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1. Introduction 

The social, historical, economic and political context of South Africa profoundly affect higher 

education institutions in South Africa. These factors have led to great diversity in institutional 

mission and culture, resources and student population. The best resourced institutions compete 

with universities worldwide for international ranking, while those with the least resources 

struggle to provide impoverished students with a meaningful education in poorly maintained, 

overcrowded classrooms. There is undoubtedly value to mission differentiation in any higher 

education system. But there is no value in having enormous disparities in the quality of what 

institutions can offer their students. Students who succeed in entering higher education need to 

be assured that their learning experiences and qualifications will be of good quality. And good 

quality means, in practice, that they will graduate and be equipped to live fruitful lives as 

contributing members of society. Thus for all universities in South Africa, regardless of 

mission, the success of their students must be a primary focus.  

In today’s world, and in South Africa in particular, quality cannot be defined only in terms of 

the arrangements an institution makes to carry out its activities, although those must be in place. 

Quality must be about what the outcomes of those arrangements are. In today’s South Africa, 

there is a social justice imperative for universities to contribute to the transformation of 

students’ lives. What value does an institution add to students’ lives, while they are at the 

institution and after they have left? This is the central question that will guide the next quality 

assurance cycle. 

2. Background 

2.1 The first quality assurance cycle: institutional audits 

In 1997, three years after the first democratic elections were held in South Africa, the Higher 

Education Act provided the legal framework for the establishment of the Council on Higher 

Education (CHE) and spelt out its mandate. In 2000, the CHE published its Founding 

Document, in which it elaborated on the mandate, including how it intended to approach quality 

assurance. This was a time of instability for the South African higher education sector, as plans 

were being developed to merge the 36 public higher education institutions (HEIs) that existed 

at the time into 23 institutions. These mergers took place over the next few years, ending in 

2005, and resulting in three types of institutions: 11 universities, 6 universities of technology1 

and 6 comprehensive2 universities. 

Between 2000 and 2003, as part of its role as a newly formed external quality assurance agency, 

the CHE worked in consultation with HEIs to develop a methodology to audit the quality 

assurance mechanisms of HEIs. Based on these consultations, and drawing on good 

                                                           
1 Formed from previous technikons, which offered vocationally oriented education. 
2 Formed by merging traditional universities, which offered academically and professionally oriented education, 

and former technikons. 
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international practice, it developed a framework and associated criteria for institutional audits3. 

It also created a schedule for the audits, which were planned to take place between 2004 and 

2009. In practice, the last institutional audit was conducted in 2011. Initially, the plan was to 

conduct institutional audits at both public and private HEIs, but it soon became apparent that 

the large number of mostly small private providers make it impossible to do this given the 

resources available to the CHE. Therefore only 11 private HEIs underwent institutional audits, 

with the rest engaging with the CHE through the accreditation of their programmes, which is 

done by a separate CHE directorate.  

The methodology adopted for institutional audits was similar to the practice at the time in a 

number of countries, comprising criteria for evaluation, an institutional self-evaluation relative 

to the criteria, a site visit by a panel of peers and an audit report written by the panel, which 

included commendations for good practice and recommendations for improvement. Once the 

audit report was approved by the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) of the CHE, 

it was sent to the institution, which was given about six months to submit an improvement plan. 

Approximately 2½ years later, the institution was required to submit a progress report to show 

how it had implemented its improvement plan.   

During the first cycle two focus areas were identified: 

1. Mission of the institution; links between planning, resource allocation and quality 

management. 

2. Teaching and learning, research and community engagement. 

Nineteen criteria4 were developed, three for focus area 1 and 16 for focus area 2, which 

specified what an institution should have in place at a high level, with examples of systems, 

policies, processes and provision that would be expected. The intention was to conduct the 

institutional audits in two phases5, the first one from 2004 to 2006 and the second one from 

2007 to 2009. One of the activities planned for the second phase was that institutions could 

apply for self-accreditation status, which would be “granted on the basis of satisfactory 

evidence of the effectiveness of internal quality management systems and programme quality.” 

Unfortunately, everything did not go as planned. The process of merging institutions was 

fraught with many challenges and instability persisted at some institutions for years afterwards.  

Between 2000 and 2012 eight institutions were placed under administration6 by first the 

Minister of Education and later, when the department was reconfigured, the Minster of Higher 

Education and Training. This necessarily impacted on institutions’ audit processes. In some 

                                                           
3 Council on Higher Education (June 2004). Framework for Institutional Audits. Pretoria: CHE. 
4 Council on Higher Education (June 2004). Criteria for Institutional Audits. Pretoria: CHE. 
5 Council on Higher Education (June 2004). Framework for Institutional Audits. Pretoria: CHE. 
6 The Minister can appoint an external person, an Administrator, to take over the running of a dysfunctional 

institution, usually for two years, following an assessor’s report. This includes dissolving the council (the 

governing body) and usually (though not always) suspending or dismissing the senior management. The 

Administrator is expected to restore the institution to functionality, through, for example, forensic investigations 

into the source of problems, overseeing the development of sound procedures and policies, and appointment of 

suitable leaders. 
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cases, improvement plans and progress reports had to be sent back to institutions because they 

were not adequate. Sometimes support visits to institutions had to be conducted to help them 

understand what was expected of them in their documents. Audit processes had to be 

temporarily suspended at some institutions while they were under administration. The upshot 

of these events was that, while the last institutional audit report was sent out in 2011, it took 

until 2017 to complete the first audit cycle. 

2.2 The second quality assurance cycle: The Quality Enhancement Project 

In 2010, as the first set of institutional audit visits was drawing to a close, discussions began at 

the CHE and with the sector about what form the second quality assurance cycle should take. 

As a result of the first cycle, quality offices and officers had been appointed at all universities 

and many private HEIs. An external evaluation of the HEQC conducted in 20097 indicated that 

institutional audits had been effective in helping establish a quality assurance system for the 

higher education sector: 

With regard to the promotion of quality assurance, the panel believes that the HEQC has been 

successful in developing a credible quality assurance system for South African higher 

education and has worked well with institutions to develop their own quality assurance 

mechanisms, especially through the audit process. 

