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1. Introduction

In the last decades, several factors have contributed to raising public concern over
higher education institutions” quality, leading to the emergence of quality measurement and
improvement devices such as performance indicators, accreditation, programme and
institutional assessment and quality audits, and there have been attempts to import models
from the private sector into higher education systems and institutions (Sarrico, Rosa,
Teixeira and Cardoso, 2010).

This has led to the emergence of a debate on the applicability of quality management
principles, methodologies and tools to the higher education sector. As reported in the
literature on higher education, several voices have been heard about the non-applicability at
all of those management theories, especially because they derived from industry and had
nothing to do with the higher education ethos (Harvey, 1995; Maassy, 2003; Birnbaum, 2000;
Kells, 1995; Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker, 2010). Other authors gave a more nuanced view
on the subject, claiming that although higher education institutions were not companies
some of the basic principles and tools could be applied as long as they were instruments at
the service of institutions and their governance and management boards, subject to the
institutions academic mission, goals and strategies (Williams, 1993; Harvey, 1995; Dill, 1995).

Although the debate is old, no firm conclusions have been reached so far. It seems,
nevertheless, that in Europe, due to the developments on quality assurance that followed the
Bologna Declaration, higher education institutions are now being “forced” to implement
internal quality assurance systems based on the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG).
Apparently the way these systems should be organised and function is not that specified,
apart from the need to comply with the seven standards established in the ESG Part I,
being up to each institution to define and implement its own quality assurance system in
accordance with its mission, goals and institutional culture (Santos, 2011). So maybe this
is the time to look again at quality management principles, tools and frameworks and
see if they can be of some help to the development of these quality assurance - or
management - systems.
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130 Quality Assurance and Management

The aim of this chapter is to revisit the debate on the applicability of quality management to
the higher education sector, discussing its possibilities and impossibilities, in the light of
the new developments in quality assurance in European higher education, namely the
guidelines put forward in ESG Part I, since these provide indications for the institutions
to set up their own systems. Some of the most well known quality management
frameworks, such as the ISO 9001 standard, the EFQM Excellence Model and the
Balanced Scorecard will be discussed on the basis of their usefulness for implementing
quality management systems in higher education institutions. More specifically one will
try to highlight how these quality management frameworks may be used to implement the
seven standards for quality assurance established in the ESG Part I within HEIs, through
an analysis of the criteria/indicators/requirements of the frameworks that accommodate
each one of the standards. According to Sarrico et al. (2010) all these models propose to
assess higher education institutions as a whole, including not only its teaching and
research missions, but also other activities and, notably, institutional management, which is
in the authors” opinion the area of quality management that needs to be developed and
improved further in higher education. This discussion is particularly relevant since
according to Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker (2010), the analysis of models and approaches of
quality assurance at the institutional level has been rarely addressed in the literature, which
is considered by the authors as an unfortunate situation since

“quality management, at least theoretically, can have potential benefits; for example,
with respect to identifying available options higher education institutions may choose
from in order to respond to increasing external pressures for demonstrating academic
output” (Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker, 2010: 38).

2. Total quality management (TQM) and higher education: A long debate

Rosa and Amaral (2007) argue that it is difficult, maybe even impossible, to find a unique
and unequivocal definition of TQM and that the better one can do is to put forward
a set of principles that underlie most TQM approaches. To Campatelli et al. (2011: 696),
TQM is “an approach to management characterised by the definition of some general and
inspiring guiding principles and core concepts that represent the way the organisation is
expected to operate in order to obtain high performance.” Both the ISO 9001 standard
(ISO, 2005) and the EFQM Excellence model (EFQM, 2010) have established these
principles and core concepts, which are usually used as the rationale to develop quality
management systems within organisations (see Figure 1).

Goldberg and Cole (2002), referred in Calvo-Mora, Leal and Roldan (2005) consider TQM
as being a “strategic option and an integrated management philosophy for organisations,
which allow them to reach their objectives effectively and efficiently and to achieve a
sustainable competitive advantage” (Calvo-Mora et al., 2005: 742). According to Campatelli
et al. (2011), TQM has been initially applied with good results in private sector
organisations, being latter on used also in the public sector, namely in health care and
education organisations.

