for institutional review

Introduction

1 An institution’s self-evaluation is the principal
reference document considered by an academic
review team undertaking an institutional review.
It will be produced once every six years, in
preparation for the six-year review. It will not
be required for the interim appraisal meeting.
The document describes briefly, analyses in
some depth, and comments upon, the effective-
ness of the way the institution discharges its re-
sponsibility for academic standards and quality.
The document should refer to the findings of
subject reviews and any implications of these
for the effectiveness of the institution’s overall
management of quality and standards. The self-
evaluation should also indicate how the institu-
tion has responded to the expectations of the
precepts contained in the Agency’s Code of Prac-
tice on the assurance of academic quality and
standards in higher education. Preparation of the
self-evaluation should be undertaken in the light
of the objectives, outcomes and scope of insti-
tutional review, which are summarised in the
following three sections.



Purpose of the self-evaluation

The Agency’s review asks each institution:

to demonstrate that it is discharging effectively
its responsibility for the standard of all awards
granted in its name, and for the quality of the
education provided by it to enable students to
achieve that standard;

to confirm and demonstrate that the ways in
which it assures academic standards and quality
reflect the expectations contained in the precepts
of the Agency’s Code of Practice.

The self-evaluation provides the main opportu-
nity for the institution to set out its considered
answers to these questions, and it is largely upon
this document that a view of its effectiveness as
an awarding body will be based in the first in-
stance. Because of this the institution should en-
sure that the self-evaluation is an accurate and
verifiable statement of the true state of affairs
and is not used as an opportunity to make exag-
gerated claims that will cause the review team
to doubt the reliability of the institution’s view
of itself.

Where an institution is in the process of making
changes to aspects of its systems or procedures
at the time of the review, evidence may not yet
be available to illustrate the effectiveness of the
new procedures. Where this is the case, the in-
stitution is encouraged to address in its self-
evaluation the way in which it is managing the
process of change.

Nature of the self-evaluation

5 At the heart of the review team’s enquiries is

the way in which the institution acts as an award-
ing body. The self-evaluation will need to re-
flect this. The ‘awarding body function’ is not
simply a question of the soundness of the ad-
ministrative procedures the institution follows
when awarding degrees and other qualifications
(although it does include this). It is a wider mat-
ter that reflects the institution’s role as a mem-
ber of the UK’s higher education community,
charged with a public responsibility for grant-
ing nationally (and internationally) recognised
academic awards in a coherent and consistent
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manner. How policies and procedures are de-
cided, how they meet the expectations of the
higher education sector as a whole (through, for
example, use of the qualifications framework,
subject benchmark statements and the Code of
Practice), their specific contribution to securing
academic standards and quality, and their effec-
tiveness in achieving their objectives, provide a
major focus for institutional review. The extent
to which these matters are dealt with cogently
and candidly in the institution’s self-evaluation
will be an important contributory factor in the
review team’s ability to judge how far the
Agency can have confidence in the institution
as an effective awarding body.

The self-evaluation should include reflections
on the outcomes of subject reviews. These re-
ports provide valuable audit trails to test the ef-
ficacy of the application of institutional policies
within departments and other units. The self-
evaluation should analyse the effectiveness of,
rather than merely describe, an institution’s qual-
ity assurance policies and processes, although
some description will be necessary to enable the
review team to understand the context in which
policies are enacted. If the document does not
contain careful and accurate analysis, the review
team may ask for a longer visit, so that it can
undertake its own fuller enquiries. Where an in-
stitution expresses a view that it is satisfied with
the effectiveness of its processes, the evidence
upon which this view is based should be made
clear in the self-evaluation.

Some institutions — those without the necessary
powers — do not have the responsibilities of de-
gree-awarding bodies. Nonetheless, they have
similar obligations to meet the requirements of
the institution for whose awards their students
are registered and may, in addition, award their
own certificates and diplomas. As effective part-
ners in collaborative activities they will be com-
mitted to ensuring that the academic standards
and quality of provision of their students’ awards
and programmes are safeguarded as much by
their own actions as through the formal respon-
sibilities of the awarding institution. The self-
evaluation will provide an opportunity for these
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institutions to show that they are aware of their
informal as well as formal responsibilities and
can demonstrate their commitment to ensuring
academic standards and quality.

