
 

LINQED  

One year of networking on Quality in education  
Executive summary  

The first workshop of the LINQED network (November 2008) resulted in 

the choice for Quality in education as the theme for further collaboration 

in the network.  

Throughout 2009, a task force started up and dealt with some of the 

questions submitted at the end of the kick–off workshop, like: “how is it 

done in different institutes, how should it be done, should we develop a 

common framework in the network?” The answers to these questions still 

leave some questions open, thus urging the LINQED–network not only to 

engage in further debate about the topic but also to develop more clear–

cut projects.   

2009 was closed by the network’s second workshop on Quality in 

education. The workshop focused on some subtopics within this very 

broad topic and wanted to stimulate exchange and debate about practices 

in the different institutes. The workshop ended with the development of 

projects for LINQED’s future, projects that will be taken up by the 

renewed Executive Committee and by all LINQED members in 2010 and 

beyond. 
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LINQED: NETWORKING IN EDUCATION 
The LINQED educational network took off during a workshop in the first week of November 

2008. In December 2009, the network’s second workshop was held in Rabat, Morocco. This 

yearly report first presents the proceedings of LINQED in the year between two workshops,   

and continues with the minutes of the second workshop, focusing on the content of discussions 

and the decisions made by the network. The central theme for 2009 was Quality in Education.  

 

The report is written on the basis of the network documents produced in 2009, the report about 

the workshop is based on the minutes made by An Boel. The report was written by An Piessens, 

reviewed by Hilde Buttiëns, Silvester Haripurnomo Kushadiwijaya and Eduardo Suarez 

Barrientos and approved by the executive committee, consisting of Mina Abaacrouche, Silvester 

Haripurnomo Kushadiwijaya, Eduardo Suarez Barrientos, Balthazar Ngoy–Fiama Bitambile 

and Cecilia Vaca Jones. 

 

 
Picture 1: group photo of the participants of the second LINQED workshop 

 

Back row (from left to right):  Vincent Debrouwere, Taoufik Ennafatti, Balthazar Ngoy–Fiama 

Bitambile, Faustino Torrico, Manuel Gutierrez Sierra, Cecilia Vaca Jones, Subodh Dhakal, 

Snigdha Mukherjee, An Boel  

Middle row (from right to left):  Ahmed Idrissi, Mireya Alvarez Toste, Koos Coetzer, Prahlad 

Karki, El–Marie Mostert, Silvester Haripurnomo Kushadiwijaya, Govert van Heusden, Marjan 

Pirard, Hilde Buttiëns, Elizabeth Nabiwemba 

First row (from left to right): Wafae Chemao, Faustin Chenge Mukalenge, Rosa Goyes Ayala, 

Françoise Malonga Kaj, Christine Kirunga, Mina Abaacrouche, Gandes Retno Rahayu, 

Prashanth Nuggehalli Srinivas, Nereyda Cantelar, Adolfo Alvarez Pérez, Abdellatif Belarbi 

 

ANNEX 1. Participating institutes and representatives in the Kick–off workshop 
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1. LINQED: ONE YEAR OF NETWORKING 

The LINQED - educational network is a project funded within the Framework Agreement (FA3) 

between the Belgian Directorate General of Development Cooperation (DGDC) and ITM, with 

as central theme Switching the poles.  

 

The first network activity was the kick–off workshop (November 2008), which focused on the 

exploration of educational themes that would be relevant for the network. This focus was 

complemented by a focus on networking as such, based on the assumption that networking 

requires attention, if we want LINQED to become a sustainable, efficient and effective network.1  

 

The kick–off workshop resulted in the development of a scenario for 2009, summarized in the 

table below.  

 
(1) Education and quality was chosen as the theme for the first working year.  
Following questions about Quality of education and quality assurance in our training programmes 
should be answered by the next network meeting:   

- How is it currently done in different institutes? 

- How should it be done? What do science/ experts tell (invitation of expert)?  
- Should we develop a common framework for quality assurance or not? 

 
(2) Executive committee  
An executive committee was formed, constituted by representatives from 4 continents.  
The responsibility of the committee is to keep the current dynamic going until next meeting. The 
committee has the following tasks:  

- To prepare the report of this workshop. 
- To prepare the next meeting.  
- To facilitate networking and hence communication.  

- To prepare a constitution for the network (structure, leadership, decision making; 
formalizing membership; ...) and the election of a new executive committee 

 
(3) The network decided to compose a task force on Quality in education:  
The responsibilities of this task force are:  

• To gather material 

• To prepare a working document  

• To prepare the next meeting content–wise, referring to the questions in (1). 
Possibly the task force should look for external experts on this issue (train the trainer-idea).  

 
(4) The network decided to organise a yearly meeting/workshop of no more than 3 days.  
 
(5) Communication 
The communication in–between meetings must be guaranteed. Therefore the group wants to 
start a website, and until the website is started an e–mail group can be used, although overload 
should be avoided. IPH India will host the site. 

 
(6) Embedding the network in each institute 
The network must pay attention to its embedding in each of the partner institutes. Embedding is 
a shared responsibility of all participants in the meeting, and can also be translated in changing 
representation for the next meeting.   

Table 1: Network scenario for 2008 

A lot of work lay ahead of the network at the start of 2009. This report brings an overview of the 

network activities in 2009 and is not restricted to the 2009 workshop. The report will start 

documenting the network progress, followed by a report about the second workshop on 

Quality in Education. Attention will be paid to the network’s strengths and weaknesses. For 

indeed it is our conviction that both action and reflection are necessary to build a strong and 

                                                      
1 The report of this workshop and the two consecutive newsletters can be downloaded from the website 

www.linqed.org  
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resilient network, a network with the capacity to cope with adversity in different educational 

settings. 

 

2. EDUCATION AND QUALITY – QUALITY IN EDUCATION 

Already in the 2008 kick–off workshop, it was crystal clear that quality and education was a 

relevant theme for all network members. The baseline was: everybody is involved in quality and 

everyone is interested in improving quality. However, it was also quite clear that different 

understandings of quality were in play and that network members had different needs. In short, 

quality in education was considered a generative and unifying theme, but the theme still lacked 

focus. The challenge for 2009 was to secure this common ground between network partners, 

and to bring more focus in the theme, while allowing for the differences between partners.    

 

This general interest for the theme resulted in the questions issued in the scenario for 2009:  

• How is it currently done in different institutes? 

• How should it be done? What do science and experts tell? 

• Should we develop a common framework for quality assurance or not? 

The answers to these questions had to lead to a clearer idea about the way the network could 

work with the theme of quality in education and to the preparation of the second workshop.  

 

Throughout 2009, several activities were undertaken to deal with the questions presented:  

• A task force was established. 

• A questionnaire about quality in education in different institutes was conducted.  

• A preparatory meeting was held with the 

task force and the executive committee, 

mainly to prepare the second 

workshop.  

• A wiki was set up in–between this 

preparatory meeting and the 

workshop, as a forum to elaborate on a 

working document about quality in 

education.  

• A literature search about the theme 

quality in education in general was 

conducted, resulting in an annotated 

bibliography and in an essay.   

 

 

 

 

In the ensuing paragraphs, the results of each of these activities will be discussed, in relation to 

the questions submitted at the end of the kick–off workshop.  

 

2.1. Current situation about quality in education in different 

institutes: results of the questionnaire 

In May 2009, a questionnaire was sent to all twelve network member institutes, with the request 

to return two copies. One copy had to be answered by a staff member on a management (or a 

strategic) level; another copy had to be answered by a staff member on a teaching (or a more 

operational) level.  

 

Picture 2: Task force and  Executive Committee  

meeting in South–Africa, June 2009 
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Aims  The main aim of the questionnaire was to gather more in–depth information about 

quality in education in the different institutes that could be taken into account in the preparation 

of the workshop. More specifically, the questionnaire wanted to: 

• define priorities within the general theme of quality in education 

• clarify learning needs among network members about quality in education 

• define a focus of learning for each topic presented 

• identify expertise and willingness to share 

 

Structure The questionnaire consisted of three parts. Part 1 asked for background information 

about the different network members. Part 2 focused on the course and teaching level, whereas 

part 3 focused on quality assurance at an institutional and (inter)national level.  

 

Response The response to this questionnaire was high. Eight member institutes sent 2 copies 

back, as requested. 2 network members sent 1 copy, but indicated that the copy was filled–in by 

a team of management and teaching staff. Two network members returned only 1 copy, filled in 

by a staff member on the operational level.  

A total of 29 respondents have been reported to be involved in answering this questionnaire, 17 

of which were present at the kick–off workshop. Most respondents reported to have at least 

course coordination responsibilities.  

 

Education at the institutes The reported share of education in the total activity of the institutes 

varied between 20% and 100%. 15/22 answers reported a share of 50% or less. For 4 institutes, 

respondents at the strategic level estimated the share of education to be lower than did the 

respondents at an operational level. 