However, the evaluation noted that the cost in time and human resources of carrying out 

comprehensive institutional audits was great, and suggested that a different approach should 

be taken in the next quality assurance cycle, with a focus on quality promotion: 

The panel believes that quality assurance mechanisms and practices have been embedded in 

the higher education system. While this strength should be maintained and strengthened 

further, the panel believes that the HEQC should find ways to focus on quality promotion for 

the second cycle…the panel is confident that the HEQC…will design a process which will 

effectively help institutions to advance to increasing levels of quality and responsiveness to 

student and national needs. 

This recommendation, together with discussions in the HEQC and with HEIs and data showing 

that student throughput rates were unacceptably low, led to a consensus that the focus in the 

next cycle needed to be on improving teaching and learning in order to improve student success. 

Between 2010 and 2012, numerous consultations were held and discussion documents drafted 

on how this could be done. In December 2012 the CHE approved the conceptualisation of the 

second cycle as a five-year, quality promotion project. Extensive consultations across the 

higher education sector in 2013 led to the formulation of the Quality Enhancement Project 

(QEP), in which the aim was to promote student success, defined as “enhanced student learning 

with a view to increasing the number of graduates with attributes that are personally, 

professionally and socially valuable.” The framework was approved in December 20138 and 

the project was launched in February 2014. 

                                                           
7 External Evaluation Report of the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) of the Council on Higher 

Education, South Africa, February 2009. 
8 Council on Higher Education (2014). Framework for Institutional Quality Enhancement in the Second Period 

of Quality Assurance. Pretoria: CHE. 
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The methodology involved working with all institutions simultaneously in order to try to bring 

about sector level improvements in a relatively short period. Two phases were envisaged. In 

each phase, focus areas were selected that are important to improving student success. In phase 

1, all public institutions were expected to submit baseline reports in September 2014 on what 

they were doing in each of four focus areas that was and was not successful, and progress 

reports in December 2015 on what they had done to improve. Individual institutional visits 

were carried out in 2016 by two peer reviewers and the Director: Institutional Audits, followed 

by a peer reviewer report that identified areas of strength and suggestions for improvement in 

each focus area.  

The process for Phase 2 will be limited to a single institutional submission, as the CHE has 

determined that it is necessary to once again foreground its responsibility to engage with 

institutions individually on their quality assurance regimes. The QEP provided a structured 

opportunity for the higher education sector to improve teaching and the student learning 

experience. In the QEP framework document9 it states: 

The Quality Enhancement Project is intended to provide an enabling framework, impetus and 

resources that will lead to on-going improvements in student success in South African higher 

education institutions. The immediate goals of the QEP are to improve the quality of 

undergraduate provision and the number of graduates with personally, professionally and 

socially valuable attributes.  

During the four years in which the QEP will have run, institutions have had opportunities to 

bring about improvements in teaching and learning and associated activities that affect student 

success. In the next quality assurance process, Institutional Quality Reviews, institutions will 

be held accountable for the effectiveness of their quality assurance systems in assuring and 

ensuring quality educational provision leading to student success. 

3. Quality in higher education 

Up until the 1980s, quality in higher education was largely an institutional matter, extending 

beyond institutional boundaries mainly through collegial interactions, such as external 

examining practices. However, with the massification of higher education in the 1990s, 

concerns about quality rose, and, with them, the need to define quality and codify the means of 

ensuring it. The movement to define, ensure and improve quality in higher education gathered 

momentum in the 1990s, and, by the early 2000s it was near universal in higher education 

systems across the world. 

But understandings of ‘quality’ in higher education are not universal. In a paper written fairly 

early on in the quality assurance literature, Harvey and Green10 identified five conceptions of 

educational quality: 

                                                           
9 Council on Higher Education (2014). Framework for Institutional Quality Enhancement in the Second Period 

of Quality Assurance. 
10 Harvey, L. & Green, D. (1993). Defining quality. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 18(1), 9–34. 
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 Quality as exceptional 

 Quality as perfection  

 Quality as fitness for purpose 

 Quality as value for money 

 Quality as transformation 

In the CHE’s Framework for Institutional Audits11, quality was understood to encompass three 

of these conceptions, namely, fitness for purpose, value for money and individual and social 

transformation.  

Marshall12 elaborates on these conceptions as follows: defining quality as exceptional depends 

on the robustness and validity of the standards that are proposed as measures; quality as 

perfection focuses on consistency and the removal of defects; quality as fitness for purpose is 

consistent with aligning programmes to specified learning objectives and graduate attributes; 

quality as value for money deals with the challenges of funding higher education and focuses 

on public accountability for expenditure; quality as transformation focuses on the student and 

how he or she is transformed through higher education. 

In the intervening years, conceptions related to quality and how to monitor and improve it have 

expanded. In a recent paper that endeavours to clarify the concepts of quality, quality assurance 

and quality enhancement, Elassy13 identifies five approaches to defining quality, which 

partially overlap with those of Harvey and Green: 

 Quality as the conformance to standards 

 Quality as fitness for purpose 

 Quality as effectiveness in achieving institutional goals 

 Quality as meeting customers’ needs 

 The traditional concept of quality, i.e. excellence  

In Elassy’s paper, quality assurance and quality enhancement are seen as a continuum, where 

quality assurance is mostly retrospective, what has been done, and quality enhancement is 

mostly forward looking, what can be done. The primary function of quality assurance is usually 

understood as accountability; the primary function of quality enhancement is usually regarded 

as improvement. Depending on how quality assurance is approached, it can be perceived as 

                                                           
11 Council on Higher Education (2004). Framework for Institutional Audits. CHE: Pretoria 
12 Marshall, S. (2016). Quality as sense-making. Quality in Higher Education, 22 (3), 213–227.  
13  Elassy, N. (2015). The concepts of quality, quality assurance and quality enhancement. Quality 

Assurance in Education, Vol. 23 (3), 250-261. 
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bureaucratic, a mere compliance exercise, while quality enhancement is often viewed as ways 

to make things better.  However, quality assurance and quality enhancement can be seen as part 

of a cycle, each of which informs the other. For example, Williams14 writes: 

In reality, where good practice has been developed, it has been based on paying attention to 

what the key stakeholders have said. For example, where institutional student feedback 

processes have been followed over a period of years, there is clear evidence to indicate that 

student satisfaction is closely interrelated with clear, tangible action (Williams, J. & Kane, D., 

2009). Where institutions have acted on the basis of what the students have said in their annual 

feedback surveys, student satisfaction can be seen to rise. A quality feedback action cycle, 

such as that outlined by Harvey (2003) appears to work in practice. 

