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Report of Internal Workshop

On

”Support for Quality Assurance and Evaluation Methods”

held in

Skopje, 29-30 May 2003

30 June 2003

Vienna, Salzburg, Skopje

1. Objective
Comprehensive review of the situation regarding Quality Assurance (QA) provisions and the applied Evaluation Methods (EM) at the Ss. Cyril and Methodius University Skopje (UKIM) with the goal of defining more specifically the scope and the dynamics of implementing the QA component within the project (see Program of the Internal Workshop, Annex 1). 

2. Participants

The workshop has been designed as equal participation of both category of participants: consortium experts (consortium experts - Navreme: B. Baumgartl, Salzburg Seminar: J. Fried and DETRA: C. Smilevski) and UKIM representatives with two subgroups - Working group for QA component (V. Chepujnoska, V. Pavlovski and V. Arnaudova) and 25 representatives from faculties that submitted reports from self-evaluation). 

The working group, when inviting the representatives of the UKIM participants, chose presidents and members of the Self-evaluation Committees. Such choice had two implications on the dynamics of the workshop: 

first these were experts who knew best the situation regarding the QA system and evaluation methods which of course was very positive; second, due to the specific background of this group of UKIM participants, the discussions during the workshop initially focused heavily on questions of methodology for self-evaluation and external evaluation which was only in part relevant with respect to the goal set for this workshop, namely to reach a common understanding as described under (1.). 
3. Preparatory input for workshop

- Written statement by J. Fried and C. Smilevski concerning the situation and accomplishments in QA and EM at UKIM  based on  an analysis of various materials related to QA at UKIM (see Appendix 2).

- Meeting between the Consortium experts and the UKIM working group before the beginning of workshop.

4. Review of the Situation of QA and EM at UKIM
During the first day of the workshop, participants of the both parties (consortium experts and representatives of the UKIM faculties) exchanged their views on the status quo of QA and EM provisions at UKIM. This was particularly important because the scope of QA component in the Contract of the project was initially defined some time ago before implementing the current activities for UKIM evaluation. Towards the end of the first day, UKIM participants were asked to write down what they consider to be the most relevant or pressing questions and suggestions in terms of establishing a substantive, robust and viable quality culture at their university. 
In the following the feedback from UKIM participants is presented in the form of thematic Clusters that will provide an important orientation for the future evolution of the QA component of the Project and its adjustment to the current and future needs of UKIM:

Questions:

1. Procedural issues: Next steps and consequences  

· When is the external evaluation due for those faculties that have submitted their self-evaluations?

· What happens to the faculties after the external evaluation?

· What would happen if the self-evaluation reports of certain institutions do not satisfy the minimum criteria?
·  Provided that the evaluation will unavoidably uncover certain weaknesses at individual higher education institutions (HEIs), is there a certain mechanism or an institution in place that will take action to overcome those weaknesses?

2. Financial aspects of the evaluation/accreditation

· What is the financial construction of evaluation/accreditation process?
· 
· Will there be financial support available for improving the quality of university education in Macedonia? Who will provide this support – the education ministry/government or the university/faculty? In case the government cannot afford to invest more money in higher education, what other methods and mechanism might be employed to improve the quality? 
3. Introduction of a transparent credit system 

· How will the credits for specific subjects be distributed?

· What are the criteria for the relative "weight" of individual courses (number of credit points), and how will the professors be convinced to accept these?
Suggestions:

1. Involvement of the Ministry of Education into the QA process

· In workshops like this one, representatives of the Ministry of Education as the funders  and ultimate decision-makers of higher education should be present.

2. Evaluation transparency

· Create a comprehensive database which includes the CVs of the entire academic staff in Macedonia and which is accessible via the Internet
· Establish a transparent list of all existing and possible projects in the field of QA, financed from abroad or by the Government, which is regularly updates and available through the Ministry or the University

3. Credit Transfer System
· Develop standards for ECTS with specifications for the different branches of University education (natural sciences, social sciences, arts etc.)