 

ANNEX 2. Detailed discussion of questionnaire results 

 

2.1.1. Quality in education at a course and teaching level 
This part of the questionnaire focused on topics that were possibly related to quality in 

education at a course and teaching level. The responses to this part of the questionnaire were 

analyzed for these questions:  

• Can clear priorities be discerned among the topics?  

• Is expertise on these topics available in the network?  

• What is the willingness to share information about these topics?  

 

 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T O P I C S  

Respondents were asked to rank topics from 1 to 5, with 1 being the lowest priority and 5 being 

the highest priority. The table below shows the priorities of the topics, in descending order. 

 

 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 

Priority 5 Designing a program Designing a program Evaluation of a course 
Priority 4 Assessment of students Assessment of students Assessment of students 
Priority 3 Evaluation of a course Didactic approaches Designing a program 
Priority 2 Didactic approaches Learning & teaching paradigms Didactic approaches 
Priority 1 Learning & teaching paradigms Evaluation of a course Learning & teaching paradigms 

Table 2: priorities at a course and teaching level 

The topics of designing a programme and assessment of students emerged as the themes with the 

highest priorities. When diving deeper into the data though, there are some salient differences 

between perspectives. For instance, evaluation of a course was the third priority across all 

responses, but it was considered the lowest priority by respondents on the operational level, 

whereas it was of the highest priority for respondents on the strategic level.  
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However, from the answers to the questionnaire it became clear that each topic as such was 

considered as relevant to very relevant by the respondents (see graph below). The indicated 

learning need is also quite high for each of the topics. The reported experience in the different 

topics is somewhat lower, meaning that respondents either stated to have some experience, or 

not to have an opinion about their level of experience.  

 

The responses to the question whether respondents were prepared to share experience and 

information seems to follow the priorities of topics, although there were some respondents who 

preferred not to share information about any of the topics. However, there is not always a clear 

link between indicated experience and ‘willingness to share information’. For instance, some 

respondents indicate that they have a high experience on some topics but state as well that they 

do not want to share information about these topics.  
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Figure 1: Summary of responses on a course and teaching level 

 P R E F E R R E D  F O C U S   

For each topic, 5 possible approaches were offered to deal with the topic. Respondents were 

asked to rank for each of the topics their focus of preference. Each focus was illustrated with a 

statement, as shown in the table below.   

 
FOCUS  STATEMENT  
Evaluation of practice  How can we know if we are doing ‘a good job’?  
Reflection on practice  How can we foster a learning climate about this topic among staff? 
Innovation of practice How can we innovate our practice on this topic?  
Staff support How can we support staff in this practice?  
Measuring impact How can we monitor our practice and tell others about the impact of our practice?  

Table 3: focus for addressing topics on a course and teaching level 

The absolute highest priority for all topics is evaluation, or the question “How can we know if we 

are doing a good job?” The absolute lowest priority was staff support. Nevertheless, there is some 

variety in focus among the topics.  

 

What were the priorities for the topics designing a programme and assessment of students, the two 

topics that were eventually dealt with in the workshop? For designing a programme, the focus on 

evaluation is followed by reflection, whereas for the topic of assessment of students the second 

focus is on measuring impact. For this topic, reflection follows only on the fourth place.  

 

2.1.2. Priorities in Quality in Education at an institutional and international 

level  
Quality in education is about what happens in educational practices. However, these practices 

are also influenced and shaped by expectations of external actors, agencies, guidelines and 
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legislation. On a global and international level, there is a lot of variation in quality (assurance) 

models and practices. Annex 2 gives an overview of the ‘quality assurance mechanisms’ the 

member institutions have to be accountable to.  

 

Respondents were also asked to define priorities and learning needs for quality in education at 

an institutional and international level.  

 

The responses were analyzed for these questions:  

• Can clear priorities be discerned among the topics?  

• What is the willingness to share information about these topics?  

 

 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T O P I C S  

The table below shows the priorities of the topics, in descending order. Respondents were 

asked to rank topics from 1 to 4, with 1 being the lowest priority and 4 being the highest 

priority.  

 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 4 Conducting a self-evaluation  Conducting a self-evaluation Conducting a self-evaluation 
    
Priority 3 Developing a policy on QinE Developing a policy on QinE Staff involvement in Quality 

assurance mechanisms  
    
Priority 2 Staff involvement in Quality 

assurance mechanisms 
Staff involvement in Quality 
assurance mechanisms 

Developing a policy on QinE 

    
Priority 1 Quality Assurance mechanisms 

and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 

Quality Assurance mechanisms 
and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 

Quality Assurance mechanisms 
and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 

Table 4: priorities at an institutional and international level 

The topic conducting a self–evaluation emerged as the theme with the highest priority for all 

respondents. However, more detailed analysis of the data shows that, in fact, the three first 

themes are almost as important, whereas the theme of problems of efficacy and cost–effectiveness 

seems to be the absolute lowest priority. For the respondents on the operational level, the theme 

of developing a policy on QinE closely follows the first priority.  

 

When we look at the answers to each separate topic, it is equally clear that every topic is 

considered to be relevant to very relevant by the respondents (see graph below). The indicated 

learning need is also quite high. It is interesting to see that a high learning need is indicated for 

the topic developing a policy on QinE, combined with a lower level of experience.  

 

The levels of experience indicated are in general lower than the levels of experience indicated 

for the topics on the course and teaching level. The willingness to share is also lower, especially 

for the respondents from the operational level. In the answers of the respondents from a 

strategic level, experience and willingness to share coincide.  
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Figure 2: summary responses on an institutional and international level 

 

 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T W O  L E V E L S   

In a final part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to prioritize the levels. Both levels 

seemed to be equally important for respondents.  

2.2. How should it be done (what do science and experts tell us)?  

The second question raised at the end of the kick–off workshop was ‘how should it be done?’, a 

question closely related to the question ‘what do science and experts tell us?’ Logical and relevant 

though these questions may sound, the answer is far from easy and quite equivocal.  

 

The questions were addressed in different ways: 

 

• The work of the task force  

 

TASKS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE TASK FORCE  

The task force met in June 2009 in Pretoria. The tasks assigned to the task force, as defined in the kick–off 

workshop were:  

• the task force had to gather material (in relation to the questions brought forward) 

• the task force had to prepare a working document  

• the task force had to prepare the next meeting content–wise 

 

For the meeting in Pretoria, these general tasks were refined into the following objectives:  

• To reach a common understanding of the theme quality in higher education, taking account of the differences and 

diversity among network partners as well as regional needs. 

• To develop a programme for the next workshop that would be hands–on and concrete, that would take 

account of different stages of partners, that would enable to find or offer a basis for continuing work on the 

theme and that would be as active and interactive as possible. 

• To stimulate long–distance discussion and exchange on the topic of quality in higher education among network 

partners. 

 

• An initial literature search and essay, listing some of the general discussions and difficulties 

related to the theme of Quality in Education.  

 

In the ensuing paragraphs, the tentative answers to these questions will be discussed, leading 

up to the last question submitted at the end of the kick–off workshop: should we develop a 

framework on quality (assurance) in education (§2.3)?  
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2.2.1. Quality: a unifying but fuzzy concept 
As was clear in the kick–off workshop, quality in education was considered to be a unifying 

concept. At the same time, it was ascertained that the diversity among partners was big and that 

the network and workshop–approach should allow for this diversity to be dealt with.  

 

We encountered something similar in our search for answers to the questions ‘how should it be 

done?’ and ‘what do science and experts tell us?’. The answer was complicated by the wide range of 

scientific literature that deals with issues of Quality in Education2 (QinE) and Quality Assurance 

in Education (QA).  

 

However, there is a broad variation within this range of literature. Indeed, the topic QinE can be 

dealt with from different perspectives. This is illustrated in the following list that catalogues 

different perspectives in scientific literature for addressing the topics of quality and quality 

assurance in education.  

 

(1) Some publications focus on the question “how to measure”, for instance on the question 

how to measure student assessment, how to conduct course evaluation, how to ensure 

student involvement in course evaluation, … . This is most often about a well–defined and 

delineated topic and not about QinE as a whole.  

(2) Some publications focus on the question “how to improve” both education and evaluation?  

(3) Others focus on the issue of “how to implement” a certain tool…? 

(4) A fourth series of publications can be grouped under the denominating question “Why is 

QinE so important”? They offer comparative and historical analyses of the growing 

attention for and importance of QinE and QA.   

(5) An other group of publications offers analyses of the consequences of this growing focus on 

QinE and on QA, for instance on the organization, on professional identities, on staff 

motivation, on gender (in)equality, on power divisions in an organization and between 

organizations …. 

