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Although, tertiary institutions are expected to be more responsive to
the realities of their environments and economic globalization, they are
facing numerous problems themselves. To face these problems and meet
the expectations, there should be continuous efforts toward quality
improvement. This article first, enumerates major problems of higer
education systems. Then, introduces the concept of self - evaluation, as
a tool for improving higher education quality.After describing the
process and outcomes of a pilot self - evaluation project(SEP) at
medical universities in Iran, the article analyzes the objectives achieved

by the SEP. These includes, among others:1( promotion of trust and

h“ooperation through increased knowledge and understanding among
faculty members,il) improvement of teaching,research and rendering of
professional services, 111) facilitating inter - university analysis. Based on
the experiences gained 1n the pilot SEP, an accreditation model, In
which self - evaluation plays the major role in quality improvement, is

presented.

1. This is an extended version of a paper presented at the UNESCO
Regional Seminar on higher Education in the Coming Contury, Tehran: 16-18

February 1998.
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1. Introduction

The twenty- first century 18 characterized as a century in which
knowledge- intensive technologies will have a dominant role to
play. Development and application of such technologies require
highly trained manpower and neccessary infrastructure. In this
respect, the changing world requires higher education systems to
be more responsive to the realities of their environments and
economic globaliztion of activities.

Despite such requirement, objectives of higher education
programs are usually not well defind, neither in industrialized nor
in developing countries. Higher education programs usually don’t
meet the needs of immediate environments. Above all, the
tinancial resources of higher education institutions have been
decreasing (Bazargan, 1997).

Based on the above, quality ot higher education has become a
major concern. Although from the early days ot tertiary
education, quality has been an important tocus of attention for
faculty members and managers, it has become a watch word in
the past two decades. The move from an elite to a mass system
has changed the nature of student population in many developing
countries. This has created a demand tor quality higher education
that meets a diversity of students needs and abilities.

At the same time, goverments have focused more on the need

for accountability of higher education institutinons(HEI).



Consequently, the HEI are requested to " produce more with less"
( Meade, 1995). In such a situation assessing the quality of higher
education has become a priority in many countries ( Bazargan,
1997;Kells& stenquist, 1995; Kells, 1995; Vriejenstyn, 1993;
Bazargan, 1996a; Wolf, 1993).

Reviews of recent practices of assessing quality in higher
education indicates that the United States has the longest history
in evaluating higher education institutions(Wolf, 1993). Some ot
the industrialized countries, in the European Community started
serious attempts mn assessing higher edcuation in the past decade.
Such attempts have been expanding rapily i developed as well as
developing countries(Bazargan, 1997).

Here , we first, review and consider what is meant by " quality"
in higher education. Then, selt - evaluation as an approach to
improving qualty, 18 introduced and a pilot project on self-
evaluation 1s described. Based on the results ot the pilot project,
an accreditation model which starts with self- evaluation and ends
up with external evaluation 1s presented.

Quality, like beauty, means different things to different
people.However,in higher education quality may be defined
according to tactors of educational systems ( Bazargan, 1997). In
other words, quality may be defined according to the inputs,
processes and products of a higher education system( Bazargan,
1996b).

In short, quality in higher education may be viewed through
two broad approaches( Ecuyer & Peace Lenne , 1994):

1) achievement of stated objectives;



11) compliance with pre-established standards.

The first approach, when carried out by the staff of an
institution under evaluation, 1s called self- evaluation. But when a
peer group judges the quality of a higher education institution, it
1s called external evaluation or accreditation. This process
requires a comparision with pre-established standards. Assessing
quality through this approach, requires that national or regional
standards tor tactors related to the goals of evaluation be detined
and developed first. Standards may be adopted from similar
national practices as well( KCUE, 1991).In the absence of
pre-establised standards, the first approach to assessing quality 1s
applied.

2. Self- evaluation as a tool for improving higher deucation
quality

Self- study or internal evaluation 1s a process through which a
unit of higher education ( pragram/ department/ institution)
motivates professionals to get enthusiastic, on one hand to reveal
the weaknesses of the unit, and on the other hand explore the
ways to over- come these weaknesses. [t would enable the unit to
get most out the present resources and use its strengths to bring
about the intended results.