…The question of how the two concepts are related has important implications for how staff 

are treated, respect and trust, how institutional data can be used to improve what the 

institutions and ultimately, what universities are actually for. 

A very different conceptualisation of quality is proposed by Marshall. He suggests that quality 

can be viewed with the framework of ‘sense-making’, which is characterised by seven 

properties: social in nature, grounded in identity construction, retrospective, enactive of 

sensible environments, ongoing, focused on and by extracted cues and driven by plausibility 

rather than accuracy. He writes15:  

A sense-making perspective, undertaken collegially and across the entire organisation, is 

compatible with the values of academic freedom and collectivism that define universities and 

can help reinforce that shared sense of identity and meaning that are integral to successful 

organisations in any context… 

A conception of quality defined by these [seven sense-making] properties is potentially far 

more inclusive, agile and future-oriented than other conceptions of quality. Recognising the 

conception of quality as sense-making emphasises the possibility that we may not know all 

there is to discover about quality in education and the organisational forms and systems 

needed in the future. Models that are too rigidly defined around historical models of provision 

or too focused on measuring narrowly defined outcomes run the risk of failing to notice 

substantial changes inconsistent with that world view. 

Quality improvement needs to be seen as a collection of actions undertaken by or on behalf 

of the key stakeholders in education. Aligning the information to specific stakeholders and 

recognising the ways by which they can act to improve the qualities they value helps ensure 

that the issues described above are at the very least mitigated. 

Students need a quality improvement framework that sustains their engagement with learning 

throughout their life, assisting them in identifying opportunities to develop new skills and 

knowledge, motivating and engaging them in education with a level of intensity designed to 

maximise the benefits and helping them represent their personal qualities in a way that enables 

their success. 

                                                           
14 Williams, J. (2016). Quality assurance and quality enhancement: Is there a relationship? Quality in Higher 

Education, 22 (2), 97-102. 
15 Marshall, S. (2016). Quality as sense-making. Quality in Higher Education, 22 (3), 213–227.  
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Education organisations need a quality improvement framework that helps the organisation 

engage in collective sense-making and reflection so that change can be undertaken 

continuously in a manner that respects the core values and role of the organisation. Elements 

of the framework need to ensure that the organisation has the information needed to manage 

its resources and activities effectively but the focus needs to be on the qualities of the 

outcomes being achieved and far less on the change mechanisms being used, as in the 

transformation notion of quality. 

Marshall’s conceptualisation of quality allows for inclusivity and agility in the processes used 

to ensure and continuously enhance quality, while focusing on the qualities of the outcomes 

rather than the processes themselves.  

4. Externally-led institutional quality assurance  

In some countries, external agencies quality assure both programmes and institutions as a 

whole. This section pertains only to quality assurance of institutions as a whole. 

4.1 The role of external quality assurance agencies in institutional quality 

assurance 

There is agreement in the quality assurance literature that quality assurance is first and foremost 

the responsibility of higher education institutions (HEIs). External quality agencies’ role is, at 

a minimum, to ensure that internal quality assurance processes are in place and are functional. 

In many higher education systems, the role of external quality assurance processes is more 

ambitious. For example, the first standard for external quality assurance in the Standards and 

Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (2015) states, 

“External quality assurance should address the effectiveness of the internal quality assurance 

processes described in Part 1 of the ESG”. In the draft African Standards and Guidelines for 

Quality Assurance in Higher Education (May 2017), one of the standards for external quality 

assurance indicates that, “it should help the HEI ensure the effectiveness of its internal quality 

assurance mechanisms, providing an additional instrument for assessing institutional quality.” 

The Guide to AUN-QA Assessment at Institutional Level of the ASEAN University Network 

states that the objectives of the institutional approach to quality assurance are, “to enhance the 

quality of education, research and service holistically, and to assess the effectiveness of the 

internal quality assurance system16.”  

The role of external quality assurance agencies may change over time for various reasons, for 

example, as quality assurance processes become more embedded in institutions. Younger 

quality assurance agencies operating in countries where institutions do not all have established 

quality assurance regimes need to ensure that important structures, policies and processes are 

in place and functional for all areas of universities’ core activities and the management thereof. 

This was true of the CHE when the first cycle of institutional audits was carried out. The criteria 

                                                           
16http://aunsec.org/pdf/Guide%20to%20AUNQA%20Assessment%20at%20Institutional%20Level%20Version2

.0_Final_for_publishing_2016%20(1).pdf  

http://aunsec.org/pdf/Guide%20to%20AUNQA%20Assessment%20at%20Institutional%20Level%20Version2.0_Final_for_publishing_2016%20(1).pdf
http://aunsec.org/pdf/Guide%20to%20AUNQA%20Assessment%20at%20Institutional%20Level%20Version2.0_Final_for_publishing_2016%20(1).pdf
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spelt out in the institutional audits manual17 provided guidance to help the CHE fulfil this task. 

In a similar approach, the African Union has developed draft African Standards and Guidelines 

for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, as many countries on the continent have no, or 

only recently formed, quality assurance agencies.  

For countries that have a longer history of external quality assurance, the focus is increasingly 

on the quality of educational provision and how students benefit from it. For example, the 

United Kingdom’s Higher Education Review handbook18 states that “Students are at the heart 

of Higher Education Review.” The New Zealand Academic Quality Agency states in its Cycle 

5 Academic Audit Handbook for Universities (2013) that academic audit: 

is one tool which is used internationally to assure institutions, their stakeholders, and the 

university community both nationally and internationally that the processes the university 

uses to achieve good outcomes for its students are acceptable, appropriate and effective. 

In Scotland, HEIs undergo periodic Enhancement-led Institutional Reviews (ELIRs). The focus 

on students is evident in the following extract from the latest version of the ELIR handbook19: 

The Scottish sector has defined enhancement as taking deliberate steps to bring about 

improvement in the effectiveness of the learning experiences of students.  

ELIR has a focus on the institution's strategic approach to enhancement, which will be 

implemented at multiple levels within the institution. The resulting enhancement may involve 

continuous improvement and/or more significant step-changes in policy and practice.  