(6) A last group of publications can be denominated as educational–philosophical analyses, 

analyses of the way we think about education under the umbrella of quality.  

 

This range in scientific literature is not a problem as such, as it offers a broad view on the 

wideness of quality in education. However, it urges us to make choices in the concrete topics we 

deal with and it makes clear that there are serious criticisms towards the trends of quality and 

quality assurance in education. 

 

2.2.2. Defining conceptual milestones in our work on QinE and QA  
Throughout the work leading up to the workshop in Rabat, 3 broad definitions of Quality have 

become in use, sometimes in an interwoven manner.  

 

1. Quality as a value3, distinct from quantity, influenced by multiple contextual and non–

contextual factors. The Task Force suggested that quality is subjective; that views on quality 

are historical and that these views depend on societal, technological and scientific 

developments. Taken account of these reservations, the Task Force emphasized that quality 

aspects can be evaluated. Moreover quality can be evaluated using indicators and 

                                                      
2 Including the publication of a journal ‘Quality in Higher Education’, published by the International network for 

Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education, www.inqaahe.org  
3 As developed by the Task force during the meeting in Pretoria, see Annex 3 for the summary of this discussion.  
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procedures that can be developed to maintain and improve quality in relation to objectives 

and standards set by each institution. This is then called Quality Assurance.  

 

2. Quality as the way things are or a state of affairs4, implying that you can describe a course or 

the education at an institute (how it is) and that you can analyze why it is like that. 

Important is that the analysis will probably depend on the point of view of different actors: 

students may make different value judgments than a lecturer. Presenting the quality of a 

course to the outside world involves some level of agreement between different 

stakeholders.  

 

3. Quality as a distinguishing labeling tool in the higher education market5, assuming that “the 

international higher education market will become more competitive and more diversified 

in the future; and (perceived) quality will become the decisive criterion for students, 

employers, etc… in taking decisions in an increasingly complex market.”6 When higher 

education is viewed as a market, a quality label can become an important asset for an 

institution on this market.    

 

Although these 3 definitions are quite different, each of them points out something that is of 

relevance for the LINQED–network.  

 

The international higher education arena in international health did indeed drastically change 

the last decennia; with e.g. the effects that some students have become more internationally 

mobile; that more networks are formed; that more education is offered in alliances, etc.. 

Institutions offering education have to position themselves in this arena and one of the labels is 

quality of the education offered. However, most educational institutions are not only concerned 

about the external recognition of their educational supply, but are also genuinely concerned 

about the quality of the education they offer, which refers more to the definition of quality as a 

value and to quality as a certain state of affairs.  

  

2.2.3. Do we find answers about how it should be done?  
It is clear that attention for QinE has become important in Higher Education Institutions, or as 

some say: quality in education is embedded in higher education institutions. But, the rise of 

quality as a specific means for educational policy also reflects a change in the political and 

governmental environment: a changing relationship between the state and the institutional 

field7. In general, Higher Education Institutions have been granted more autonomy on one hand, 

but are increasingly held accountable for their educational processes and more specifically for 

their outputs8. The responsibility for the quality of education lies with the higher education 

institution. But this responsibility and autonomy function within an almost archetypal 

landscape that is assembled of (competing) Higher Education Institutions, government 

                                                      
4 As developed in the wiki (http://pretoriataskforces.wikispaces.com/contribution+Govert), referring to Ton 

Vroeijenstijn, 1995, Improvement and Accountability: navigating between Scylla and Charybdis. Guide for External Quality 

Assessment in Higher Education. Higher education Policy Series 30, London, Jessica Kingsley Publishers Ltd. 
5 As developed in the essay by An Piessens. The essay can be consulted on the LINQED–website:  

http://www.linqed.org/images/stories/programmeworkshops/qandqaine.pdf - access password protected.  
6 van Damme, Dirk (2000) European approaches to quality assurance: models, characteristics and challenges. 

SAJHE/SATHO, 14(2): 10.  
7 van Damme, Dirk (2000)  
8 Ranson, Stewart (2003) Public accountability in the age of neo-liberal governance. Journal of Education Policy, 

September-October 2003, 18(5): 459-80.  
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regulations and often a government–independent national agency responsible for guarding 

quality assurance procedures.9  

 

This constellation shows us that quality, quality assurance and accreditation are closely linked, 

even though quality as such is seldom externally defined. This – what van Damme calls – low 

degree of definition leads to a lack of understanding in the international field10, but also to 

unimaginative and common sense solutions11.  

 

This is not different for the definitions developed within the network: these definitions or 

concepts point to characteristics to take account of when we talk about QinE, but they do not 

give much clarity about what quality in education is. Moreover, other authors wonder if this 

focus on quality actually still makes it possible for educators to ask and debate among each 

other about the basic question: did we do a good job?12 

 

The question how should it be done seems to be complicated in this higher education landscape. It 

is clear that each institution should at least be concerned about quality in education. But we do not 

get clear answers for the question what exactly is meant by this quality, and even less answers 

about how we should pursue this quality in education.  

 

Nevertheless, we can find some indirect indications about quality in education in literature 

about quality (assurance) frameworks. This brings us also to the third question submitted at the 

end of the kick–off workshop: ‘Should we (as a network) develop a common framework on quality in 

education?”  

 

2.3. Should we develop a common framework on quality in 

education, or shouldn’t we?  

Even though there is a low degree of definition which leads to a lack of international 

understanding in the field, there are links (albeit implicit) between concepts of quality and 

quality assurance approaches. This works of course also the other way around: quality 

assurance systems influence the way we shape quality at institutional level.  

 

Precisely therein rests a strong point of criticism: i.e. that the choice for a specific quality 

assurance approach is not neutral and needs caution. But, what exactly is meant with this 

criticism?  

 

Some authors point out that, even if there is international variety in quality assurance 

approaches, there is a tendency of convergence in international quality assurance systems.13 Some of 

the common elements in quality assurance approaches are presented in the table below14:  

                                                      
9 Soudien, Crain (2007) Quality assurance in higher education and the management of South Africa’s past: Some 

paradoxes. Perspectives in Education, 25(3), September 2007, 12p.; van Damme, Dirk (2000)  
10 van Damme, Dirk (2000)  
11 Soudien, Crain (2007) Quality assurance in higher education and the management of South Africa’s past: Some 

paradoxes. Perspectives in Education, 25(3), September 2007, 12p. 
12 Burbules, Nicholas C (2004) Ways of thinking about Educational Quality. Educational Researcher, 33(6): 4–10;  

Morley, Louise (2001) Subjected to review: engendering quality and power in higher education. Journal of Education 

Policy, 16(5): 465–478; Simons, Maarten & Masschelein, Jan (2006) The Permanent Quality Tribunal in Education and the 

Limits of Education Policy. Policy Futures in Education, 4(3): 292–305. 
13 (van Damme 2000, see also Soudien 2007; Hay, Iain (2008) Postcolonial Practices for a Global Virtual Group: The Case 

of the International Network for Learning and Teaching Geography in Higher Education (INLT), Journal of Geography 

in Higher Education, 32(1), 15–32.  
14 Soudien, Crain (2007)  
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1.  General Mission and philosophy 

2. Content Substantive knowledge, intellectual skills, professional skills 

3. Antecedents Students (prior knowledge, entry requirements, pastoral care, other guidance), Faculty 

(qualifications and experience) 

4. Transactions Teaching, Learning, Research, Operational Issues 

5. Outcomes Immediate (graduation criteria) and intermediate (registration or certification and 

competence to practice) 

6. Assessment Programme (internal and external), students (assessment methods and criteria) 

7. Physical aspects Resources (financial, facilities, equipment, supplies, intellectual, library, etc…), Personnel 

(administrative, clerical, technical, faculty) 

 

However, this evolution towards convergence is criticized, both by advocates of quality 

assurance procedures in education and by antagonists of it. The criticisms can be summarized 

in the following points:  

 

• Be careful to apply models in another context: not every model is useful in every context: 

“There are powerful historical and cultural differences between countries that can explain 

and justify variation in quality assurance models. It is far from certain that a model that 

suits one country or region is also optimally suited for accommodating an academic 

environment in another country.”15  

 

• Predominance of a Western concept of quality 

Some authors strongly criticize the predominance of a Western concept of quality.  “The 

question remains […] whether the quality assurance models that currently dominate higher 

education are ‘leading universities in developing countries toward a single, rather narrow 

Western definition of quality’.”16 Hay concludes for instance, after 10 years of international 

networking on quality in Higher education (on geography), that this network has generated 

some undesirable side–effects. Assuming Anglo–American modes of educational standards 

and practice, reinforcing existing unequal/inequitable social relationships and the 

predominance of the English language have led to a factual exclusion of network–

partners.17  

 

2.4. Quality in education: what to clarify in the network?  

The results of the activities of 2009 had to reflect in the plans for the workshop at the end of 

December. Before the workshop, we had gained some clarity in the different questions, but 

there were also a lot of issues to be dealt with in the workshop.  