4. Future suggestions
· Link the process of evaluation to the mission and regulations of the University
· For the purpose of the external evaluation, establish a regional cooperation by involving experts from other universities within former Yugoslavia

5. Needs and Priorities in QA System Support

The program of the second day of the workshop focused on the experience of HEIs (in Macedonia: faculties and institutes) in producing the self-evaluation report: What are the positive achievements and what has been learnt? Which are the difficulties that emerged in the process? How can this experience help to identify the needs and priorities for support to the QA system and EM through the Project?  In order to increase the working group’s effectiveness in establishing these needs and priorities for support, at the beginning the working group the consortium experts presented several aspects under which the efficiency and the effectiveness of a given QA system can be analyzed:

· Methods 

Well-defined or inconsistent?

Flexible or rigid?

Straightforward or laborious?
· Scope

Manageable or overloaded?

Comprehensive or incomplete?

Balanced or one-sided?
· Focus

Quantitative or qualitative?

Input-oriented or output-oriented?

Retrospective or prospective
· Process

Transparent or uncertain?

Inclusive or esoteric?

Well-timed or time-constrained?
Following the presentation the UKIM participants of the workshop were asked to form smaller groups to discuss their QA experiences in the light of these different aspects. These are the issues and difficulties that were raised:
A) Methods

a) Experiences and difficulties

1. How to include methods for the assessment of the work of the faculties’ management teams?

2. What to do with the results of the students’ evaluations?

3. How to address the divergence between the written opinion in students’ evaluation, and informal conversations and oral discussion with some students?

4. How to create an IT system to share and compare this information across HEIs (HEIs have created a database to process the findings of the self-evaluation, but there is no universal access to this data)?

5 The “moderately rigid” guidelines for self-evaluation ensured that the different HEIs used consistent set of evaluation instruments and methods.
b) Measures and needs 

1. Appointment of responsible person or group to decide an action plan for improvement based on the results of the self-evaluation;

2. Establishment of a system of students’ evaluations to happen on a regular basis;

3. Development of an IT system for self-evaluation;

4. Development of more specific QA approaches for different subject areas, faculties, institutes etc.
B) Scope

a) Experiences and difficulties

1. There is balance of all three criteria mentioned above
2. Composition of the self-evaluation teams: overemphasis on teaching/curriculum at the expense of research/project activities
b) Measures and needs

1. More transparency in academic staff appointment decisions: Publicize the review of candidates in the Internet
2. List of all existing projects in the field of QA in all UKIM faculties
3. Updating the evaluation reports every year 
4. In evaluation to list co-workers in activity, particularly names of projects in the self-evaluation report, provide detailed list of names of all those involved in a specific activity or project
5. Results of the self-evaluation should be taken into consideration when re-electing the academic staff
C) Focus

a) Experience and difficulties

1. Good balance between qualitative and quantitative approach
2. Employers and environment were not in a position to comment on the quality of the high education; in particular, employers and other stakeholders are not well enough informed on developments in higher education in order to provide a relevant opinion concerning its quality
3. The instrument of the SWOT analysis provided a new experience and a balance between retrospective and prospective dimensions. The fear of control was eliminated (though some HEIs did not understand completely the SWOT analysis)

4. During this first self-evaluation exercise, the emphasis was too much on quantity (factual data) and not enough on quality (observations, opinions output indicators etc).

b) Measures and needs

1. Inclusion of data on student drop-out and attainment rates (number/proportion of students that finish their studies with a degree)
2. Defining the systemic rules for academic participation in the evaluation exercise 

3. Recognition of evaluation as a “scientific work” or as R&D
4. Evaluation should not be an end in itself
D) Process

a) Experiences and difficulties

1. The process was transparent, inclusive but with considerable time pressure

2. There was no prior experience or approved example for producing self-evaluation reports
3. Criteria for election of teachers for participation in the self-evaluation teams were not observed in some cases

4. Vacuum resulting from a discontinuity between self-evaluation and external evaluation

b) Measures and needs

1. Organization of training seminars for writing evaluation reports 
2. Observation of minimum quality standards

3. Provision of timely and meaningful feedback to the self-evaluation reports is important to keep the momentum
E) Feasible Input and Way Forward

a) Experiences and difficulties

1. Carrying out separate international validation or evaluation of all HEIs (faculties and institutes) would take a considerable amount of time (approx. 4-5 working days each for 35 HEIs, i.e. approx. 150 expert days) and budget (on the basis of 500 EUR/day, a total sum of 75,000 EUR).