Scope of the self-evaluation

8 Review at institutional level relates to all edu-
cational provision for which the institution has
responsibility, including undergraduate, post-
graduate (taught and research), full-time, part-
time, collaborative, overseas, distance and
internet learning. The self-evaluation should re-
flect all of an institution’s activities covered by
these areas. Collaborative activities need not be
included if it has been agreed that these will be
subject to a separate review. In all other cases,
the self-evaluation should consider the ways in
which the institution addresses the precepts of
the section of the Code of Practice on collabo-
rative provision.

3.7 ASSOCIATION OF
EUROPEAN UNIVERSITIES:
CRE institutional reviews -
a tool for change

Sami Kanaan', Programme Manager,
Co-ordinator of the CRE Institutional
Evaluation Programme

Introduction

Universities have always had to respond to changes
in their environment and have proved themselves
remarkably persistent organisations. But today,
more than ever before, they must deal effectively
with new challenges if they are to successfully carry
out their mission. Strategic management has ac-
quired a new importance for higher education in
this context, and management for quality has moved
centre stage.

in co-operation with Jacqueline Glarner, CRE Programme
Officer
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Universities are traditionally characterised in
organisational terms by diffusion of decision mak-
ing power and a low level of effective authority at
the top of the institution. These are the characteris-
tics that should be taken into account when design-
ing a quality assessment system for the processes
and products of higher education.

The concept of quality is as elusive as it is per-
vasive. The concept is first political: governments
in several European countries have started to es-
tablish a direct or indirect link between the produc-
tion of quality and the allocations of funds (even if,
in most cases, this link only affects the funding in a
marginal proportion). Quality is also a subjective
concept. And it is multi-dimensional. Thus, evalu-
ating higher education processes or products im-
plies working with interlocking criteria. That is why
ranking of universities on a single issue is not a
convincing instrument to portray differences in
quality.

When speaking of quality it is necessary to make
a distinction between “VALUE” and “EXCEL-
LENCE”. Excellence as perceived by the academic
community is associated with the dynamics of de-
veloping knowledge. The “reputational approach”
to quality, using the mechanism of peer review, al-
lows academics to make distinctions in the quality
of their peers. Value as defined by the rest of soci-
ety is concerned with the accountability of the uni-
versity — the requirement to demonstrate responsi-
ble action to external constituencies. The “(student)
outcomes approach” to quality, based on the meas-
urement of outcome indicators, has played an in-
fluential role in assessment, notably in the US and
in the UK.

The CRE aim

Evaluation in the form of peer review when purely
internal to the higher education system at the level
of single disciplines does not completely reassure
governments or other stakeholders in society. The
outcomes approach has been criticised for its heavy
reliance on narrow performance indicators. The
CRE review takes the approach of stimulating the
universities to reflect on their functioning as organi-
sations that have a considerable degree of autonomy



in how they will pursue internal excellence while
delivering value to external customers. Therefore,
CRE offers its members an external supportive re-
view as a tool:

* to help improve their quality management proc-
esses

* to help them develop a strategy of change, ena-
bling them to cope with the challenges facing
them

The request for a review is voluntary; the initiative
to begin the process lies, therefore, with the univer-
sity.

The CRE methodology
The process is as follows:

* process co-ordination by CRE

* internal self-evaluation by the university

 external validation by foreign peers (nominated
by CRE) during a set of two site visits, culminat-
ing in an oral and written report to the univer-

sity.
CRE’s process thus supports the assessed institu-
tion in the following:

* anidentification of the university’s aims and con-
cerns

* an analysis of the institution’s capacity for ac-
tion in a competitive world

 anunderstanding of those balances that shape its
desired profile

* recommendations for long term development

* impetus for institutional change

This process is managed by a Steering Committee
appointed by the CRE Board and supported by the
CRE secretariat. This Committee selects the insti-
tutions for review and organises the review teams.
Each team comprises a chairperson, two other re-
viewers and a secretary, all foreign to the country
to be visited. The reviewers are acting or former
university rectors and they are working on a volun-
tary basis; their specific knowledge of European
higher education systems is taken into account when
composing the teams.