 

• Question: How is it currently done in different institutes? 

Based on the questionnaire, we had a clearer insight in more concrete topics of priority for each 

network member. This reflected in choices for the workshop. The two main topics designing a 

programme and assessment of students would be addressed in the programme. For the 

workshop, participants were also explicitly invited to bring concrete examples to the workshop, 

so as to get more insights in the practices of LINQED member institutes.   

 

• How should it be done? What do science and experts tell? 

                                                      
15 van Damme 2000: 16 
16 Soudien, 2007: 7 
17 Hay, 2008 
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The answers found to this question leave us with a more ambiguous view. On one hand we 

found strong confirmation that quality, quality assurance and accreditation are closely linked 

and have become a major instrument in education policy. But, it became also clear that the 

concept of quality as such is seldom externally defined. This low degree of definition can lead to 

a lack of understanding in the international field and to unimaginative and common sense 

solutions18. Moreover, if scientific literature specifies on how things should be done, it is most 

often restricted to a certain subtopic and not about quality in education as a whole. Answering 

the question how things should be done requires more work in the network.  

 

• Should we develop a common framework for quality assurance or not? 

The main warning against developing a common framework is that not every model is useful in 

every context. The main argument pro developing a common framework is that a shared frame 

of reference is needed for international collaboration in education. But the main assignment for 

LINQED is probably that such a shared frame of reference should also give a stronger definition 

of what is meant by quality. 

 

 

                                                      
18 Soudien, Crain (2007) Quality assurance in higher education and the management of South Africa’s past: Some 

paradoxes. Perspectives in Education, 25(3), September 2007, 12p. 
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3. WORKSHOP ON QUALITY IN EDUCATION 

The second LINQED workshop was prepared by the task force on Quality in Education, the 

Executive Committee, and the network coordinator. The workshop did not only have to address 

quality in education, but also the theme of network–building. After all, the annual workshop is the 

moment in which LINQED can make progress and where decisions about content and process 

are taken.  

 

At the onset of the network in 2008, a frame of reference about networking was developed, based 

on research and intervention literature. Three challenges were marked out for the network:  

1) task dimension  to find a common theme  

2) relational dimension  to develop a strong and egalitarian partnership  

3) network dimension to develop a strong and self–steering network 

 

In June 2009 the EC made a balance of half a year of networking after the kick–off workshop. 

The EC thought it necessary that LINQED should develop a clearer idea of what is expected 

from this network, and what we need to do if we want to make the network ‘work’ (for instance 

in terms of exchange and sharing)19. Another reason for paying attention to the issue of 

networking lay in the fact that half of the registered participants for the workshop were new to 

LINQED.  

 

Both themes of quality in education and of network–building resulted in the objectives 

presented in the box below:  

 

OBJECTIVES OF THE WORKSHOP  

• To share experiences on quality in education by discussing practices from different institutes.  

• To learn from each other:  
To make the link between practices and background ideas about learning and teaching.  
To find ways of strengthening each others’ practices. 

• To advance as a network in the conceptual discussion on quality 

• To be trained in new methods  

• To further develop tools to coordinate and monitor the network 

 

In the following paragraphs we will describe more in–detail the results of the second workshop. 

First the sessions about quality in education will be dealt with, followed by the sessions on 

network–building. We’ll finish with some general considerations about the workshop format.  

 

3.1. Working together on quality in education  

The workshop offered opportunities to focus on the two topics that predominated in the results 

of the questionnaire, that is: designing a programme and assessment of students. A third session in 

the programme intended to address more thoroughly the question how can we know if we’re doing 

a good job? 

3.1.1. Designing a programme  
In the questionnaire, most LINQED members had indicated that this topic was very relevant for 

them. Moreover, even though a high level of experience on this topic was reported, the learning 

need was equally high, most wanted to learn more about it.  

 

 

                                                      
19 The more detailed report of the SWOT–analysis made by the EC can be downloaded from the LINQED–website 
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OBJECTIVES FOR THE SESSION ABOUT DESIGNING A PROGRAMME 

• To learn more about how programme design takes place at different partners’ institutions.  

• To distinguish context - related aspects from generic aspects in programme design. 

• To clarify criteria for evaluation, more specifically the question ‘how can we know if we’re doing a good job?’  

 

 P R O C E E D I N G  O F  T H E  S E S S I O N   

The session about designing a programme started with three presentations that reported about a 

short course or a module that had recently been developed, evaluated or reformed. Presenters 

were asked to outline the process that was followed to design this short course or module, and 

to indicate the rationale behind the programme design, the local criteria for programme design 

or change, the stakeholders involved and finally how the relevance of the programme would be 

followed–up on.  

 

- Changes in the structure of Field Module 1 – Masters in Public Health  (PUCE, Ecuador) 

- The Master’s degree in control of illnesses and tropical medicine UMSS, Bolivia – a reflexive look 

behind its design       (UMSS, Bolivia) 

- Short Course: Clinical research and evidence–based medicine (SCREM)  (ITM, Belgium) 

 

After these presentations, the session evolved into group work based on the idea of Complex 

Instruction, in which participants were asked to discuss different elements that influence 

programme design, ranging from externally defined criteria, over context factors to resources.   

During this part of the session, some participants remarked that it is not always easy nor to the 

point to discern between the different elements that influence programme design, e.g. the 

distinction between context factors and resources is quite a blurred one and external criteria (like 

criteria developed by Ministries) are influenced by contexts and resources. Nevertheless, the 

discussions resulted in the identification of a wide range of elements that have an impact on 

programme design.  

 

Subsequently, groups were remixed and rearranged for a task; this exercise meant to urge 

people to implement the results from the first group discussions and translate the opinions of 

the discussions to practical consequences and suggestions. The results of the tasks were 

presented at the end of the day.  

 

 G E N E R A L  R E M A R K S  A B O U T  T H E  S E S S I O N  

The general atmosphere during this session was positively evaluated, both by facilitators and 

by participants. The topic seemed to be a topic most participants could very well relate to. Still, 

the major remarks for this session are: 

• there was too little time for the group work;  

• it was a pity that no guidelines regarding programme design were reached by the end of 

the session.  

 

The final assignment, which referred to making the difference 

between context–specific and generic elements, was perceived as 

difficult. Although the topic of ‘the importance of context’ was 

touched upon in both LINQED workshops up till now, it is possible 

that we need a better working definition of ‘context’ (or what we 

mean by it). The concept as such seems to be too generic to be of 

much analytical use. Nevertheless, working on the topic of Quality in 

Education in a network–format needs attention for what is common 

and for what is different among network members. If we want to 

keep on addressing the topic of ‘context’ in the future, we could 

Picture 3: giving feedback 

about tasks 
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search for other ways of framing questions about this topic; e.g. Which elements of programme 

design lay within your power of decision?   

 

3.1.2. Assessment of students 
On the second day, a session about the assessment of students was scheduled. For this session 

the group was subdivided in 4 smaller groups and each group was facilitated by a task force 

member. Each participant was asked to bring one example of an assignment (an exam, a paper 

assignment) for discussion in the groups. The main goal of the session was not so much to 

decide whether the assessments presented were good or not. The goal was rather to provide 

participants with the occasion to exchange thoughts and experiences based on real material and 

thus to allow the network to grow as a Community of Practice. The questions addressed in the 

session were oriented towards the link between learning theories and assessment of students.  

 

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED IN THE SESSION ABOUT ASSESSMENT OF STUDENTS 

• Which idea of learning and education is behind this assessment? 

• What do you want to achieve with the assessment?  

• What is the link between the assessment and learning objectives of the course?  

 

The assumption behind this exercise was that assessment of students is a central topic in 

education.  We do take account of different factors when we develop an assessment. Some of 

these factors refer explicitly to how (we think) ‘assessment should be done’, but other factors 

may be less visible or implicit, for example: we are limited in our choice for an assessment 

method by time, resources and creativity.  

 

 P R O C E E D I N G  O F  T H E  S E S S I O N   

The majority (although not all) of the participants brought an example of an assignment for 

their students along. In some groups it was thus possible to discuss a variety of assignments, 

whereas in other groups there was some shortage in assignments.  

 

It was felt that there were a lot of commonalities between participants and institutions across 

differences: e.g. different institutes use the same assessment method but in different ways; and 

participants struggle with similar questions and problems. Some topics were quite prominent, 

like working with a committee that controls the quality of exams; examining with MCQ’s; the 

development of a database with exam questions; ….  

 

The discussions about the assignments were perceived as enriching, both for presenters and for 

the groups. Participants learnt from others’ experiences and from the reactions to their own 

experiences.  

