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Foreword

The quality assurance of higher education always takes place in the national context, even though the activities have acquired more international forms in the 2000s. The quality assurance of Finnish higher education has traditionally been based on the principle of developing evaluation: the aim of the audits is to produce information to help higher education institutions to develop their activities. The higher education institutions are responsible for the quality of their activities and independently decide on their quality assurance systems, while the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council supports them in this work.

When, after the 2003 follow-up conference organised in Berlin, Finland alongside other countries participating in the Bologna Process started developing a comprehensive national higher education quality assurance system, it was decided that the principle of developing evaluation should not be abandoned. The higher education institutions had found it to be useful in supporting their activities and autonomy. On the other hand, it was important to develop a system corresponding to the European quality assurance principles  which would consolidate the international competitiveness of Finnish higher education institutions.

The audit model was developed in 2005–2007 and the second version for 2008–2011, developed on the basis of feedback and experiences, was published at the end of 2007. By the end of 2011, the quality assurance systems of all Finnish higher education institutions will have been audited once and the audits will have built up an internationally uniquely comprehensive database enabling comparisons. During 2009, the development of the second-round evaluation methodology will be commenced.

On the basis of the feedback received from the higher education institutions, the six-year validity period of the audit was seen as somewhat long. On the other hand, compacting the audit process schedule does not receive much support. As a response to the need for an interim review with regard to the promotion of development activities, the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council has this year launched a series of follow-up and development seminars in which higher education institutions audited three years previously present how they have continued developing their quality assurance. For the first follow-up seminar organised in April 2009, Sirpa Moitus, Project Manager, analysed the audit results for audits conducted between 2005 and 2008. Information was also gathered for the seminar on the progress made after the audits in the first audited higher education institutions.

On the basis of the reports and feedback received, it seems clear that the audits have expedited the systematic development of quality assurance systems and methods. It appears that quality assurance has both provided tools for the internal administration of the higher education institutions and steered the higher education institutions to develop their activities as a whole. The audit processes and public reporting with regard to higher education institutions’ systems have increased and deepened quality-related discussion both within the higher education institutions and with their stakeholders. On the other hand, the situations of various higher education institutions vary and there have been many other ongoing national projects focusing on the development of higher education. Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish which developments have occurred due to audits and which for other reasons.

It is my hope that the analysis now published will provide tools wherewith to continue discussion on quality and quality assurance. Autonomous higher education institutions each determine what kind of quality assurance is appropriate for them but there is surely a great deal to apply in the solutions of other institutions. When quality assurance is no longer seen as a separate activity steered from the outside but as a means to continuously and systematically improve the activities and the work community, we are on the right track towards a genuine quality culture.
Riitta Pyykkö, Professor
Chair of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
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1 Introduction

1.1 Aims of the analysis

The Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC) will have audited the quality assurance (QA) systems of all Finnish higher education institutions (HEIs) by the year 2011. By the end of 2008, FINHEEC had implemented a total of 19 audits. Both the Evaluation Council and the HEIs felt that it was necessary to summarise and analyse the audits when the first audit round reached its midpoint. 

On the basis of the 19 audit reports from 2005 to 2008, the analysis aimed at:

· summing up the QA methods employed by Finnish HEIs 

· drawing conclusions on the joint strengths and development targets of HEI QA systems 

· comparing differences between QA in universities and polytechnics 

· highlighting good QA practices, and

· conducting an analysis on the most common reasons for re-auditing decisions. 

The analysis focused on audit results. Evaluation of the feasibility of the audit methodology and of the utilisation of the audit reports in the development of HEIs was omitted from the analysis because FINHEEC has separate feedback and monitoring procedures in place for that.
 

The 19 audit reports have been analysed using a content analysis methodology to seek similarities and differences. The aim has been to use content analysis to create a compact description of the audit results. The analysis was performed by quantitatively classifying the report contents by audit target and placing them in tables and by calculating the incidence of certain issues. The theoretical background of the content analysis was provided by Tuomi and Sarajärvi.
  

The analysis has not reverted to audit project background material, such as the HEI quality documentation or notes from the auditing visits; the data have comprised only the audit reports published in the FINHEEC publication series. 

1.2 The Finnish audit model

1.2.1 Audits as part of evaluation activities of higher education in Finland

The discussion about the systematic QA of Finnish higher education commenced in 2004 when a Ministry of Education committee proposed that universities and polytechnics develop comprehensive QA systems for their activities, which would be audited by FINHEEC.  

FINHEEC has been responsible for the external evaluation of education and other activities provided by HEIs since 1996.
 Three cycles can be distinguished in the external HEI evaluation activities. During the first term from 1996 to 1999, the focus of evaluations was on overall evaluations of HEIs, which covered all the universities (n=20) and polytechnics (n=28). In addition, the Evaluation Council began choosing Centres of Excellence with which HEIs were rewarded for high-quality basic and adult education, as well as for their regional development activities.  

During the second evaluation cycle from 2000 to 2003, the developing evaluation approach and tailoring of evaluation methods were consolidated in the external evaluation activities of HEIs. FINHEEC implemented field-specific evaluations of chosen fields considered to be problematic or growing and thematic evaluations of subject areas of national and of educational political importance. In addition, the Evaluation Council implemented accreditations of specialisation studies. 

In 2005, FINHEEC launched the QA system audits on the basis of the pilot stage. The audit model covering all the HEIs can be considered the third cycle, which has meant moving from tailored evaluations towards uniformity. Currently, all universities and polytechnics are evaluated with the same model, which makes it possible to gain a national perspective on the state of QA. Alongside evaluations, FINHEEC has continued selecting Centres of Excellence and carrying out thematic evaluations but the focus of national evaluation activities is currently clearly on audits. 

The aim of the audits is to support HEIs in developing their QA systems and to show that QA corresponding to the European principles of QA
 is in place in Finland.  The national aim is to collect and disseminate good practices in QA and thus to develop higher education as a whole. 

A QA system refers to the procedures, processes or systems that the HEI uses to maintain and develop the quality of its activities. In accordance with the principle of autonomy, each HEI decides independently on the aims, structure, operational principles, methods and QA development of its own QA system.  

The QA system of a HEI should cover all its activities. Therefore, compared with many international audits where the audit targets QA of education, the Finnish audit model is relatively comprehensive with respect to its focus. On the other hand, it enables examination of the links between various activities, such as education and support functions. 

1.2.2 Audit targets and criteria

The audit aims, targets, criteria and methods have been described in the Audit Manual.
  Audits focus on the procedures and processes that the HEI uses to maintain and develop the quality of its activities.  

The audit targets are:

1. Definition of the objectives, functions, actors and responsibilities of the HEI’s QA system, as well as the respective documentation

2. The comprehensiveness and effectiveness of the QA procedures and structures related to the HEI’s basic mission

a) Degree education 

b) Research/R&D

c) Interaction with and impact on society, as well as regional development cooperation 

d) Support services (such as library and information services, career and recruitment services, and international services)

e) Staff recruitment and development

3. The interface between the QA system and the HEI’s management and steering of operations

4. Participation of HEI staff, students and external stakeholders in QA

5. Relevance of, and access to, the information generated by the QA system 

a) within the HEI

b) from the perspective of the external stakeholders of the HEI

6. Monitoring, evaluation and continuous improvement of the QA system

7. The QA system as a whole.

The audit evaluates the comprehensiveness, functioning and impact of the HEI QA system in relation to the strategic goals set by the HEI. The audit does not comment on the objectives of the HEI or on the content of the activities or results as such.  

FINHEEC has drawn up criteria to support the work of HEIs and auditing groups, which describe the audit targets of the four QA development stages. These are absent, emerging, developing and advanced. For a HEI to pass the audit, all the auditing targets must be at least at the emerging level and the overall QA system (audit target 7) at least at the developing level. 

As applicable, the audit is implemented according to the principle of developing evaluation. This means varying the interview themes and interviewee groups in accordance with the profile of the HEI in question. On the other hand, the audit model includes a controlling element. On the basis of the audit report, FINHEEC decides whether the HEI passes the audit or whether the QA system requires re-auditing. At the same time, the Evaluation Council determines the audit pass threshold. 

FINHEEC maintains an audit register with a list of HEIs that have passed the audit.  The audit certificate is valid for six years.

2 Audits in 2005–2008

2.1 Audit schedule

The analysis focuses on the 19 audit reports published in the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council publications series in 2005–2008, which are listed in Appendix 1.  

Table 1. Audit reports by higher education sector in 2005–2008

	Publication year of the audit report
	Polytechnics
	Universities
	TOTAL

	2005
	2
	
	2

	2006
	6
	
	6

	2007
	3
	2
	5

	2008
	1
	5
	6

	TOTAL
	12
	7
	19


As is evident from Table 1, only polytechnics took part in audits in 2005 and 2006.  Because the audit schedule is based on the wishes of the HEIs, it is likely that at first polytechnics were better prepared to participate in the audits. The first universities participated in the audits in 2007.
 

In 2007 and 2008, two universities from the technical-scientific sector and two from the economics sector took part in the audits. The first multidisciplinary universities participated in the audits in 2008. By the end of 2008, no arts universities had had their QA systems audited.

2.2 Auditors and audit language

In all, 102 auditors have taken part in the 19 audits,  nine of whom have participated in more than one audit project.  The recruitment criteria and orientation of auditors have been described in the FINHEEC audit manual.  

In the Finnish audit model, the HEIs can choose to have their audits performed either as a domestic or as an international audit. Of the 19 audits being analysed, 17 had been performed as a domestic audit and two as international audits. Two of the domestic audits took place in Swedish and experts from Sweden participated in them. The auditors in the international audits performed in English represented various European countries. 

2.3 Audit reports and audit manuals

All the audit reports are in the public domain regardless of the audit result and they are published both in the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council publication series and in electronic format on the FINHEEC website.  

Audit reports follow a common structure in which Chapter 1 is the introduction, Chapter 2 describes the practical implementation of the audit process and Chapter 3 includes background information on the HEI and its QA system. The actual audit results are included in Chapters 4 and 5.  Chapter 4 presents the audit results by audit target, while in Chapter 5, the audit group presents in bulleted format a summary of its key conclusions. 

As mentioned before, the implementation of the audits is steered by the FINHEEC audit manual.  FINHEEC has developed the audit manual and practical audit procedures on the basis of feedback collected from the HEIs and auditors.  In 2005–2008, audits have been performed in accordance with three different audit manual versions, which are as follows:

Table 2. FINHEEC Audit Manual used in audits

	Audit year
	Audit Manual version used in audit

	2005
	Audits of Quality Assurance Systems of Finnish Higher Education Institutions. Pilot-stage manual 2 March 2005. 

	2006-2007
	Audits of Quality Assurance Systems of Finnish Higher Education Institutions. Audit Manual for 2005–2007. FINHEEC publications 04:2005

http://www.kka.fi/files/101/KKA_405.pdf

	2008
	Audits of Quality Assurance Systems of Finnish Higher Education Institutions. Audit Manual for 2008–2011. FINHEEC publications 10:2007

http://www.kka.fi/files/147/KKA_1007.pdf


The main changes between the manuals relate to the structuring of the audit targets and condensing the headings.  Despite restructuring, the audit targets have remained unchanged. The only new audit target in the 2006–2007 audit manual was staff development, which in the 2008–2011 manual was expanded to staff recruitment and development.  