Williams (1993: 229) refers to the rise of TQM in higher education as a “product of the
market ideologies of the 80’s and of the managerialism that accompanied it”. From the
very beginning its emergence in higher education led to heated debates on its

www.intechopen.com



Implementing Quality Management Systems in Higher Education Institutions 131

applicability, originating what may perhaps be designated as two “schools of thought”.
On one side the quality management literature presented the idea that education,
including higher education, was another field where quality management principles,
methodologies and tools could perfectly be applied leading to better schools, where more
motivated teachers and students contributed to an improved teaching/learning process,
being capable of doing more with the same or even with less (Sahney, Banwet and Karunes,
2004; Campatelli et al., 2011; Cruickshank, 2003): “It is inevitable for quality management
processes, which have helped to transform business and overcome their quality
problems, to be transferred to the field of education” (Peak, 1995, referred in Calvo-
Mora et al., 2011: 741). According to this “school of thought” the reasons behind the
adoption of quality management, namely TQM, in higher education lied on the need higher
education had to react to the increasing pressures and demands from its stakeholders,
finding itself in a market-oriented environment where internal and external customers
needed to be satisfied and even delighted. Furthermore in a time of declining resources,
combined with higher education rising costs and an increasing pressure to provide
high quality education (Cruickshank, 2003), there was the need of ‘doing more with
less’. The identification and application of “the relevant concepts of TQM to each and
every aspect of academic life; that is, to the teaching, learning and administrative activities”
(Sahney et al., 2004: 145) appeared then as a viable solution.

Achieving
balanced Customer
Taking responsibility results Mutual beneficial focus
for a sustainable future m supplier relationships m
Adding value for Leadership
Building customers Factual approach Quali
partnerships Excellence to decision making Maétyent
Concepts Leading with vision, P:f%? Involvement
inspiration and integrity BepRes of people
Nurturing creativity and Continual
innovation w Managing by improvement w Process approach
processes
Succeeding System approach

through people to management

Fig. 1. The TQM principles that underlie the ISO 9001: 2008 standard (quality management
principles) and the EFQM Excellence Model (concepts of excellence) (adapted from ISO
(2005) and EFQM (2010))

On the other side, the higher education literature generically tended to put forward the idea
that schools (and higher education institutions) were a very different type of organisation,
with a different ethos and particular characteristics that made difficult, or even impossible,
to implement a management philosophy derived from industry (Birnbaum and Deshotels,
1999, and Seymour, 1991, cited in Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker, 2010; Massy, 2003;
Birnbaum, 2000; Kells, 1995). In fact, although not much publicised, it is known that in
several institutions the application of quality management did not contribute to internal
quality improvement (Harvey, 1995). Quality management is not a management approach
easily applied to higher education institutions, especially because the academic culture of
these organisations is quite strong and resistant to its concepts, principles and practices.
And this resistance begins with terminology. Terms such as product, client, empowerment
or even strategy, not to mention TQM or reengineering do not easily resonate in higher
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education institutions. For Massy (2003:165) “The greatest resistance to quality process
improvement comes from professors who think it’s just another business-oriented fad. The
language of some TQM advocates contributes to this view (...) Customer, scientific method
and removal of all forms of waste are sure to raise the hackles of academics.” According to
Houston (2008), even the definition of quality that prevails in industrial/business
environments, based on the idea of satisfying customers’ needs and expectations, is
problematic in higher education. The fact is that higher education has a multitude of
interested parties, with different perspectives about its role. Houston (2008) identifies
interlinked environments and expectations in which universities operate that correspond to
looking at these institutions from three different perspectives: economic, societal and
educational. Labelling any of the groups included under these perspectives, or in their
connections, as the customers that define quality makes higher education demands over-
simplified: “Customer-focused definitions of quality fit the context of higher education
poorly.” (Houston, 2008: 63).

Seymour (1991, referred in Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker, 2010) mentioned the following
factors as reasons for the unsuccessful application of TQM to higher education:
resistance to change; insufficient administration commitment; high time investment due to
personal training; difficulty in applying TQM tools to the HEIs environment; little
experience of team leaders and staff in team-work; and the concerns HEIs have with their
own results not being sufficient enough. Rosa and Amaral (2007) add the absence of
effective communication channels; the difficulty in measuring an HEI's results; the co-
existence of several purposes and objectives for the HEI; an emphasis in the individualism
and a significant degree of internal competition; the bureaucracy affecting decision-
making circuits; and the absence of a strong leadership, highly committed to the ideas
and principles it wants to implement and capable of involving all the institution’s
members.