 

In spite of the positive appreciation of this session, some participants felt that the discussion 

was too constrained by time limits. They would also have liked a feedback session in plenum, to 

learn about the discussions in the other groups.  

 

3.1.3. Socratic dialogue: how can we know if we’re doing a good job?  
In this session participants were asked to enter in a Socratic dialogue, guided by an external 

facilitator with expertise in the method. The aim of such a dialogue is that the group 

investigates together the value and opinions people have about their experiences. The style of 

the conversation is explicitly not a ‘discussion’ but a dialogue addressing conversational 

competencies like ‘attentive listening’, ‘postponing a judgment’, ‘questioning’, etc…  
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This method was integrated in the programme to deal with the topic of Quality in Education 

from a distance. The goal was to create some space in the programme where the focus was not 

on tools and implementation of tools, but on creating a dialogue about the judgments that are 

made when we talk about quality.  

  

OBJECTIVES FOR THE SOCRATIC DIALOGUE 

• To learn to dialogue in very practical and concrete terms about ‘quality’ in everyday practices. 

• To clarify implicit and explicit criteria for making judgments about ‘the quality’ of education.  

 

 P R O C E E D I N G  O F  T H E  S E S S I O N   

The central question addressed in this session was also the question that emerged as the most 

pressing question from the questionnaire: How can we know if we are doing a good job? The group 

was subdivided in two groups, and each group elaborated on real–life examples. 

 

The session started with the question to each participant to come up with a personal and very 

concrete recent experience of a good job performed by the participant him– or herself. This 

proved not to be easy for many participants. In small groups participants were then asked to 

identify one good job and to develop a syllogism based on this example.  

 

After the identification of these good practices, the group went on to investigate the practice. 

Questioning a practice which seemed indeed at a first glance a good practice was not easy. 

Question after question the underlying beliefs and assumptions of the concrete example became 

apparent. The group’s confidence grew and the interrogation was pushed further until a 

turning point was reached.  

 

The method seemed to be a good method for addressing more fundamental questions, while 

still linking them to concrete examples. The method also highlighted for several participants 

‘the need to examine statements (of others and of one’s own) critically’. Reflecting on and 

questioning our own practices, the underlying assumptions and implicit values and beliefs was 

a challenging experience.  

 

However, the appreciation about the method in itself varied hugely among participants. Some 

were very enthusiastic about the Socratic dialogue and valued it as ‘a place of participation and 

critical discussion’, whereas others did not feel very comfortable with the method as such.  

3.2. The way forward: decisions on LINQED’s future  

3.2.1. Brainstorming about possible scenarios for LINQED 
Whereas the very first session presented a rearview of one year of networking in LINQED, the 

last day of the workshop was devoted to the development of scenarios for the network future.  

The day started with a brainstorm. In order to narrow the ideas down to 5, the brainstorm was 

followed by a ballot. Every participant got 3 votes and participants had to allocate their votes to 

only three ideas. The ideas with most ‘votes’ were further elaborated on. The table below lists 

the ideas that were finally prioritized for the development of the scenarios. 

 

ANNEX 4: detailed overview of workshop session about LINQED future.   

 

 5 CHOSEN IDEAS RESULTING FROM THE BRAINSTORM (CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER) VOTES 

   

1.  Quality assurance methods  

• Exchanging quality assurance methods and mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating 

systems: each institution creates one mechanism, shares experience on process 

monitoring and evaluation. 

16 Votes 
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• Developing a framework on ‘quality’, for different delivery modes. Create guidelines to 

apply in institutes and network.  

   

2.  Improve the website by using it to exchange info on the critical topics of the network. 

(validated material on Q in E) 

14 votes 

   

3.  Capacity building on e–learning 

Exchange of didactic material, e-learning, material, etc..   

Developing a forum for sharing experience and innovations. 

Developing an e–learning course about ‘how to start with e–learning’. 

13 votes 

   

4.  Student mobility  

It would help the network if there would be a student mobility project within the institution. 

9 votes 

 

   

5.  Joint courses  

Invest in developing a programme jointly.  

9 votes 

 

Subsequently, the group had to reorganize in smaller groups to elaborate on scenarios for the 

different topics. These scenarios were presented to the plenum. (Scenarios are also presented in 

annex 4). After this exercise, participants regrouped per institute in order to define their 

institutional priorities among these scenarios. Institutes were also asked for which scenarios 

they were prepared to commit themselves.    

 

The table below gives an overview of the priorities for each institute, 1 being the highest 

priority and 5 being the lowest priority. If institutes committed themselves to further elaborate 

on the topic, the section is coloured.  

 

  

QA 

mechanism 

and 

exchange 

Website as 

forum for 

exchange 

E-learning 

(capacity 

building) 

Exchange 

(student & 

staff 

mobility) 

Joint courses 

       

ESP Congo DR 3 4 5 2  1  

BPKIHS Nepal   2 1  

MUSPH Uganda 3 2 5 1 4 

ITM Belgium 1 1 2 3  

PUCE Ecuador 1   2 3  

UMSS Bolivia 1  2 3   

DVTD South Africa 2  1    

IMTAvH Peru 3  1 2  

INHEM Cuba 1  3 2  

IPK Cuba 1  3 2  

IPH India  3 1 2  

INAS Morocco 1    2 

GMU Indonesia 1 4 3 2 3 

Table 5: priorities of scenarios for LINQED member institutes (1=highest, 5=lowest priority);                                                 

cells are coloured when a commitment was expressed. 

Most institutes linked the topic of exchange with joint courses. A similar link was made    

between the development of Quality Assurance Mechanisms and the use of the LINQED 

website as a place for exchange about these QA mechanisms.  
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3.2.2. Scenario for LINQED in 2010 
 
(1) Education and quality remains the main theme for the network.  
In 2010, three scenarios will be developed in–depth:  
- the development of quality assurance mechanisms and exchange about these mechanisms 
- the development of an e–learning course or experience about starting up with e–learning 
- the development of a scenario for exchange of students and staff, leading to the development of 
joint courses in the farther future 

 
(2) Executive committee  
Future executive committees will consist of 4 members. The network coordinator and/or promoter 
are co–opted to the executive committee. Executive Committee members have a mandate of 2 
years. Every year 2 members retire and 2 new members join the Executive Committee. 2010 will be 
a transition year, as 2009 had 3+1 (network coordinator) members.  
 
Members of the executive committee are:  

• Africa: Mina Abaacrouche – (until the end of 2010) 
• Asia: Hari Kushadhiwijaya – (until the end of 2010) 
• Latin–America: Eduardo Suarez Barrientos – (until the end of 2010) 
• Africa: Balthazar Ngoy–Fiama Bitambile – (until the end of 2011) 
• Latin–America: Cecilia Vaca Jones – (until the end of 2011) 
 

• Europe: Network coordinator co–opted to the executive committee. 
 
The responsibility of the committee is to keep the current dynamic going until next meeting. The 
committee has the following tasks:  
 

• To prepare the report of this workshop. 
• To prepare the next meeting.  
• To execute the decisions taken at the workshop  
• To initiate and follow up on network activities 
• To follow up on a constitution for the network (structure, leadership, decision making; 
formalizing membership; ...). 

• To initiate communication in the network  
 

(3) Next yearly meeting/workshop of 4 days will be hosted by Universitas Gadjah Mada of 
Indonesia.  
 

(4) Website  
The website will be improved based on the comments made during the workshop. 
A more active use of the website will be pursued, by linking it to the projects that will be 
developed.  
The website is hosted in India, through IPH India.  

 
(5) Embedding the network in each institute 
The network must pay attention to its embedding in each of the partner institutes. Embedding is a 
shared responsibility of all participants in the meeting, and can also be translated in changing 
representation for the next meeting.   
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3.3. Feedback of the workshop  

In order to learn more about and to improve the LINQED workshops in the future, the 

facilitators were asked to write a detailed feedback about this second workshop and the 

participants received an evaluation form.  

 

 OUTCOMES  

The value of working together on education with such a variety of partners was reconfirmed at 

this second workshop. Nevertheless, there is room for improvement.  

- Website: the website should be updated with information from all members and should be 

more actively used as a platform for exchange.  

- There is a need for frameworks and guidelines about the topics addressed in the 

workshops.  

- Scenarios developed at the workshop need more elaboration and follow–up throughout the 

year.  

 

 PROCESS – interactions 

The atmosphere during the workshop was perceived as open, participatory and very dynamic. 

Still, interaction seemed to be hindered by language problems. Even though interim solutions 

are developed throughout the workshop (like translation by a colleague, or working in 

language specific groups), it is felt as a problem to be dealt with in the network.  

 

 PROCESS – structuring  

In general, the workshop was perceived as a good workshop, with the following points of 

attention for future workshops:  

- Half of the participants of this second workshop were new to LINQED and the workshops. 