2. It seems also unfeasible to orchestrate a cooperation of national and international evaluators on methods and criteria, as most of the national evaluations have already been completed.

3. An exclusive validation of the external evaluation would fall short of the project objectives to address the needs of a more comprehensive “Quality Assurance System”.

b) Measures and needs

1. Before the Ohrid Workshop in October, the international speakers proposed could visit a selected number of Faculties (based on availability, e.g. Prof. Ebenbauer – Philological Faculty, Prof. Pantaleev – Faculty of Economics, Prof. Daxner – Faculty of Philosophy, Prof. Dukiandjiev – Faculty of Natural Sciences).

2 At the Ohrid Workshop, each of these visitors would give an oral feedback on the report and visit.

3 Based on the results of these visits, an “External Statement” on the External Evaluation Process could be drawn up, which may serve as an attachment to the national evaluation report.

6. Evaluation of the Internal Workshop in May 2003

In light with the QA approach, a feedback questionnaire was produced also for the workshop itself. At the end of the workshop the UKIM participants were asked by the consortium experts to fill out an evaluation form reflecting on the experience of the past two days. The response to the questions showed that the participants considered the project and workshop to be 
· Rather needed

· Rather well-thought and 

· Mainly feasible

In their qualitative assessments, the participants mainly focused on a number of pertinent aspects of the evaluation mechanism in Macedonia and expressed their hope that the Project will help facilitate the external evaluation. In that  respect, what they liked in particular at the workshop, apart from the appreciation of the engagement of consortium experts and the content and organization of the workshop, were those discussions that highlighted the possible role of the Project in expediting the external evaluation.

Participants expressed their dissatisfaction about the non-participation of certain actors in the evaluation process, about a lack of familiarity of the foreign experts about the situation at the university, an absence of dynamics and methods of carrying out the external evaluation, and lack of feedback to the self-evaluation reports.
Most of the participants suggested  that representatives of the Ministry of Education and Science should be present at such workshops; that  the method and the process of external evaluation ought to be more clearly defined; and that the national participants in the external evaluation should play a more important role.

Additional comments related to the QA provisions included: colleagues/experts from neighboring countries should be invited to take part and/or be made familiar with the results of the evaluation; speeding up the implementation of the external evaluation, for example by combining the next workshop with the external evaluation of selected faculties.

7. QA Project Plan 

In reflecting the results of this workshop and the input of UKIM participants, the following action and priorities for the QA component of the Project are suggested:

· To attune the future project activities more closely to the existing practices of QA at UKIM, especially to the experience gained from drafting the self-evaluation reports and to recently adopted standards for establishing and functioning of higher education institutions in the Republic of Macedonia;
· To rebalance the long-term goals of the Project (promotion of the QA system of UKIM) and the short-term priorities at UKIM in implementing the external evaluation;

· To combine the QA component with the other two components of the Project (Mobility and IT Procurement) in order to use synergies that can help the QA system at UKIM, and vice versa;
· To strengthen cooperation and mutual exchange of information between the consortium experts and the UKIM working group members activities of the QA Project; 

· To make use of the contacts and expertise of the UKIM working groups in deciding which other interested parties should be invited to future QA project meetings (e.g. representatives of the other two universities in Macedonia, from the Evaluation Agency, from the Ministry of Education and Science, etc.)
Based on these conclusions, a decision was taken to organize an International Workshop at Lake Ohrid in October 2003 in order to 

· revisit the progress made so far and the status quo of QA at UKIM;

· review the experience and development of QA systems in various European countries;

· report on a selected number of self-evaluation processes;

· re-launch the evaluation cycle by providing feed-back to faculties;

· resume implementation of the jointly agreed action of stock-taking all QA activities at UKIM Faculties.

A draft agenda for the Ohrid Workshop is attached for comments by the Working Group (Annex 2).