To Birnbaum (2000) the most relevant barrier to quality management implementation in
higher education has to do with the need for a compromise between it and the
traditions, values and purposes of higher education institutions. According to the author,
total quality management has probably been the first management tool capable of
provoking a serious discussion not just about its technical merits and demerits, but also
about its educational and social implications. For Kells (1995: 458): “An extremely
important question is the extent to which managerial innovations can be successfully
adapted to the environments they seek to serve, rather than, as is feared by many in the
higher education world, there being the expectation that the institution must comply with
the method.”

In the higher education literature there are nevertheless more nuanced views on the
subject, claiming that although higher education institutions are not companies some of the
basic principles and tools can be applied as long as they are instruments at the service of
institutions and their governance and management boards, subject to the institutions
academic mission, goals and strategies (Rosa, 2003). Williams (1993) considers that
continuous quality improvement; quality consistency; participation of academics, students
and non-academic staff; satisfaction of the clients’ needs; and the existence of
management procedures that reinforce quality are a number of quality management
principles that nobody would consider irrelevant within the higher education context. In
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the author’s opinion all these principles can significantly contribute to the development of
massified higher education systems and their institutions, either explicitly oriented
towards the market or not. Harvey (1995) considers that some TQM aspects can be
adapted to higher education institutions and defends a new collegialism that
emphasises professional accountability and cooperation, reflecting two quality management
key elements: delegation of responsibility for quality and teamwork. The new collegialism
emphasises the continuous improvement within the existent academic framework. Dill
(1995) assumes a not very different perspective but replaces the notion of social capital
for Harvey’s new collegialism. For Dill (1995) there are also some important lessons that
higher education institutions can learn from quality management, the most relevant being
the central place that social capital should occupy inside organisations. Dill (1995)
argues that efforts directed at enhancing quality should then be put into identifying
networks and integration mechanisms that promote social capital development, leading to
increased academic cohesion, communication and integration. Following this line of
reasoning, examples of empirical studies aimed at probing the possibility of applying
quality management tools and models for evaluating and improving the quality of
management, services and processes of higher education institutions have been put
forward. Examples include the application of the EFQM Excellence Model to higher
education institutions, as illustrated by the works of Rosa (2003), Rosa and Amaral
(2007), Campatelli, Citti and Meneghin (2011), Osseo-Asare Jr. and Longbottom (2002)
and Calvo-Mora, Leal and Roldédn (2005); the use of the Balance Scorecard (see, for
example, Sahney, Banwet and Karunes, 2004; Asan and Tanyas, 2007 and O'Neill et al.,
1999); the application of the 14 Deming Principles (Redmond, Curtis, Noone and
Keenan, 2008); the development of a TQM educational excellence model (Sakthivel and
Raju, 2006); or the conduction of benchmarking exercises to improve institutions practices
and performance (Jackson and Lund, 2000).

3. New developments in quality assurance in European higher education
— The need for quality management systems

The quality concept in higher education can be said to be as old as the medieval ages (Rosa
and Amaral, 2007), being possible to distinguish already in the 13th century two models of
quality assessment: the French model of vesting control in an external authority - the
archetype of quality assessment in terms of accountability - and the English model of
a self-governing community of fellows - an example of quality assessment by means of
peer review. These two models address two important dimensions of quality, extrinsic
and intrinsic, the last one being dominant over the centuries in the academe. In fact the
extrinsic dimension only has become relevant in the 1980’s when the concerns with higher
education quality, its assessment, management and improvement started to be a central
policy issue for governments and society (Liaison Committee of Rectors’ Conferences,
1993). This change in the approach to quality in higher education can be linked to a
number of factors, such as (Rosa and Amaral, 2007: 183):

“the massification of higher education, changes in the relationship between higher
education institutions and governments (from a model of state control to a model of
state supervision), the increasing role of market regulation, increasing institutional
autonomy and the problems of the principal/agent, and the loss of trust in universities
associated with new public management.”
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The 1980’s and the decades that followed represented then a movement in the balance
between two distinctive objectives higher education quality assessment has: accountability
and quality improvement - the first objective being mainly pursued by governments and
the second one by higher education institutions and academics. In fact there has been a
rising prevalence of the accountability objective over the improvement one, leading to an
increased attention by European governments and other institutions over higher education
qualities, this is the qualities found in the services provided to society by higher
education institutions (Rosa and Amaral, 2007).