While younger quality assurance agencies may focus primarily on what may be considered 

inputs – what a university puts in place – there is a growing demand on institutions and higher 

education systems globally to focus more on outputs. How many students graduate relative to 

enrolments, and how are their qualifications of benefit to themselves, society and the 

workplace? Today, partially as a result of the escalating costs of higher education and a global 

recession, institutions (at least those that are publically funded) are forced to be more 

accountable for how they spend their money. This is evidenced, for example, in the 2013 

Handbook of Accreditation Revised20 of the regional accreditation body for the western states 

in the United States, WASC: 

Colleges and universities have been under increasing pressure to become more accountable 

for student academic achievement; to be more transparent in reporting the results of 

accreditation; and to demonstrate their contribution to the public good. Accounting for quality 

is a matter of public trust, given the billions of dollars government provides higher education 

through direct investment in institutions, federal and state financial aid for students, and tax 

exemptions for public and non-profit institutions.  

                                                           
17 Council on Higher Education (September 2007). HEQC Institutional Audits Manual 2007. Pretoria: CHE. 
18 QAA (June 2015). Higher Education Review. A handbook for universities and colleges with access to funding 

from HEFCE or DEL undergoing review in 2015-16 
19 QAA Scotland (2017). Enhancement-led Institutional Review Handbook, Fourth Edition. 
20 WASC Senior College and University Commission (Revised April 2015). 2013 Handbook of Accreditation 

Revised.  



10 
 

4.2 Approaches to external quality assurance of institutions 

Early on in the 21st century, external quality assurance of a whole institutions was usually called 

an “institutional audit”. However, in recent years in many countries the term “audit” has been 

replaced by “review” as quality assurance processes have shifted from what was often 

perceived by institutions as compliance-driven to a greater emphasis on enhancement.  

In many countries the external quality assurance agency specifies standards against which an 

institution will be reviewed. The number and focus of these standards varies widely from one 

country to another. For example, the Netherlands21 has only four standards, which, “constitute 

a ‘reflective cycle’ on the basis of which the institution demonstrates that all of its departments 

observe a strong quality culture focused on development, and follow up policy results.”  The 

four standards are based on the following questions: 

1. Are the institution’s vision and policy concerning the quality of the education it 

provides widely supported and sufficiently coordinated, both externally and internally? 

2. How does the institution realise this vision of quality? 

3. How does the institution monitor that its vision of quality is realised? 

4. How does the institution work on improvement? 

New Zealand22 provides guideline statements, with associated self-review questions and 

examples of types of evidence under the following headings: 

1. Leadership and management of teaching and learning 

2. Student profile: access, admission and transition processes 

3. Curriculum and assessment 

4. Student engagement and achievement 

5. Student feedback and support 

6. Teaching quality 

7. Supervision of research students 

The United Kingdom developed the UK Quality Code for Higher Education that, 

                                                           
21 NVAO (September 2016). Assessment framework for the higher education accreditation system of the 

Netherlands. 
22 Cameron, J. (April 2013). Cycle 5 Academic Audit Handbook. Wellington: Academic Quality Agency for New 

Zealand Universities. 
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gives all higher education providers a shared starting point for setting, describing and assuring 

the academic standards of their higher education awards and programmes and the quality of 

the learning opportunities they provide23. 

Part A of the Quality Code covers setting and maintaining academic standards, part B covers 

the assuring and enhancing of academic quality and part C covers information the institution 

makes available about its higher education provision. The Quality Code specifies expectations 

that all higher education providers are required to meet, together with indicators of sound 

practice. The introduction to Part B states: 

Academic quality is concerned with how well the learning opportunities made available to 

students enable them to achieve their award. The Quality Code sets out Expectations that 

higher education providers are required to meet to ensure: that appropriate and effective 

teaching, support, assessment and learning resources are provided for students; that the 

learning opportunities provided are monitored; and that the provider considers how to 

improve them.24 

These examples illustrate different ways in which external quality assurance systems can 

provide guidance to institutions in order to hold them accountable for the quality of their 

educational provision and the outcomes thereof. 

Some quality assurance agencies assess the quality assurance system as a whole. In 

Switzerland25 the first quality standard states:  

The higher education institutions or other institution within the higher education sector shall 

define its quality assurance strategy. This strategy shall contain the essential elements of an 

internal quality assurance system aimed at ensuring the quality of the activities of the higher 

education institution or other institution within the higher education sector and their long-term 

quality development as well as promoting the development of a quality culture. 

The explanation of this quality standard includes the following: 

The concept of a quality system refers to all the procedures and practices for documenting 

and improving the quality of the HE institution’s activities. It requires a complete, coherent 

and dynamic set of rules, mechanisms and processes designed to [for]: 

- the achievement of objectives by implementing selected strategies; 

- the implementation of actions arising from the objectives and strategies and their 

evaluation; 

- the introduction of corrective mechanisms, if necessary; 

- the continuous improvement of the HE institution’s activities and its adaptation to 

changes in the environment. 

                                                           
23 http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuring-standards-and-quality  
24 http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuring-standards-and-quality/the-quality-code/quality-code-part-b 
25 AAQ (January 2016). Institutional Accreditation. 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuring-standards-and-quality
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In Finland, one of six audit criteria is the quality system as a whole. The audit manual26 states: 

The auditing method is based on respecting the autonomy of HEIs and trust in the institutions’ 

intentions regarding their statutory responsibility for the quality of their operations. The 

participating HEIs have themselves decided on the development and form of their quality 

systems, and the audit assesses the comprehensiveness, functionality and effectiveness of 

those systems.  

In many countries the outcome of an institutional review is an assessment or rating, typically 

on a three or four point scale, which is valid for a specified number of years. The implications 

of the rating are different in different countries. For instance, in the UK an institution that is 

rated in the top two of four categories qualifies to use the QAA Quality Mark (or QAA Review 

Graphic if it is not a QAA subscriber). In the US, the students at an institution that is accredited 

by a recognised quality assurance agency are entitled to apply for government financial aid. In 

Switzerland a university must be accredited by the external quality assurance agency to use the 

name “university” and to receive federal funding. Where an institution is rated as less than 

satisfactory overall, or, in some systems, on one or more components, some form of 

improvement plan and follow up is required.  

5. Framing the third quality assurance cycle  

The CHE has implemented two quality assurance cycles since 2004, one comprising 

institutional audits of individual institutions and the second focusing on quality enhancement 

to promote student success in the whole sector. Following the QEP, the CHE will initiate a 

third quality assurance cycle in which institutions, having focused for several years on 

improving teaching and learning, will be held accountable for the quality of their educational 

provision. A new form of quality assurance is needed for the third cycle that will build on the 

work that has been done over the past 13 years, and that is appropriate and beneficial for South 

Africa’s higher education institutions and their students at this time in South Africa’s history 

and within the global context.  