From the point of view of the HEIs, the most significant change may well be that audit reports from 2008 to 2011 have spelled out the development stage of the HEI QA system by audit target (absent, emerging, developing or advanced).  This change to the audit model was done at the request of the HEIs. Another significant change had to do with explicitly determining the threshold requirements for passing the audit. 

During this analysis, it has become obvious that even though the audit reports follow a common structure, various audit groups have commented on different things in their reports. There is also sometimes a great deal of variation in the level of detail in audit reports.  

On the one hand, this can be seen as a strength of the reports because individual reports can provide feedback information to each HEI separately. In accordance with the principle of developing evaluation, reports have also been directed consciously at the key issues pertaining to the strategy of the HEI in question. On the other hand, occasional heterogeneity of the reports makes comparison between them more difficult.  

3 Quality assurance systems as a whole

3.1 The overall structure and elements of QA systems

The point of departure of the FINHEEC audit model is that each HEI can build a QA system suitable for its own goals and profile.  

From the audit reports, it seems that the following features are common to the structures of HEI QA systems:

1. All the HEIs had been using QA procedures even before the audit, which means that they have built their QA systems on solid foundations.  Traditionally, QA has been directed particularly at teaching and learning processes and, in universities, at research results. Student feedback systems also have long traditions. The history of QA in polytechnics is characterised by external evaluation activities at the establishment stage. 

2. On the other hand, the majority of HEIs have only determined and documented their QA systems as a harmonised and systematic whole in recent years. 

3. Nine out of the 19 HEIs have structured their QA systems in accordance with the PDCA (Plan, Do, Check and Act) cycle of continuous development. The cycle stages are a) planning of activities, b) action and processes, c) evaluation and monitoring, and d) development. 

4. All the HEIs use several QA methods side by side. These include financial and action planning processes, monitoring systems and monitoring and reporting systems for the activities. 

5. As the audits have progressed, several HEIs have consolidated the link between QA system and management and steering of operations, which has improved the development of activities as a whole.  

The use of ready-made quality standards seems to be more commonplace in the polytechnic sector than in the university sector. Five out of the 12 polytechnics audited in 2005–2008 use the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) quality award model or ISO 9001:2000 standard as the basis for their higher-education-level QA system. The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) combined with the EFQM model is also widely used in polytechnics. Technology units and laboratories of various polytechnics use ISO-based QA systems.  

On the other hand, only one out of seven universities audited in 2005–2008 uses the ISO 9001:2000 standard as the basis for its QA system. Therefore, it appears that it is more common for universities to develop their own QA procedures than to use existing models.
 

A special case in the university sector concerns schools of economics.  Both of the schools of economics that participated in the audits in 2005–2008 used a QA system based on external accreditation in the economic sector, such as the European Quality Improvement System (EQUIS). 

Table 3 presents the basic elements and procedures of HEI QA systems. HEIs.  In addition, many QA procedures are linked to the basic duties and support functions, which are analysed in more detail in Chapters 4 to 7 of this report. 

Table 3. Summary of QA procedures used by HEIs

	Planning
	Activities

	· Steering of operations

· Planning processes

· Financial and action planning process

· Strategy (planning) process

· Annual activities calendar of strategic and financial planning

· Internal funding distribution model

· Evaluation plan or programme
	· Quality manual

· Processes and process descriptions

· Process evaluations

· QA of recruitment

	Development
	Evaluation

	· Monitoring, evaluation and reporting of activities

· Management reports and monitoring systems

· Indicators, BSC 

· Management reviews

· Feedback systems and development measures

· Feedback systems of faculties/units

· Quality feedback
	· Feedback systems

· Units’ self-evaluations and EFQM self-evaluations 

· Self-evaluations and cross-evaluations of degree programmes 

· Internal audits

· External audits, audits and accreditations

· Benchmarking within the HEI and with other HEIs




There appears to be some differences in focus in the QA systems depending on the methods used. Some QA systems emphasise the perspective of management and steering of operations, and others the perspective of external evaluation activities and accreditation. The focus of QA in many HEIs is on the QA of degree education.

On the basis of audit reports, the overall structures of QA systems have both strengths and development targets. It is a strength of many HEIs that the various QA methods form a systematic whole, which covers various activities. In these cases, QA is implemented as a part of everyday work and feedback information is used as a genuine development tool. A positive attitude towards development and active participation in external evaluations are among the merits of many HEIs mentioned in the reports.

The most common QA system development targets relate to streamlining and harmonising the system, as well as to putting it into practice. These development proposals have been made to the HEIs whose QA systems have passed the audit.  It appears that all the HEIs still have some way to go in establishing QA systems.  

3.2 Quality policy and quality objectives

All 19 HEIs have defined and documented objectives for QA. There is some variation in the use of concepts pertaining to quality policy and quality objectives between the HEIs.  

Ten of the 19 HEIs have defined their quality policy. Typical contents of quality policy include the continuous development of activities and processes, systematic operating model and goal orientation. In their quality policy, many HEIs have defined responsibility for quality as belonging to all the members of the HEI community.  There are slight differences in the definition of the role of various actors. One HEI emphasises student, working life and stakeholder satisfaction, while another customer orientation, and a third development of quality in cooperation with stakeholders. 

Instead of quality policy, some of the HEIs use the terms ‘QA objectives’ or ‘aims of the QA system’. Often, the key objective of QA is to produce information for strategic management. In addition, many HEIs have set general quality objectives for their activities, as well as specific quality objectives and criteria for, for example, education and research and R&D. Some HEIs have explicitly defined what they mean by quality, for example: “Quality equals the relevance of activities and excellent results”. 

The audit reports do not comment on the QA objectives as such. However, to sum up, it may be noted that on the basis of the audit reports the definition and documentation of QA objectives are at a good level on average. Some HEIs have received recommendations to clarify their hierarchy of objectives and improve the link between the QA system and HEI strategies and performance objectives. A common challenge to many HEIs is to develop procedures to monitor the attainment of objectives set for QA.  

3.3 Responsibilities and organisation of QA

Both the universities and polytechnics have defined and documented responsibilities at HEI, unit and individual levels. Naturally, the organisation of practical QA varies between HEIs. 

Almost all HEIs have a quality working group or a QA steering group, whose responsibility it is to coordinate, support and monitor QA at the HEI level. In some HEIs this duty is entrusted to the HEI steering group or board of directors. Many HEIs have determined that the main responsibility for the quality of activities and the QA system rests with the rector or the vice-rector. 

At the time of the audits, approximately half of the 19 HEIs had a QA manager who was responsible for the practical organisation of QA in the HEI. The status and position of the QA managers within the organisations vary. In a few HEIs, the vice-rector, development director or QA director worked as the QA manager. In other HEIs, the duties were performed by a quality coordinator.  

Several HEIs had unit-specific quality working groups and QA contact persons. Some of the HEIs have defined key processes and people responsible for them, or, in other words, owners. Good practices include quality manual matrices, which render QA functions, duties and roles visible. 

According to the audit reports, one of the strengths of many HEIs was the clear demarcation of QA responsibilities. A few audit reports also comment on the fact that according to the audit interviews these responsibilities actually function in practice in the manner documented.  

On the other hand, it seems that a common development target for many HEIs is the clarification of QA responsibilities and mutual distribution of the work of directors at various levels. For example, in one of the polytechnics the allocation of responsibilities between sectoral, departmental and teaching and research directors required clarification. A few universities needed to develop the description of responsibilities at department level. A clear development target for one of the universities was the clarification of the deans’ QA responsibilities. 

In general, there are some individual deficiencies in the definition of QA responsibilities, which are typical of the HEI in question. For example, the responsibilities of student organisations have not been described and the QA responsibility of the development director should have been reduced or decentralised. In one of the polytechnics, process-specific responsibilities are divided into very small sub-responsibilities but the responsibility for the overall process has been left undefined. 

In summary, one can say that there is some development with regard to QA responsibilities and their practical implementation. 

3.4 Quality documentation

Most universities have a quality manual or operations manual common to the whole of the HEI. Quality manuals typically list the aims, principles and methods of QA, the HEI management system and QA of basic duties and support services. Other HEI quality documentation includes annual activities calendars, process descriptions and operational instructions. In addition, units in many HEIs have their own quality manuals and documentation.  

There are some HEI-specific differences in the structures, extent and technical solutions in the quality manuals. A few HEIs have structured their quality manual in accordance with the ISO standard, whereas documentation in one HEI consists of EFQM descriptions. The majority of HEIs have not used an existing model to structure their quality manual but instead have structured their documentation on the basis of their activities. The lengths of quality manuals common to the entire HEI vary from 15 to 100 pages.  

According to the audit reports, the strength of quality documentation is that in the majority of HEIs it comprehensively covers the various operational levels, units and functions of the HEI. On the basis of audit reports published in 2007–2008, it would appear that some of the HEIs have started drawing up guidelines for various staff groups, for example a researcher guideline, a teacher’s quality manual or a head of department guide.  

The majority of HEIs have published their quality documentation on their intranet, where it is readily accessible to the staff. Moreover, many universities have provided links to key strategies, guidelines and reports in their quality manuals. Preparation of quality documentation on the basis of audit reports has helped to locate gaps in QA and served in the orientation of new staff. 

However, for some HEIs the scale and unwieldiness of the documentation have caused problems. Indeed, it has been recommended to a few HEIs that they draw up a chart or a summary of their QA system to make it easier for the staff, students and external stakeholders to comprehend QA as a whole. In two audit reports, a quality pyramid describing the hierarchy of quality documentation has been mentioned as a good practice.  

There is a great deal of variation between HEIs in documentation aimed at the students.  In some HEIs, information on the QA system is provided in both the degree programme and freshers’ guides. In others, students cannot access the staff intranet, instead they have a student intranet, which in the best cases provides quality documentation relevant to the students. 

Many audit reports discussed the relationship between HEI-level and unit-level documentation.  Some audit reports highlight as a strength the fact that the HEI process descriptions or quality manuals of various units have been drawn up using a uniform structure.  Many audit reports recommend that the HEIs should continue with the harmonisation of QA procedures and documentation.  Evidence in favour of the so-called centralised QA system is provided by the fact that common process descriptions have ensured the uniform implementation of processes from one unit to the next – regardless of the individual and time of implementation.  

On the other hand, the audit reports have recognised the need for various HEI units to profile themselves and to develop and document QA procedures appropriate for them. In some HEIs, the QA system has been consciously constructed from bottom-up starting from the good practises of the units. A benefit of this kind of, so-called decentralised, QA system is that it has supported the commitment of the units in QA particularly in the launch stage of the system. 

On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that both the centralised and decentralised QA systems have their benefits. It has been recommended to the HEIs that they clarify which of the practices steer the whole HEI and which degree units can use their own QA procedures.  

Most recent audit reports pay attention to the fact that there is not enough documentation pertaining to the QA system available in English, even though a key strategic objective of many HEIs is internationalisation.

The common challenge to all HEIs is to ensure that the QA documentation is systematic and user oriented. A key challenge is also the continuous updating of the documentation. 