From the 1980’s onwards the development of quality assurance in Europe was fast.
According to Schwarz and Westerheijden (2004) in the early 1990s fewer than 50% of
the European countries had initiated quality assessment activities at supra-institutional
level, while in 2003 all countries except Greece had entered into some form of supra-
institutional assessment. Furthermore if state approval and accreditation schemes in the
years 1998 and 2003 are compared, an overwhelming movement towards accreditation is
observed. In fact, all recently implemented quality systems are based on accreditation
(e.g. Austria, Germany and Norway), while old systems based on quality assessment were
replaced by accreditation systems under the aegis of independent accreditation agencies
(Flanders, The Netherlands and Portugal) (Amaral and Rosa, 2010). A key contributor to
this movement has been the Bologna Declaration, signed by 29 European countries in 1999,
and the process that followed. One of the main objectives of the Declaration was to
encourage European cooperation in the quality assurance of higher education with a
view to developing comparable criteria and methodologies. According to Schwartz and
Westerheijden (2004: 36), the Bologna process has been an important “driver for change
with regard to quality in steering mechanisms.”

Following the Bologna process, the European Ministers of Education adopted in 2005
the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education
Area (ESG) and in 2007 established the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher
Education (EQAR). The ESG are a set of standards, procedures and guidelines that
higher education institutions and accredited agencies (the ones responsible for assessing
and accrediting higher education programmes and institutions) should follow in order to
implement, assess and accredit quality assurance systems in the European Higher
Education Area (EHEA). According to ENQA (2007) they constitute a first step to the
establishment of a widely shared set of underpinning values, expectations and good
practices in relation to quality and its assurance, by institutions and agencies across the
EHEA, aiming at providing a source of assistance and guidance to both HEIs and
agencies, while contributing to a common frame of reference. The ESG are divided in
three parts: Part 1, referring to standards and guidelines for internal quality assurance
within higher education institutions; Part 2, referring to standards for the external
quality assurance of higher education; and Part 3, referring to standards for external
quality assurance agencies.

Although ENQA (2007: 13) claims “it is not the intention that these standards and
guidelines should dictate practice or be interpreted as prescriptive and unchangeable”, the
truth is that the mere existence of the ESG Part 1 led governments and higher education
institutions to start paying more attention to the implementation of quality assurance
systems within higher education institutions. In fact Santos (2011) refers that in all
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countries that have signed the Bologna Declaration institutions are obliged to implement
internal systems for quality assurance, in accordance with the fundamental idea that
quality and quality assurance are primarily their responsibility. The author also mentions
that in most countries the way these internal quality assurance systems are organised
and function is not that specified, being up to each institution to define and implement its
own system.

Furthermore another relatively recent development may also promote the
implementation of quality management systems within European higher education
institutions. It is the so-called quality enhancement movement, which can be seen as an
attempt by universities to regain trust from society by restating that quality is their major
responsibility and that the role of outside agencies should be limited to quality audits.
The idea is not that new, since at the beginning of the nineties a similar approach was
proposed in the US by academics, the basic idea being that accreditation should be
transformed into audits of the institution’s internal quality control procedures and self-
examination schemes (Trow, 1996).

Even if in the UK the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) has defined quality
enhancement as “the process of taking deliberate steps at institutional level to improve
the quality of learning opportunities”, this still remains a not well-defined concept, with
institutions still looking for their own definition of it (HEA, 2008). Nevertheless there are a
number of common patterns to every institutional approach. A Higher Education
Academy report (HEA, 2008) and a study conducted by Fillipakou and Tapper (2008)
reveal some of the common quality enhancement characteristics taken from replies from
diverse higher education institutions. These include institutions having the
responsibility for the quality of the learning process; the existence of a flexible and
negotiated evaluation model, non-mandatory and shaped by the participants in the
teaching/learning process; and external vigilance of HEIs relying on institutional audits.

These late developments in quality assurance in European higher education, and the
consequent emphasis that is being put on the need for HEIs to build their own
mechanisms to assure and improve teaching and learning quality, lead us to think that
maybe this is the time to look again at quality management principles, tools and
frameworks and see if they can be of some help to the development of these quality
assurance - or management - systems.