As discussed earlier, institutional audits were designed to work with institutions on an 

individual basis to establish mechanisms to ensure the quality of their core operations. The 

QEP was designed to work with the entire sector to reflect on and improve institutional and 

national processes, policies and structures to enhance teaching and learning and student 

success, through both individual institutional activities and collaborative activities across the 

sector.  

In the third quality assurance cycle, the focus will once again be on individual institutions. In 

this cycle the coherence and effectiveness of institutions’ quality assurance systems will be 

assessed, particularly with regard to how they affect students and their success. This focus is 

in line with priorities spelt out in the Department of Higher Education and Training’s policy 

                                                           
26 Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (2015). Audit Manual for the Quality Systems of Higher Education 

Institutions 2015-2018. 
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for post-school education and training (PSET)27, which states that, with respect to higher 

education, “the DHET’s main focus will be on improving quality”. The document is 

unequivocal on the need to focus on students and their success: 

As participation increases, universities must simultaneously focus their attention on 

improving student performance. Improving student access, success and throughput rates is a 

very serious challenge for the university sector and must become a priority focus for national 

policy and for the institutions themselves….Despite the overall demographic changes in the 

student bodies of universities [since 1994], cohort studies have shown that black students, 

particularly those from poor backgrounds, are still most affected by poor graduation and 

throughput rates. The relationship between equity of access and equity of outcomes must 

therefore continue to be a substantive area of focus. 

The role of the CHE is ensuring the quality of undergraduate provision and student success is 

specifically mentioned in the document: 

In order to improve success rates significantly, strengthening teaching and learning across the 

system must be a priority, ensuring that a high quality of undergraduate education is available 

to all students and in all institutions. The DHET will intensify its support for these processes 

through the planning and funding mechanisms available to it. With regard to quality assurance, 

it will work in consultation with the Council on Higher Education (CHE). All three policy 

drivers – planning, funding and quality assurance – must continue to be directed at the 

improvement of the quality of teaching at undergraduate level, reducing the gaps in 

performance between institutions, and supporting all the elements that contribute to student 

success as outlined above.  

In addition, while the QEP only considered undergraduate education, in the next cycle post-

graduate education will also be considered. This expanded focus is also in line with the DHET’s 

PSET document: 

Improvement of undergraduate throughput rates is a key strategy for increasing graduate 

outputs, for providing the skills needed by the economy, and for ensuring that larger numbers 

of students are available for postgraduate study. Although there has been some improvement 

over the last fifteen years, postgraduate enrolments in both Masters and Doctoral programmes 

remain low. There is an urgent need to increase the number and quality of both the Masters 

and the PhD degrees obtained. 

6. Institutional Quality Reviews 

The HEQC Founding Document (2000) signalled the intention of the CHE to assess the 

effectiveness of institutions’ quality assurance systems. In the document, one of the areas of 

responsibility of the HEQC, identified as audit/ institutional review, was described as follows: 

The review of the effectiveness of quality assurance policies and systems of all public and 

private providers of higher education, with particular emphasis on teaching and learning and 

research arrangements.  

                                                           
27 Department of Higher Education and Training (November 2013). White Paper for Post-School Education and 
Training. Building an Expanded, Effective and Integrated Post-School System.  
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In the third quality assurance cycle, individual Institutional Quality Reviews (IQRs) will be 

carried out. In line with the statement above and with global trends in external quality 

assurance,  

The aim of an IQR is to assess the coherence and effectiveness of an institution’s 

quality assurance system in the provision of a learning experience that promotes 

student access and success. 

This will be done in order to:  

1. provide an external mechanism to help safeguard students from inferior educational 

provision or associated practices that may be deleterious to their welfare, development 

and future; 

2. provide HEIs with an opportunity to receive external input on the effectiveness of their 

quality assurance systems with a view to strengthening them, for the benefit of the 

institutions and their students, and 

3. help institutions develop a quality culture, which forms the basis for a systematic and 

evidence-based approach to quality enhancement. 

A well-designed and functional quality assurance system should ensure that an institution 

fulfils its individual mission and contributes to the lives of its students and the nation through 

graduating students with attributes that are personally, professionally and socially valuable. 

The IQR needs to be outcomes-focused, especially in relation to an institution’s actions with 

and for its students. Ultimately, what matters is not so much which structures and processes an 

institution chooses to establish, although structures and processes to assure quality are 

essential, but what the effects are on its students – the quality of their experience at the 

institution, whether they succeed or not, the attributes they develop and whether they are 

employable and well-equipped to be contributing members of a democratic society after they 

leave. Institutions need to develop ways of knowing what the effect is of what they do with and 

for their students – what value have they added to their students’ lives. This will require 

evidence to be gathered from a range of stakeholders, both within the institution (students and 

staff) and beyond (employers, sponsors, alumni, parents, community). 

The main focus of an IQR should be on students– what provision and resources are made 

available for them, what characterises the interactions between students and the institution, and 

ultimately, what the student experience is, before enrolment, while registered and after 

graduation, as a result of the student’s involvement with the institution. An important 

dimension of quality is the value that an institution adds to a student’s life. This understanding 

of quality takes into account the wide diversity in both students and higher education 

institutions in South Africa. 
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6.1 Quality assurance system 

A broad view of systems and how several important features apply to higher education is 

provided by systems expert, Donella Meadows28: 

A system is an interconnected set of elements that is coherently organized in a way that 

achieves something. If you look at that definition closely for a minute, you can see that a 

system must consist of three kinds of things: elements, interconnections and purpose… 

The system called a university is made up of buildings, students, professors, administrators, 

libraries, books, computers – and I could go on and say what all those things are made of. 

Elements do not have to be physical things. Intangibles are also elements of a system. In a 

university, school pride and academic prowess are two intangibles that can be very important 

elements of the system… 

In the university system, interconnections include the standards for admission, the 

requirements for degrees, the examinations and grade, the budgets and money flows, the 

gossip, and most important, the communication of knowledge that is, presumably, the purpose 

of the whole system… 

A system’s function or purpose is not necessarily spoken, written, or expressed explicitly, 

except through the operation of the system. The best way to deduce the system’s purpose is 

to watch for a while to see how the system behaves… 

Systems can be nested within systems. Therefore, there can be purposes within purposes. The 

purpose of a university is to discover and preserve knowledge and pass it on to new 

generations. Within the university, the purpose of a student may be to get good grades, the 

purpose of a professor may be to get tenure, the purpose of an administrator may be to balance 

the budget. Any of those sub-purposes could come into conflict with the overall purpose – the 

student could cheat, the professor could ignore the students in order to publish papers, the 

administrator could balance the budget by firing professors. Keeping sub-purposes and overall 

system purposes in harmony is an essential function of successful systems. 