Apart from UKIM colleagues, participants will include a small number (4-5) of experts from EU countries and neighboring countries, particularly from the former Yugoslav republics. 

Before the workshop, these international experts will be invited to provide an external opinion on a selected number of external evaluation exercises at UKIM on the basis of visits to selected faculties by preparing their own report as additional input to the process of external evaluation.

Ideas for further work will be concretized at the Ohrid Workshop, however a list of possible items and sequence is attached to this document (Annex 3).

[image: image2.png]support for the hlgher educatlon *

LZBUR: r»ﬂeTpa Mﬁ -

EMINA





qa

Internal Workshop

on

”Support for Quality Assurance and Evaluation Methods”

Thursday, 29 May 2003 – Goals and Achievements of National QA System

12:00-12:15
Welcome and Introductions (VC, JF, CS)

12:15-12:30
Presentation of the Workshop Agenda (CS)

12:30-13:00
Overview on Macedonian QA Programs and Arrangements: 
State of the Art (V.C)
13:00-13:30
Questions for Clarification (navreme team) and General Discussion: 
The QA Scheme and its Implementation in Maceedonia

13:30-14:00 
Coffee/Tea break

14:00-14:30
Preliminary Comments and Observations on the Above, based on Navreme written statement (JF)

14:30-15:00
Q&A -- Open discussion

15:00-15:15
Convergence and Divergence: The Macedonian QA Scheme in the Light of International Experience (BB)

Friday, 30 May 2003 – Objectives for the New QA Project

09:00-09:15
Summary Day 1, Outlook Day 2 (CS)

09.15-09:45
Working Groups: Current Needs in QA 

09.45-10.15
Presentation and Analysis of Working Group Results (Clustering)

10:15-10:30
Defining Priorities

10.30-10.45
Coffee/Tea Break

10.45-11.15
Working Groups: 
What are Realistic Objectives for an International QA Project?

11.15-11.45
Presentation and Analysis of Working Group Results (Clustering)

11.45-12:00
Defining of Priorities and Criteria

12:00-12.15
Conclusions: Action Plan (Next Steps; Tasks, Roles and Responsibilities)

12.15

Lunch
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International Workshop

on

”Experiences in Quality Assurance and Evaluation Methods”
(Working Title)

Ohrid, 23-24 October 2003

Draft Agenda for Comments

Thursday, 23 October 2003

Session 1: Status Quo

Before 11:
Travel to Ohrid

11.00-11.30: 
Welcome, Introduction 

11.30-12.30:
Summary of Previous Work and Status Quo

12.30-14.00:
Lunch

Session 2: Regional and International Experience
14.00-15.30: 
Student Evaluations and External Evaluations


(Experience from Austria, Croatia, Macedonia, Germany)

15.00-16.30:
Podium and General Discussion

19.00-21.00
Dinner

Friday, 24 October 2003

Session 3: International Statements on External Evaluation Process

09.00-10.30: 
Opinions from Visits to Selected Faculties (4)

10.30-11.00
Coffee and Tea

11.00-12.30:
Working Groups

12.30-13.30
De-briefing and Feedback to Faculties

13.30-14.00:
Lunch

Session 4: Reflection Paper (Draft Version)

14.00-15.00: 
Reflection on Achievements and Outlook

15.00-16.00:
Method for Stock-taking and Conclusions

a/o 16h:
Departure to Skopje
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Work Plan

for

” Quality Assurance and Evaluation Methods”

Issues to be Addressed After Ohrid Workshop

1) Production of Overview Table on Progress with all Self-Evaluations and External Evaluations - Deadline: end November 2003

2) Finalizing the Reflection Paper on QA System with Feedback and Recommendations to HEIs – Deadline: end December 2003

3) Stocktaking of QA activities and projects, national and international, at all HEIs (faculties and institutes) – Deadline: January 2004

4) Inter-university Conference on Quality Assurance Systems: March 2004

5) Provisions for Periodic and Regular Evaluation Cycles – Deadline: April 2004

6) Plan for Follow-up after each Evaluation Cycle (Measures of Improvement) – Deadline: May 2004

