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The article deals with an international problem of quality assurance in higher education. Despite the enormous
growth in national quality assurance processes in Great Britain, serious doubts remain about their effectiveness
in achieving lasting quality improvement. The paper suggests that the quality of students’ experience of higher
education can more effectively be improved by combining educational development with quality assurance to
create a more positive, not punitive approach. The concept of “quality development” is explained and mechan-

isms of this approach are described.

Introduction

The establishment of democracy in Ukraine as well
as in all Central and Eastern European countries re-
leased tremendous energies and affected all walks of
life, including higher education. The time frame
coincided with such global trends in higher educa-
tion as the sharp increase in the demand for study
places, the emergence of a large variety and flex-
ibility of study programmes and schemes, the entry
of information technology into the market for educa-
tional provision, the increasing interest in quality
assurance and government demands for accounta-
bility in the use of public monies, and calls for
stakeholder protection.

Quality assurance is a central thrust in the process of
recent changes in European higher education. To
understand and solve the problem different move-
ments were set in Europe through various European
Union programmes (e.g., TEMPUS, SOCRATES-
ERASMUS, PHARE and NARIC), the Council of
Europe, and UNESCO/CEPES initiatives (e.g., the
Legislative Reform Programme, ENIC) and others.
The Bologna Declaration (1999) and the Prague
Communiqué (2001) are the most far-reaching of all
European initiatives, which have set into motion var-
ious movements to design the future of European
higher education [1].

The Central and Eastern European countries have
had to face the challenge of taking advantage of the
opportunities offered by the various Western Euro-
pean models of quality control in higher education.
They can not only to adapt these mechanisms to
their own historical, political, cultural, and social
environments, but also to establish comparable ones.
The main reasons cited include the necessity to re-
evaluate the curricula, to rid them of politically dis-
torted content; and the urgency to modernize pro-
gramme content and approach as well as to intro-
duce more flexible programme structures. So, the
experience of countries all over the world is of the
great interest to Ukraine as one of the Central and
Eastern European countries.

The purpose of quality assurance

Quality in higher education is an international issue
through academic, political, and commercial devel-
opments associated with globalization, such as the
rise of market forces in tertiary education and the
emergence of a global market for skilled profession-
als and graduates. In some countries, the traditional
providers of higher education are facing competition
from transnational education providers as well as
from the emergence of local commercial providers.
Through the internationalization of higher education
national systems, qualifications and individual high-
er education institutions have become exposed to the
wider world. This exposure has stimulated a demand
for better information and transparency about quality
and standards in order to attract and retain students
and staff, both national and international students,
and to secure the recognition of qualifications.

In the rapidly changing environment of higher edu-
cation, the maintenance of high quality and stan-
dards in education has become a major concern for
higher education institutions and governments; thus,
the demand for explicit quality evaluation and assur-
ance processes has increased. The result has been the
introduction of national quality assurance systems
into many countries and the planned introduction of
such systems into other countries.

Over the last two decades, a number of factors have
combined to challenge traditional views about quali-
ty in higher education and how it is assured. The
challenges facing higher education worldwide in-
clude the following:

— the need to assure quality and standards against a
background of substantially increased participation —
a process often referred to as the so called “massifi-
cation” of higher education. This process accelerated
throughout the latter part of the XX Century as many
countries began to consider that their economic and
social future was dependent, in part, on the availabil-
ity of quality higher education for the majority of the
population rather than for small elite. However, ex-
pansion has not always been well planned or con-
trolled;
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— the expansion in student numbers with either con-
stant or declining (public) funding resulting in a
lower unit of resource per student. This position has
been compounded by the inefficient use of available
resources. Examples of inefficiencies include overly
high staff-student ratios, programme duplication in
many small institutions/units with high unit costs,
and under-utilized facilities. Such inefficiencies di-
vert resources from such objectives as quality and
access;

— increased demand for accountability in higher edu-
cation institutions as a result of deregulation and the
granting of increased autonomy in regard to such
matters as curriculum design, the selection of stu-
dents, and the appointment of staff. However, in-
creased autonomy has not always been accompanied
either by financial authority or by improved institu-
tional management and strategic planning capabili-
ties;

— the meeting of new expectations in terms of the
“employability” of graduates in the knowledge so-
ciety;

— the addressing of demands from a variety of stake-
holders for increased and improved information
about programmes and institutions and about the
skills, competencies, and aptitudes which graduates
possess;

— the contribution to the achievement of social and
political agendas such as access, inclusion, and equi-
ty;

— the appearance of new providers of tertiary educa-
tion, sometimes in competition with traditional pub-
lic higher education, and new modes of provision,
such as on-line learning, resulting from the informa-
tion and communication technology revolution
[2, p. 67-83].