Such a process 1s carried out through establishing an
evaluation infrastructure. This infrastructure is based on
promotion of a culture of evaluation among faculty members and
other statf, and building an educational management information
system (EMIS). The EMIS should provide necessary information

tor assessing the goals, students, resources, processes and results.



It also facilitates development planning tor quality improvement
of the unit (Bazargan,1996b).

Based on the above, the author designed a pilot selt-
evaluation project for medical education system 1n Iran in 1996. It
was carried out in six teaching, research- treatment (TRT)
departments as tollows:

1. Nutrition and Biochemistry Dept, Tehran University ot Medical
Science and Health Services (UMSHS);

2. Dept, of Periodentics ( Dental Medicine) Tehran UMSHS;

3. Rheumatology Dept, Tehran UMSHS;

4. Intenal Medicine Dept, Shohada Center, Shahid Beheshti
UMSHS(SBUMSHS);

5. Gynecology Dept, SBUMSHS;

6. Internal Medicine Dept, Kerman UMSHS.

The purpose ot pilot selt- eveluation project was to develop a
model through which in each TRT department a psychological

ownership of proposals tor change be developed. Such a change

would be produced as a result ot selt- evaluation.
3. The process of self- evaluation

Activities for carring out self- evaluation of a department,
depended on the size, complexity, and enthusiasm ot the
protessional statt. Nevertheless, decision about elements( tactors)
to be consiagered 1n the process ot evaluation was taken without
ragard to such dimensions as size and complexity. In the pilot
project, five sets ot tfactors were considered as follows.
a) organizational structure, adminstration and resources;

d) student population;



c) degree programs;
d) teaching- learning processes;
¢) graduates.

A study group was formed at each participating department.
Then, a workshop was held to draw the attention of protessionals
to the necessity tor selt- evaluation. It was a joint workshop in
which team leaders of the study groups, from each department,
participated. Each study group was composed of three to five
members, based on the size of department.

Eech study group, 1n turn, conducted a workshop to tamiliarize
their protessionals with objectives of self- eveluation. It 15 evident
that a strong leadership, technical expertize, financial resources
and internal motivation made selt- evaluation an attractive
experience.

A steering comimittee was also set- up at the Bureau of
Monitoring and Evalution ot Ministry ot Health, Treatment and
Medical Education. This committee provided technical support
and advice to each ot the participating departments.

Based on the instructions of the steering committee, 36
indicators were considered tor the five sets of tactors. Then each
ot the study groups arranged tor data collection through tour sets
of questiannaires( students, taculty members, graduates,
employers) and interview. But, due to the tact that all the
participating departments lacked clearly detined objectives, each
one first attempted to define 1ts objectives in three areas:
teaching, research and treatment services. These objectives were

used as reterence Point for making judgement about the present



and possible dvelopments of the department in the future.

In the pilot- project, the data items collected included those
that indicated trend information. Therefore, it was attempted to
collect data for each item on the three previous years plus current
year and possible projection tor next year.

The major data items in each of the tive sets were as tollows:
a) Organizational Structurs
- Chairmanship of the department;

- Number of protessionals by age, sex, status, major role and area
of major expertise;

- Number ot suppurt personnel by position , sex and age;

- Teaching hours per FT instructors

- Number of sponsered research projects;

- Scholarly productivity by type,

- Operational budget by major expense category;

- Instructional cost per student;

- Overall instructional cost per student graduates.

b) Student population

- Charactactristics of entrance:

- Achievement by type of entrance;

- Utilization of admission capacity;

- Student- faculty interaction;

- Number of students per FTE instructor;

- Students’ opinion on the teaching- learning processes of their
programs.

C) Degree programs

- Demand: applications( as first choice) per program;



- Student enrollment by sub-major;

- Opinion of faculty members on the demand tor graduates;

- Opmion ot taculty members on the relevance and efficiency of
the programs;

d)Teaching - Learning processes

- Teaching- learning strategies usually applied in each course;

- Type ot Teaching materials and tacilities used in each course;

- bvaluation of students learning;

- Frequency ot feedback to students about their achievements.
e)Graduates

- Number of graduates by program;

- Number and proportions employed;

- Number and proportions continued their studies in the program;
- Graduates’ opmion about their knowledge, attitude and skills
developed 1n the program and the relevance ot the curriculum to
the market needs.