The other half participated also in the first workshop. As such, there is a balance between 

continuity in participation and renewal (which are both important for network–building). 

However, as the workshop is now the place where all partners meet, it is important that 

every participant is equally informed about network proceedings and choices. This refers to 

network communication as well as to embedding of the network in each institute.   

- There is still a big need for getting to know each other’s educational supply and home 

institutes. One way of dealing with this is by using the website more actively, but this 

should also be addressed in the workshops.  

- Participants as well as facilitators felt that it is important to have more time for debate and 

elaborating on the task. Time limitations were felt as a strain during the workshop.  

- In order to gain the optimum from the workshop, it is necessary that participants do some 

select reading prior to the workshop.  
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4. FINANCIAL BALANCE  

The table below contains a balance of the educational network’s activities for the year 2009.20  

 

Cost category Description Budget 2009 Actual cost  Difference  

C. Consumables   8.000,00 €    

 
C.1 Office costs (printing, conference 
calls, development logo, …)  

 971,78 €  

 
C.2 Development and hosting 
website  

 500,00 €  

 C.3 Jobstudent   1.100,00 €  

 C.4 Expert for workshop  1.416,00 €  

 Total   3.987,78 € 4.012,22 € 

F. Travel expenses   47.000,00 €    

 F.1 Airplane tickets meeting SA  9.808,02 €  

 F.2. Local transport costs SA  614,98 €  

 
F.3. Airplane tickets workshop 
Morocco 

 28.753,59 €  

 Total   39.176,59 € 7.823,41 € 

G. Subsistence / 
accommodation 

  15.000,00 €    

G.1. Accommodation      

 G.1.1 Guesthouse SA   2.744,00 €  

 G.1.2 Accommodation Morocco  5.245,00 €  

 Total accommodation    7.989,00 €  

G.2. Catering     

 G.2.1 Catering meeting South Africa  130,39 €  

 G.2.2 Social Activity SA  269,73 €  

 G.2.3 Catering workshop Morocco   1.500,00 €  

 
G.2.4 Social activity workshop 
Morocco  

 2.220,00 €  

 Total catering    4.120,12 €  

G.3. Per diem      

 G.3.1 Per diem meeting South Africa  1.504,84 €  

 G.3.2 Per diem workshop Morocco  7.150,00 €  

 Total per diem    8.654,84 €  

Total subs and acc      20.763,96 € -5.763,96 € 

Total Ed Net 2009   70.000,00 € 63.928,33 € 6.071,67 € 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
20 A more detailed overview is available upon request. 
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ANNEX 1  PARTICIPANTS OF THE KICK–OFF WORKSHOP 

 

BPKIHS BP Koirala Institute of Health Sciences Nepal 

 Participants:  

Subodh Dhakal  

Prahlad Karki  

 

DVTD Department of Veterinary Tropical Diseases, Faculty of Veterinary 

Science, University of Pretoria 

South–Africa 

 Participants 

 JAW Coetzer  

El-Marie Mostert  

Linda Venter 

 

IMTAvH Instituto de Medicina Tropical Alexander von Humboldt, 

Universidad Peruana Cayetano Heredia 

Peru 

 Participants 

Juan Echevarría Zarate – excused 

Manuel Eduardo Gutierrez Sierra 

 

INAS Institut National d'Administration Sanitaire  Morocco 

 Participants 

Mina Abaacrouche  

Abdellatif Belarbi 

Wafae Chemao 

Vincent Debrouwere 

Abderrahmane Maaroufi 

 

IPH Institute of Public Health IPH, Bangalore India 

 Participants 

Snigdha Mukherjee 

Prashanth Nuggehalli Srinivas 

 

IPK Instituto Pedro Kourí 

Participants 

Nereyda Cantelar  

Cuba 

ITM Institute of Tropical Medicine Antwerp Belgium 

 Hilde Buttiëns (network promoter) 

Marjan Pirard 

Govert van Heusden 

An Piessens (network coördinator) - excused 

 

INHEM Instituto Nacional de Higiene, Epidemiología y Microbiología Cuba 

 Participants 

Adolfo Alvarez Pérez 

Mireya Alvarez Toste 

 

MUSPH Makerere University, School of Public Health Uganda 

 Participants 

 Elizabeth Nabiwemba  

Christine Tashobya Kirunga  

 

PUCE Faculdad de Medicina, Instituto de Salud Pública ISP Ecuador 

 Participants 

Rosa Goyes Ayala  
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Cecilia Vaca Jones 

SPH School of Public Health, University of Lubumbashi DRCongo 

 Participants 

Faustin Chenge Mukalenge 

Françoise Malonga Kaj 

Balthazar Ngoy-Fiama Bitambile 

 

UMSS Faculdad de Medicina, Posgrado Medicina Tropical Bolivia 

 Participants 

Eduardo Suarez Barrientos - excused 

Faustino Torrico 
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ANNEX 2 RESULTS QUESTIONNAIRE AMONG NETWORK 

MEMBERS  

1.1. Current situation about quality in education in different 

institutes: questionnaire 
In May 2009, a questionnaire was sent to all 12 network member institutes, with the request to 

return two copies. One copy had to be answered by a staff member on a management (or a 

strategic) level; another copy had to be answered by a staff member on a teaching (or a more 

operational) level.  

 

Aims  The main aim of the questionnaire was to gather more in–depth information about 

quality in education in the different institutes that could be taken account of in the preparation of 

the workshop. More specifically, the questionnaire wanted to: 

• define priorities within the general theme of quality in education 

• clarify learning needs among network members about quality in education 

• define a focus of learning for each topic presented 

 

Structure The questionnaire consisted of three parts. Part 1 asked for background information 

about the different network members. Part 2 focused on the course and teaching level, whereas 

part 3 focused on quality assurance at an institutional and (inter)national level.  

 

Response The response to this questionnaire was high. 8 member institutes sent 2 copies back, 

as requested. 2 network members sent 1 copy, but indicated that the copy was filled–in by a 

team of management and teaching staff. Those copies were counted as 2 copies, one for the 

strategic and one for the operational level. 2 network members returned only 1 copy, filled in by 

a staff member on the operational level.  

 

1.1.1. Background information: who are the LINQED members?  
We wanted to map some of the diversity among network members. Therefore the respondents 

were asked to provide us with some basic facts about their organization.  

 
Who are the network members ?   

 7/12 members unit of a university 

 3/12 members Independent scientific institute 

 2/12 members part of ministry of health 

Size of the member institutions ?   

 3/12 members 1 - 10 employees 

 6/12 members 21 - 50 employees 

 1/12 members 51 - 100 employees 

 2/12 members 101 - 500 employees 

Table 6: description of LINQED member institutions 

 

A total of 29 respondents have been reported to be involved in answering this questionnaire, 17 

of which were present at the kick–off workshop. Most respondents reported to have at least 

course coordination responsibilities.  

 

The reported share of education in the total activity of the institute varied between 20% and 

100%. 15/22 answers reported a share of 50% or less. For 4 institutes, respondents at the strategic 
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level estimated the share of education to be lower than did the respondents at an operational 

level.21  

 

1.1.2. Quality in education at a course and teaching level 
This part of the questionnaire focused on topics possibly related to quality in education at a 

course and teaching level. The topics were chosen based on the discussions of the kick–off 

workshop.  

 

STRUCTURE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE – QUALITY IN EDUCATION AT A COURSE AND TEACHING LEVEL 
In this part of the questionnaire, five topics on quality in education were addressed: 

• assessment of students 

• designing a programme 

• evaluation of a course 

• didactic approaches 

• learning and teaching paradigms 
 
The first set of questions aimed at assessing the learning needs (as a partner) on this topic in the current stage of 
educational practices.  
 
The second set of questions asked to give a priority to the different focuses to address the topic. For instance: is the 
priority rather assessment of the educational practice, or is it rather innovation of this practice?  
 
The third question asks whether members would be prepared to share information and experience on this topic on 
the next workshop.  
 
This part concluded with the request to give a priority to the topics discussed. 

 

The responses were analyzed for these questions:  

• Can clear priorities be discerned among the topics?  

• Can a focus of attention be delineated?  

• What is the willingness to share information about these topics?  

 

 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T O P I C S  

The table below shows the priorities of the topics, in descending order. Respondents were 

asked to rank topics from 1 to 5, with 1 being to lowest priority and 5 being the highest priority.  

 

 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 

Priority 5 Designing a program Designing a program Evaluation of a course 
Priority 4 Assessment of students Assessment of students Assessment of students 
Priority 3 Evaluation of a course Didactic approaches Designing a program 
Priority 2 Didactic approaches Learning & teaching paradigms Didactic approaches 
Priority 1 Learning & teaching paradigms Evaluation of a course Learning & teaching paradigms 

 

The topics of designing a programme and assessment of students emerged as the themes with the 

highest priorities. When diving deeper into the data though, there are some salient differences 

between perspectives. For instance, evaluation of a course was the third priority over all 

responses, but it was considered the lowest priority by respondents on the operational level, 

whereas it was of the highest priority for respondents on the strategic level.  