The university’s self-evaluation is an analysis of
the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
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(SWOT) of the institution in its specific socio-eco-
nomic context. It should describe and analyse the
role of quality within the institution and the meth-
ods by which it is nurtured. Existing data is used, to
limit unnecessary work, and each university is free
to organise its self-evaluation in its own way. Sen-
ior management must nonetheless be involved, be-
cause the purpose of the exercise is to help improve
the development of the Institution as a whole.

A two-day preliminary visit enables the foreign
reviewers to develop an understanding of the na-
tional higher education system and the local con-
text. It is also the occasion for the university and
the review team to arrive at a common understand-
ing of their expectations. Finally, the preliminary
visit can be used to make the CRE review better
known in the university. After the visit, the visiting
team can request brief additional reports on aspects
as yet unclear and express specific demands regard-
ing the programme of the main review visit.

The main review (three days) follows a pre-de-
fined, intensive schedule of meetings with a wide
variety of actors within the institution, including
students, as well as with partners outside the uni-
versity; during these interviews, the reviewers test
the image drawn by the university in the self-evalu-
ation. The review team meets with the rector at the
beginning of the visit, and at the end to give an oral
report. The comprehensive written report sent af-
terwards is proposed to the university for comment,
mainly on eventual factual errors. The university
can then give its opinion on the usefulness of the
exercise for the institution’s further strategic devel-
opment.

The report is written by the team secretary and
the overall responsibility for the content of the docu-
ment lies with the team and its chair. The report
follows a predetermined format, emphasising the
university’s capacity for change. It is the institu-
tion that decides on its eventual publication. CRE,
nevertheless, encourages the university to make the
report public so that it can fulfil a function in the
external as well as the internal assurance of quality.

The calendar for the above spans the full aca-
demic year, from the university’s self-evaluation in
the autumn to the presentation of the written report
the following summer.
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Results

CRE is promoting a culture of quality in universi-
ties throughout Europe, by helping member insti-
tutions to learn from one other. Good practise in
achieving quality, or striving for it, is being identi-
fied and will be shared among CRE members —
mainly through CRE periodical “issue reports”,
which highlight the importance for each of the uni-
versities participating in the review of the follow-
ing:

* their mission

* their strategic choices / profile

* their environmental constraints

* their quality approaches

* their capacity for change, and this however dif-
ferent the universities are.

Concerning the management of quality in particu-
lar, experience to date shows that almost all univer-
sities reviewed either have evaluation activities or
are in the process of launching them. These activi-
ties relate mainly to teaching; mechanisms for evalu-
ating research are shared between governmental
agencies and disciplinary groups. But in most of
the institutions, no fully developed strategy for qual-
ity management was obvious.

As far as an explicit feedback is available, the
institutions that participated in the programme since
1994 (almost 70) appear very pleased with what it
has brought them. This is confirmed by the fact that
many of those which had the review in the earlier
years have asked for a follow-up visit of the review
team, approximately two to three years after the end
of the review process.

It has been stressed by most institutions that the
self-evaluation was the occasion for the universi-
ties to increase their understanding of what they
were trying to do, and how well they were doing it.
In this sense, the most valuable impact for the uni-
versity is provided by the impetus for change, based
on a sound self-diagnosis, validated by the external
peers.
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Recent developments

An important management issue for CRE is the
training of the reviewers. A debriefing seminar is
held at the end of each academic year, combined
with a short induction course for the reviewers. CRE
works closely with CHEPS, the Centre for Higher
Education Policy Studies at the University of
Twente in the Netherlands, which is monitoring the
programme and helping produce guidelines for the
reviewers, and the participating universities.

Another key issue is the format for the follow-
up visits already mentioned. The main aim is to take
stock of the reforms implemented by the university
after the end of the review process and if necessary
to give a new impulse for change, but it is also an
excellent way for CRE to assess how far our proce-
dure is really effective.

