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FOREWORD

1. In the contextof the sustained growth and diversification of higher education systems, civil
society is increasingly concerned about the quality of programmes offered to students. As a result, there is
an increase in public assessments and international comparisoigh@f education institutions, not only

within the higher education sector but in the general media. However, evaluation methods tend to
overemphasise research, and to use research perf.
assessmentrpcesses fail to address the quality of teaching, it is in part because measuring teaching quality

is complex and difficult.

2. Institutions may implement schemes or evaluation mechanisms to identify and promote good
teaching practices. The institutional environment of higher education institutions can also lead to
enhancement of quality of the teaching in higher education through various means.

3. The goal of the OECHnstitutional Management in Higher Education (IMHE) project on quality
teaching was to highlight effective quality initiatives and to encourage practices that may help other
institutions to improve the quality of their teaching and thereby, the quality of theiragesd The project
analysed the goal and scope of initiatives, and the role of the faculty members, the department, the central
university and the state. The project sought to pinpoint-teng enhancement drivers of institutional
support for staff and a#sionmaking bodies, helping to fill the data gap in information on outcomes
indicators for higher education.

4, The project examinethe two main approaches to quality teachingttipedownapproach (those

guality teaching initiatives taken by the institution collectively and determined by its leadership) and the
bottomup approach (thosgquality teaching initiatives taken by the teachers and which may nevertheless
have an influence on the institutional policy oralify teaching). The focus of this review is mainly on the
reasons for, and the effectiveness of, those initiatives. It is less concerned with the practical aspects and the
concrete mechanisms used to put them into practice, which are heavily depenthenticcumstances of

each institution.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

5. Higher education is becomingraajor driver of economic competitiveness in an increasingly
knowledgedriven global economy. The imperative for countries to improve employment skills calls for
quality teaching within educational institutions. National and transnational debates likgoldgna
Process, direct state regulations or incentives, competition among private amasiadeinstitutions all

prompt institutions to put quality teaching on their agenda. Moreover, national quality assurance agencies
push for reflection on the subjeeven if their influence is controversial.

As higher education systems grow and diversify, society is increasingly concerned about the
guality of programmes. Much attention is given to public assessments and international rankings of higher
education mstitutions. However these comparisons tend to overemphasise research, using research
performance as a yardstick of institutional value. If these processes fail to address the quality of teaching, it
is in part because measuring teaching quality is clgfign

6. Institutions may implement evaluation mechanisms in order to identify and promote good
teaching practices. The environment of higher education institutions can enhance the quality of teaching
through variousneans. For example, a national policy run by the public authorities or recommendations
issued by quality assurance agencies are likely to help university leaders to phase in a culture of quality
that encompasses teaching.

7. The OECD Institutional Management in Higher Education (IMHE) study on quality teaching
highlights effective quality initiatives and promotes reflection; this may in turn help other institutions to
improve the quality of their teaching and theréfiy quality of their graduates. The study analysed the role
of the faculty members, the department, the central university and the state. It identifigdriong
improvement factors for teaching staff, decisinaking bodies and institutions. The studyésigned to
contribute to reflection on outcomes indicators for higher education.

8. This study reviewed 29 higher education institutions across 20 OECD axdE{©D countries,
collecting information and setting bdmoarks on the quality of their teaching. A questionnaire gave
participating institutions the chance to set out and analyse their own practices. The sample of institutions
represents the diversity of higher education institutions, from technological aationat institutions to
business institutions, from smalized undergraduate institutions to those specialised in postgraduate
courses.

9. The areas of primary concern are:
9 The drivers and debates sparking a groweitigntion to quality teaching.

1 The aims of the institutions when fostering quality teaching and their guiding philosophy
when embedding a quality approach.



10.

1 The concrete application of quality teaching initiatives: the implementation challenges, the

actorsthe needs to be met and the problems to be resolved.

9 The dissemination of practices, and the measurement and monitoring of progress.
1 The impacts of quality teaching on teaching, research and institutional quality culture.