Concepts of and approaches to “quality”

There are many different understandings of the term
“quality” often reflecting the interests of different
constituencies or stakeholders in higher education.
Thus, “quality” is a multidimensional and often a
subjective concept.

Conceptions of “quality” were categorized by vari-
ous scientists and were elaborated in the manual
Quality Assurance and Accreditation: Glossary of
Basic Terms and Definitions. The glossary is the
result of a UNESCO-CEPES initiative undertaken
for the particular occasion of the Invitational Round-
table on “Indicators for Institutional and Programme
Accreditation in Higher Education/Tertiary Educa-
tion” (Bucharest, Romania, 3-8 April 2003), that
was organized in the framework of the UNESCO-
CEPES project on Strategic Indicators for Higher
Education in the Twenty-First Century.

The main approaches are the following.

Quality as excellence. This definition is considered
to be the traditional academic view that holds as its
goal to be the best.

Quality as “zero errors”. The idea of “zero errors”
is defined most easily in mass industry in which
product specifications can be established in detail,
and standardized measurements of uniform products
can show conformity to them. As the “products” of
higher education, the graduates, are not expected to
be identical, this view is not always considered to be
applicable to higher education.

Quality as ‘fitness for purpose”. This view requires
that the product or service meet a customer’s needs,
requirements, or desires. Learners (students) and
prospective learners, those who fund higher educa-
tion, the academic community, government, and so-
ciety at large are to a greater or lesser extent all
clients or users of higher education but may have
very different views of both “purpose” and “fitness”.
Quality as transformation. This concept focuses
firmly on the learners: the better the higher educa-
tion institution, the more it achieves the goal of em-
powering students with specific skills, knowledge,
and attitudes which enable them to live and work in
the knowledge society. This notion of quality may
be particularly appropriate when there have been
significant changes in the profile of learners, for ex-
ample, when changes in society or politics have en-
hanced access to higher education for large numbers
of disadvantaged learners. While this notion is popu-
lar, it may be difficult to measure quality as trans-
formation in terms of intellectual capital.

Quality as threshold. Defining a threshold for quali-
ty means setting certain norms and criteria. Any
programme, department, or institution, which reach-
es these norms and criteria, is deemed to be of quali-
ty. The advantage of setting a threshold is that it is
objective and certifiable. However, there are argu-
ments that setting a threshold creates uniformity
across the higher education system. This argument
might well apply if institutions adopt a “compliance”
mentality and only do what is sufficient to satisfy the
minimum. There are significant disadvantages to this
concept, especially when the criteria and standards
are based on quantitative “input” factors enshrined
in law. It cannot readily be adapted to changing cir-
cumstances or to stimulate change and innovation.
Nevertheless, in many European higher education
systems, a “minimum standards” variant has been used
if only as a starting point in the quest for quality.

Quality as value for money. The notion of accounta-
bility is central to this definition of quality with ac-
countability being based on the need for restraint in
public expenditure.
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Quality as enhancement or improvement. This con-
cept emphasizes the pursuit of continuous improve-
ment and is predicated on the notion that achieving
quality is central to the academic ethos and that it is
academics themselves who know best what quality
is at any point in time. Disadvantages of this concept
are that it is difficult to “measure” improvement and
that the evidence of improvement may not be easily
discernible to the outside world [3, p. 46-52].