- Opmion of employers about the abilities of graduates;

- Frequency and range ot scientitic productivity ot graduates;

- etcC.

Data collection through questionnaires and interviews was
carried out by the study group in each ot the participating
departments. Then the collected data were analzed. For each
tactor, judgement was made whether the situation is: satistactory,
nearly satistactory or unsatistactory. Based on the results of
judgemants, a selt - evaluation report was prepared tor each of
the departments.

In general, it 1s epected that the practice ot self - evaluation 1n
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a department has a " substantial impact on the organmzational
improvement from the high level of staft participation resulting in
deepend staff members commitment to change " (Kells &
Stenquist, 1995:42).Such commitmant was promoted among the
professionals of the six participating departments.

The reports of the pilot self - evaluation was presented at a
national seminar in February 1998. The participants contirmed
that self - evaluation can achieve the tollowing objectives:

- to promote trust and cooperation through increased knowledge
and understanding among protessionals;

- to improve the quality;

- to make possible the inter - university analysis.

4 - Accreditation: inter - university comparision in higher
education

Improvement of the quality in higher education requires
continious assessment. International practices on assessing and
improving higher ducation institutions, indicates that selt -
evaluation 1s the first phase ot any attempt in improving the
quality of higher education.

Selt - evaluation, which 1s also called intenal evaluation,
provides an "institutional portrait’ depicted by the statt. However,
an external evaluation should also be carried out, as the second
phase of quality improvement. This phase i1s aimed at inter -
university comparison and rating ot institutions on the hasis ot
specitic standards.

In the proces ot second phase, the status ot the institution

under evaluation, 1s re- examined by a visiting team from out -



side of the institution.The status which is judged in the report of
self - eveluation would be either contirmed or recommendation
tor remedial actions made. In such a case, the visiting team would
visit the institution again, after a spell of time, and make the final
judgement.

As an example from the Asian higher education systems, we
may consider the process of external evaluation in Korea. In this
country, accreditation of departments of physics has taken place
in 1991. For this purpose, 125 evaluation items tor undergraduate
education and 76 evaluation items(standards) for graduate
education were established (KCUE, 1991 & 1992). In other
words, six sets of factors were considered tor external evaluation
and accredition. These inclduded the tolowing categories:

1) objectives of department ; 2) curriculum; 3) student, 4) faculty,
5) facilities, 6) administration and finance. Eech ot these were
divided into sub-categories. For instance, the first category was
divided into the tollowing:

- content of objectives,

- implementation ot objectives,

- design ot objectives.

- realization ot objectives.

Then for each sub - category some evaluation questions such
as ' Has the curriculum been improved during the last five years?"
are seeking qualitative information; others, tor example, " what is
the average teaching load of taculty members in the department?”

are obtaining quantitative information.

In the Korean accreditation project, for each evaluation item,
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a scale with three points is applied to identify: good (A),
moderate (B), and poor (C) departments. For example, tor the
item" What is the rate of doctoral dagree holders among taculty
members?" (A) i1s over 90 per cent, (B) 70 - 80 per cent and (C)
below 70 per cent." A" counts as 1.0 and "B" and "C" are 0.7 and
0.4 respectively. The score of any one item 1s caculated by
multiplying the result by a weighting tor the 1tem. By summing up
the score of each item in each major subcategory, the total score
for any one department is obtained.

In the United States, accreditation practices are usually
summarized in a scale with more than three categories tor rating
of institutions of higher education. For instance, Gourman Report
( Gourman, 1987: 211 ) provides a rating scale which includes
seven categories of graduate institution: 1) very strong, 2) strong,
3) good, 4) acceptable plus, 5) adequate, 6) marginal, and, 7) not
sutficient for graduate programs. In this report, score for any

institution falls 1n the range of 0.0 to 5.0.