4 QA in degree education

4.1 QA of basic qualifications

According to the audit reports, a strategic aim of almost all HEIs is to produce qualifications corresponding to working life needs. Other aims of university education often emphasised include the research basis of teaching, internationality and the aim to produce experts capable of applying knowledge. Polytechnics for their part often emphasise responding to working life needs by providing the students with educational solutions supporting their vocational development.  

In addition to their main strategy, some HEIs have drawn up a separate pedagogical strategy and/or listed quality objectives or critical success factors. A few reports reveal that the strategic goals of education are founded on a Constructionist learning and knowledge ideology, which emphasises the self-directivity of the students.

For many HEIs, the QA system of education comprises varied methods supplementing each other. On the basis of the audit reports, it can be deduced that compared with other HEI basic duties (research/R&D and social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation) QA in education is the most advanced. This is evident in that feedback information is utilised reasonably comprehensively in setting goals for education, preparation of curricula, implementation of education and monitoring of qualification quality. Thus, it appears that continuous development of education works reasonably well in the way pursued by the HEIs.

In their quality manuals and guidelines, the HEIs have documented how education QA is implemented at the levels of the whole HEI, faculties or divisions, and departments and units. Typically, the HEI management conducts performance negotiations with the faculties or departments to set goals with regard to the number of completed qualifications and to agree on the focus areas for development. Faculties or divisions are responsible for the quality of qualifications while departments are responsible for the practical implementation of education. In addition, some HEIs have defined the responsibilities of individual teachers and students. As a rule, the division of responsibility for QA has been well documented and works in the way described by the HEIs.

Quite often, the senior management of HEIs monitors the quality of education with Ministry of Education indicators, which describe the number of qualifications, completion times and placement of graduates in working life. Some of the HEIs have also defined their own indicators.  According to the audit reports, it is necessary for the HEIs to develop indicators so that they are better integrated with the strategic goals of the HEI. For example, if a HEI has set profound learning as its key quality objective, it should develop an indicator for measuring this. In their own SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis, many HEIs have recognised the need to develop both quantitative and qualitative indicators. 

In addition to indicators and annual reports of the units, HEI management has various means of following the quality of education. Some HEIs implement regular external evaluation activities of their degree programmes or disciplines, while others participate in external certifications or accreditations. In addition, many HEIs implement internal evaluation activities of degree programmes, for example with the help of EFQM self-evaluations, cross-evaluations between degree programmes or internal audits. All HEIs have feedback systems for collecting feedback from students, staff and stakeholders. 

According to the audit reports, many HEIs must develop further, for example, how the data provided by the aforementioned numerous evaluation and feedback measures are summarised and analysed to support the senior management in decision making. In some HEIs, drawing up a regular report on the state of teaching and education for the management has proved to be a well-functioning system.  Many HEIs have a coordinating group in the central administration, which plays a key role in analysing feedback data and supporting the vice-rector in charge of teaching. In some HEIs, the senior management performs management reviews, in which conclusions are drawn on the basis of feedback information. Many HEIs can provide proof of effectively utilising feedback information in planning a new strategy and resourcing of development projects. 

Many of the polytechnics and some universities have defined educational sub-processes. These include student recruitment and selection, planning of teaching, implementation of teaching and learning, evaluation and development, and career guidance of the students. The structure and sophistication of the processes vary from one HEI to another. Educational sub-processes include study counselling, practical training, final project or thesis and international exchange sub-processes, which include numerous different QA procedures and guidelines. Indeed, many audit reports have noted that QA in HEIs comprehensively covers the various areas of education and units providing education.  

Even though, there are many good practices in the QA of sub-processes, they have also development targets. For example, the QA in practical training seems sometimes quite sophisticated in polytechnics, whereas in some university disciplines a practical training feedback system seems to be lacking entirely.  Some HEI units ensure the quality of the partner HEI offering international education, while others still have a great deal to develop in these practices. Some educational units have defined the evaluation principles of study units and final projects, while others are still working on them. 

A key challenge for many HEIs is how to disseminate existing good QA practices (see Table 4) within the HEI.  On the basis of the audit reports, measures considered most effective by the HEIs include internal evaluations and audits, internal development seminars and networks for quality contact persons, which have provided a forum in which to exchange ideas on good practices.

Table 4. Good practices in degree education in various HEIs according to audit reports from 2005 to 2008

	
	Good practices in QA

	Planning of education
	- (Measurable) higher-education-level quality criteria have been drawn up for education/teaching. 

- Key indicators in student surveys have been derived from the HEI’s strategies. 

- Various QA procedures, such as self-evaluations and performance negotiations for units, support putting pedagogical aims into practice at the unit level. 

- Annual activities calendar sets the pace for the development of the curriculum. 

- Efficient organisation of the curriculum process and confirming the teaching schedules as early as the spring supports the students’ planning of their studies. 

- While reforming the curriculum, attention has been paid to the evaluation of student competence.

	Implementation of education
	- Unit quality manuals have harmonised the implementation of teaching.

- A large group of teachers have participated in drawing up common process descriptions of teaching.

- Common guidelines for supervising final projects or theses have been drawn up.

- Evaluation principles of completed studies and final projects or theses have been defined. 

- QA of practical training comprises a description of the supervision process, a practical training guide and a practical training feedback system.

Development of teacher competence is supported with pedagogical studies.

- A teaching development unit operating within the central administration supports the development of the staff’s pedagogical expertise with training events and guidelines. 

- Posts for pedagogical university lecturers/teaching planners have been established in faculties/departments to support development of teaching methods.

- Good practices in researcher education are related to the recruitment of postgraduate students, monitoring the progress of doctoral theses and the systematic nature of the degree programmes.

	Evaluation of teaching, learning and education
	- In addition to electronic study unit feedback systems, units organise unit- or discipline-specific feedback discussion events. 

- Results of the student evaluations are discussed in teaching staff performance reviews. 

- Teachers evaluate their teaching with voluntary self-evaluations.

- Teachers evaluate each other’s teaching.

	Development of education
	- Study unit feedback results are discussed in teaching situations.

- Processing of feedback surveys has been documented in the form of process descriptions.

- Master’s degree surveys have been used for developing the contents of the qualification. 

- Cross-evaluation between degree programmes supports dissemination of good practices. 

- Development of teaching is based on research information on teaching and learning.

- The evaluation programme has defined the evaluation targets of core processes, data acquisition methods and timetables, as well as the use and availability of feedback information.


Many of the polytechnics and some of the universities have drawn up process descriptions of the core and support processes of education. On the basis of audit reports, it is evident that the mere drawing up of process descriptions has helped to clarify the roles of various actors. In addition to process descriptions, some of the polytechnics have prepared indicators and process owners for the processes and have implemented monitoring of the functioning of processes. Many HEIs can also present evidence for the development of sub-processes on the basis of monitoring and feedback information. 

The HEIs have numerous procedures that are used to ensure the pedagogical quality of education.  In most HEIs, the teaching staff are actively supported in developing their pedagogical competence. In the central administration of many HEIs, there is a unit coordinating the development of teaching, which produces teaching-related surveys for the use of both the HEI management and staff. In many HEIs, posts for pedagogical university lecturers or teaching planners have been established in faculties and departments to support the development of teaching methods.

In Finnish HEIs, the definition of competences produced by qualifications is at a development stage. This is partly affected by the development stage of the national qualifications framework.
 On the basis of audit reports, learning targets in various disciplines as a rule are expressed in terms of learning outcomes rather than of completed courses. In other words, degree programme guides express what a student should know after completing a particular study unit. According to the audit reports, there is a great deal of work left to do in developing learning evaluation methods so that they could be used to assess the progress of student competence and give feedback on it to the students. 

Career and recruitment services in many HEIs conduct graduate employment placement surveys. Some of the HEI units also collect direct feedback from their graduates. Employers’ views on the competence of students are collected in conjunction with feedback on practical training periods. However, most HEIs still lack a systematic working life feedback system pertaining to the working life relevance of qualifications. 

Collection and utilisation of student feedback

All HEIs collect student feedback. National polytechnic feedback surveys cover the start, middle and end stages of studies, as well as polytechnic graduates.  In addition, polytechnics collect feedback on individual study units.

As yet, there is no national feedback system for universities but each university collects student feedback in the method of its choice. Some universities conduct feedback surveys common to all newly graduated students and people with Master’s degrees.  Also, universities collect a great deal of study unit feedback. 

On the basis of audit reports, the student feedback systems have both strengths and development targets. A strength is that almost all the HEIs have utilised student feedback in, for example, developing the teaching contents and methods. A problem is the disjointedness of the collection and utilisation of student feedback. Different HEI units may each have their own feedback forms and procedures and in places the utilisation of the feedback may be left to individual teachers. In some HEIs, the processing of feedback has been harmonised by drawing up a common process description for the whole HEI on who processes the student feedback, how the results are summarised, who is informed of the results, and how the feedback is turned into development activities. 

Many HEIs have considered the development of a common student feedback system. The majority of polytechnics and some universities have already moved to a completely electronic feedback system. However, the challenge for electronic feedback systems has been the low response rates and the consequent problems related to the reliability of the feedback.  

According to the audit reports, a key factor contributing to the response motivation of students could be the provision of feedback to them on the impact of their own feedback.  Other proposed measures include the collection of feedback as a part of the teaching situation, rewarding students or the collection of feedback midway through the study unit when it still would have time to affect the latter part of the study unit. Good practices in the return of feedback include discussing study unit feedback in a teaching situation or publishing feedback summaries on the students’ website.  

Some HEIs emphasise that different feedback channels are needed to supplement study unit feedback, such as personal study plan (PSP) discussions, degree programme feedback events and teaching development seminars.  

4.2 QA in scientific postgraduate degrees and polytechnic Master’s degrees

Many polytechnics aim to implement QA in polytechnic Master’s degrees with the same principles that apply to lower qualifications. Correspondingly, universities remark that the QA in scientific postgraduate degrees follows the QA practices of basic qualifications. However, on the basis of the audit reports, it seems that these principles are not yet realised in practical QA. 

Some of the universities have included QA of doctoral degrees in the research QA.  In these cases, according to the audit reports, the challenge can be that QA in postgraduate courses focuses on the research process and projects, while qualification-related QA receives less attention.  

In 2005–2008, five universities took part in the audits and their reported good practices in scientific postgraduate education include a postgraduate study guide clarifying the postgraduate studies as a whole, a doctoral dissertation committee evaluating the quality of doctoral dissertations, and the monitoring of scientific postgraduate studies at the department level with regular monitoring surveys. In addition, some of the universities conduct employment surveys for people with doctoral degrees. 

An example of a good practice in a polytechnic Master’s degree is the portfolio that the student assembles of his/her studies. 

An anonymous, systematic feedback system for postgraduate students is lacking in many universities and polytechnics. Typical development targets for universities include recruitment and supervision of postgraduate students and definition of evaluation criteria for doctoral dissertations. According to the audit reports, QA in researcher education, in particular, employs good practices, which should be transferred to scientific postgraduate degrees conducted outside graduate schools.  

In general, it seems that the development of third-cycle education in accordance with the Bologna Process objectives is still ongoing in the university sector, which is reflected also in QA.  Correspondingly, the second cycle of the polytechnic sector is still in the development stage,
 and the audit reports published up to 2008 do not yet provide a clear picture of the comprehensiveness of the QA of polytechnic Master’s degrees.  