In 1999, an expert scrutinised a sample of CRE
review reports in order to assess their coherence
with the guidelines and the stated aims of the proc-
ess (pertinence and relevance). This is a prelimi-
nary step for the general review of the CRE pro-
gramme, for which a panel of high-ranking experts
has been appointed. It will start its work in January
2001, in order to take stock of the experience after
five years of operation and give a basis for the fu-
ture development of the programme. Thus, CRE
should fulfil its obligation of being accountable to-
wards its members. In this context, the participa-
tion in the Biennial Conference of the International
Network of Quality assurance Agencies in Higher
Education (INQAAHE) in Santiago de Chile in May
1999 was very useful, since the main focus was
“Evaluating the Evaluators”.

Meanwhile, the Steering Committee of the pro-
gramme decided to work on different initiatives to
develop the programme. Regional dissemination
seminars are planned or have taken place, possibly
linked to national follow-up discussions in coun-
tries where two or three universities have already
participated in the programme (like in South West-
ern Europe). At the international level, we are plan-
ning to develop institutional evaluation in Latin
America in co-operation with local partners, mainly
in the framework of the CRE Columbus Pro-
gramme.



We are also looking at developing co-operation
with the US bodies responsible for institutional ac-
creditation in order to foster mutual learning from
our experiences, which should allow CRE to tackle
the very sensitive and important issue of accredita-
tion as one possible formal goal of institutional
evaluation. Accreditation has now a high position
on the agenda within the so-called Bologna proc-
ess. In their declaration signed in Bologna on the
19% of June 1999, 29 ministers of education in Eu-
rope clearly expressed their intention to promote a
European higher education space, quality assurance
(and possibly accreditation at European level) be-
ing one of the main tools to ensure the transpar-
ency and the compatibility of the higher education
supply.

Also in a European context, the newly created
European Network for Quality Assurance in Hogher
Education (ENQA), under the auspices of the Eu-
ropean Commission, should become the main plat-
form of exchange on quality issues in Europe. CRE
is representing the different organisations of higher
education institutions in the Network Steering
Group.

On a more practical level, in order to match spe-
cific needs of our member universities, we envis-
age to develop specialised reviews, which would
focus on specific aspects of institutional manage-
ment. The first aspect to be considered is interna-
tionalisation. In partnership with the IMHE pro-
gramme of the OECD and the Academic Co-opera-
tion Association (ACA), CRE launched the Inter-
nationalisation Quality Reviews (IQR), to answer
the strong internationalisation movement in higher
education.
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Another new specialised review offered by CRE
is focusing on the strategic management of infor-
mation and communication technologies (ICT) in
teaching and learning. The ICT reviews are sup-
ported by a knowledge base for good practice and
by mutual learning activities.

Finally, we would like to encourage universities
to implement their own follow-up processes to im-
prove on a continuous basis their quality assurance
policy and their strategic management. To do this,
CRE will develop a mutual learning approach
among volunteer institutions. We already have dif-
ferent publications to support this objective, such
as the Textbook on Strategic Practice by Pierre
Tabatoni and Andris Barblan, and the TEMPUS
Handbook on Institutional management. We also
plan to develop the use of the World Wide Web for
this purpose (as already done in a CRE pilot project
in the field of the strategic dimension of the use of
Information and Communication Technologies in
universities).

Conclusion

CRE considers that its work on institutional evalu-
ation complements both disciplinary evaluation on
the one hand and national evaluation initiatives on
the other hand. The specificity of the CRE pro-
gramme is that it is a service offered to the member
universities of the association with the objective of
assisting them in their efforts in quality manage-
ment as well as in institutional development.
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4 Conclusion

Kauko Hiimdldinen and Staffan Wahlén

The descriptions and analyses of institutional evalu-
ations in the various articles demonstrate both simi-
larities and differences among the European coun-
tries. The methods are similar, if not identical: self-
assessment, followed by peer review, site-visit by
review team and report. It is not likely that this for-
mula will change in the foreseeable future.

But within this general model there are differ-
ences of focus and procedure, which may point to
future development.

4.1 Purpose of institutional
evaluations

Institutional review in the European countries serves
a number of purposes ranging from institutional
development to a clear focus on accountability. In
some countries it is used as an element in a national
systems evaluation together with other methods. In
others it is used mainly in support of institutional
development.