 

However, these priorities cannot obscure the fact that, when looking at the topics themselves, it 

becomes clear that each topic is considered as relevant to very relevant by the respondents (see 

graph below). The indicated learning need is also quite high for each of the topics. The reported 

                                                      
21 Institute 1: difference between 90% – 30%; institute 2: difference between 70% – 20%; institute 3: difference between 

50% – 40%;  institute 4: difference between 33% – 20%;  
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experience in the different topics is somewhat lower, meaning that respondents either stated to 

have some experience, or not to have an opinion about their level of experience.  

 

The responses to the question whether respondents were prepared to share experience and 

information seems to follow the priorities of topics, although there were some respondents who 

preferred not to share information about any of the topics.  

However, there is not always a clear link between indicated experience and ‘willingness to 

share information’. For instance, some respondents indicate that they have a high experience on 

some topics but state as well that they do not want to share information about these topics.  
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 P R E F E R R E D  F O C U S   

For each topic, 5 possible approaches were offered to deal with the topic. Respondents were 

asked to rank for each of the topics their focus of preference. Each focus was illustrated with a 

statement, as shown in the table below.   

 
FOCUS  STATEMENT  
Evaluation of practice  How can we know if we are doing ‘a good job’?  
Reflection on practice  How can we foster a learning climate about this topic among staff? 
Innovation of practice How can we innovate our practice on this topic?  
Staff support How can we support staff in this practice?  
Measuring impact How can we monitor our practice and tell others about the impact of our practice?  

 

The absolute highest priority for all topics is evaluation, or the question “How can we know if we 

are doing a good job?” The absolute lowest priority is staff support. Nevertheless, there is some 

variety in focus among the topics. Annex II presents the priorities in approach for each of the 

topics. Below we show the priorities for the topics designing a programme and assessment of 

students, the two topics that were eventually dealt with in the workshop.  

 

For designing a programme, the focus on evaluation is followed by reflection, whereas for the topic 

of assessment of students the second focus is on ‘measuring impact’. For this topic, reflection 

follows only on the fourth place. We also tried to address these differences in the workshop 

methodology.  

 

Focus in designing a programme 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 5 Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Priority 4 Reflection   Reflection Reflection 
Priority 3 Innovation Innovation Measuring impact  
Priority 2 Measuring impact Measuring impact Innovation 
Priority 1 Staff support Staff support Staff support 
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Focus in assessment of students 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 5 Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Priority 4 Measuring impact Innovation  Measuring impact 
Priority 3 Innovation Measuring impact Innovation 
Priority 2 Reflection   Reflection Reflection 
Priority 1 Staff support Staff support Staff support 

 

Focus in evaluation of a course 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 5 Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Priority 4 Innovation Reflection Innovation 
Priority 3 Reflection Measuring impact Reflection 
Priority 2 Measuring impact Innovation Measuring impact 
Priority 1 Staff support Staff support Staff support 

 

Focus in didactic approaches  
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 5 Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Priority 4 Innovation Innovation Reflection  
Priority 3 Reflection Reflection Innovation 
Priority 2 Staff support Staff support Staff support 
Priority 1 Measuring impact Measuring impact Measuring impact 

 

Focus in learning & teaching paradigms 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 5 Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Priority 4 Reflection Innovation Reflection  
Priority 3 Innovation Reflection Innovation 
Priority 2 Staff support Staff support Measuring impact  
Priority 1 Measuring impact Measuring impact Staff support 

 

 

1.1.3. Quality in education at an institutional and (inter)national 

level 
Quality in education is about what happens in educational practices. However, these practices 

are also influenced and shaped by expectations of external actors, agencies, guidelines and 

legislation. On a global and international level, there is a lot of variation in quality (assurance) 

models and practices. The choice for topics in this part of the questionnaire was based on 

literature.  

 

STRUCTURE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE – QUALITY IN EDUCATION AT AN INSTITUTIONAL AND (INTER)NATIONAL 
LEVEL 
Two sets of questions were offered in this part of the questionnaire.  
 
The first set of questions wanted to map the diversity of contexts all Educational Network members had to deal 
with.  
 
The second set of questions aimed at gathering information about learning needs in quality assurance mechanisms.  
Respondents also had to give priorities to the topics discussed.  

 

1.1.4. Context information about ‘quality assurance mechanisms’  
 
DO YOU HAVE TO RESPOND TO QUALITY ASSURANCE FRAMEWORKS?  
 12/22 respondents  say they have to respond to national frameworks  
 17/22 respondents say they have to respond to university frameworks 
 13/22 respondents say they have to respond to government regulations 
 6/22 respondents say they have to respond to professional associations 
CURRENT ACCREDITATION OF TRAINING PROGRAMS  
 12/22 respondents say the training offered is accredited by a university body 
 13/22 respondents say the training offered is accredited by a national body 
 14/22 respondents say the training offered is accredited by a government body 
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 7/22 respondents say the training offered is accredited by an international body 
 7/22 respondents say the training offered is accredited by a professional body 
HOW IMPORTANT IS FUTURE ACCREDITATION OF YOUR PROGRAMS?  
 17/22 respondents Accreditation by a university body  
 17/22 respondents Accreditation by a national body 
 11/22 respondents Accreditation by a government body 
 19/22 respondents Accreditation by an international body 
 13/22 respondents Accreditation by a professional body 

 

  
CURRENT QUALITY ASSURANCE MECHANISMS IN USE AT THE LINQED MEMBER INSTITUTES 
 21/22 respondents Selection of students 
 20/22 respondents Limiting number of students 
 17/22 respondents Formal deliberation  
 17/22 respondents Formal self–evaluation of a course 
 15/22 respondents Informal deliberation 
 14/22 respondents Performance indicators 
 13/22 respondents Peer review by outside experts 
   8/22 respondents Quality audit 
   1/22 respondents Trainer–of–trainer workshops  

Highly qualified staff fileholder for course components 

  

1.1.5. Priorities in Quality in Education at an institutional and 

international level  
STRUCTURE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE – QUALITY IN EDUCATION AT AN INSTITUTIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL 
LEVEL 
As in the other part of the questionnaire, four topics were addressed: 

• Conducting a self–evaluation  

• Staff involvement in quality assurance mechanisms 

• Quality assurance mechanisms and related problems of efficacy and cost–effectiveness 

• How to develop a policy on ‘quality in education’ 
 
The first set of questions aimed at assessing the learning needs (as a partner) on this topic in the current stage of 
educational practices.  
 
The second set of questions asked whether members would be prepared to share information and experience on 
this topic on the next workshop.  
 
This part concluded with the request to give a priority to the topics discussed. 

 

The responses were analyzed for these questions:  

• Can clear priorities be discerned among the topics?  

• What is the willingness to share information about these topics?  

 

 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T O P I C S  

Respondents were asked to rank topics from 1 to 4, with 1 being to lowest priority and 4 being 

the highest priority. The table below shows the priorities of the topics, in descending order. 

 
 ALL RESPONDENTS OPERATIONAL LEVEL STRATEGIC LEVEL 
Priority 4 Conducting a self-evaluation  Conducting a self-evaluation Conducting a self-evaluation 
    
Priority 3 Developing a policy on QinE Developing a policy on QinE Staff involvement in Quality 

assurance mechanisms  
    
Priority 2 Staff involvement in Quality 

assurance mechanisms 
Staff involvement in Quality 
assurance mechanisms 

Developing a policy on QinE 

    
Priority 1 Quality Assurance mechanisms 

and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 

Quality Assurance mechanisms 
and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 

Quality Assurance mechanisms 
and related problems of 
efficacy and cost-effectiveness 
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The topic of conducting a self–evaluation emerged as the theme with the highest priority for all 

respondents. However, more detailed analysis of the data shows that, in fact, the three first 

themes are almost as important to them, whereas the theme of problems of efficacy and cost–

effectiveness is indicated to be the absolute lowest priority. For the respondents on the 

operational level, the theme of developing a policy on QinE closely follows the first priority.  

 

When we look at the answers to each separate topic, it is equally clear that every topic is 

considered to be relevant to very relevant by the respondents (see graph below). The indicated 

learning need is also quite high. It is interesting to see that a high learning need is indicated for 

the topic policy on QinE, combined with a lower level of experience.  

 

The levels of experience indicated are in general lower than the levels of experience indicated 

for the topics on the course and teaching level. The willingness to share is also lower, especially 

for the respondents from the operational level. In the answers of the respondents from a 

strategic level, experience and willingness to share coincide.  
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 P R I O R I T I E S  A M O N G  T H E  T W O  L E V E L S   

In a final part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to prioritize the levels. Both levels 

seemed to be equally important for respondents.  
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ANNEX 3 TASK FORCE WORKING DRAFT ON QUALITY IN 

EDUCATION  

Draft developed at the meeting in Pretoria (South–Africa), 12 to 14 June 2009 by the Task Force. 