5 QA in research/R&D

A common strategic goal of universities is to produce high-quality research. Some of the universities have set their goal at reaching the national and international top in research and they measure success in this through indicators such as acquisition of outside funding and success in the Centre of Excellence selections by the Academy of Finland.  Other focus areas in strategic goals of universities include supporting researcher education and new research directions and consolidation of research resources. Some universities emphasise ethical research principles and the freedom of researchers. 

A common strategic goal of R&D for polytechnics is to produce such applied research information and development services that serve the competence and competitiveness of the business community in the area. In addition, many polytechnics emphasise in their goals the close link between R&D and teaching. 

In many HEIs, the quality of research/R&D is monitored in performance negotiations between the management and the units. Many HEIs use the KOTA and AMKOTA indicators defined by the Ministry of Education. In some HEIs, a research evaluation council or an R&D process team plays a significant role in the QA of research activities. Moreover, in some HEIs, also, regular summary reports on the state of research or R&D are drawn up for the HEI management. In other HEIs, units conduct self-evaluations of their research activities as a part of internal or external evaluation procedures. 

The majority of universities have developed internal evaluation and rewarding systems to recognise and reward units for successful research activities.  One university uses an external research evaluation as a reward criterion for the units’ success. With these rewarding procedures, the universities aim to promote their high-quality research.  Some of the universities have also extended the rewards given for research results and performances to the salaries of individual researchers. 

A good practice, according to the audit reports, is that some of the universities have defined the criteria for recognising strong and emerging fields of research.  A common challenge for many universities is deciding which procedures should be used for supporting developing fields of research emerging from outside the strong areas.

Peer reviews often have a key role in the QA of research conducted especially in universities.  Traditional QA procedures appreciated by the scientific communities include evaluations conducted by financing organisations in conjunction with research project applications, refereeing activities related to the publication of research results, evaluations of doctoral dissertations, and reporting procedures used in filling vacant posts. However, the audit reports highlight the fact that if the research evaluation is entirely external, the risk may be that, in practice, external bodies steer the research profile of the university and thus the management of research activities as a strategic whole becomes more difficult. 

In both polytechnics and universities, the QA of externally funded, individual research projects is quite advanced. Many HEIs have drawn up common project guidelines and, thus, have harmonised procedures pertaining to the recognition, planning, implementation, monitoring and reporting of projects.  According to the audit reports, an important part of project QA takes place in project steering groups.  End-of-project feedback is collected in many projects. In some polytechnics, project self-evaluations are also conducted.

A challenge shared by many HEIs is how to bring together the qualitative feedback information gained from various research projects and how to utilise it. Some HEIs use electronic project management systems but the opportunities provided by them are not yet fully exploited in the management and development of project activities as a whole.  

Another development target in projects is the dissemination of perceived good practices. Examples of good practices in research/R&D QA are given in Table 5.  According to the audit reports, good practices have been disseminated, for example, through internal HEI R&D seminars, project manager meetings and by visits from R&D support service staff to the units. 

Table 5. Good practices in research/R&D QA in various HEIs according to audit reports from 2005 to 2008

	
	Good practices in QA

	Planning of research/R&D activities
	- The university strategy has defined the criteria for strong and emerging fields.

- The annual process of R&D activities links various areas of R&D in the annual strategic planning in the polytechnic and as a part of operational planning. 

- Each project application is evaluated by the R&D support services and financial administration before sending it to the financing organisation.



	Implementation of research/R&D activities
	- The project guidelines document the instructions on the rights of use and ownership of the results of R&D activities.

- The publications committee makes publishing decisions on the basis of the polytechnic’s internal refereeing procedure.  

-R&D activators support project planning and implementation in various educational fields. 

- The research support and innovation unit produces both legal support and harmonises research agreements.

	Evaluation of research/R&D activities
	- The doctoral dissertation committee/scientific council monitors and ensures the quality of doctoral dissertations. 

-  Producing a State of Research report is a good practice in university-level centralised research QA.

- The HEI implements regular evaluations by research support services.

	Development of research/R&D activities
	-  The results of the external evaluation of research have been utilised in setting research policy objectives and in faculty action programmes.

- The polytechnic organises regular R&D seminars where good project practices are presented.

- Linking of R&D activities with teaching are evaluated through a matrix, which presents qualitative objectives, indicators and a four-tier evaluation criteria. 

- Research development working groups have been established in the university’s units.


According to the audit reports, key development areas in the university sector with regard to the strategic objectives of research activities include recognition of developing disciplines, consolidation of cooperation between different disciplines, and the systematic development of staff research skills.  

The challenges for the polytechnic sector include launching external R&D evaluation activities, expanding QA to those projects that are not externally funded, and ensuring and developing the links between education and R&D activities. 

A challenge shared by many HEIs is the utilisation of the evaluation and monitoring information provided by research/R&D activities in the overall development of activities. Even though HEIs have discrete evidence of instances where information produced by internal and external evaluations or stakeholder surveys is utilised, for example in developing research strategies, there is still a great deal to do in the development of systematic QA.  

According to the audit reports, HEIs partly lack the means to tackle low-quality research. Moreover, harmonisation of department and unit-level research QA presents a further challenge.

6 QA of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation

Strategic objectives set by the HEIs for social interaction, impact and regional development are usually connected with the consolidation of regional – sometimes also international – cooperation and stakeholder cooperation and implementation of projects benefiting stakeholders. Many HEIs participate in the labour-force and competence-needs foresight and strategy work in their area.  In addition, the objectives of polytechnics emphasise consolidation of regional entrepreneurship. For some HEIs, media visibility, image and a good international ranking are key objectives of social impact.

The majority of HEIs implement social interaction and impact or regional development cooperation as a part of their other two basic duties: education and research/R&D activities. This is also reflected in the implementation of QA in that, in many HEIs, the management monitors the quality of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation partly with the same methods as those used to evaluate the quality and impact of education and research or R&D.

Typical indicators of research impact are connected with the number of projects, partnerships, project funding, and scientific publications, as well as with the expert duties of the staff.  On the basis of audit reports, it is evident that, in particular, the development of indicators for social impact in the university sector is still in its infancy. 

The social impact of education leading to a basic qualification is monitored and evaluated with the help of practical training and final project or thesis feedback, as well as with work placement and career follow-up. As mentioned in Section 4.1, HEIs have a great a deal of development work to do in systematising working life and stakeholder feedback systems and evaluating the working life relevance of qualifications. Many HEIs have close links with their alumni but the competence of the alumni could be increasingly utilised in developing education. 

QA in the Open University, continuing, vocational and adult education, as well as in specialisation studies, is implemented with documented feedback and evaluation procedures, which, according to audit reports, include both strengths and development targets. A key quality criterion for evaluating continuing education is customer satisfaction. 

Some audit reports have remarked that the QA procedures concerning the impact of education are more developed and well rounded than those for research or R&D activities. Moreover, it seems that the evaluation and feedback information pertaining to impact is utilised more in the development of education than in research/R&D. 

HEI regional units and research institutes also implement social interaction, impact and regional development work. As a rule, they have documented and functioning QA procedures but they have not always been adequately linked with the QA system of the mother university.

Some audit reports have pointed out that it is challenging for the management to monitor social impact as a part of the two other basic duties. The monitoring is made even more challenging by the fact that social impact and regional development cooperation comprise very many aspects and are thus difficult to manage as a whole. 

Indeed, some HEIs have developed independent evaluation procedures for the third duty. One of the universities has established an evaluation and development council for social interaction, the duty of which is to produce an overall assessment of the state of social interaction for the university management. A few HEIs have compiled a self-evaluation report or analysis of the current state of regional impact. At least one polytechnic organises internal regional development seminars for disseminating good practices. Other good practices in this respect are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6. Good practices in social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation QA in various HEIs according to audit reports from 2005 to 2008

	
	Good practices in QA

	Planning of social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation
	- The polytechnic has defined the critical success factors for regional development cooperation as well as evaluation criteria and operational goals for them. 

- External stakeholders have the opportunity to participate in the planning of new qualifications and education.

	Implementation of social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation
	- Regional development teams process project initiatives from the perspective of regional development cooperation.

- Graduate competence is monitored with employer interviews.

- Departments have performed labour market analyses on the basis of placement and career follow-up surveys. 

- Persons responsible for alumni activities and alumni contact persons have been nominated in the departments to consolidate alumni cooperation.  

- Continuing education processes and the collection and utilisation of evaluation data have been comprehensively documented.  

	Evaluation of social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation
	- The university has drawn up an evaluation framework of social and regional impact for the units to use.

- The university has drawn up a self-evaluation report on regional impact, which includes proposals for measures to develop regional impact.

- The university has established an evaluation and development council for social interaction, the duty of which is to produce an overall assessment of the state of social interaction for the university management.

- The cooperation group of the universities in the region monitors the implementation of the regional development strategy.

	Development of social interaction and impact/regional development cooperation
	- Feedback received for practical training and final projects has been utilised in the development of teaching contents and degree programmes.

- Feedback on the placement in work of newly graduated students has been utilised in education planning.


On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that evaluation of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation are still reasonably new duties for the HEIs. This has been evident in audits, for example, in that the quality documentation of some HEIs describes in detail the content of social activities but its QA only in passing.  

As such, the cooperation of HEIs with stakeholders functions well and in places is extensive but QA is still, in parts, in its infancy. Therefore, many HEIs have been advised to define and prioritise stakeholders in more detail. Moreover, it has been suggested to one university that it regularly re-evaluates its cooperation agreements and international cooperation.  

On the basis of the audit reports, it is evident that there is a continuing need for clarifying discussion in HEIs on what is meant by social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation, what its aims are, and how its QA is to be implemented. At the same time, it must be noted that many HEIs have recognised the development needs pertaining to social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation and a great deal of development work in this has been launched.

7 QA of support and service functions

In most HEIs, the quality objective for support and service functions is to ensure the availability, relevance and uniform quality of services. HEIs typically also emphasise that the aim of the support services is to support the implementation of basic duties. 

The organisation of support and service functions varies slightly from one HEI to the next. Usually, support services for teaching and research are offered by library and information services, student services, research and innovation services, international services, and career and recruitment services. Joint administrative services are offered, for example, by financial and human resources administration, computing, communications, and property maintenance and real estate services. In many HEIs, units and functions providing support services are at central administration, faculty, division and department, and independent institute levels.  In many HEIs, the Language Centre is an independent unit.

On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that the QA documentation for support services is as a rule quite advanced. Many support service units have drawn up their own quality manuals and an abundance of process and sub-process descriptions. In fact, in many HEIs, more process descriptions have been drawn up for support services than for basic duties. According to the audit reports, the drawing up of process descriptions has helped in locating process bottlenecks but also in clarifying, for example, the legal responsibilities of educational administration. Some of the HEIs have included information process owners, goals, means and indicators in the process descriptions. 

In some HEIs, support service units conduct performance negotiations with the management, in which their operational goals are monitored with the same procedures as those of other HEI units. There is little evidence in the audit reports for the impact of performance steering measures in the development of support services. 