Finland carries out institutional review for a va-
riety of reasons. The main goal appears to be im-
provement of institutional organisation, processes
and performance, including capacity for change.
Different aspects are focused in different reviews,
depending on the needs of the institution and higher
education. Thus, some reviews have concentrated
on internal strategies of universities whereas oth-
ers have highlighted the regional role and regional
impact of the institution. Yet others have dealt pri-
marily with administration in a comparative per-
spective.

France has carried out institutional reviews since
the mid-1980s. The main target has been improve-
ment of education and research, dissemination of
research results and internal co-operation. In recent
years, combined reviews of all higher education in-
stitutions in a city or an area (area-based evalua-
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tions) have been developed. A special considera-
tion in this type of review has been co-operation
between institutions to use resources effectively.

The emphasis in Irish reviews is on improvement
of institutions and quality enhancement, but also
on accountability. Several methods of evaluation
are currently used in Ireland, and it is still unclear
whether institutions, programmes or some other
level will be focused in the future.

Norway defines institutional review as a broader
concept than audit, which is said to be more con-
cerned with assessing the institutions’ systematic
work with educational quality. Institutional review
deals with an institution’s overall strategic and quali-
tative development. Themes for consideration in in-
stitutional reviews have been organisation, strate-
gic leadership, infrastructure, academic profile, staff
competence, relations with the outside world and
outcomes in relation to strategic goals.

Sweden has focused on seven aspects in quality
audit: institutional strategies, leadership, internal co-
operation, involvement of staff and students, inte-
gration of quality measures in the strategic work of
the institution, evaluation and external professional
relations. The principal aim has been improvement
of institutional processes to enhance education (pri-
marily) and research.

The UK is altering its audit model to take ac-
count of the programme reviews implemented over
a six-year cycle and the profile of the institution
the Quality Assurance Agency develops as a result
of them. The main focus is on accountability and
institutional evaluations are closely connected to
programme reviews and institutional quality assur-
ance measures. Thus the aspects under review are:
Procedures for approval, monitoring and review,
procedures for acting on reviews, management of
assessment systems, management of credit system,
collaborative arrangements. Furthermore, the Qual-
ity Assurance Agency is establishing two kinds of



norms against which results can be judged: subject
standards developed by the Agency together with
academics, and a Code of Practice for universities
developed by the Agency.

CRE is different from all the other organisations
represented in this overview in being exclusively
improvement-oriented and introducing a European
dimension in evaluation. Its main goal is to help
institutions which request a review to develop a
strategy of change.

4.2 Features of evaluation

Self-assessment

Self-assessment is the central element of all insti-
tutional reviews described in this report. The strin-
gency of instructions varies, however. In Norway
the institution is free to choose methodology and
organisational approach to suit the purpose and in-
terest of the university. In Finland, too, the self-re-
view is for the university’s own good, but is also
expected to reflect the interests of consumers (stu-
dents, external stakeholders, surrounding commu-
nity etc.). In the Swedish model there is a similar
freedom, but a list of themes to be addressed points
to those aspects which are the focus of attention.

The Irish and British models appear to have a
more top-down approach. In Ireland there is a con-
centration on organisational matters (mission and
goal, governance and strategies, academic policies,
the use of institutional resources and institutional
planning), which should be reflected in the self-as-
sessments. The UK is establishing a clear link be-
tween programme reviews and institutional reviews.
Thus, an important aspect of self-evaluations is
expected to be how the institution deals with the
quality of programmes and the findings of pro-
gramme reviews as expressed in the Quality Assur-
ance Agency’s institutional profile. Self-assess-
ments are also expected to address the extent to
which an institution adheres to the Code of Prac-
tice established by the QAA.
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Peers and public reports

Peer review is the established procedure for insti-
tutional reviews as well as for programme reviews.
What constitutes a peer in institutional reviews is,
however, less clear. Most often the teams are made
up of men and women with experience of academic
leadership at various levels. Some countries, nota-
bly Ireland, Finland and Sweden, include
stakeholders (primarily from business and indus-
try, and in the case of Sweden, also students).