1 The combination of approachesdnhance quality teaching in a sustainable way within the

institution.
The main findings of the review are the following:

Teaching matters in higher education institutions. Although quality teaching encompasses
definitions and concepts that are highly varied and in constant flux, there is a growing number of
initiatives (actions, strategies, policies) aimed at improving the quality of teaching.

The vast majority of initiatives supporting teaching quality are engirand address the
institutions®é needs at a given point in time.

For a university to consolidate the varied initiatives coherently under an institutional policy
remains a longerm, nonlinear effortsubject to multiple constraints.

Technology has improved pedagogy and stutkanther interactions.

Quality teaching must be thought of dynamically, in light of contextual shifts in the higher
education environment. Studies are becoming internationabset higher education is being
asked to contribute to new areas (such as innovation, civic and regional development) in order to
produce an appropriately skilled workforce to meet the challenges of the 21st century.

Senior management must be committedcapturing all the dimensions that affect quality
teaching. Students must be committed to providing feedback on curricula and teaching through
programme evaluation.

An effective institutional policy for the quality of teaching brings together:

- External fators at the national and international levedgy(the Bologna Procesn Europe)
that may foster a climate conducive to the recognition of teaching quality as a priority.

- Internal institutional factors such as institutional context and specific circoncest#.g.the
appointment of a new chief executive) that are likely to affect the pace of development of
guality teaching initiatives.

Leadership at executive levels is a success factor. The participation of faculty deans is vital, as
they are attheintef ace bet ween anmakimgdadiesandteachardom theljebc i s i
They encourage the creftilisation of strategic approaches, build and support communities of
practice, and nurture innovation in everyday practice in the classroom.

Encouragng bottomup initiatives from the faculty members, setting them in a propitious
learning and teaching environment, providing effective support and stimulating reflection on the
role of teaching in the learning process all contribute to quality teaching.



1 Neither the size nor the specificity of an institution poses a major obstacle to the development of
institutional policies as |l ong as there is st
sufficient funding and adequate facilities.

1 Educational mstitutions must strike a balance between technical aspects of quality sepgort (
development of course evaluation questionnaires) and fundamental issyiessgessing the
added value of the teaching initiatives in achieving curriculum objectives).

9 The institutions need to develop innovative approaches to measuring the impact of their support
on quality teaching. They are still struggling to understand the causal link between their
engagement in teaching and the quality of learning outcomes. Expthdngprrelation among
inputs, processes and outcomes of higher education calls for pioneeringdepdhrevaluation
instruments.

11 Institutions want to be recognised as providers of good quality higher eduddteynunderstand

that competing on the basis of research only is not sufficient to ensure the reputation of the university. As
such, they want to find new ways of demonstratin
valuable teaching: students miato ensure that their education will lead to jobs and will give them the

skills needed in the society of today and tomorrow. Mobility of students and growth of fees increase the
consideration given by students to the quality of the teaching.

12, Support for quality teaching in the sample encompasses a wide range of initiatives that are
grouped under three major headings:

1. Institution-wide and quality assurance policiesincluding global projects designed to
devel@ a quality culture at institutional level, like policy design, and support to organisation and
internal quality assurance systems.

2. Programme monitoring including actions to measure the design, content and delivery of the
programmes (through programmealuation notably).

3. Teaching and learning support including initiatives targeting the teachers (on the teaching
side), the students (on the learning side) or beth. bn the work environment). Examples
include continuing education for faculty, pedgg enhancement, student supperg(mentoring

and career advice), support for student learning (focused on inputs, such as the introduction of
new pedagogical tools, or on outputs, such as the development of certain abilities for the
students).

13. An institutional commitment to quality teaching at top leadership level and at departmental
level calls for leaders and staff to identify benchmarks, promote good practices and scale them up across
departments, and thinkp effective support that meets teacher and student expectations. An institutional
policy reflects the will of the leaders and heads of departments to better understand the teaching process
and the experiences initiated by teams or individual teachersiafitygteaching framework allows the
institution to monitor support, track teacher and student satisfaction, and study the impact on the learning
process.