On the other hand, as a rule, the support service units’ own QA functions well.  In addition to customer feedback systems, feedback pertaining to support services is collected in many HEIs with general student and staff feedback surveys. In addition, some of the support service units participate in benchmarking activities. There is a great deal of evidence in the audit reports for the development of support service processes on the basis of evaluation and feedback information. According to some audit reports, the QA system of an individual support service unit, such as a library, could function as a good model for other HEI units as they develop their own QA. 

HEI management assesses the quality of support services mostly with the KOTA- and AMKOTA-based indicators included in the education and research function.  On the basis of the audit reports, it seems that HEIs should develop special support services indicators that would take into account their special characteristics.  It would be important to link the development of indicators and support services in the HEI’s common QA system, so that the support services could better serve the attainment of the HEI’s common strategic goals. According to the audit reports, increasingly comprehensive indicators would be needed, for example, for internationalisation. 

A challenge shared by many HEIs is how QA information produced by support services is to be utilised in the development of basic duties. In this case, it is also essential to define what procedures information is exchanged between units and support services and how feedback information received from students, for example, in supervising situations is documented and analysed for further development measures.  Good practices include regular meetings between support services and educational unit staff organised in some HEIs. Other examples of good practices in support and service functions are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Good practices in support and service functions QA in various HEIs according to audit reports from 2005 to 2008

	
	Good practices in QA

	Planning of support and service functions
	- Some of the units providing support services conduct target and performance negotiations with the management. 

- The Student Affairs Office has drawn up an annual activities calendar for the scheduling of the planning and development of its activities.

	Implementation of support and service functions
	- The mentoring manual has described the steering, counselling and information services. 

- The library participates in the planning and implementation of key study processes, such as the final project or thesis process.

	Evaluation of support and service functions
	- Feedback for international services is collected with the help pf student exchange reports and the OPALA student feedback system.

- The support services teams analyse the successes, failures and development targets of their activities.

- There is regular interaction between support services and educational units. 

	Development of support and service functions
	- Communications on student recruitment have been developed on the basis of feedback from first-year students.

- Library and information services processes have been developed on the basis of customer feedback.

- Feedback information analysed by administrative and information services is used in the strategic planning of the university.


8 QA related to staff recruitment and development

The aim of many HEIs is to have staff that are competent, motivated and committed to the HEI’s goals and who are ready to continuously develop their competence. Many HEIs have also highlighted as their key aims well-being at work and development of leadership.  In addition, some HEIs list among their aims having a harmonised and competitive human resources and salary policy. 

All the HEIs have in place QA procedures connected with staff recruitment, orientation, performance reviews and staff training. However, there are differences in their comprehensiveness and development stage between HEIs.  

The majority of HEIs have defined their recruitment process, its stages and the responsible bodies. One indicator of successful recruitment is staff permanence. However, there is a great deal left to develop in the harmonisation process for filling vacant posts, particularly in the university sector. In one university, the vacancy-filling process for professors has been harmonised on the basis of evaluation. Increasing weight has been given to pedagogical merits in the recruitment of teaching staff. 

Some HEIs emphasise the principle of strategic recruitment. In practice, HEIs do not yet have systematic procedures with which to prioritise the competence of applicants chosen for the post, for example, in relation to targets set for research or internationalisation. In general, QA related to staff recruitment is in need of development.

However, as a rule, QA in staff orientation functions well and it is supported by comprehensive orientation materials that are available on the HEI intranet. The HEIs regularly organise common orientation events for new staff. In some HEIs, unit-specific orientation contact persons have been assigned to implement orientation in practice. 

All HEIs conduct performance reviews and have pertinent guidelines. On the basis of the audit reports, performance reviews seem to provide excellent support for the development of the personal competence of staff members. Performance reviews usually include an employee self-evaluation on the attainment of goals, evaluation of competence needs, and the drawing up of a training plan. In some polytechnics, student feedback is also treated as part of performance reviews. A shared challenge for many HEIs is to expand performance reviews to apply to the whole staff. 

A common development target for the HEIs relates to the fact that the results of performance reviews are still not fully utilised at the level of the HEI as a whole. It has indeed been suggested to many HEIs that summaries be drawn up from performance reviews that the unit and HEI management could utilise in the monitoring of strategic goals and as background information for development measures. 

As a rule, QA related to staff development is comprehensive and it comprises a range of continuing and extensive staff education, education planning and evaluation.  According to the audit reports, staff are usually actively encouraged to develop their competence. The range of pedagogical training is particularly extensive. However, research and R&D competence could be supported more systematically. In some HEIs, staff development includes on-the-job training periods and learning in projects. Many HEIs also provide the staff and students with training related to quality and QA. 

Educational opportunities directed at supervisors and their participation in the training seem to vary from one HEI to another. According to the audit reports, one important area of supervisor education is training related to conducting performance reviews.

Many HEIs monitor the well-being at work of their staff and the work community with regular work atmosphere and work satisfaction surveys. There is evidence in the audit reports of the survey results having been discussed both at the level of HEI management and staff meetings of units. For example, supervisor training has been launched and pedagogical training has been developed on the basis of the surveys.

Many audit reports point out that the HEI management lacks the tools to form an overall picture of the staff competence in relation to the strategic goals of the HEI. Good practices in this area include the competence needs surveys and staff audits conducted in a few HEIs, which have been utilised in the planning of staff training.  Other good practices in this area are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Good QA practices related to staff recruitment and development in various HEIs according to audit reports from 2005 to 2008

	
	Good practices in QA

	Planning of staff recruitment and development
	- An orientation plan common to the whole HEI has been drawn up for new staff, including also a presentation of the QA system. 

- The training needs of the whole staff are examined with competence needs surveys, on the basis of which a common staff training programme is drawn up.

	Implementation of staff recruitment and development
	- Teaching portfolio, teaching merits and teaching qualifications are an important consideration when filling a vacant post. 

- Mentoring is used as a work orientation tool.

- A considerable time resource has been reserved in the staff work plans for self-development and maintenance of professional relationships.

	Evaluation of staff recruitment and development
	- The vacancy-filling process for professors has been evaluated and harmonised at the level of the university as a whole.

- Staff well-being is monitored with regular work atmosphere surveys.

	Development work related to staff recruitment and development
	- Summaries of performance reviews are drawn up as a basis for individual sector and whole polytechnic-level development measures.

- Results of staff surveys are discussed in a staff meeting and unit-specific improvement measures are entered into the human resources report.


9 Participation of staff, students and stakeholders in QA

On the basis of the audit reports, all HEIs consider it important that HEI staff and students participate extensively in QA. Some HEIs have even cited this as a strategic goal or as a central principle of their QA system.

In almost all HEIs, involvement in working groups is the central way for staff to participate in QA. Working groups operate on various organisational levels of the HEI and they are the locus for the majority of activities related to monitoring and developing quality. In the HEIs that have organised their activities from the perspective of processes, there are often also process teams, the task of which it is monitor the smooth running of individual processes, such as the education process.  However, there are differences between HEIs in how clearly the roles and duties of working groups in QA and, for example, feedback processing have been defined. 

In addition to working groups, other participation opportunities for the staff include feedback surveys conducted at the HEI level, development seminars as well as unit meetings and self-evaluations of the immediate work community. From the perspective of an individual, regular performance reviews have a significant role in the evaluation and development of the quality and results of his/her work activities. 

On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that many HEIs have implemented the construction of their QA system in a participatory manner such that a large number of staff and students have participated in the preparation of the quality documentation. In many HEIs, a common quality consciousness has been consolidated by organising quality training, establishing HEI- and unit-level quality working groups and assigning quality contact persons in units.  

Like staff, student organisations also usually have reasonably good opportunities to participate in the HEI decision-making process and development of activities as members of various working groups. Many audits revealed that HEIs are genuinely interested in the student perspective and student organisations are often asked to comment or provide feedback on various development projects. Because of the student organisations’ important role, for example, as a coordinator for peer mentoring and an appointer of student representatives to the administration, some audit reports recommend that QA responsibility and duties of the student organisation be cited more clearly as a part of the QA system. 

The single most important opportunity for an individual student to participate in QA is through feedback. HEIs collect feedback from students both for individual study units, study modules, as well as for the whole degree programme. The primary-degree students of many HEIs considered their influencing and feedback-giving opportunities good. The students often also emphasise the significance of informal feedback alongside the official feedback system.

Some audit reports have criticised the fact that the students’ role in QA has been left as that of a passive feedback giver. Even though, in principle, many HEIs consider students as equal members of the community and a cooperation partner, development of the students’ role as active developers of QA requires further effort.  An additional development challenge is the promotion of the participation opportunities of postgraduate and international students. 

A shared challenge for many HEIs is how to motivate staff and students to participate in QA. According to some audit reports, QA can be seen by the staff as being distinct from other work and as a bureaucracy requiring more time resources. For students, QA can remain abstract and distant except for those active students who participate in various working groups.  

On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that HEIs have encouraged participation and motivation by, for example, informing new students of the opportunities to give feedback and yield influence. Staff motivation has been increased by making transparent what effect the quality of the education process has on the progress of studies and the competence of graduating students. In one HEI, time is reserved in the staff work plans for QA. According to the interviews, motivation is increased also by personal participation in the HEI internal evaluations or audits on the role of an evaluator.

On the basis of the audit reports, it would appear that the staff of support service units should be encouraged to participate more in the development of the common QA system of the HEI. Some HEIs have experience of the feedback given by the support service staff providing significant added value in internal audits of educational units.

Members of outside stakeholders can participate in the HEI QA typically as members of the Board, advisory councils or project steering groups, providers of feedback on practical training or supervisors of final projects. Some audit reports also highlighted stakeholder participation in the strategy and foresight activities of the HEI. 

On the basis of the audit reports, it can be said, however, that most HEIs lack a coherent working life and stakeholder feedback system. In general, the role of stakeholders in the entirety of HEI QA is in need of defining. The same development challenge applies to alumni cooperation. 

10 HEI management and steering of operations

All the HEIs have linked their QA system in the management and steering of HEI operations. Most commonly the link has been implemented with the help of action and budget planning, internal performance negotiations, indicators, feedback systems, as well as internal and external evaluations. Other tools for QA and management include management reviews, internal audits and risk analyses. However, there are rather significant differences between HEIs in the documentation and structuring, as well as practical implementation or steering, of operations. 

In most HEIs, the management conducts periodic target and performance negotiations to set quantitative and qualitative objectives. Some HEIs emphasise that the Ministry of Education target and performance steering system provides the foundation for the HEI’s internal performance steering. The target and performance agreement negotiations typically include self-evaluation by the operational unit on the past term, an action plan for the coming term and management feedback on the attainment of objectives. 

In many HEIs, the management follows the attainment of objectives with various indicators. Some polytechnics utilising the BSC have defined target and alert levels for the indicators. On the basis of the audit reports, however, there are numerous development targets with regard to the set of indicators.  In the polytechnic sector, especially, the great number of various indicators is seen as a challenge.  Indeed, trimming back some of the indicators and focusing on the essential issues with regard to the attainment of strategic objectives have been recommended to many polytechnics. A great deal of further development needs have also been perceived in university indicators. In addition, development of qualitative indicators alongside quantitative indicators has been recommended for both universities and polytechnics.  

QA systems provide HEI management with a great deal of information to support its decision making. In addition to indicators, this feedback information includes internal and external reports, as well as summaries of feedback systems and performance reviews. 