4. Quality management frameworks: Revisiting the debate on their
applicability

Harvey (1995) once mentioned that there was time to go beyond TQM and that rather than
“debate suitability it is time to look to practice and determine the worthwhile aspects of
TQM and relocate them in the higher education context” (Harvey, 1995: 123). Also Joseph
Juran, one of the leading quality management gurus, has observed that “the prime need is to
discover the realities under the labels, i.e. the deeds, activities, or things which the other
person is talking about...” (Juran and Gryna, 1988: 2, 13, cited in Houston, 2008).

Besides gurus’ ideas on what quality management is and how it should be implemented,
managed and improved, there are several methodologies to measure and guide quality
assessment and improvement in organisations. Within these the ISO 9000 standards, the
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Balanced Scorecard and the EFQM Excellence Model deserve to be noticed due to their
international recognition and previous validation. Discussing the possibilities of using
them and/or their logics within higher education institutions to frame quality
assurance/ management systems is made in this section of the paper, taking into
consideration what the ESG establishes as standards for internal quality assurance.
Furthermore one will try to go a step further by showing that these quality
management models, while encompassing the ESG, are in fact broader than the
standards, allowing, if adequately applied, for a truly quality enhancement approach
within higher education institutions and not just a quality assurance one as, in our
opinion, is the case with the application of just the ESG.

As previously referred there is a long debate about quality in higher education. This
debate has repeatedly shown the difficulty in reaching a consensus not only about what
quality is, but also about its implications for higher education. Sarrico et al. (2010) consider
that quality can have multiple meanings in higher education and that this variety has had
important consequences in the development of methods and instruments of assessing
quality. According to the authors,

“one of the most important issues refers to the multidimensionality of higher
education institutions, which perform multiple and very different missions. Thus,
higher education institutions face multiple stakeholders that have different
expectations and different priorities regarding higher education. These differences will
necessarily reflect in their specific approach to the evaluation of higher education,
which should reflect the multiplicity of interests and aspirations that converge into
each higher education institutions. The development of several models of institutional
evaluation has often been an attempt to reflect those differences and nuances into an
integrated evaluative framework (Sarrico et al., 2010:51).

Furthermore Sarrico et al. (2010: 52) claim that

“there are already some examples in the literature that account for the application of
institutional quality assessment models that provide this integrated view on higher
education quality, providing frameworks for better institutional management (...)
leading to continuous quality improvement. These are the cases of the EFQM
Excellence Model, the Balanced Scorecard, Benchmarking exercises or the EUA
Institutional Evaluation Programme. All these models propose to assess higher
education institutions as a whole, including not only its teaching and research
missions, but also other activities and, notably, institutional management.”

The ESG (ENQA, 2007: 16-19) establishes seven standards for quality assurance within
HEIs, complemented with guidelines for their implementation:

1. Policy and procedures for quality assurance

Institutions should have a policy and associated procedures for the assurance of the quality and
standards of their programmes and awards. They should also commit themselves explicitly to the
development of a culture which recognises the importance of quality, and quality assurance, in
their work. To achieve this, institutions should develop and implement a strategy for the
continuous enhancement of quality. The strategy, policy and procedures should have a formal
status and be publicly available. They should also include a role for students and other
stakeholders.
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2. Approval, monitoring and periodic review of programmes and awards

Institutions should have formal mechanisms for the approval, periodic review and monitoring of
their programmes and awards.

3. Assessment of students

Students should be assessed using published criteria, regulations and procedures which are
applied consistently.

4. Quality assurance of teaching staff

Institutions should have ways of satisfying themselves that staff involved with the teaching of
students are qualified and competent to do so. They should be available to those undertaking
external reviews, and commented upon in reports.

5. Learning resources and student support

Institutions should ensure that the resources available for the support of student learning are
adequate and appropriate for each programme offered.

6. Information systems

Institutions should ensure that they collect, analyse and use relevant information for the
effective management of their programmes of study and other activities.

7. Public information

Institutions should regularly publish up to date, impartial and objective information, both
quantitative and qualitative, about the programmes and awards they are offering.

Can these standards be implemented resorting to the quality management frameworks
proposed in the quality management literature? Would it be wise to do so?