Another important aspect of systems is feedback processes. Appropriate, well-functioning 

feedback loops can enable systems to be resilient, able to adjust, adapt, survive, and, hopefully 

thrive, under changing circumstances. 

Definitions of a quality system provided by quality assurance agencies such as the Swiss 

Agency of Accreditation and Quality Assurance (c.f. section 4), together with general system 

characteristics – purpose, elements, interconnections and feedback processes – can be 

combined to develop a picture of an institutional quality assurance system. At the highest level, 

the elements are institutional mission, frameworks and strategies. To function effectively as a 

system there must be coherence among these elements. These elements are made visible and 

functional through policies, processes, plans, structures and resource provisioning. These 

elements need to be aligned with one another. Feedback processes include reflection, 

monitoring and evaluation, which should lead to quality enhancements. Figure 2 below 

represents this system view.  

                                                           
28 Meadows, D.H. (2008). Thinking in Systems. Vermont, USA: Chelsea Green Publishing, 11-16. 
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Figure 2: A system view of institutional quality assurance 

Each institution is responsible for the quality of its own offerings and activities, and for 

establishing, maintaining and modifying its own quality assurance system. The quality 

assurance system must ensure coherence and alignment among the elements of the system, and 

contain feedback loops that support and promote improvement. Ultimately, the system should 

help the institution to fulfil its purpose. The word “system” needs to be emphasised. It is 

possible for an institution to have numerous quality assurance processes in place, but without 

the interconnections and feedback loops that characterise a system, the processes will be 

disjointed and are unlikely to lead to the necessary quality control and quality enhancement, 

for the benefit of students and of the institution as a whole. In addition, a prerequisite for 

sustained, continuous improvement is engagement with a system, since: 

There is the implicit recognition in quality improvement work that every system is perfectly 

designed to achieve the results it gets, which means that results are the natural products of the 
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current state of affairs…A ‘systems’ perspective implies that, in order to achieve improved 

results, one must of necessity alter the system and the ways of working in it29. 

6.2 Quality culture and quality enhancement 

A number of quality assurance agencies, the CHE included, recognise the importance of 

promoting a quality culture at HEIs. Quality assurance in the broad sense should be everyone’s 

business in an institution and should lead to quality enhancement. According to the CIQC 

document on international quality principles30: 

Institutional self-improvement should engage a broad participation in quality assurance 

process and procedures. It creates opportunities for institutions and programs to develop an 

internal quality system and also enables them to forge strong links between administration 

and academic units in the implementation process. 

Quality assurance systems are designed to achieve quality improvement. Therefore, 

institutions need continuously to strive for the improvement of their systems through a 

cyclical review process. Institutions need to know what to improve, how to reform the system 

and when to change in response to varying social needs. 

Most importantly, institutional self-improvement can help build a quality culture within the 

campus. All faculty and staff should perceive that quality assurance is in their hands and 

therefore implement it in their daily lives. When quality issues become the major task of 

everyone in the institution, an institutional quality culture will be naturally embedded into the 

core functions and management of the provider. 

However, the establishment of a quality assurance system does not automatically ensure that 

quality will improve. This concern was flagged by Luckett and Kotecha31 in a report in 2000, 

when South Africa’s quality assurance system was being set up: 

In many QA systems overseas, it is assumed that QA for accountability will automatically 

result in improvements in practice as a spin-off from the threat of external scrutiny. However, 

research and international experience suggests that this is not necessarily the case and that all 

that happens is that people learn to plat the “quality game” better. 

…whatever QA system we devise, we should ensure that it results in what is called “a culture 

of continuous quality improvement” rather than “a culture of compliance”. This will mean 

that the quality system encourages an orientation towards satisfying of the needs of our 

various stakeholders, especially students’ learning needs, and a commitment to embedding 

quality thinking in practice. 

                                                           
29 Park, S., Hironka, S., Carver, P. and Nordstrum, L. (2013). Continuous Improvement in Education. Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 
30 Uvalić-Trumbić (2016). The CIQG International Quality Principles: Towards a Shared Understanding of 

Quality. Washington DC: Council for Higher Education Accreditation/International Quality Group. 
31 Luckett, K. and Kotecha, P. (March 2000). An analysis of institutional profiles: Implications for building a 

national quality assurance system. SAUVCA. 
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Great care must be taken to avoid the danger that no real good may come out of quality 

assurance processes, and, worse still, that the people in the engine room of institutions, the 

academics, may become cynically compliant and disheartened, as illustrated below32. 

Throughout the 15 years of Quality in Higher Education there have been repeated concerns 

about the artificiality of quality assurance processes in higher education. For many academics, 

they are seen as a burdensome extra, to be responded to through ritualised compliance. Quality 

assurance fails to be a part of the everyday activity of academics because they perceive no 

real link between the quality of their academic work (teaching and research) and the 

performance embodied in quality assurance processes.  

… In his much-quoted contribution, entitled ‘Feeding the beast or improving quality?’ 

Newton (2000) examined academics’ perceptions of quality assurance. Hitherto, research to 

explain academics’ responses to the growth of external quality monitoring and the extension 

of institutions’ own quality systems had been sparse. His case study highlighted not only the 

merits of close-up study but showed the ‘implementation gap’ between the intentions 

underpinning ‘quality policy’ and the actual outcomes. He argued that if academics are to 

remain pivotal in efforts to improve the quality of teaching and learning, then more attention 

needs to be paid, by institutions and external quality bodies, to the importance of the 

conditions and context of academics’ work. Otherwise, quality monitoring is liable to be 

invested with a ‘beast-like’ presence requiring to be ‘fed’ with ritualistic practices by 

academics seeking to meet accountability requirements. 

In the first quality assurance cycle in South Africa, every university set up a quality unit and 

appointed dedicated staff to carry out quality assurance activities. However, this did not 

necessarily lead to the establishment of a ‘quality culture’ in institutions, since there was 

sometimes a gulf between staff in the quality unit and staff and students operating at the coal 

face of institutional activities.  