There are great differences between HEIs in how feedback information is analysed and summarised for the basis of management decision making. On the basis of the audit reports, it appears that utilisation of the feedback information on the QA of education is most sophisticated. In many HEIs, a development body working at the central administration level supports the management of teaching activities and produces summaries of the quality of education and key development targets for the management. Many HEIs have evidence of the development of degree education and its sub-processes. In addition, some HEIs can provide evidence of having included the development targets that become apparent in evaluations in the new strategy.

In the management of research and R&D, the link between QA and operational steering is not always as clear as it is in the case of education. Many audit reports point out that management of social interaction and impact/regional development coordination is the most challenging basic duty (see Chapter 6).

The audit reports have commented on what kinds of procedures the HEI recognised as being good and what activities were of insufficient quality . Some of the HEIs have linked incentive and reward procedures with their QA system and, for example, annually select internal educational and research Centres of Excellence according to predetermined criteria and selection processes. On the other hand, some audit reports have pointed out that even though the insufficient quality of activities was recognised on the basis of indicators or feedback information, HEIs do not have clear procedures to tackle this. 

The management’s commitment to the QA system and continuous development of activities is a strength shared by many polytechnics and universities. On the other hand, only a few HEIs have procedures in place to ensure the quality of management. For example, process descriptions of management and strategy work and quality matrices of management and a good work community have been revealed to be good methods. In places, the problem also is that, with the exception of performance reviews, directors do not receive much feedback on their leadership. Several of the audit reports have indeed recommended the development of management quality and feedback systems.

In sum, it can be said that HEIs possess a great deal of procedures with which they have linked QA as part of the management and steering of operations but a great deal remains to be done in the development of strategy work, indicators and management QA. 

11 Information produced by the QA system

11.1 Availability and relevance of QA information within the HEI

In the audit reports, the availability and relevance of information produced by the QA system have been examined from at least three different perspectives: from the organisational level, by staff and student groups, and from the perspective of management. 

According to the audit reports, the information produced by the QA system serves especially the senior management of the HEI. The information produced by indicators and evaluations is typically utilised in the annual planning process and when setting development targets. In particular, the QA information related to operational and financial planning is as a rule relevant from the perspective of the management. 

There are differences between HEIs on how useful operational units feel the performance steering system is from the perspective of developing their activities. Many HEIs have developed procedures with which operational units can receive written feedback from the management in conjunction with the performance negotiation process. In some HEIs, the senior management also regularly visits the units. From the perspective of operational units, it appears that particularly useful information is produced by internal audits, cross-evaluations of degree programmes, and self-evaluations in conjunction with which the units may receive itemised feedback on their activities. These procedures seem to also support dissemination of good practices within the HEI. 

Some of the units providing HEI support services, such as libraries and computing departments, have participated in national benchmarking projects, which support dissemination of good practices between HEIs.

Many HEIs publish, for example, quite comprehensive indicator data, work placement surveys, evaluation reports, management review reports, as well as summaries of work atmosphere and other feedback surveys on their intranet. Thus, as a rule, the QA information is generally well available to the staff. 

In many HEIs, feedback information is systematically processed in various working groups at the level of the HEI. In some HEIs, feedback is also discussed in joint staff events.

There is a great deal of variation in the processing and availability of feedback information from the perspective of the students. Even though student feedback is often collected quite systematically from various study units and at different stages of studies, in some places students are left without a clear understanding of what happens to feedback and whether it is acted upon. At the same time, the audit reports demonstrate that there are many good practices related to the processing of student feedback in the HEIs that should be disseminated further. Examples of these include publication of feedback summaries on the intranet, feedback events organised at the end of study units, or regular teaching development seminars organised by the departments. 

A shared challenge for the HEIs is presented by the large amount of QA information and the task of distinguishing relevant information from it. Often the problem lies in the fact that all feedback information cannot be utilised. On the other hand, all collected evaluation and feedback information is not relevant. In places, this problem is connected with the fact that the information produced by various information systems in its current form does not serve the monitoring of strategic objectives. Some HEIs are indeed in the process of developing a uniform information system to support monitoring so that the information is available as close to real time as possible and the utilisation cycle is shortened.

11.2 Availability and relevance of QA information from the perspective of the HEI’s external stakeholders 

Typical external stakeholders of HEIs include various bodies in public and private sectors. Naturally, there are differences in external stakeholders and cooperation partners according to the nature and profile of the HEI. Typical stakeholders of polytechnics include representatives of maintaining organisations and regional and local cooperation partners, in some cases also upper secondary level. On the other hand, typical stakeholders of research conducted in universities include sectoral research institutes, field-specific scientific communities, and research funding organisations. Some HEIs consider also other HEIs, the third sector, civic society and international bodies to be their stakeholders.

Even though the HEIs often cooperate extensively with the stakeholders, there are many deficiencies in the recognition and definition of external stakeholders. According to the audit reports, only a small number of the HEIs have clearly defined their external stakeholders. Some of the HEIs have defined the stakeholders for the purpose of the audit. Some audit reports consider it problematic if the HEI has defined its own staff and students as its stakeholders or customers. 

Many audit reports highlight the fact that stakeholder cooperation is often based on the personal interaction between HEI staff and stakeholder representatives. When the HEI has not defined its stakeholders or formed an overall picture of its stakeholder cooperation, it is also difficult to implement the monitoring of the regularity and impact of the stakeholder cooperation at the level of the HEI as a whole.

Most HEIs have at their disposal a multitude of communications channels through which information on the quality and results of the HEI activities and possible new cooperation opportunities is relayed to the external stakeholders.  In addition to web-based communications, the role of bulletins and follow-up reports is particularly central in this. A few HEIs maintain competence and expert databases that representatives of stakeholders can search for researchers or experts in particular disciplines.

However, a weakness is that information produced by the QA system is not particularly focused to meet the information needs of stakeholders. Bar a few exceptions, HEIs have not determined what kind of information the stakeholders require. According to the estimate of one HEI, QA information would require radical simplification to be useful for stakeholders.

On the basis of interviews, it can be surmised that the members of the boards of HEIs consider themselves very well informed about the QA system and information produced by it. QA information is often discussed also in HEI advisory councils. According to the interviewed stakeholder representatives, QA is most apparent to them in steering groups on joint research and R&D projects or from the project financier perspective. Typically, stakeholder representatives consider it important that the HEI has a QA system that is externally evaluated but not everyone thinks it necessary to know the system in detail.

Good practices in this area include stakeholder analyses, communications plans and evaluations of regional impact. One polytechnic has defined its most important stakeholders by categorising them on three levels: 1. those with whom regular contact is kept, 2. those with whom regular contact is kept but not as often, and 3. those with whom contact is established when needed. This HEI also has a communications strategy and it has assigned persons responsible for stakeholder communications. 

Some HEIs have conducted self-evaluation of regional impact and some others surveys on the impact of education and R&D, which the stakeholders have found useful. The stakeholder representatives interviewed considered important, in addition to well-functioning and fruitful cooperation, the work placement of graduates in the region as well as other regional impacts. 

12 Monitoring, evaluation and development of the QA system

Most HEIs have at their disposal a multitude of methods with which they monitor the functioning of the QA system. These include internal audits, EFQM self-evaluations, management reviews, benchmarking with other HEIs and feedback systems. Many HEIs also participate regularly in external evaluation, accreditation or certification of their activities. 

Some HEIs have entered in their quality or operations manual the principles and methods of the continuous development of the QA system. Some also have proof of developing a particular part of their QA system, such as a set of indicators or an internal evaluation procedure, on the basis of feedback information. 

However, by the end of 2008, only a few HEIs had evidence to present on the development of the QA system as a whole. When this work had been done, it was demonstrated mostly in the streamlining of the QA system. According to one HEI, methods have to be changed periodically because they no longer produce new information for developing the activities.

One reason for the lack of continuous development is clearly the relative novelty of QA systems. Most HEIs have used certain QA procedures for only a few years and, for example, the first internal audit round was still ongoing at the time of the audit. 

As mentioned in Section 3.1.2, it has been suggested to the HEIs that they document the procedures used for monitoring the attainment of the goals set for QA.  A good practice is, for example, to monitor QA objectives during performance negotiations between the HEI management and units. In a few universities, the senior management has provided written feedback on unit-specific QA systems.  

On the basis of the audit reports and SWOT analyses included in the audit materials, it appears that many HEIs already have a fairly clear view of the development needs of their QA systems and a variety of methods to collect feedback on them. A further challenge is how the HEIs utilise this information in the systematic development of their QA system. One suggestion has been that the HEIs prioritise the QA system development targets and draw up a long-term development plan with check-up points, for example, every three years. The audit interim seminars organised by FINHEEC can significantly set the pace for the long-term development of QA systems.

13 Summary of the state of QA in HEIs on the basis of the audit reports

13.1 Strengths, development targets and good practices in QA on the basis of conclusions

In Chapter 5 of the audit reports, the audit group presents a summary of its key observations, that is to say the strengths, good practices and development targets of the QA system of the HEI being audited. In accordance with the FINHEEC guidelines, the aim is that the audit groups present analytical summaries highlighting essential and extensive issues of importance with regard to the QA system of the HEI in question. 

In all, 109 QA strengths, 84 good practices and 159 development targets are identified in the 19 audits performed between 2005 and 2008.  It is interesting to examine which areas have the most strengths, good practices and development targets. 

Table 9. Strengths, good practices and development targets classified by the QA system category as presented in the conclusions of the audit reports 

	QA system category
	Strengths
	Good practices
	Development targets

	QA system as a whole
	22
	7
	24

	QA documentation
	19
	10
	23

	QA in degree education
	13
	18
	19

	QA in research/R&D
	9
	7
	6

	QA of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation
	2
	3
	10

	QA in support services
	5
	9
	1

	Staff recruitment and development
	7
	5
	8

	Connection between QA and management and steering of operations
	10
	5
	15

	Participation in QA
	10
	13
	18

	Commitment to QA
	6
	0
	0

	Relevance and availability of QA information within the HEI
	4
	7
	22

	Relevance and availability of QA information from the perspective of external stakeholders
	0
	0
	8

	Continuous development of the QA system
	2
	 0
	5

	TOTAL
	109
	84
	159


Table 9 demonstrates that the strengths of the HEI QA systems are focused on three areas: the QA system as a whole, QA documentation, and QA in degree education. The maximum number of good practices can be found in degree education, participation of various actors, quality documentation, and QA in support services. The greatest number of development targets are to be found in the QA system as a whole, documentation, relevance of QA information within the HEI, QA in degree education, and participation of various actors.

Table 9 corroborates the view that was created by the audits’ target-specific results presented in Chapters 4–11: the same audit targets have both strengths and development targets. 

An interesting additional observation is that in the audit reports of six different HEIs the commitment of management and staff to development and assurance of the quality of activities was mentioned as a strength.  Even though this is not an actual audit target, the commitment of management and staff seems to play a key role in the development stage of the QA system.

Appendix 2 presents the summaries of the most typical strengths, good practices and development targets as they have been presented in the conclusions of the audit reports. 

13.2 Audit decisions

Of the 19 audits conducted in 2005–2008, in all 14 HEIs passed and five audits have led to a re-audit decision. The annual distribution of re-audit decisions by sector is summarised in Table 10.