14. The institutions recognised that initiating an institaéib policy to support quality teaching
remains aradventurous, lengthy but potentially rewarding project In many institutions, dealing with

guality teaching is a new, somehow rather vague and often controversial idea. How then should institutions
proceedBy experimenting and proceeding step by step, institutions can avoid outright rejection by faculty
members and shape a consistent policy that serves the community as a whole. Close monitoring of quality



teaching support has been necessary to encouragd brmorsement within the academic community,
avoiding the risk of attracting only the most motivated teachers. A flexible institutional framework, a
higher level of teacher autonomy and a collaborative relationship with students and staff are all eonduciv
to improving the teaching and learning process.

15. In many cases, institutions tend to offer programme evaluation or training sessions for faculty
though thenotion of quality remains vague and unshared integnall better approach is to first explore

the kind of education students should possess upon graduation and the types of learning outcomes the
programmes should provide to ensure economic and social inclusion of students. Institutions working in
this way hae defined what quality means and what the role of the faculty in the learning process could be.
This reflection requires time, conviction, motivation and openness. Lastly, the support that the faculty
would need to accomplish their educational mission taedconditions that would allow the students to

fulfil the learning objectives can be more clearly defined.

16. After the initial stage, an institution willing to pursue an effective quality teaching policy often
sds up aspecific organisation supported by technical staff for the design of the appropriate instruments.
The creation of a service dedicated to quality teaching is a first step paving the way to a more ambitious
policy. Granting the quality teaching sir an official status in the organisational chart of the institution
ensures recognition and legitimate interventions across departments.

17. The success of quality initiatives supported by the institution depeaitdyron the commitment

of the heads of departments who promote the quality teaching spirit and allow operational
implementation. In large multidisciplinary institutions that have shifted to highly decentralised systems,
departments have ownership of thagtivities and therefore a high level of accountability. Impetus and co
ordination of the heads of departments by institutional leaders through appropriate facilities and platforms
for discussion are crucial.

18. Even if accepted in principle, thevaluation of quality teaching is often challenged in reality. All

the institutions have implemented evaluation instruments to monitor their action. But as teaching is
primarily appraised through activity and input indicatothe institutions struggle to create reliable
evaluation instruments of the impact of quality teaching. The demonstration of the causal link between
teaching and learning remains challenging for most institutions. Although quality teaching is aniahfluent
factor on learning outcomes, it is difficult to isolate (and thereby support) the right factors that most affect
learning outcomes. In the absence of appropriate evaluation tools, some institutions have been imaginative,
for instance by designating neoqualitative indicators.

19 Quality teaching initiatives have a tangill@pact onteachingand onresearch

9 Teachers become more aware of the aim pursued by teaching beyond their own knowledge area,
they understath their role as individuals and as components of a collective mission, and can
better relate their own expectations to the
learning outcomes. The impact on pedagogy is discernible despite the small nofmber
guantitative measurements. In particular, quality teaching initiatives enhance information
technology in pedagogy improvement and analysing stitdacher interactions. In institutions
that are fully autonomous in programme design, quality teachitigtives help teachers and
leaders to refine the aims and content of programmes.

1 Instruments and policies that foster quality teaching are likely to be beneficial to research
activities. An increasing number of institutions are convinced that they vekenguality
teaching progress by combining professional orientations and research.



20. Institutions need to fostesynergiesamong institutiorwide policies. A vast majority of the
institutions sampled link their camitment to quality teaching with information technology (IT) policies,

as intranets and discussion forums are powerful communication tools within the academic community and
with the students. The connection with human resources policies is the secoy flyaeis most often
guoted by the participating institutions. New types of educational delivery have led the institutions to think
about appropriate learning facilities. The interaction between the support for student learning and the
initiatives aimed &improving quality of the teaching delivery is developing steadily although it could be
further stimulated.