This draft was further elaborated upon in the wiki http://pretoriataskforce.wikispaces.com/  

 

Working Draft on Quality  

The need to conceptualize quality in education required a deep brainstorming on what quality 

meant to each of the task force group members. After a significant and well thought discussion 

we were able to establish the following ideas that helped us build a working draft on quality.  

This session allowed us to distribute research topics and responsibilities needed for publishing 

a final paper for the workshop in December. 

 

The concept 

Quality in education (QIE) is a value, distinct from “quantity in education”, and it is influenced 

by multiple endogenous and exogenous factors.  

 

Dimensions 

Quality aspects can be evaluated (qualitatively and quantitatively), relative as opposed to 

absolute, viewed differently by different stakeholders, multidimensional and evaluated more 

often through outputs of education as opposed to inputs and processes. Views on QIE are 

historical and depend on technological and scientific developments; views on QIE evolve with 

society. But eventually overall quality remains subjective. 

 

Aspects 

When we talk about QIE we may consider quality of endogenous factors as inputs, the process 

and the output or outcome. Inputs involve teachers, contents, students, infrastructure and 

financial resources. The process involves accessibility (equitable access), pedagogy, programme 

structure and assessment methods. The outputs involve relevance, final competencies, 

efficiency and sustainability of the educational program. Exogenous factors can be political, 

social, economical, environmental, cognitive and legal.  

 

Q Improvement 

We can evaluate quality using indicators and procedures that can be developed to maintain 

and improve quality in relation to objectives and standards set by each institution. This is then 

called Quality Assurance.  

 

Independent proof of Q 

Quality assurance procedures and their application, if externally checked and approved, can 

lead to program certification.  

 

Accreditation can be reached depending on the level of quality of inputs, process and 

output/outcome that can be externally verified and approved. 

 

What is the value of QIE? 

 

We consider QIE important because it is central for sustainable human development.  
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ANNEX 4 THINKING ABOUT THE FUTURE FOR LINQED 

At the start of the workshop’s last day, participants were asked to join in a brainstorm about the 

question: “Are there possible other objects we’d like to take into consideration for the 

network?” 

The table below lists in chronological order the ideas that resulted from the brainstorm. In order 

to narrow the ideas down to 5, the brainstorm was followed by a ballot. Every participant got 3 

votes and participants had to allocate their votes to only three ideas. The ideas with most ‘votes’ 

were further elaborated on.  

 IDEAS RESULTING FROM THE BRAINSTORM (CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER) VOTES 

1.  It would help the network if there would be a student mobility project within the institution. 9 votes 

 

   

2.  Exchanging quality assurance methods. / Mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating systems. 

Each institution creates one mechanism, shares experience on process monitoring and 

evaluation. (exchange) 

16 Votes 

 

   

3.  Exchange amongst faculties and teachers (Goes together with point 1)  

   

4.  Develop and share one common quality assurance program and implement it in all the 

institutes, monitor and evaluate. Accreditation standards. 

6 votes 

 

   

5.  Framework on what quality is, for different delivery modes. Create guidelines to apply in 

institutes and network. (Goes hand in hand with point 2) 

 

   

6.  Capacity building: (Exchange of didactic material, e-learning, material,…= Developing a 

forum for sharing experience and innovations.)  

13 votes 

   

7.  Improve the website by using it to exchange info on the critical topics of the network 

(validated material on QinE). 

14 votes 

 

   

8.  Twinning of institutions: attune our courses. 7 votes 

   

9.  Cross evaluation of similar courses in different institutes. Peer visits – reviews. 7 votes 

 

10.  Joint courses. (put energy in jointly developing a program)  9 votes 

   

11.  Quality assurance for professional development.   8 votes 

 

After the brainstorm, the group was subdivided in smaller groups to develop more elaborated 

scenarios for the five topics with most votes. For the development of these scenarios, the groups 

were asked to provide answers to these questions: 

TEMPLATE FOR THE SCENARIOS 

• What will we do? Concrete content(s) for the object.  

• Why will we do this? Why is this an important object?   

• How will we do it? This is specified in:   
- Possible strategies 
- Possible activities (more than 1 activity) 

• A concrete short-term plan (1 year) and a longer term plan (3 years), containing answers to the questions:  
- Who will execute it?  
- When will it be executed?  
- What are critical success factors? 
- What does this cost?   

• Criteria for follow-up, enabling us to know:  
- When will we have reached our goals?  
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- How will we know if we reached our goals?  

• Does this scenario imply changes in the project description of the Framework Agreement? 

 
 

SCENARIO 1  QUALITY ASSURANCE MECHANISM AND EXCHANGE 
What will we do? Form a ‘quality assurance LINQED’ group 
  
Why? - Sustainability 

- Accreditation 

- Assurance of resource 

- Programs and teachers’ qualification 

- Self evaluation: objects, curriculums, students (!!!) 
  
How - Create a group. 

- Draft a logical framework. 

- Create a ‘link in the LINQED’ website: systematic outcomes. 

- Institutional diagnosis using approach structured process. 

- Long term plan. 

- Equivalence of programme. 
  
Critical success factors - Motivation and cooperation from institutional and LINQED group. 

- Strengthen the institutional capacity of LINQED members (recognition, social 
impact). 

- Money 

- Sustainability. 

- Exchange information between different institutes: better mechanisms. 
  
How will we know we 
reached our goals? 

- Annual workshop and evaluation. 

- Mid year meeting of the group. 

 
 

SCENARIO 2  WEBSITE  
What will we do? - Complete profiles. 

- Work on the questionnaire. 

- Searching and screening, publishing. 
 

Why? - To get people motivated. 

- Explore specific needs with available expertise. 
 

Who?  - Everybody 

- ? 

- Web manager 
 

How - Announcement by website manager. 

- Like the previous one, sent electronically. 

- Identify contact person from each institution that will link with network 
coordinator and team. 

When?  - First trimester of 2010. 
 

Critical success factors - Cooperation. 

- Response rate. 
 

How will we know we 
reached our goals? 

- Annual workshop and evaluation. 

- Number of publications 

- Results of the questionnaire. 
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SCENARIO 3 E–LEARNING 
What will we do? 
(short term plan) 

- Members that will be identified, in a period of 12 months and 6 months to 
determine the needs and the methodology. 

- List will be established and will help. 
 

Who?  - All members 
 

How - Website and list of experts and people that are interested. 

- Commitment 

- E-learning methodology 
 

Critical success factors - Commitment 

- Even with wiki 

- Accessibility 

- Driving force in each partner institution 

- Priority that it gets in the different organizations 

- Identify possible problems before we start (asking people who have experience 
with it) 

- Funding? 

- Cost? 
 

Indicators - Seminars in the long term 

- Blogs 

 

SCENARIO 4 EXCHANGE 
What will we do? - Students and staff on a short term bases for specific modules and short courses. 

o Scholarships to spend time in another country. 
o Scholarship driven with or without accreditation. 

- Internships for thesis or masters in another institute. 

- Joint sharing of exams, jury, thesis. 

- Peer: review, new programs of processes. 
  
Why? - Need for staff exchange 

- Experience for students 

- Institutional credibility 

- Strengthening for networking 

- Spin offs research 
 

Who?  Short term plan 

- A task force.  

- One institute member leads the funding. 

- Deliver a draft. 
  
Critical success factors - Full proposal at LINQED 2010. 

- Institutional buy-in capacity and logistics. 

- Funding prospects. (scholarships) 

- Language strategy (issue resolving). 

- Network support. 
 

Cost?  - 3500 – 50 000 euro 
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SCENARIO 5 JOINT COURSES 
What will we do? - Create a good mapping of courses + learn about the joint courses that are 

already running. 

- Peer visits: could explore possibilities for joint courses. (allows us to have a 
better understanding of what’s happening in the field) 

- Develop at least one joint course in the network in three domains (clinical, 
veterinary, public health). 

 
Why? - Different benefits of the different institutions. 

- ? 
 

Who?  - Done by two or three persons. 

- All partners 

- ? 
 

When?  - Immediately. 

- 2010. 

- 2010-2011. 
 

Critical success factors - Having access to information of all the different courses. 

- Clear criteria about who can access the peer visits (potential to develop of joint 
opportunities). 

- Institutional decisions and commitment. 

- More than just bilateral relations / multilateral relations. 
 

How will we know we 
reached our goals? 

- Mapping. 

- Number of institutions that do the peer visits, framework for the peer visit itself. 

- Programme of the courses (number of students, number of faculties). 

 

 

 