Finland is the only country with a clearly inter-
national profile in its institutional evaluations.
Evaluation teams include national as well as inter-
national (mostly from English-speaking countries)
experts, and self-evaluations and other relevant
material are consequently translated into English.
Site visits are to a large extent conducted in Eng-
lish. There is also at least one example of compari-
son with universities in other countries. It may be
added that Sweden uses experts from the other
Nordic countries. CRE reviews are by definition
international.

Reports are public in all countries represented in
this report except Ireland. In the case of CRE, it is
up to the institution to decide upon the publication
of'the report but CRE strongly recommends to make
it public and almost all universities did do so.

4.3 What is the future?

Institutional evaluations in the countries represented
in this report seem to be developing in different di-
rections. Norway is struggling to develop a model
which takes outcomes more into consideration;
France, which is one of the countries in which in-
stitutional evaluation was first implemented, seems
to be moving in the direction of programme reviews.
Sweden, too, is shifting the balance from the insti-
tutional level to the programme/subject level,
whereas Ireland and Finland are exploring several
roads on a more eclectic basis. In the British model
institutional evaluations are linked to programme
reviews, in that one of the aims is to examine how
institutions as organisations meet their responsibil-
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ity to develop and enhance their programmes on
the basis of programme reviews.

The future may very well be found in such a com-
bination of programme and institutional evaluation.
It could take the form developed in the British
model, where programme review is one of the bases
of institutional evaluation. The other alternative is
placing greater trust in institutions themselves by
emphasising their responsibility for enhancing the
quality of their performance in recurring institu-
tional evaluation, in which they are asked to dem-
onstrate that their quality enhancement and assur-
ance processes are reliable.

It is a little surprising that evaluation of research
is not included in institutional evaluation. It would
be worth experimenting to include all functions of
the universities in institutional evaluations, not only
e.g. administration and teaching. In Finland there
has already been attenpts to evaluate programmes
and research at the same time by the same evalua-
tion team.

One essential question in relation to institutional
evaluation is who has the main responsibility for
following up the results and ultimately for decisions
made as a consequence of institutional evaluations.
Is it the university itself or a national quality assur-
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ance agency or both? It seems as if there is a glid-
ing scale, on which the CRE evaluations are at the
end of complete institutional responsibility, and in-
stitutions in other countries find themselves at dif-
ferent points further up in the direction of account-
ability. This is an especially important issue when
considering the use and usefulness of institutional
evaluations. The nearer we come to state (agency)
intervention, the more our evaluations will resem-
ble accreditation

Institutional evaluations will play many roles also
in the future. It is essential that they play a part in
accountability and in providing information for the
outside world, thus making higher education more
transparent. But the main aim, in our view, should
be improvement. Evaluations do not have a value
in themselves, and are useless unless process and
the results lead to improvement of higher educa-
tion institutions and higher education. A central
question is whether evaluations help to improve
higher education institutions in practice. This can
only happen if the staff of the universities is moti-
vated and committed to the evaluation. And they
can only be motivated if they take an active part in
the planning and implementation of the evaluations.



	Contents
	1 Background 
	1.1 Evaluation safeguards quality 
	1.2 The aim and structure of the report 
	1.3 The variety of evaluation concepts 
	
	
	3 Country-specific use of institutional evaluations 
	3.1 FINLAND: Institutional Evaluation of Finnish Universities   (Anna-Maija Liuhanen) 
	3.2 FRANCE: Institutional evaluations: the French context 
	3.3 IRELAND: Institutional Reviews – National Council for Educational Awards 
	3.4 NORWAY: Institutional evaluations in Norwegian higher education   (Jon Haakstad) 
	3.5 SWEDEN: Academic Audit in Sweden (Staffan Wahlén) 
	3.6 UNITED KINGDOM: Institutional reviews 
	3.7 ASSOCIATION OF EUROPEAN UNIVERSITIES: CRE institutional   reviews – a tool for change (Sami Kanaan) 34
	
	4.1 Purpose of institutional evaluations 
	4.2 Features of evaluation 
	4.3 What is the future? 