In the pilot project ot selt- evaluation ot Iranian medical
education departments, the second phase of evaluation has
started 1n March 1998. On the bases ot experiences gainde in the
tirst phase, all the departments of internal medicine have been
conducting selt- evaluation. They are expected to psesent their
selt- evaluation report "by February , 1999. Then based on the
results ot such exercise, those departments which would be in the
" good " or " moderate" categories and willing to participate in the
accreditation process, apply tor external evaluation. The total

number of internal medicine departments in Iranian Medical
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Education system is about 30. It is expected that the accreditation
process takes place 1n the course ot 1999.
5. Conclusions

The changing world requires higher education systems to be
more responsive to the realities at the national and international
level.In this context, quality has become a watchword. The policy
ot assessing programs and departments is intensified almost in
every country around the world in past ten years. Several
countries in the Asian region have embarked on making national
benchmarks for the knowledge and skills required in the
disciplines( departments) of priority, such as physics and
mechanical engineering ( e.g. KCUE, 1991).This process has
made it possible to estabilsh national accreditation systems in
several countries (Wolt, 1993).

However, prior to accreditation, there should be an experience ot
salt- evaluation in each department to make quality improvement
as a continious activity.

A pilot- project in selt - evaluation in Iran was carried out
among a number of medical education departments during 1997
and 1998. Major results of this experience are as follows:

a) Professionals in each ot the departments gained awareness and
readiness concering quality improvement;

b) data bases as an infrastructure tor transparency and quality
improvement of the process, product and output of departments,

were established:;

c) the spirit of team work was strengthened and culture of

evaluation promoted;



d) each department obtained an overiew ot current status ot
resources, activties and their relevance to the developmental
targets ot the department; then, accordingly planned future
activities for continious guality improvement.

Although at the beginning of self- evaluation there was the
teeling that the results might be used tor reward or penalize the
department, as the project went through, such teeling disappearde
gradually. The results ot selt- evaluation created an improved self-
image tor the protessionals. In other words, the initial response
from taculty members tor selt- evaluation which was one of
reserve, 1t gradually turned into an a active and energetic attitude
toward evaluation and quality improvement.

The evaluation model presented here includes self- evaluation
as the first phase and external evaluation as the second phase.
while, 1n the tirst phase, a ground for collective responsibitity tor
action 18 developed, mn the second phase peer judgement for
continuous mmprovement ot higher education is made. As such,
this model facilitates quality improvement in higher education in

the coming century.

13



References

Bazargan.A.(1996a). Internal eveluation and its application in
continuous improvement of higher education. Quarterly Journal of
Research and Planning in Higher Education, 3(3&4), 49-70(in
Persian).

Bazargan,A.(1996 b) Pedagometrics and its Application in Improving
the Quality of Education. Jjournal of Psychology and Education

(University of Tehran), 2(1-4), 11-26.

Bazargan, A. (1997a). Quality in higher education and its evaluation: A
review of national and international practices. Rahyaft: Quarterly
Journal of science policy Research, 15, 60 - 71( in Persian).

Bazargan, A. ( 1997b). Inroduaction to Assessing Quality.
in Higher Education in Iran: Challenges and Prespectives.(Paper
presented at the Policy Workshop on Higher Education in Iran.
Tehran, 23-27 November 1997, Tehran:Institute for Research and
Planning in Higher Education/ Paris: I1IEF/Prof. 85/97.422.

Gourman,].(1987). The Gourman Report: A Rating of Graduate and
Professional Programs in American and International
Universities.Los Angeles, Ca:National Education Standards.

Kells, H.R.(1995).Self-Study Process(4th ed.). Phoenix,AZ: Oryx Press.

Kells, H.R.& Stenquist,P.,(1995).A Guide to Evaluation Processes in
Finish Higher Education:Policy & practice. Helsinki: Ministry of
Education.

L’ Ecuyer, J. and Peace Lenne, M, (1994). Quality assurance in a

changing world. In A. Cr aft (Ed), International Development in

Assuring Quality in Higher LEducation ( pp. 178 - 182). London:

14



Falmer.

Korean Counil for University Education(KCUE). (1991). Handbook for
the accreditation o academic departmants. Seoul: KCUE.

KCUE.(1992).Standards and criteria for accreditation of departments
of Physics - Seont: KCUE.

Meade,P.(1995). Utilising the university as a learning organisation to

facilitate quality improvement. Quality in Higher Education, 1(2),
111-121.

Vriejenstyn, T.I.(1993). Some questions and answers with regard to

external quality ascurance. Higher Education in Europe,18(3),

49-62.
Wolf, R.A.(1993). The accreditation of higher education institutions in

the United States, Higher Education in Europe,lS(S),91-93.

15