The Balanced Scorecard

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) was developed by Kaplan & Norton (1992) and aims at
attaining a balance between several dimensions of performance (see Figure 2). These
include the following ones: financial, internal business processes, customer and the needs
of learning and growth. The critical point is that in order for the organisation to be
successful it needs to understand the interactions between actions (operational and
developmental) and results (external indicators and financial ones). This apparently
simple idea has had a tremendous impact in recent years in encouraging managers, at
various levels, to develop balanced indicators of performance. Furthermore, this tool has
produced other important changes by exposing managers to both indicators of
determinants and results. The development of the BSC attempts to understand the
interaction between both, helping organisations to develop a performance measurement
mechanism that links strategy and operations.

Those organisations that are capable of reflecting their strategy in their systems of
performance measurement seem to be better equipped to implement the former. By using
knowledge on the interactions between indicators on operations, funding, external
(customers), and development (learning and growth), organisations can become smarter.
Those more able at exploring those interactions are likely to perform better. This analysis
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is not trivial since the interactions between operational decisions and organisational

performance can be extremely complex.

Financial
To succeed financially,

»

our shareholders?

how should we appear to

\4

Customer

. - Vision
To achieve our vision, how and
should we appear to our Strategy

customers?

A

\ 4

Internal Business Processes
To satisfy our shareholders
and customers, what business
processes must we excel at?

A

Learning and Growth
To achieve our vision,
> how will we sustain our
ability to change and
improve?

<

Fig. 2. Balanced Scorecard (adapted from Kaplan and Norton, 1992)

Several studies reported in the literature demonstrate the application of the BSC to the
educational context (see, for example, Asan and Tanyas, 2007; O’'Neill et al., 1999; Cullen
et al., 2003; Karathanos and Karathanos, 2005), on the basis that “educational institutions
also need to be managed through strategic concepts, in order to meet demands and keep
up with change” (Asan and Tanyas, 2007: 1006). Furthermore, if one looks at the ESG Part1
one can see that standards could be met through a proper definition of the different
performance indicators included in the BSC. Starting with Policy and procedures for quality
assurance which should be part of the Vision and Strategy at the core of the model.
Approval, monitoring and periodic review of programmes and awards; Assessment of students;
Quality assurance of teaching staff and Learning resources and teaching staff could be met
when defining the Internal Business Processes indicators; Public information would go
well under the Customer indicators and Information systems resorting to Learning and
Growth. Moreover the philosophy behind the BSC, of linking actions and results, helps to
make sense of the links between the seven standards put forward in the ESG and that
otherwise may be looked at as independent ones, adding a developmental character to a
quality assurance system that otherwise would look as mainly operational. Interestingly
nothing is said on financial sustainability in the ESG, something which is already addressed
in some national systems of quality assurance.

The EFQM Excellence Model

Another model that attempts to improve the capacity of organisations to incorporate the
interactions between actions and results in their decision-making process is the EFQM
Excellence Model, a creation of the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM).
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According to Campatelli et al. (2011: 693) the EFQM “promotes the use of a standard
management model (...) capable of bringing the organisation to excellence level and a
standard evaluation process that could be applied to all types of organisations, regardless
of sector, size, structure or maturity.”

The EFQM model attempts to analyse how satisfaction can lead to excellence in
organisational results. It was devised as a non-prescriptive framework, which recognises
that excellence may be sustainably achieved through the adoption of different approaches
(Calvo-Mora et al., 2005). The model states that satisfaction of customers and employees,
and societal impact are achieved through leadership, which facilitates and stimulates
institutional strategies and the management of personnel, resources and processes (see
Figure 3). The institution’s capacity to deal successfully with those aspects will depend
ultimately on their organisational excellence. The model states that the learning processes
within the institution will help it to improve its performance and further development.
The proponents of this model consider that first-rate organisations have a better
institutional performance due to better management practices, i.e., better management of
processes, skills, people (either employees or customers) and structure. On the other
hand, this behaviour impinges on a clear vision, a service-oriented concept, well
articulated strategies and an adequate culture stimulated by effective leadership. First-rate
organisations go beyond intuition and not only understand the links between operational
decisions and organisational development, but also use that understanding effectively.