The QEP, by virtue of the focus areas selected, required participation of a large number of 

diverse stakeholders in institutions that cut across organisational structures. Hopefully, this has 

increased awareness of, and buy-in for, the need for everyone in an institution to be concerned 

about quality and how to enhance it. It will be important to build on this increased participation 

in quality-related activities in the third cycle and to prevent it being perceived as a compliance 

exercise to be undertaken by the ‘specialists’. 

6.3 Assessing effectiveness 

The assessment of the effectiveness of the quality assurance system has two aspects to it. 

1. It is first necessary to assess whether there is a system in place (as described earlier in 

this section) and the extent to which it is functional. An assessment of the quality 

assurance system includes consideration of the process by which the system is designed 

and who is involved in the design, the component elements and interconnections and 

                                                           
32 Harvey, L. and Williams, J. (2010). Fifteen years of Quality in Higher Education (Part Two). Quality in 

Higher Education, 16 (2), 81-113. 
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how they relate to the institutional mission, what feedback mechanisms are in place and 

how they lead to improvements. 

2. The effectiveness of the quality assurance system is determined by the extent to which 

the outputs serve the intended purpose. What are the results of what the university puts 

in place that are of value to identified stakeholders, particularly students, but also 

employers, tax-payers and society at large? To answer this question, evidence from 

sources both internal and external to the university will need to be gathered. Examples 

of internally-based evidence include policies, strategies, frameworks, reports, minutes 

and inputs from staff and students. Examples of externally-based evidence include 

graduate destination surveys, graduate and employer satisfaction data and inputs from 

donors, alumni, external advisory bodies, professional bodies and community-based 

organisations. 

The quality assurance system as a whole needs to be designed and shown to be functional in 

the sense that it establishes the means to quality assure, as a minimum, all aspects of educational 

provision (undergraduate and postgraduate), student administration, development and support,  

scholarship, information management and external relations. (These should not be viewed as 

isolated from one another.) 

It is not feasible for HEIs or the CHE to consider in-depth evidence for the effectiveness of the 

quality assurance system in every aspect of institutions’ operation. For this reason, 

effectiveness will be tested in a limited number of focus areas. In audit language, this is known 

as following an “audit trail”. As part of the Swedish institutional review process33, for example, 

the rationale for audit trails is explained as follows: 

To examine how quality assurance processes work in practice, the assessors examine one or 

more areas of focus. In this context, areas of focus are quality assurance processes, related to 

the aspects, perspectives and assessment criteria in the selected and assessed environment 

during the site visit. To see how quality assurance processes work in practice, the process is 

followed from the overall organisation at the HEI to the local level, that is, an environment 

which could consist of one or more courses and programmes (main field, subject area, 

programme) or other types of environments, like a library.  

In the system in the Netherlands, an audit trail may be followed on an institution-wide aspect. 

For IQRs, this is the approach that will be adopted.  

Proposed focus areas for the first round of IQRs are given in the Appendix. Future cycles of 

IQRs may involve a different set of focus areas, depending on what is most relevant for the 

higher education sector at the time when they developed.  

In addition, effectiveness in assuring the quality of programmes needs to be demonstrated using 

a sample of programmes. This will include how the processes of programme approval, 

management and review are quality assured. 

                                                           
33 http://english.uka.se/quality-assurance/institutional-reviews-of-the-heis-quality-assurance-processes.html  

http://english.uka.se/quality-assurance/institutional-reviews-of-the-heis-quality-assurance-processes.html
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6.4 Duration and scope of the third quality assurance cycle 

It is envisaged that the third quality assurance cycle will last for seven years. All higher 

education institutions will be included. Towards the end of the cycle an evaluation will be 

conducted to help guide decisions about whether to embark on another cycle of IQRs or to 

develop another approach. 

7. Methodology 

There are two aspects to assessing an institution’s quality assurance system that will be 

considered in an IQR: (1) the overarching structure and functionality of the QA system, and 

(2) its application and effectiveness in assuring quality in selected focus areas. In other words, 

in an IQR two broad questions will be addressed: 

1. What is the design of the overarching institutional quality assurance system and how 

well does it function? 

2. How is the effectiveness of the overarching QA system in assuring quality 

demonstrated in selected focus areas? 

An IQR should focus on what an institution does to assure quality, what evidence it gathers to 

ensure that quality is achieved and maintained and how it uses evidence to undertake 

continuous, systematic improvement. Coherence in the quality assurance system is important 

to ensure systemic quality monitoring and enhancement and avoid disjunctures that may arise 

from fragmented processes and uncoordinated activities. 

South African higher education institutions are very diverse in a number of ways, including 

history, mission, context, resourcing, size, institutional culture and student population. The 

methodology needs to cater for this diversity by enabling each institution to explain how the 

design of its quality assurance system is appropriate for its own institutional context.  

The methodology needs to ensure that the multiple purposes of the IQRs are fulfilled without 

unduly burdening institutions or incurring untenable costs. Participation in an IQR should be 

of clear benefit to an institution, in perception and in reality. While an IQR involves 

engagement with a single institution at a time, conducting IQRs should, in addition, benefit the 

whole sector through providing information or identifying challenges that are relevant for other 

institutions and for policy or national-level actions. And, of course, raising the quality at 

individual institutions raises the quality of the sector. 

In keeping with global trends and with the focus of the IQR on students, students will 

participate actively in the IQR. 

The steps involved in the proposed methodology are shown below. 

Compilation of electronic institutional record (EIR) 
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An electronic institutional record (EIR) will be compiled by the CHE for each institution, in 

consultation with the institution. To a large extent, it should make use of available 

documentation from the CHE, HEMIS, the DHET and the institution itself. The institution will 

be able to view its own EIR (but not add or remove documents directly). 

For public institutions, examples of documents to be provided by the CHE and DHET are: 

- Programme accreditation submissions and results 

- National reviews results 

- QEP reports 

- Institutional audit reports 

- Analysis of HEMIS data to show, among other things, cohort retention and 

throughput rates, by race, gender and CESM, and staff numbers and levels 

- Approved PQM  

- Approved enrolment targets 

- University Capacity Development Grant applications and reports 

Other data may be added in future if national data sets become available, such as from a national 

student experience survey or graduate destination survey. 