21, The institutions that are better abledisseminatequality teaching initiatives are the small or
medum-sized institutions, because of the information fluidity and straightforward decis&ing process

that characterise them. However, the large size of some institutions can be an asset for quality teaching as
it allows for a variety of approaches to avation. Regardless of size, all departments should go in the
same direction, fully adhere to the strategy and respect the time frame. A quality culture at institutional
level can be better achieved through diverse initiatives, the consolidation of fugttontiatives, smadl

sized experiments at course or programme level, replication of success stories, the evaluation of quality
teaching as a vehicle of discussion, and the participation of technical and administrative staff to provide
mediation between ademia and students.
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CHAPTER 1: INSTITUTIONS AND Q UALITY TEACHING INIT IATIVES
UNDER FOCUS

Overview of theinstitutions

22, This study is based on sample of29 higher education institutions from 20 countrieach
institution presented up to three quality teaching initiatives. The analysisefoonsa total of 46
initiatives.

Participating institutions 1

Université de McGi“University Université de Universidadde la
Montréal (Canada) (Canada) Sherbrooke(Canada) Laguna(Spain

Tohoku

City Fukushi
University of # University
Seattle (Japan
(USA)

University of Ma_cqua_ne
Arizona University
(USA) (Australia)

i i i i i U21 Global
Universidad UniversidadNacional
AlvernoCollege ; ; ;
Autonoma De del Nordeste (USA) 9 (Olnghe University
Yucatan(Mexico) (Argentina) ¢ India)
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Participating institutions 2

Universityof UCL- Qniversité VU University CB Copenhagen Laureaq Univgrsity
TeessidgUK) Catholiquede Amsterdam(The Business School of Applied Sciences
Louvain(Belgium) Netherlands) (Denmark) (Finland)

AR ~
Arcadag
University University of
of Applied
Strathclyde Sciences
¢ Glasgow (Finland)
(UK)
State
Dublin University,
Institute of Higher School
Technology of Economics
(Ireland) (Russia)
Thelnstitute Mykolas
of Education Romeris
¢ University . University
of London : (Lithuania)
(UK)
Univ_ersité . Freie
de IT|IIe 2 Univesitat
Dr0|t’et " Berlin
Santé 7 (Germany)
(France)
. sz . . Johannes
gtné\;irsne de Pau UQCc Qpen UNIGE University Gutenberg Istanbul Technical
pays de University of of Geneva . -9 University (Turkey)
f Q! RFzadze) Catalunia(Spain) (Switzerland) Universitatin

Mainz (Germany)
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Size of the institutions

Chart 1

Size of the institutions

(Full-time students)

60000

50000

40000
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23. The institutions stdied vary in size (number of students). Chaktshows a range from
approximately 500 to 50000 ful-time student$these figures do nincludeparttime students

Distinctive features
Level of autonomy

24 Although the institutions have diverse relationships with their national governments, most
consider themselves autonomous. The institutions ranked their level of autonomy on six different elements:
designing programmesmplementing programmesssessing the ouwtmes of programns recruiting
teachersdiscretion orsalaries antbonuses for teachemndassessing teachers.

25. The institutions describe themselves as very autonomous on the assessment of the outcomes of
progranmes and on recruitg teachers. The level of autonomy allows many institutiorecteptstudents

at all degree levels. There is also a partial sele¢tarsome levels of studyin 18% of the institutions. By
contrast,institutions enjoy lessautonomyin discretion onsalaries and bonuses fteachers because of
government regulations and agreements with teachers unions.

Degree structure (undergraduate, graduate, doctorate)

26. On average, 6 0 % studént biody & atithe sndeérgraduate keveléasd 25% at the
graduate leveldf which only 9% are atthe doctorate levef) According to the structure of their student

! The undergraduate level corresponds to the studies leading to a Licence-(BMBgna system) or a Bachelor
degree. The graduate level is the level where students obtain a Master degree.

In the German universities, the students inDifgomaandMagisier courses were considered as graduate level.

2 0n average6% of the students are listed by the institutions as part of other traimifgas professiondegrees
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body, the institutions can be described as undergradgateluateor doctorateoriented(more than 60%
undergraduate studentmorethan 30%Maste studentsmore than 15% attord student¥. For example,
with 99% undergraduatestudents, Arcadd University of Applied Sciences (Finland) is typically an
undergraduateriented institution. Ornthe other side, Institute of Educatioriyniversity of London (96%
postgraduatetsdents) offers exclusivelasteranddoctoral degrees

Main disciplinary orientation

27. This breakdownis based on the number of dents in each field of studyhe institutions have
been sorted by the disciplinary area in which most students are involved. When no field of stedy host
more than 30% of the student bothe institutionis considered multidisciplinary.