Some of these concepts of quality still hold true es-
pecially when explicit quality assurance is being de-
veloped and introduced for the first time either at
system or at institutional level. But, notions of quali-
ty are evolving or merging, either as the result of the
changing context in which higher education institu-
tions is operating in some countries, or as a result of
growing expertise within higher education systems
and institutions in devising their own concepts of
quality and models of evaluation and quality man-
agement. Mismatches between the requirements of
the external quality assurance agency and institu-
tional approaches to quality can be a cause of ten-
sion in relations. Whatever concept of quality is
adopted by a national system, the evaluation proce-
dures introduced by the external evaluation agency
must match it. The same principle applies at institu-
tional level as well, but all institutions within a sys-
tem need not adopt the same approach to quality in
any one system. However, twenty years of operational
expertise in quality assurance in higher education has
not led to a consensus on how the concept of quality
should be defined, rather the opposite [4, p. 24].

Quality management and the impact
on Higher Education Institutions

There has been an enormous growth in quality as-
surance processes over the last 10 years in higher
education in Great Britain. This growth has been
primarily generated by the demands of national
agencies. External pressures have required institu-
tions to develop elaborate and comprehensive inter-
nal procedures to audit the practice of academic and
central departments. In many universities the issue is
compounded by organizational divisions. Typically,
there are those charged with developmental change
in universities and those responsible for ensuring the
demands that quality assurance are addressed.

These functions are typically located in separate of-
fices, sometimes known as ‘“educational develop-
ment” or “learning and teaching” centres and quality
assurance or “standards” offices. Because they also
have competing improvement agendas based on of-
ten opposing values, the relationship between educa-
tional development and quality assurance is a com-
plex one. The differences between these values are
at the heart of the tensions occurring between them.

This tension will be explored and a proposal made
for a quality development model that suggests ways
of overcoming the tensions and enabling quality as-
surance and educational development to work in
partnership with each other to achieve some com-
mon goals.

There are undoubtedly ways in which the kinds of
improvements to learning and teaching with which
educational development is centrally concerned will
be, and should be, reflected in the criteria by which
quality is assessed in higher education. Similarly,
there are quality assurance mechanisms that can and
should be part of an integrated process for improv-
ing the student’s learning experience. In this paper,
we review the quality agenda in higher education in
Great Britain and its impact on current practice. A
quality development model is proposed and illu-
strated by a number of examples of how it can work
in practice.

In recent years there has been increasing demands
by so-called ‘stakeholders’ in higher education for
institutions to be made more accountable. The de-
mands have come primarily from governments who
argue that the public investment in higher education
justifies closer scrutiny of the outcomes achieved by
publicly funded institutions and from students who
expect to receive good quality teaching and suffi-
cient learning resources to meet their needs. Such
demands are also driven by fears that the expansion
of higher education is threatening quality.

In response to these questions of quality assurance in
Britain, there has been a considerable growth of
quality management processes both internally, nor-
mally through a “quality” or “standards” office within
institutions, and externally through, the Quality Assur-
ance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) [5].

The external processes have included departmental
subject review, institutional audit, benchmarking,
programme specification and performance indica-
tors. External quality assessment in British higher
education is currently conducted through two
processes carried out by the QAA: “subject review”
and “institutional audit”. Subject review involves
academic peers reviewing six aspects of provision:
curriculum design, teaching learning and assess-
ment, student progression and achievement, learning
support, learning resources and quality management
and enhancement. The process normally involves a
4-day visit during which teaching is observed, stu-
dent work is examined and documentation, of both
the subject area and institutional quality assurance
practices, is reviewed. The result is a numerical
score for each aspect of provision on a 4-point scale.
A report of the outcomes of each institutional sub-
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ject review is published and made available for pub-
lic scrutiny.

Nowadays the QAA is introducing further quality
mechanisms into the subject review process.

These include: subject specific “benchmark state-
ments” of the expected learning outcomes for any
honors graduate within subject areas (41 subjects
have been identified for this purpose), “programme
specifications” that will require every programme of
study to provide a statement of its learning out-
comes, and a “national qualifications framework™ to
standardize qualifications and degree awards across
the sector.

Institutional audit is separately undertaken by a team
of assessors who attempt to check the higher educa-
tion institution’s “analytical account” of its practic-
es, particularly the achievement and maintenance of
standards against the evidence provided through
face-to-face meetings with teams of staff and
through review of all relevant documentation.