Table 10. Audit decisions by year and higher education sector

	Publication year of the audit report
	Polytechnics
	Universities

	
	Audits passed
	Re-audit decision
	Audits passed
	Re-audit decision

	2005
	2
	
	
	

	2006
	4
	2
	
	

	2007
	2
	1
	2
	

	2008
	1
	
	3
	2

	TOTAL
	9
	3
	5
	2


If FINHEEC decides to require a re-audit of a HEI’s QA system, the decision of the Evaluation Council lists the necessary development needs on which the re-audit will focus. The re-audit targets of the five HEIs that received a re-audit decision are presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Re-audit targets on the basis of re-audit decisions of 2005–2008

	HEI
	QA system as a whole
	QA system documentation
	QA in R&D
	QA of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation
	QA in support and service functions
	Participation of staff, students and stakeholders in QA
	Availability and relevance of information produced by the QA system within the HEI
	Availability and relevance of information produced by the QA system from the perspective of the HEI’s external stakeholders
	Monitoring, evaluation and continuous development of the QA system

	Polytechnic 2006 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	

	Polytechnic 2006
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Polytechnic 2007
	· 
	· 
	· 
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 
	

	University 2008
	· 
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 

	University 2008
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 


On the basis of Table 11, the reasons for a re-audit can be summarised into four classes:

1. All re-audit decisions share deficiencies related to the QA system as a whole. The fact that the HEI lacks evidence for the functioning and impact of its QA system has been considered a crucial deficiency. In practice, this is often due to the HEI having constructed or reformed the key parts of its QA system just before the audit, in which case it is impossible to give convincing evidence of its functioning or impact. A typical cause has also been that the QA methods used by the HEI have not functioned as intended. 

2. The second most common deficiency relates to the QA system documentation and the transparency of information produced by the QA system.  In several HEIs that received a re-audit decision, the QA documentation at the time of the audit was disparate and unfinished and had not yet formed a functioning whole. Information produced by the QA system was relevant to the development and it was not available and usable for the HEI staff or external stakeholders of the HEI.  

3. The third most common deficiency relates to the comprehensiveness of the QA system. The QA has, however, adequately covered the HEI’s basic duties, such as research and development work or social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation. There may also have been weaknesses in the comprehensiveness of the support service QA.

4. The fourth deficiency relates to the HEI not having sufficient evidence for the monitoring, evaluation and continuous development of the QA system. 

Re-auditing is conducted approximately two years after the initial audit. In the re-audit, the HEI is expected to provide evidence that it has clearly advanced in the development of its QA system with regard to the necessary development needs. 

The first re-audit report was completed in 2008. The results of the first re-audit were encouraging and showed that, with regard to the QA system components checked in the re-audit, they had reached at least the ‘developing’ level on the basis of evaluation criteria. 

14 Conclusions

The rationale behind the analysis was that now that FINHEEC for the 2005–2011 audit period is implementing audits of the QA systems of all Finnish HEIs using a standardised audit model, it is for the first time possible to get an overall view of the state of QA in HEIs.

This analysis took place at the midpoint of the first audit round. It focused on the 19 audit reports completed in 2005–2008, on the basis of which an overall picture of the strengths, good practices and development targets of QA was to be constructed. The analysis was done using quantitative and qualitative content analysis methods.

The analysis showed that all the HEIs that participated in the audits have improved their internal QA systems with regard to the European standards. The most typical framework for the QA system follows the Deming Cycle for Continuous Improvement.  Polytechnics, in particular, seem to be applying widely recognised quality standards and models, while universities have developed their own QA methods. Regardless of the model used, QA systems seem to follow the same operational logic.

In the analysis, it was possible to recognise certain strengths in QA common to all HEIs. The QA systems of the HEIs that passed the audit are comprehensive, well documented and they produce relevant evaluation and feedback data, and the HEIs have clear evidence of the utilisation of these data. One of the strengths of the QA in Finnish HEIs is the QA in education leading to a basic qualification. Likewise, QA related to staff orientation and development functions well.

When looking at differences in QA between universities and polytechnics, the most significant finding was the fact that QA in research conducted at universities focuses largely on the research results while at the polytechnics QA on R&D projects is more advanced. 

The content analysis of the audit reports brought to light many good practices, which have been summarised in this report in the form of tables. There are, for example, numerous good practices in the QA of education and support services. 

According to the analysis, a common factor in all re-audit decisions is that the HEIs in question had deficiencies in their overall QA system, in its comprehensiveness, and in its impact. Other components of the QA system in need of development were often linked in various ways to this primary cause of the re-audit decision. 

According to the analysis, common HEI QA development targets include: QA of scientific postgraduate qualifications and polytechnic Master's degrees; QA of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation; QA of strategy work, indicators and management; comprehensive utilisation of evaluation and feedback data; and definition of the role of the stakeholders in QA and of the kind of information they need and receive from QA.

The analysis has been an inspiring project for the author and one which hopefully can be utilised both by HEIs preparing for an audit and by those developing their QA system after auditing. The strengths of QA in Finnish HEIs recognised in the analysis well deserve to be presented both in domestic and international fora. For their part, the common QA development targets can function as an inspiration for joint development projects of various national actors and HEIs. 

Appendix 1. Audit reports 2005–2008

1:2005 Audit of the Kymenlaakso Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

2:2005 Audit of the Pirkanmaa Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish) 

2:2006 Audit of the Mikkeli Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

3:2006 Audit of the University of Kuopio quality assurance system (in Finnish)

5.2006 Audit of the Central Ostrobothnia Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

6:2006 Audit of the Jyväskylä Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish) 

14:2006 Audit of the Swedish Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Swedish)

15:2006 Audit of the quality assurance system of Seinäjoki Polytechnic 

1:2007 Audit of the Lahti Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

2:2007 Audit of the Savonia Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

3:2007 Audit of the SHH HANKEN - Swedish School of Economics and Business Administration quality assurance system (in Swedish)

4:2007 Audit of the Tampere University of Technology quality assurance system (in Finnish)

11:2007 Audit of the Kajaani Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

1:2008 Audit of the Helsinki University of Technology quality assurance system (in Finnish)

2:2008 Audit of the University of Helsinki quality assurance system (in Finnish)

8:2008 Audit of the Vaasa Polytechnic quality assurance system (in Finnish)

9:2008 Audit of the University of Tampere quality assurance system (in Finnish)

10:2008 Audit of the quality assurance system of Helsinki School of Economics

11:2008 Audit of the University of Tampere quality assurance system (in Finnish)

Appendix 2. The most typical strengths, good practices and development targets by theme of HEI QA systems on the basis of audit reports of 2005–2008 

	Audit target/theme
	Examples of typical strengths shared by several HEIs 
	Examples of typical good practices shared by several HEIs
	Examples of typical development targets shared by several HEIs

	QA system as a whole and its components
	· The QA system includes key tools to develop and manage quality

· The QA system covers the HEI’s activities and units 
	· Regular visits to the units by the rector support the link between strategic and operative levels

· Self-evaluations are an efficient way to increase staff quality awareness

· Polytechnics’ ‘good-practice seminars’ effectively disseminate good practices
	· The various QA methods and, on the other hand, QA in various units should be harmonised to form a unified whole

· Streamlining of the QA system is needed

· QA which has begun well needs to be continued as universities are merged

· Evaluation of the functioning of the processes should be developed

· Internal evaluation practices need to be developed

	Documentation on QA system
	· QA documentation is comprehensive and available in electronic format

· The main and support processes have been described

· The quality responsibilities of various actors have been defined
	· A common process description has been drawn up on the collection and analysis of student feedback

· The quality manuals of an individual unit, such as a faculty, department or support service unit, set an example to other units 
	· A unified description of the common QA system of the HEI should be drawn up

· The main and support processes should be defined and described

· Descriptions pertaining to the distribution of responsibilities should be clarified

· Key issues in the QA system should be presented in English, with a view to international cooperation

	QA in degree education
	· The HEI monitors and provides resources for the attainment of pedagogical aims 

· Curriculum work, feedback system and study counselling are at an advanced level

· Education is under systematic evaluation and development

· A postgraduate study guide supports postgraduate students

· A doctoral dissertation committee monitors the quality of doctoral dissertations
	· Cross-evaluation of degree programmes effectively disseminates good practices

·  The progress of studies is monitored through an electronic system

· The educational unit ensures the quality of practical training in cooperation with the employer

· Postgraduate students draw up a report and plan on the progress of their studies
	· It is good for the HEI to develop internal education evaluation procedures to support the implementation of the pedagogical strategy

· Reporting, processing and utilisation of student feedback need to be made more effective

· Learning evaluation methods should be developed 

· It would be good to use graduate school practices in postgraduate education QA

	QA in research/R&D
	· The university has defined the research focus areas as well as the evaluation criteria for strong and emerging research areas

· A research service unit supports researchers in application processes and legal matters

· The polytechnic has harmonised procedures for QA of R&D and project proposals
	· Quality criteria have been developed for research and they are used in allocation of funding

· Project guidelines have harmonised QA of R&D projects


	· The strategic management of research activities and recognition and support of developing fields of study should be enhanced

· The HEI must pay more attention to the recognition of insufficient quality in research

· R&D evaluation methods and qualitative indicators should be developed

	QA of social interaction, impact and regional development cooperation
	· The polytechnic possesses versatile indicators and target levels for measuring regional impact
	· Study contents have been developed on the basis of graduate surveys

· The Open University and continuing education processes have been described comprehensively
	· The evaluation methods and criteria of social impact should be developed

· Collection of stakeholder and alumni feedback should made more systematic

	QA in support services
	· QA in support services is comprehensive, well documented and leads to development activities
	· In many HEIs, the library QA sets an example for other units
	· Cooperation between support services and faculties in planning the support service range should be increased 

	Staff development
	· Development of the staff is systematic
	· Pedagogical studies are recommended to everyone who has worked as a teacher for over three years

· Several tools have been developed to support the management and construction of a good work community
	· Staff recruitment should be developed in the direction of strategic research objectives

· An overall plan should be drawn up for staff development on the basis of competence needs analysis

· Utilisation of performance review summaries should be made more effective

	Connection between QA and management and steering of operations
	· Steering of operations and QA have been linked together with the help of internal target and performance negotiations and indicators

· The university financially supports units that are successful in self-evaluations

· THE HEI management is committed to QA
	· Indicators have been linked with the HEI’s strategic aims

·  The evaluation programme includes an overall plan of future evaluations and their utilisation in steering of operations
	· Quantitative indicators need to be developed and prioritised and qualitative indicators must be developed alongside them

· Strategy work should be developed and linked better to strategic planning with QA

· Management quality and feedback systems should be developed

	Participation in QA
	· The staff have plenty of opportunities to participate in QA

· Students have an important role in QA at various levels of the HEI
	· Working groups and teamwork are used to make the staff participate comprehensively in QA

· Results of internal evaluations are discussed with stakeholders
	· The role of students in the QA system should be clarified 

· Opportunities for primary-degree students and particularly postgraduate students should consolidated

· The role of stakeholders in QA and, for example, in the development of education should be clarified

	Availability and relevance of QA information within the HEI
	· Much of the feedback gathered is utilised
	· Central administration draws up summaries of the feedback surveys

· Indicator data and feedback are available on the intranet
	· Utilisation of evaluation and feedback information in developing activities and defining focus areas should be made more effective

· Electronic reporting systems should be developed and harmonised

· Methods of analysing and utilising feedback should be developed and described

· Documentation of development activities should be increased

· Dissemination of good practices should be made more effective

	Availability and relevance of QA information for external stakeholders
	
	
	· The HEI needs to define key stakeholders and their information needs related to QA

· Information produced by the QA system should be refined and disseminated in a focused manner to stakeholders

	Continuous development of the QA system
	· The HEI has a clear overall view of the development needs of the QA system and plans to develop it continuously
	
	· The HEI should develop procedures with which the management monitors and evaluates the overall development of the QA system
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Analyysin tavoitteena oli vuosina 2005-2008 tehdyn 19 auditointiraportin perusteella

· tehdä yhteenvetoa suomalaisten korkeakoulujen käyttämistä laadunvarmistuksen menetelmistä 

· tehdä johtopäätöksiä korkeakoulujen laadunvarmistuksen yhteisistä vahvuuksista ja kehittämiskohteista 

· vertailla yliopistojen ja ammattikorkeakoulujen laadunvarmistuksen eroja 

· tuoda esiin laadunvarmistuksen hyviä käytänteitä sekä

· tehdä analyysia siitä, mitkä ovat olleet keskeiset uusinta-auditointipäätökseen johtaneet syyt.

