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Results of a Survey to determine the present situation pertaining to the existence of a Quality Assurance System concerning University International Collaboration

1.  Introduction 
In the BEPIQUA (BEnchmarks and Performance Indicators for Quality Assurance in university international collaboration) project Work Plan it is foreseen that a survey is conducted, in two stages, in order to determine the present situation concerning the existence of Quality Assurance (QA) systems, which are used to determine the performance of University International Collaboration.  The aim of the survey within the life cycle of the project is to ascertain “where we are”, in a sample of 40 UNICA Universities.  Knowing where the present situation lies, this can be used as the reference point, or baseline.  

Having the “baseline-where we are” and being able to ascertain the goal of “where we are going”, this should facilitate drawing-up an Action Plan for implementing QA systems and thus answering the question of “How do we get there”.

2.  Lisbon Strategy: Time Horizon
It’s important that any goal is connected to a definitive time horizon, otherwise with an open time parameter, fixing the final goal exactly would be difficult to realise.  It would be myopic to pretend that European Universities, even from non-member states, can ignore the European dimension of international collaboration and in particular the Bologna Process, the Framework and other Programmes. These are all linked to the main Mission of the EU, under the “Lisbon Strategy”, which may be expressed as:


To make the EU the strongest economy in the world by 2010 through a knowledge- 
based society, sustainable development and social cohesion.

Thus since all individual EU policies are committed to setting 2010 as their time horizon it is impossible for this project to adopt a different one.  Hence 2010 is the time limit that will be used for BEPIQUA and the Action Plan to be produced, which forms the main deliverable of the project.  

3.  The Surveys 

Two types of Survey were foreseen in the BEPIQUA proposal.  One was an email Questionnaire (Annex I) which was sent to all UNICA member Universities (40) and for which 26 replies were received from a probable reply sample of 32-33, since of the 7 remaining universities five were very new members and two have been inactive.  

The response received is considered good for the purposes of the survey since it covers a very wide geographic area of universities from almost 90% of EU member states, the EEA states and an accession state.    

3.1.  Email survey findings 

The full results of the email survey are shown in Annex II.  A summary of the main results is given in the following sections. 

3.1.1.  Identification of the range of activities considered to be covered by the term    

           “International Collaboration” [“What is the consensus concerning the term”].

It is necessary to obtain feedback from the sampled universities to determine a consensus regarding the activities that would be considered to be covered by the term International Collaboration.

Figure 1
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From Figure 1 the activities that were selected by more than 75% (19.5)of the sample were:


Mobility


EU Programmes (non-research)


Bilateral Collaboration


Joint Degrees


Research (related to international collaboration)


Non – EU Collaboration (Third Countries)


Bologna Process


ECTS

If 60% (15.6) is taken as the cut off line then EU Research Programmes and External Funding would also be added to the above list. It will be interesting to identify the reasons why e – learning and DS were excluded. As regards QA this may easily be considered an internal activity and hence not an IRC activity.

3.1.2  Bodies responsible for executing International Relations (IR)

Figure 2
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From Figure 2 it appears that this rests centrally with the “Rectorate” i.e. Rector/President or Vice Rector (45.8% of total responses), by Faculties (20.8%), by a Committee (16.7%) and by other bodies (16.7%).  It is apparent that in most universities International Collaboration is handled centrally by the Rectorate (Rectors, VR’s, Presidents).  In larger universities, IRC is handled by an IR Committee or by the Faculties.

3.1.3.  Objectives and Funding

The majority of universities (55%) state that IRC objectives are set annually and that these are checked against performance (78%).  For the most this is done annually (66.7%).  The IR funds are allocated centrally (Rector, Registrar, President, Vice-Rector) for the majority of universities (47.2%), by a Committee (16.7%) and by the Director IRO (13.4%); the remainder by other persons or bodies.

Figure 3
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Figure 3 shows that funds allocated are distributed for implementation by Faculties (36.2%), Senate Committee (25.5%) and by Departments (23.4%).

From the above it seems that in the majority of Universities the total funding is decided centrally at “Rectoral” level and is implemented at Faculty/Department level (59.6%) and to a lesser extent by a Senate Committee (25.5%) or by other means.