Enablers Results
— Penple — ____ Peaple Results ——
Processes,
Leadership — Strategy ——  Producis —— Customer Results—— ey Resulis
and Services
Parimership and | Society Resnits
Resources

Learning, Creativity and Inovation L
Fig. 3. The EFQM Excellence Model (adapted from EFQM, 2010)

According to Rosa and Amaral (2007), since the EFQM Excellence Model is associated
with business, it has been resisted by academics and did not receive broad-based support
inside HEIs. But the authors also alert to the fact that “the growing concern with quality,
the need to be accountable towards society and the increasing presence of the market
in higher education systems have made quality assessment, management, assurance and
improvement an unquestionable reality, covering teaching, research, services and
institutional-level approaches.” (Rosa and Amaral, 2007: 194). So it is not that surprising
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that some higher education systems and institutions have started to consider its
application, as has been reported in the literature (Saraiva, Rosa and Orey, 2003; Farrar
2000; Osseo-Asare Jr. and Longbottom, 2002; Hides and Davies, 2002; McAdam and Welsh,
2000; Cortadellas, 2000; Schmidt and Garcia-Legaz, 2003; Calvo-Mora, Leal and Roldén,
2005, Rosa and Amaral, 2007; Campatelli, Citti and Meneghin,2011), since it “provides a
unique framework for the global evaluation of an organisation and strongly promotes the
implementation of a continuous improvement system.” (Campatelli et al., 2011: 693).

Looking at the model criteria it is relatively easy to see that they cover the standards for
quality assurance predicted under the ESG (2005): Policy and procedures for quality
assurance is addressed under the Leadership and Strategy criteria; Approval, monitoring and
periodic review of programmes and awards and Assessment of students under the Processes,
Products and Services criterion; Quality assurance of teaching staff under the People
criterion; Learning resources and student support is covered by the Resources and
Partnerships criterion; and finally both the Information systems and the Public information
standards may be addressed through the different enablers and results criteria, depending
on institutions local circumstances as referred in the ESG (ENQA, 2007). Furthermore, the
arrow in the model, representing its feedback philosophy, also contributes to the
implementation of the Information systems standard, since this one has to do with
institutional self-knowledge, being the starting point for effective quality assurance
(ENQA, 2007). Additionally, as was the case with the BSC, the EFQM model allows to
uncover the links between the seven standards, since it is also based on the idea that
quality actions (enablers) lead to quality results.

The ISO 9001: 2008 Standard

Another possible quality management framework that HEIs may be willing to consider
is the ISO 9001:2008 standard, which is probably the most well known of the referred
frameworks. This standard sets the requirements for implementing a quality
management system in an organisation, independently of its dimension or type of activity,
including education institutions.

According to the ISO (2005), a quality management system is the management system
that directs and controls an organisation with respect to quality. The ISO 9001:2008 standard
establishes the minimum requirements to set up such a system, which are organised in five
main blocks: Quality Management System; Management Responsibility; Resource Management;
Product Realization; and Measurement, Analysis and Improvement (see Figure 4).

According to the ISO 9000:2000 developing and implementing a quality management
system comprehends several phases, among which:

e determining the needs and expectations of customers and other interested parties;
establishing a policy for quality and the organisation quality goals;

e defining the processes and responsibilities needed to attain the quality goals defined;

e determining and making available the resources needed to attain the quality goals
defined;

e establishing the methods to measure each process’ efficiency and efficacy;

e applying these measures to determine each process efficiency and efficacy;

e identifying the means to prevent non-conformities and eliminate its causes;
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e establishing and applying a process to the continuous improvement of the
organisation’s quality management system.

Quality management system
continuous improvement
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Fig. 4. The ISO 9001:2008 standard model (adapted from ISO, 2008).

A lot of criticism has emerged around the application of this standard to higher
education institutions, namely because the “ISO approach entails too general a view of
the “production process’ of higher education” (Csizmadia, 2006, cited in Pratasavitskaya
and Stensaker, 2010:39), implying a high degree of processes’ standardisation that is
incompatible with HEIs” nature (Rosa, 2003). It is true that there are not many references
in the literature to the ISO 9001 implementation in higher education institutions;
nevertheless Rosa (2003) argues that this standard can in fact be applied if the HEI so
wishes and believes that implementing a quality management system according to it will
allow embarking in a continuous improvement process (that does not end with the
standard implementation, although the implementation can constitute a good departure
point). And the truth is that some HEIs have indeed decided to implement such quality
management systems (Sohail et al., 2006; Welsh and Dey, 2002), obtaining benefits such
as a cost effective method for accountability, the development of an improvement-driven
focus through re-focusing core processes to improve both productivity and service
levels, to take into account a broader number of stakeholder views, to enhance the use of
data for quality assurance purposes and improvement in inter-departmental working
conditions and student enrolment (Brookes and Becket, 2007). Nevertheless the truth is
that the application of the ISO 9001 in higher education has been generically limited to
the institutions” services and not to their core functions, namely teaching and learning.