The judgment arrived at by the team is for the insti-
tution as a whole, not for a specific subject.

Reports on the audit visits are also published for the
benefit of public scrutiny and accountability
[4, p. 140].

The growth of the “quality industry” has generated a
lively debate about what constitutes “quality assur-
ance” and has impacted enormously on many scien-
tists (R. Ellis, L. Harvey, D. Green, M. Trow,
M. Rustin). It is not surprising, therefore, that it has
come under intense scrutiny and criticism. The
claims against current quality management systems
in higher education may be summarized as follows:
— the emphasis on documenting evidence is a time-
consuming distraction from the real business of
teaching and research;

— the measures utilized in making judgments about
quality bear little relation to what is important in
academic institutions. As a result, the judgments (in
particular numerical scores) have little value, validi-
ty or reliability;

— quality processes impose a methodology that is
based on assumptions that are not open to challenge
or debate and are to that extent antithetical to the
academic culture;

— the imposition of quality management derives
from a lack of trust by the public, government and
institutional managers that is damaging to the ethos
of the university. Collegiality is being lost and re-
placed by excessive bureaucracy and ‘“proce-
duralism”, resulting in reduced staff morale;

— there is little evidence that forcing conformity to
quality procedures brings about any fundamental
changes that improve the students’ experience of
higher education. Some would argue that the overall

impact on students of intrusive quality procedures
has been negative [6].

Quality development:

a new concept for Higher Education

The above mentioned critical issues proved that
there is the need for a quality system that not only
performs a regulatory function but one that functions
to improve the quality of the educational experience,
one that provides a developmental function as well.
Many educational developers recognize the dilemma
outlined above. This dilemma is also the cause of
some tension in institutions between the offices re-
sponsible for quality assurance and educational de-
velopment. Higher education institutions frequently
expect Educational Development Offices or Centres
to help subjects prepare for the QAA visits. This has
brought quality and educational development into
increased contact with each other and required
greater collaboration between the two. The working
agenda of each of these areas has often been at odds
because quality assurance focuses on quality as-
sessment and educational development focuses on
quality enhancement. This shift in emphasis is
linked to what is called a quality development
process [7, p. 10].

The quality development approach is essentially an
integrated educational development model that in-
corporates the enhancement of learning and teaching
with the quality and standards monitoring processes
in the university. The work of educational develop-
ment in this model involves initiating and managing
three major areas of work academic development,
learning development and quality development. In
this model, the range of activities of the educational
development office would create what might be
called a “quality loop’. It takes the development,
implementation and evaluation of the educational
provision full circle by informing the process of cur-
riculum development and validation with knowledge
of current pedagogical theory and practice. It would
also provide the necessary professional development
for teaching staff on teaching/learning strategies that
would be most effective in meeting the educational
aims and objectives of the curriculum developed.

An integrated educational development model
creates the links between curriculum development
and quality assurance by creating a collegial envi-
ronment within which to design curriculum that pro-
vides advice and guidance on assuring the quality of
the curriculum developed. In this way a positive and
non-punitive, professional approach can be taken
when the official approval occurs. Additionally,
these processes can enhance support for students’
learning development needs as well. Too often, the
approval of courses has focused on curriculum con-
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tent without being informed by consideration of how
students’ learning skills are developed. By linking
learning development with academic development
and quality development, the process can take into
account the expertise of each area and produce a
more useful result, ensuring that the students are
more sufficiently supported to achieve the very best
results in their studies.

This integrated approach has a number of benefits
for the institution, staff and most importantly stu-
dents. It begins by addressing the tensions between
quality assurance and educational development by
providing wide-ranging support for teaching de-
partments to enhance the educational experience of
students. It also creates the opportunity for dialogue
between quality assurance staff and educational de-
velopers around the internal and external quality as-
sessment policies and procedures [8, p. 21].