As regards the funding of individuals this is usually done by the IRO (38.1%).  Other channels are used, such as various Committees (33.3%) and the remainder by individuals.

In the majority of cases (73%) Faculties / Departments / Institutions are required to report to the funding body on their IR activity.  The usual bodies that they report to are:

IRO (28.6%), Committee (19%), VR International Relations (19%) and others

The IR funding for 40% of the Universities as a percentage of the total University Budget appears to be less than 1%.  A lot of Universities could not determine this accurately.

3.1.4.  Bodies Involved in IR Policy formulation and implementation

Figure 4
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Figure 4 shows the involvement of the following university bodies, which were rated as “significant” and received 50% or more responses:

· International Office (62.5%)

· Vice Rector for International Collaboration (50%)

3.1.5.  Source of funds [External and International (public funds)] for IR    
Collaboration

Figure 5
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Figure 5 shows that for the majority of the institutions the major sources of external funding are the following:


Source


     % of Institutions

Public Funds


(93%)


SOCRATES 


(92%)


Framework Programme 
(80.1%)


Other EU Programmes
(80.1%)


LEONARDO


(73%)

3.1.6.  Quality Assurance 

For 66.7% of institutions (see Figure 6), performance is NOT measured

Figure 6
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For Universities which replied YES to the above question, Figure 7, shows the bodies charged with maintaining QA data.

Figure 7
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Performance is measured based on:


Statistical data:  


27.3%


Financial data:



22.7%


Measurable, preset objectives:
22.7%


Performance Indicators:

18.2%


Benchmarks:



9.1%

However statistical data are kept for international collaboration by 91.7% of institutions.  Hence data for IR exist but these are not linked, in the majority of cases, to QA.  The majority of these data are maintained by the IRO (76.9%).  The Research Office also appears to keep some data (61.5%).

3.161.   “Quality Culture” prevailing

The vast majority of institutions (80%) reported that a “Quality Culture” DOES exist.  However the opposite picture holds for the establishment of Total Quality Management, TQM where 70.8% reported that there is NO TQM available.  In the cases where TQM was available this is mainly based on Teaching evaluations.  For the institutions practicing TQM there is a periodic review of areas such as IR policy, TQM policies and systems.  Despite the overwhelming lack of TQM or QA in IR the majority of institutions (80%) (see Figure 8) reported that a “quality consciousness” exists.

Figure 8
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The degree to which this exists is rated by 45% as “much”.  About 25% consider this to be “very much” or “significant”.  Hence a large majority of institutions consider that a “Quality Culture” is available at their institutions.  

3.1.6.2 Benchmarks and Performance Indicators

Figure 9 shows that the majority of institutions, as a consequence of the previous sections, reported that there are NO Benchmarks and NO Performance Indicators (85%) available.  This result was expected given the previous replies.

Figure 9
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3.1.7.  Email survey Conclusions

From the email survey it is clear that International Collaboration is no longer limited to mobility and related programmes but extends to cover global collaboration and international aspects of research.

There appears to be funds available and in the majority of cases these are allocated at central level and implemented at faculty/departmental levels.  There is also available the facility of funding individuals.  A reporting system appears to exist but apart from some statistics held by the IRO and Research Office there are no other QA tools available in the majority of cases.  Despite the fact that a specific QA system does not exist a “Quality Consciousness” appears to be prevalent in the majority of Universities.  This is a vital factor if QA is to be formally established.

3.2.  On-Site Survey findings 

It is financially impossible and probably unnecessary to realise a site visit to every UNICA university in order to investigate in greater detail aspects of an existing QA system or parts of it. Likewise this applies to the existing “quality culture” environment that is most probably present, even without the existence of a QA system.  

In the BEPIQUA Work Plan five on-site visits are foreseen.  However, by a careful choice of visits these were increased to 14 while keeping the cost at or under that foreseen for the five visits.  