Chart 2

Main disciplinary orientation

Economy and Law
7%
-

s

Humanities

14%
Multidisciplinary
40%

Health and Science
11%

Technological

14% Business-

management
14%

28. Because of the diversity of their programmes, 40% of the institutions are considered
multidisciplinary. Ths applies mostly tthe most populated institutions (more tt80000 students). None
of the multidisciplinaryinstitutionshostfewerthan 10000 students. Explanations are the following

1 Businessmanagemeninstitutions with more than 40% of students studying in this field.

9 Technological: institutions with more thas0% of students irengineering and vocational
courses.

9 Health and Science: institutions witiorethan 40% of studestn basic science or health.

1 Humanities: institutions with more than 40% of students studying social sciences, philosophy,
history, literature, linguistics or edation.
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1 Economy and.aw: institutions withmorethan 55% of studegin economicsor law.
Typology of the group of institutions

29. Five profiles have been highlighted. They have been defined according to foua:csiter of
institution, level of study major discipline(s)offered,andlevel of autonomy and selection of the students

Business and economics instituiso(6 instititions)

30. Institutions included in this pro#l offered mostly programes in the field of business,
administration and economics with a high level of autonomy in the selection of all studént.them
hostfewerthan 22000 students.

Small institutions antechnological andiocational institutios (5 institutions)

31 This profile includes medium and smaitted institutions fewer than 15000 students) offering
technological or vocational education and training. All enrol a majority of undergraduate stiuiestts
hawe a high level of autonomgndselectstudens at all levels.

Multidisciplinary institutions with a majority of undergraduates (6 institutions)

32 This profile includes multidisciplinary institutions thabdt over 60% undergraduate students.
The institutions of this category benefit from a good level of autonomy. Despite the high proportion of
undergraduate students, ihstitutionshave developed research activities.

Large multidisciplinary institutions wh a majority of undergraduates (4 institutions)
33. This profile includes multidisciplinary institutions (over 60% undergraduate students) which
enrol numerous studentsefiveen 27000 and 5200 students).

Graduateand postgraduate institutions (7 institutions)
34. This category groups together institutions with a large proportion of grastuaentgover 30%
of the student body) or doctoral students (over 15%).

3 Copenhagen Business Scheelectshe studentin its executive programmes.
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Chart 3

Institutions' profile

Involvement in quality teaching

35. Institutionswereasked about their commitmenltmtenhane the quality of teaching.
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Chart 4

Main commitments of the institution to enhance the quality of teaching
(% of categories ranked as #1)

Support to student learning (initiatives helping students to work i ' 53
efficiently)

Feedbackloop of the QT initiatives on the teaching experience _ 34

Support to students{e.g. counselling service, career advice, mentoring,
students associations...)

66

Support to teaching and learning environment (libraries, computing

. . . . 66
facilities, virtual learning environment...}

Support to organisation, management of programmes at institutional level

P 31
(departmental or institutional level)

Support to organisations, management of programmes at teachers level 23

Prize endowment for 'good' teachers or remarkable QT initiated by
teachers

Fundsto promote motivational teaching E 21

Professional development to pedagogy (pedagogical tools, teachers
behaviour and attitudes)

45

Student evaluation (i.e. evaluation, achieved by the students, of the
programmes or of their learning experience or of the learning 76
environment)

Programme design, programme monitoring and implementation 69

Institutional policy design, monitoring and implementation 52

Continuing education for faculty 43

Initial recruitment process of teaching staff 55

Typology of the quality teaching intiatives

36. The 29 institutions of this study presentetbtal of 46quality teaching initiatives. Using the data
presented above, a typology of the quality teaching initiatives is set out below:

1% group: Instit utional and Quality Assurance Policy

37. Globatscale projectslesignedo develop a quality culture at institutional lev&ich as
Policy design
38. Policy designedat the irstitutional level, which outlines a framework for the development of

lower-scale initiativesFor example, a policy that improves quality and has an impact on teaching.
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