Analyysin fokuksena olivat auditointiraporteissa esitetyt auditointien tulokset. Auditointimenetelmän toimivuuden arviointi sekä auditointiraporttien hyödyntäminen korkeakoulujen kehittämistyössä rajattiin analyysin ulkopuolelle.

Analyysi osoitti, että kaikki auditointiin osallistuneet korkeakoulut ovat kehittäneet sisäisiä laadunvarmistusjärjestelmiä. Useat korkeakoulut käyttävät laadunvarmistusjärjestelmän kehikkona Demingin jatkuvan kehittämisen sykliä. Erityisesti ammattikorkeakoulut näyttävät soveltavan laajasti yleisesti tunnettuja laatustandardeja ja -malleja, kun taas yliopistot ovat kehittäneet omia laadunvarmistuksen menetelmiään.  

Analyysissa pystyttiin tunnistamaan korkeakouluille yhteisiä laadunvarmistuksen vahvuuksia. Auditoinnin läpäisseiden korkeakoulujen laadunvarmistusjärjestelmät ovat kattavia, hyvin dokumentoituja ja ne tuottavat tarkoituksenmukaista arviointi- ja palautetietoa, jonka hyödyntämisestä korkeakoululla on selkeää näyttöä. Yksi suomalaisten korkeakoulujen laadunvarmistuksen vahvoja osa-alueita on perustutkintotavoitteisen koulutuksen laadunvarmistus. 

Yksi yliopistojen ja ammattikorkeakoulujen laadunvarmistuksen eroista liittyy siihen, että yliopistoissa tehtävän tutkimuksen laadunvarmistus keskittyy paljolti tutkimuksen tuloksiin, kun taas ammattikorkeakouluissa T&K-projektien laadunvarmistus on pitkälle edennyttä. 

Kaikille laadunvarmistusjärjestelmän osa-alueille liittyy hyviä käytänteitä, joita on esitetty raportissa taulukkomuotoisina tiivistelminä. Erityisten runsaasti hyviä käytänteitä on koulutuksen ja tutkipalveluiden laadunvarmistuksessa, laatudokumentaatiossa sekä korkeakouluyhteisön toimijoiden osallistumisessa laadunvarmistukseen.

Uusinta-auditointipäätöksen saaneita korkeakouluja yhdistää se, että niillä on puutteita laadunvarmistusjärjestelmän kokonaisuudessa, kattavuudessa ja vaikuttavuudessa. 

Analyysin perusteella korkeakoulujen yhteisiä laadunvarmistuksen kehittämiskohteita ovat tieteellisten jatkotutkintojen ja ylempien ammattikorkeakoulututkintojen laadunvarmistus; yhteiskunnallisen vuorovaikutuksen, vaikuttavuuden ja aluekehitystyön laadunvarmistus; strategiatyön, mittaristojen ja johtamisen laadunvarmistus; arviointi- ja palautetiedon täysimääräinen hyödyntäminen sekä sen määrittely, mikä on sidosryhmien rooli laadunvarmistuksessa ja millaista tietoa ne tarvitsevat ja saavat laadunvarmistuksesta.

Analyysin tulosten toivotaan palvelevan sekä auditointiin valmistautuvia että jo auditoituja korkeakouluja niiden kehittämistyössä. Analyysissa tunnistetut suomalaisten korkeakoulujen laadunvarmistusjärjestelmien vahvuudet ansaitsevat tulla esitellyiksi niin kotimaisilla kuin kansainvälisilläkin foorumeilla. Analyysissa tunnistettuja laadunvarmistuksen kehittämiskohteita puolestaan voidaan haluttaessa käyttää perusteluina käynnistettäessä kansallisia ja korkeakoulujen yhteisiä kehittämishankkeita. 
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	Sammanfattning

Rådet för utvärdering av högskolorna auditerar alla högskolors kvalitetssäkringssystem före år 2011. Före slutet av år 2008 hade Rådet för utvärdering av högskolorna genomfört totalt 19 auditeringar. Både utvärderingsrådet och högskolorna ansåg det vara nödvändigt att göra en sammanfattning och analys av auditeringarna då ungefär hälften av den första auditeringsomgången har genomförts. Utgångspunkten för analysen var att man nu för första gången kan få en övergripande bild av läget i hela landet i fråga om högskolornas kvalitetssäkring. Någon motsvarande sammanfattande analys av auditeringsresultaten har inte gjorts tidigare.
Syftet med analysen var att utifrån de nitton auditeringsrapporter som gjordes åren 2005–2008
· göra en sammanfattning av de metoder för kvalitetssäkring som används vid de finländska högskolorna,
· dra slutsatser av de gemensamma styrkorna och utvecklingsobjekten inom högskolornas kvalitetssäkring,
· jämföra skillnaderna mellan kvalitetssäkringen vid universiteten och yrkeshögskolorna,
· lyfta fram god praxis inom kvalitetssäkring samt

· analysera de viktigaste orsakerna till att man har fattat beslut om en förnyad auditering.

Vid analysen har fokus legat på de auditeringsresultat som har presenterats i auditeringsrapporterna. Auditeringsmetodens funktionalitet och utnyttjandet av auditeringsrapporterna i högskolornas utvecklingsarbete har lämnats utanför denna studie.
Analysen visade att alla högskolor som har deltagit i auditeringen har utvecklat interna kvalitetssäkringssystem. Många av högskolorna använder Demings cykel för ständig utveckling som ram för kvalitetssäkringssystemet. Framför allt yrkeshögskolorna verkar i stor utsträckning tillämpa allmänt kända kvalitetsstandarder och -modeller, medan universiteten har utvecklat egna metoder för kvalitetssäkring.  
Genom analysen kunde man identifiera sådana styrkor i fråga om kvalitetssäkringen som är gemensamma för högskolorna. Kvalitetssäkringssystemen vid de högskolor som fick godkänt vid auditeringen är täckande, väldokumenterade och producerar ändamålsenlig utvärderings- och responsinformation, som högskolan tydligt kan visa att den utnyttjar. Ett av de starka delområdena inom de finländska högskolornas kvalitetssäkring är kvalitetssäkringen i fråga om utbildning inriktad på grundexamen. 
Skillnaderna mellan kvalitetssäkringen vid universiteten och yrkeshögskolorna hänför sig till att kvalitetssäkringen av den forskning som utförs vid universiteten till stor del fokuserar på forskningsresultaten, medan yrkeshögskolorna har en välutvecklad kvalitetssäkring av FoU-projekten. 
Till alla delområden av kvalitetssäkringssystemet hänför sig god praxis, som i rapporten presenteras som sammanfattande tabeller. God praxis finns i synnerhet inom kvalitetssäkringen inom utbildning och stödtjänster, inom kvalitetsdokumentationen samt inom högskolesamfundets aktörers engagemang i kvalitetssäkringen. 
Gemensamt för de högskolor som fick ett beslut om förnyad auditering, är att de uppvisar brister i kvalitetssäkringssystemet som helhet, dess omfattning och genomslagskraft.

Utvecklingsobjekt för kvalitetssäkringen som är gemensamma för högskolorna är enligt analysen:  vetenskapliga påbyggnadsexamina och högre yrkeshögskolexamina, samhällelig växelverkan, genomslagskraft och regionutvecklingsarbete, kvalitetssäkring med avseende på strategiarbete, mätare och ledning, genomgående  utnyttjande av information från utvärderingar och respons samt definition av externa intressegruppers roll i kvalitetssäkringen samt hurudan information om kvalitetssäkringen de behöver och får. 
Resultaten av analysen kommer förhoppningsvis att vara till hjälp vid utvecklingsarbetet för både de högskolor som förbereder sig för auditering och de högskolor som redan har auditerats. De styrkor inom de finländska högskolornas kvalitetssäkringssystem som har identifierats i analysen förtjänar att presenteras på både finländska och internationella forum. De utvecklingsobjekt inom kvalitetssäkringen som har identifierats i analysen kan om man så önskar användas som grund för nationella och högskolegemensamma utvecklingsprojekt.
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� Feedback is collected from each FINHEEC audit project both from the HEI and the audit group. This feedback has been utilised in the development of both the audit model and in practical implementation of the audits. Utilisation of the audit reports in the HEI development activities is for its part followed up in interim seminars, which are organised approximately three years after the original audit. The first interim seminar was organised in April 2009 and its results can be read at � HYPERLINK "http://www.kka.fi/?668_m=671&s=8" ��http://www.kka.fi/?668_m=671&s=8�


� Tuomi, J. & Sarajärvi, A. 2004. Laadullinen tutkimus ja sisällönanalyysi (‘Qualitative research and content analysis’). Helsinki: Tammi.


� In Finland, the Ministry of Education is responsible for higher education policy and the steering of its implementation. The Ministry is also responsible for the establishment of new HEIs as well as decision making pertaining to starting new educational activities or abolishing educational activities. 


� ENQA. 2007. Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area. Helsinki. 2nd edition. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.enqa.eu/files/BergenReport210205.pdf" ��www.enqa.eu/files/BergenReport210205.pdf�)


� The Audit Manual for 2008-2011 published by FINHEEC is available at http://www.kka.fi/files/147/KKA_707.pdf.


� By 31 March 2009, the difference between the participation rates of polytechnics and universities has almost evened out since, of the overall 24 audits, 13 were polytechnic and 11 university audits.  


� In the audits completed in early 2009 or about to be completed, one university had a QA system based on the Common Assessment Framework (CAF) model.  


� Finland has decided to adopt the European Qualifications Framework (EQF) by 2011. The national framework, which is based on a description of competence produced by qualifications and other forms of competence, is being prepared on the basis of the EQF. 


� The QA of polytechnic Master’s degrees is currently being developed as a collaboration project of polytechnics, see http://portal.hamk.fi/portal/page/portal/HAMK/Tutkimus_ja_kehitys/Valtakunnalliset_verkostohankkeet/Ylempi_amk_tutkinto/ 