The Universities chosen for the on-site visits were: 


Roma, “La Sapienza”

 


Roma II, Tor Vergata 
realised by Andreas Mallouppas


Roma III 





Vienna 



Bratislava        realised by Åke Nagrelius
 


Prague 


Warsaw



Helsinki
realised by Alina Grzhibovska

Tallinn 





Paris I




Paris II




Paris III             realised by Kris Dejonckheere

Paris IV


Amsterdam      

Universities were chosen in cities such as Rome and Paris where there are more than one University or in cities which are close to each other and accessible by bus/train.  The on-site surveys cover a wide geographic area with results from Mediterranean, Central and Northern European countries.  

3.2.1.  On-site Survey Objectives:

· To determine the extent of implementation of a QA system

· To assess whether the need for establishing a QA system is appreciated

· To evaluate whether there exists a “Quality Culture” in the institution, which would facilitate the implementation of a QA system

· To ascertain the possibility of promoting the realisation of a QA system

3.2.2.  Extent of implementation of a QA system

· In about 70% of institutions there is no QA mechanism available which is used to determine the performance of international collaboration nor a system for setting benchmarks (quantitative targets) neither for short nor long-term.

· In most cases there is analysis of data in the areas of international collaboration identified by the survey.  In some cases (20%) internationalisation is embedded with the work of research and training of the Faculties.

· As a concept QA is new but is quickly gaining ground and acceptance.  There are plans in over 60% of institutions to establish a QA system in the near future.

· In 30% of cases a QA system exists and P.I. exist.  These are measured against “goals” which vary between universities and countries.  In some cases there are similarities (ie mobility levels, research publications, number of collaboration agreements).  It is evident that there is a lack of uniformity and hence easy comparability between institutions, even of the same country.  In some cases goals are set at Faculty level.

· Due to the national QA environment, funding constraints, external requirements (Bologna Process) or institutional policies there is awareness of QA and in some areas there are policies to enforce them (i.e. funding based on student numbers, research output, mobility performance, student services provided etc.)

· In general (60%) there is NO Total QA System and in the cases where this partially exists it does not cover institutional international collaboration.  In 20% of cases the ground work for establishing a QA system has begun but it is mainly restricted to evaluating statistics.

· In 10% of cases there is a QA system and external evaluation for Research and teaching and degrees but nothing on international collaboration.

· The nature and performance of international collaboration is more obvious and apparent in Universities, that QA in international collaboration is needed, since  IR promotes scientific cooperation as well as the corporate image of the university.  

3.2.3.  Level of desire for establishing a QA system

· 90% reported that at top management level the will and policy concept exists in order to establish a Total Quality Management (TQM) system.  For 80% QA establishment is placed in a time horizon of 2-4 years, and will be governed by internal regulations and rules.

· The start-up of such a policy is foreseen at central level by setting institutional targets (benchmarks).  Typical initial areas would be quality of teaching, research output, external funding, mobility and active bilateral collaboration.

· 100% reported that statistical data are maintained covering many aspects of international collaboration.  There appear to be extensive data on mobility, bilateral agreements, number of externally funded projects, number of partners, EU programmes etc.  In some cases annual reports are used to compare year/year performance.

· The majority of the data are kept by IRO’s and the “Research / Programmes” Offices and in many cases these are computerised.  Hence the Performance Indicators (P.I). can be produced easily and fast by the use of IT.  What is absolutely necessary is the “accurate and continuous/efficient updating of the dbase system”.  

· It is realised that the “decision making” and “evaluation of performance” would be “as good as the data input”. [decision outputs are commensurate to data input]. Securing the data from all concerned is a difficulty that will affect the accuracy of the data.

· A large number of universities already have a QA reporting system for a number of areas concerning international collaboration.  

From sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 above it can be concluded that the “political will” exists to promote QA but also, which is a prerequisite in having a QA system, there exist and are regularly maintained, the required statistical data from which performance can be measured and most importantly, “realistic” benchmarks set.

3.2.4.  Prevailing Institutional “Quality Culture”

The following apply to 90% of the Universities which do not have an established QA system.  

The willingness of the University community to become part and contribute to a QA system is of paramount importance in the success of any QA system.  Thus assessing the prevailing “Quality Culture” is of outmost importance, because it is on this that any QA policy and system will be based upon and on this will depend its successful outcome.