Looking at the ISO 9001 requirements shows their implementation will answer to the
ESG. Addressing Management Responsibility will lead to the implementation of a Policy and
procedures for quality assurance, while the Approval, monitoring and periodic review of programmes
and awards and the Assessment of students are covered under the Realisation of the
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Product. When implementing the Resource Management requirements, the Quality assurance
of teaching staff and the Learning resources and student support standards are addressed.
Finally the requirements put under Measurement, Analysis and Improvement allow for
the implementation of the Information systems and Public information standards. Again the
idea underlying the ISO 9001 standard that there is the need to continuously improve
an organisation quality management system, based on the application of the PDCA (Plan-
Do-Check-Act) cycle, contributes to establish a link between the seven standards
established in the ESG, allowing for the implementation in the HEIs of a quality
assurance system with a truly developmental character.

From the analysis just presented it seems than that the ESG may be applied in European
HEIs if these decide to opt for the implementation of a quality management system based
on one of the most well known quality management frameworks. Additionally, when doing
so institutions are establishing interrelationships among the standards, allowing them to
really take into consideration the need for feebdback processes that will lead to higher
education institutions and their functions, namely teaching and research, continuous
improvement. In a sense if HEIs will go for the implementation of the ESG tout court they
risk being implementing a rather operational quality assurance approach, while if they
opt for their implementation via the adoption of a quality management model there is
the possibility that quality assurance will become more developmental, hopefully leading
to true quality enhancement.

5. Conclusions

In 2007 Brookes and Becket (2007) made a review of the literature on quality management
in higher education and came to the conclusion that a number of environmental
forces were driving change within and across countries, leading to a firm emergence of the
quality management issue on the agenda of many higher education institutions. The
review revealed that the most popular response HEIs gave was the testing or
implementation of quality management models developed by industry. From the empirical
studies reported in the literature and analysed by the authors, benefits related to the
implementation of these models as well as limitations were identified. The benefits
included the adoption of a strategic approach to quality measurement and management and
the identification of quality enhancement priorities; limitations related largely to the
dilemma of applying business models to higher education. Furthermore the authors refer
that “the models are reported to have far greater applicability in measuring
administrative or service functions within HEIs rather than the quality of research or
teaching and learning” (Brookes and Becket, 2007: 105-106).

This paper argues that at least in Europe the need for higher education institutions to
develop their own internal quality management systems has become a reality, for
which European standards and guidelines have even been defined. So maybe it is again
the time to look at existent quality management models, going beyond the debates about
whether quality management is or is not suited for higher education, focusing less on the
label and paying more attention to the content and substance of such models (Harvey,
1995; Pratasavitskaya and Stensaker, 2010). Because it may just be as Birnbaum (2000: 104)
points out: “TQM was sound; it was the implementation that was at fault”. Furthermore the
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discussion presented in this paper leads us to conclude that quality management models
not only have full potential to cover the standards and guidelines established by ENQA
in 2005 to higher education, but additionally they may allow HEIs to go a step further,
opening the possibility for them to really move towards quality enhancement. It is just a
matter of adequately implementing them, so that they cover what lies at the heart of higher
education: teaching and learning.

Interestingly, and certainly worth further research, is the fact that the adoption of the ESG by
the European HEIs may finally allow for benchmarking exercises, which so far have been
difficult to implement due to the rather different nature of quality assurance practices
existent in HEIs all over Europe. Benchmarking is a process that can be used to improve
higher education institutions” practices and performance (see Jackson & Lund, 2000). It
is a self-evaluation method that allows a better knowledge and measurement of the
organization’s performance in order to promote continuous improvement. Benchmarking
has been used in higher education especially in supporting areas such as administrative,
technical and management activities. The effective management of those activities
becomes critical for higher education institutions” performance, especially since the latter
face an increasingly complex context of tight financial resources and rapidly changing
environment. Benchmarking not only allows for the comparison of indicators, which makes
possible the review of proposed goals, but also allows for the sharing of best practices
within functional communities, identifying more intelligent ways of performing the same
tasks and new solutions for common problem:s.
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