Conclusion

English scientists and practitioners deeply convinced
that it is only when students and staff are able to en-
quire into their practices through self-investigation
and discussion, in an ethos that is not potentially
punitive, critical issues in learning and teaching can
be fully acknowledged and addressed. Previously,
quality assurance with its emphasis on measurement,
external accountability and regulatory control can
identify problems and possibly shame institutions of
higher education into taking some actions to comply
with the regulatory framework, but it cannot in itself
bring improvements.

New model of quality assurance suggests the ways
of using peer review of teaching, student evalua-
tions, curriculum development and analysis of learn-
ing support that will ultimately bring greater benefits
to students and achieve quality improvement. This is

H.M. ABmeHrok

a model that allows for continuous quality improve-
ments which effectively replaces a shame and
blames approach with a name and claim ownership
approach to quality development. This is proposed
as a positive way forward for institutions, the higher
education sector, and all the stakeholders for whom
a quality higher education system is important.
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3abe3neueHHsI AKOCTI BUIOI OCBITH: CY9acHHUH aHTIIHCEKUN JOCBIA

PosrnsHyTO MibKHApOIHY MpoOIIeMy 3a0e3eUeHHs SKOCTi BUIIOI OCBITH B yMOBaX CY4acHOTO CTPIMKO 3MIiHHOTO CycC-
minbeTBa. OctanHiME pokamu y Benmkiit bpuranii BinOyBaeThcs 3HaYHE PO3TOPTAHHS Mpolecy 3abe3redeHHs SKOCTI
Bumoi ocBiTy. ITonpy oueBHaHE MOIMIIEHHS SKOCTI OCBITH Y BUIINX HAaBYAJIbHUX 3aKIaJax KpaiHW, BUHUKAIOTh CyM-
HIBU IIOJIO0 TPUBAIOTO 30€peXeHHS PiBHA JOCITHYTHX pe3ynbraTiB. OOTpyHTOBaHO HOBHH U aHTIIMCHKOI akameMid-
HOI MPaKTHUKH MiAXi] 10 po3B’I3aHHSA IIi€]l MpoOyieMH, SIKUI AicTaB Ha3BY ,,[IPOIEC YIOCKOHAIECHHS sIKOCTi”. BiH po3rs-
JIa€ThCsl HAYKOBLISIMH 1 BHKJIanadamu Bennkoi BpuTanii sik npoliec moeqHaHHs 3aXOAiB, CIPSMOBAaHUX Ha YJOCKOHA-
JICHHSI OCBITH 1 3a0€3MeYeHHs 11 SIKOCTI.

H.H. ABmienrok

ObecriedeHne Ka4yecTBa BBICIIETO 00pa30BaHMS: COBPEMCHHBIN aHTTHACKUHN OIBIT

PaccmoTpena MexmyHapomHas mpoOieMa oOecriedeHus] KauyecTBa BBICIIETO OOpa30BaHUS B YCIOBHSX CTPEMHUTEIHHO
M3MEHSIONIerocss Mupa. B mocnennue ronsl B BenmkoOpruTaHUN MIPOUCXOAUT CYIIECTBEHHOE Pa3BUTHE IIporiecca odec-
MeYeHUs] KauecTBa BhIcmiero oOpa3oBaHUsA. HecMOTps Ha O4YeBHIHOE YIyYICHHE KadecTBa 0Opa30BaHUS B BBICIIUX
Y4eOHBIX 3aBEJCHHUAX CTPAHbBI, BOSHUKAIOT COMHEHHSI OTHOCUTEIHHO COXPAHEHHS YPOBHS JOCTUTHYTHIX PE3yJbTATOB.
OO60CHOBaH HOBBIM U QHTJIMHACKON aKaJeMHYeCKOW MPaKTHKH MOIXOA K PELICHHIO 3TOH MpoOJIeMbl, MOTyYHBIIUI
Ha3BaHUE «IIPOIECC YCOBEPIICHCTBOBaHMUS KadecTBay. OH paccMaTpuBaeTcs YUCHBIMH W IpenojaBaTesiMu Bemuko-
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OpUTaHMU Kak MpoLecc OObEIMHEHUS MEPOTIPUSATHIA, HAPABICHHBIX Ha YCOBEPIICHCTBOBaHHE 00pa30BaHuUs U obecrtie-
YeHHs ero KayecTBa.