· 90% reported that an institutional “Quality Culture” exists, both at top management level but also at the level of execution, particularly in the main administrative services involved.

· The creation of a “Quality Culture” was based on the existing demand and support for maintaining statistics, due to external demands, mainly for funding, where “performance data” are being required (i.e. number of outgoing / incoming students, external funding secured etc), and the need to justify policy decisions and future planning.

· In some cases there are established “internal quality assessment” mechanisms [EUA self assessment, government funding, “national QA Systems, institutional QA office”]

· Although it is recognised that implementing a QA System may mean extra work, new working methods and attitudes, production of statistics, transparent and accountable system and hence services open to criticism and maybe “sanctions”, support for the establishment of a QA system at administrative level still exists.

· The main reasons quoted for desiring to have a QA system were professionalism, self confidence, the wish to serve in the best possible way, transparency and comparability.

· It was recognised that new approaches and use of IT will be needed and that an internal culture change may be necessary.

3.2.5.  Assessment of possibility of establishing a QA system

· The  probability of establishing in the near future a QA system was considered to be “Good” [86%]

· The support by staff of establishing a QA system was also considered to be “Good” [75%]

· There was acceptance to having transparency and easy accountability for performance by top management 

· The extra workload would be covered by convincing staff to carry out the initial extra work in conjunction with the use of “overtime”.  In the longer-term extra staff may not be needed since this may be covered by a new approach to work, getting students and staff to input their data on-time etc.

· If extra staff is required 50% believed that top management will approve this

· Need people with adequate training 

· The terms “Benchmarks” and “Performance Indicators” were known to 80%

· QA is considered necessary in order to improve the delivery of international collaboration, promote competitiveness, provide comparability, improve performance and levels, provide transparency, better service and support and improve the didactic and research product of Universities.

3.2.6.  Conclusions of on-site surveys 

From the above it may be concluded that the concept of a QA system is well understood and that the need, advantages and benefits of such a system are appreciated.  It is recognised that “quality costs” and as a consequence if institutions desire to have a system that delivers a “quality product and service” then an initial investment has to be made and long-term commitment and sustainability has to be provided.

The necessary “quality” culture” required appears to be available as well as the required infrastructure in statistics and IT.  The short-term probabilities of realising a QA system, due to the internal and external environment, are considered very positive.

What appears to be lacking is the required QA system Action Plan that will set institutional targets (benchmarks) and define Performance Indicators with a time horizon of 2010, (coincident with the Lisbon Strategy deadline).  Thus the methodology and mechanisms for setting targets and performance indicators needs to be decided.

4.  Overall Survey Conclusions 

From the above results the following may be concluded regarding the present environment concerning university international collaboration: 

· International collaboration is no longer limited to mobility but extends far wider and includes the international aspects of research, bilateral collaboration, third countries and the Bologna Process.  

· In most universities international collaboration is “centrally” controlled although the body responsible may be a high ranking official or Senate Committee 

· Funds for international collaboration exist and although their allocation may vary, the importance of determining the benefits accrued remains hence different reporting systems usually exist in order to facilitate this.  

· In the majority of cases the Vice Rector for “International Affairs” and the International Relations Office play a central role in policy formulation and implementation 

· The main sources of external funding related to IR are the various EU Programmes.  

· The focus of International Relations Offices or other offices involved with international collaboration has to be redefined in order to meet the new IR environment and respond to any internal QA system demands.  

· In two thirds of UNICA universities IR performance is NOT measured.  In the cases where this is measured the “IRO” and “Research” Office hold the majority of the relevant data required to “drive” any QA System. 

· Although TQM in the vast majority of universities is still at the conceptual level and currently being discussed at a high level, there appears to be throughout the universities the required “Quality Culture”, an absolute prerequisite for the successful implementation of a QA system. 

· Although the concept of “Benchmarks” and “Performance Indicators” was reportedly known in the vast majority of cases these concepts are NOT used.

It is obvious that the notion of Benchmarks and Performance Indicators has to be further developed if QA systems are to be successfully applied to measure the institutional performance in international collaboration.  Annex IV gives a Glossary of proposed Benchmarks and Performance Indicators, whose aim is the monitoring of Performance of international collaboration. 
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