For private institutions, only the first and second items above are relevant. Institutions would 

be required to provide their own data on student enrolments, retention and throughput and on 

staffing. 

Examples of documents to be provided by institutions: 

- Vision and mission 

- Concise history and context 

- Strategic Plan 

- Annual report(s) 

- APP 

- Organogram showing the management structure and support services and academic 

structures, with an indication of vacant posts. 

- A document that summarises the overarching quality assurance system of the 

institution. 

 

The CHE will communicate with each institution and the DHET to ensure that the EIR is 

complete and up to date. Certain documents will need to be updated annually or periodically. 

Institutional submissions 

Prior to an IQR, the institution will be required to produce an institutional submission in which 

it provides: 

1. A description of its quality assurance system and self-evaluation of how well it 

functions. 
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2. Detailed documentation related to a small sample of programmes (to be negotiated in 

advance with the CHE) showing how the quality assurance sub-system for programmes 

works. Evidence needs to be included. 

3. Detailed information about its sub-systems for assuring quality in the selected focus 

areas. This document should include areas in which improvements are in progress, 

planned or have been identified. Evidence for claims related to outcomes needs to be 

included. 

A second submission from the institution, the Student Submission, will be prepared by current 

students in the institution. 

Guidelines will be provided to institutions by the CHE on how these two submissions should 

be prepared. 

Appointment of an IQR panel 

A call for applications for IQR panel members will be made periodically. Criteria for selection 

will be stipulated and applicants will submit their curricula vitae. A selection process will be 

conducted to select applicants who, on paper, appear to be appropriate. Training for panel 

members will be conducted by the CHE. After the training has been completed, a final selection 

of panel members will be made. The pool of panel members will be added to annually through 

soliciting and training new members. Panel members will include students. A mechanism will 

be devised to try to ensure, as far as possible, that students who apply to be panellists will still 

be students in the year after their training. 

For each IQR, a selection of panel members will be made from the pool of trained panellists, 

one of whom will be appointed as chairperson. One student should be included on the panel. 

In making the selection, the experience and characteristics of the panellists vis-à-vis the 

institution will be considered. The CVs of the proposed panellists should be sent to the 

institution before the IQR begins; the institution may object to a panel member on the basis of 

conflict of interest or likelihood of bias (which should be substantiated). The number of 

panellists will vary between two and seven, and will depend on the institution (see below: 

catering for institutional diversity) 

Analysis of the EIR and institutional submissions and planning for a site visit 

Once the panel for an IQR has been finalised, panel members will be provided with access to 

the institution’s EIR and institutional submissions. A planning meeting will be held in which a 

preliminary assessment will be made on the institution’s overarching quality assurance system 

and the extent to which it appears to be functional, as well as on effectiveness of the system 

demonstrated by means of in-depth information in selected focus areas. 

At the meeting, the panel will decide what further information it needs from the institution in 

writing and what it needs to obtain through a site visit. As far as possible, requested information 
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should be in the form of documents that the institution can reasonably be expected to have, 

with limited requirements for new documents to be written.  

A site visit of one to five days will be planned and arranged in consultation with the institution 

(see below: catering for institutional diversity). Institutions should be given two months to 

submit additional documentation. The panel should have one month to read the documentation 

prior to the site visit and develop lines of questioning for the institution, coordinated by the 

panel chairperson. 

Catering for institutional diversity 

The size of the panel and length of the site visit will be determined by a number of 

considerations. These include size of the institution, number of delivery sites, number and 

range of programmes offered and scope of issues arising from the analysis of the EIR and 

institutional submissions34.  

Assessment of the effectiveness of the institution’s quality assurance system 

On the basis of the documentation submitted and the site visit, the panel will produce a written 

report in which it identifies strengths and areas for improvement of (1) the quality assurance 

system and its functionality, and (2) its effectiveness, based on evidence related to the selected 

focus areas. The report will also include an assessment of (1) and (2).  

 

Separate assessments will be made for (1) above and each focus area covered in (2).  

For (1) the assessment scale is: absent, emerging, developed or advanced. 

For (2) the assessment scale is: not effective, partially effective, effective or exemplary. 

The draft report will be sent to the institution for corrections, which should be made within one 

month of receipt of the report. 

Submission of IQR reports 

The completed and corrected IQR report will be submitted to the Institutional Audits 

Committee (IAC). A report may be sent back to the panel for further work if the IAC deems it 

to be inadequate in some respect. Once the committee is satisfied with the report, it will be 

recommended for approval by the HEQC and sent to the institution. 

Appeals process 

If an institution is dissatisfied with its assessment, it may submit an appeal to the CHE within 

one month of receipt of the IQR report, substantiating why it is dissatisfied. The CHE will 

publish its appeals process on its website. 

                                                           
34 For an example of how this can be done, see Higher Education Review (June 2015) by the UK QAA. 
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Engagement with institutions following an IQR 

If an institution is rated developed or advanced in aspect (1) and effective or exemplary in each 

focus area of aspect (2), it will be required to submit an annual improvement plan, which 

summarises progress, plans and identified areas for action in improving quality in each focus 

area. It will also be required to update other documents, such as the Strategic Plan and APP, 

when new or revised documents become available. The updating and submission of documents 

in the EIR will be done by the CHE. No further formal engagement in an IQR will be required 

of the institution until the next cycle, unless a flag is raised as a result of something that appears, 

or is omitted from, its EIR. 

If an institution receives less than developed in aspect (1) and/or less than effective in any of 

the focus areas in aspect (2), a developmental process will begin, in which the CHE and the 

institution will interact on steps that need to be taken to bring about improvements. This process 

will begin with a feedback visit to the institution. An improvement plan, indicating what steps 

will be taken in the next 12 months, will need to be submitted to the CHE within two months 

of the feedback visit, and monitored by the CHE and the IAC. If appropriate, the CHE may 

communicate with the DHET on support and capacity building needed. Furthermore, if an 

institution’s quality assurance system is not assessed as developed (or advanced) within three 

years of the feedback visit, the institution will be referred to the DHET for further engagement. 
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APPENDIX 

Two focus areas are proposed for in-depth exploration of the effectiveness of institutions’ 

quality assurance systems in the third quality assurance cycle. This is in addition to 

demonstrating the effectiveness of the measures for quality assuring programmes. 

1. Teaching 

This includes all interactions with students at that are intended to foster student learning.  

2. Student experience 

This involves the interactions that the student has with the institution from application to 

graduation.  

  


