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National Student Satisfaction Survey (2005)  – Median results (Full)

 {Source: The Guardian}

	Results by Subject (median figures)

	Subject Area
	Institutions
	Sample size
	Average response rate
	The teaching on my course
	Assessment & feedback
	Academic support
	Organisation & management
	Learning resources
	Personal development
	Overall satisfaction

	Philosophy, Theology 
& Religious studies
	30
	2927
	65%
	4.2
	3.7
	3.8
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.25     (1)

	History & Archaeology
	66
	13343
	66%
	4.2
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9
	3.8
	4.0
	4.23    (2)

	Physical Science
	45
	6230
	67%
	4.1
	3.6
	4.0
	3.9
	4.2
	4.0
	4.22    (3)

	Physical Geography 
& Environmental Science
	39
	3511
	72%
	4.1
	3.5
	3.9
	4.0
	4.1
	4.0
	4.20    (4)

	Biology & related Sciences
	61
	9757
	68%
	4.1
	3.4
	3.9
	3.9
	4.1
	4.0
	4.18    (5)

	English-based studies
	82
	13957
	68%
	4.2
	3.7
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9
	4.0
	4.18    (6)

	Human & Social Geography
	29
	2890
	72%
	4.1
	3.6
	3.8
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.17    (7)

	Civil, Chemical & other Engineering
	17
	1785
	64%
	4.0
	3.4
	3.9
	3.9
	4.1
	4.1
	4.16    (8)

	Mathematical Sciences
	30
	3705
	64%
	3.9
	3.6
	3.9
	4.0
	4.2
	3.7
	4.15    (9)

	European Languages 
& Area studies
	42
	6087
	72%
	4.1
	3.7
	3.9
	3.9
	4.1
	4.1
	4.14   (10)

	Medical Science & Pharmacy
	24
	3095
	69%
	4.0
	3.3
	3.8
	3.8
	4.1
	4.1
	4.12   (11)

	Medicine & Dentistry
	17
	4576
	65%
	4.1
	3.0
	3.6
	3.5
	4.2
	4.3
	4.12   (12)

	Veterinary Sciences
	3
	321
	76%
	4.2
	2.9
	4.0
	3.4
	4.2
	4.2
	4.11   (13)

	Law
	66
	13549
	63%
	4.0
	3.5
	3.6
	3.8
	4.0
	4.0
	4.11   (14)

	Politics
	50
	5747
	63%
	4.1
	3.6
	3.7
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9
	4.09   (15)

	Agriculture & related subjects
	17
	1733
	67%
	4.0
	3.6
	3.9
	3.6
	3.9
	4.0
	4.06   (16)

	Combined
	9
	9529
	63%
	4.0
	3.6
	3.8
	3.7
	3.8
	4.0
	4.06   (17)

	Other subjects allied to Medicine
	38
	3930
	63%
	4.0
	3.5
	3.8
	3.7
	4.0
	4.1
	4.04   (18)

	Sociology, Social Policy 
& Anthropology
	72
	11778
	66%
	4.0
	3.6
	3.7
	3.7
	3.8
	3.9
	4.02   (19)

	Sports Science
	38
	4920
	65%
	4.0
	3.5
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	4.0
	4.02   (20)

	Education studies
	43
	5299
	68%
	4.0
	3.7
	3.8
	3.6
	3.8
	4.1
	4.01   (21)

	Other Languages & Area studies
	15
	1361
	74%
	4.1
	3.5
	3.8
	3.8
	4.1
	3.8
	4.00   (22)

	Nursing
	9
	1297
	58%
	4.0
	3.8
	3.7
	3.3
	4.1
	4.2
	3.99   (23)

	Psychology
	87
	13640
	70%
	4.0
	3.5
	3.6
	3.9
	4.0
	3.9
	3.98   (24)

	Performing Arts
	66
	8078
	66%
	4.1
	3.4
	3.8
	3.6
	3.8
	4.0
	3.98   (25)

	Economics
	41
	5911
	64%
	3.9
	3.5
	3.7
	4.0
	4.1
	3.8
	3.97   (26)

	Finance & Accounting
	42
	4672
	62%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.7
	3.8
	4.1
	3.9
	3.96   (27)

	Teacher Training
	13
	1843
	64%
	4.0
	3.7
	3.9
	3.7
	4.0
	4.2
	3.96   (28)

	Social Work
	34
	4755
	63%
	4.0
	3.7
	3.7
	3.5
	3.8
	4.1
	3.96   (29)

	Business
	67
	18075
	60%
	3.8
	3.4
	3.7
	3.7
	4.0
	4.0
	3.94   (30)

	Electronic & Electrical Engineering
	27
	2604
	62%
	3.8
	3.3
	3.8
	3.9
	4.1
	3.9
	3.92   (31)

	Management
	51
	7830
	60%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.7
	3.7
	4.0
	4.0
	3.90   (32)

	Communications & Information studies
	27
	3010
	66%
	3.9
	3.4
	3.7
	3.7
	3.9
	4.1
	3.90   (33)

	Mechanically-based Engineering
	43
	4799
	61%
	3.8
	3.3
	3.8
	3.6
	4.1
	4.0
	3.89   (34)

	Tourism, Transport, Travel 
& others in Business & A
	17
	1792
	62%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.6
	3.6
	3.8
	4.0
	3.86   (35)

	Technology
	18
	1921
	58%
	3.9
	3.4
	3.7
	3.5
	4.1
	3.9
	3.84   (36)

	Computer Science
	81
	19831
	60%
	3.7
	3.4
	3.8
	3.7
	4.1
	3.9
	3.83   (37)

	Media studies
	45
	5976
	65%
	3.9
	3.5
	3.7
	3.6
	3.9
	3.9
	3.81   (38)

	Architecture, Building & Planning
	26
	4332
	60%
	3.9
	3.4
	3.6
	3.3
	4.0
	4.0
	3.80   (39)

	Other Creative Arts
	40
	4323
	63%
	3.9
	3.5
	3.6
	3.4
	3.8
	3.9
	3.75   (40)

	Art & Design
	58
	17293
	62%
	3.9
	3.5
	3.6
	3.3
	3.9
	3.9
	3.69   (41)
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National Student Satisfaction Survey (2005)  – Median results (Business + Comparators)
 
{Source: The Guardian}

	Results by Subject (median figures)

	Subject Area
	Institutions
	Sample size
	Average response rate
	The teaching on my course
	Assessment & feedback
	Academic support
	Organisation & management
	Learning resources
	Personal development
	Overall satisfaction

	Philosophy, Theology 
& Religious studies
	30
	2927
	65%
	4.2
	3.7
	3.8
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.25     (1)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Finance & Accounting
	42
	4672
	62%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.7
	3.8
	4.1
	3.9
	3.96   (27)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Business
	67
	18075
	60%
	3.8
	3.4
	3.7
	3.7
	4.0
	4.0
	3.94   (30)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Management
	51
	7830
	60%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.7
	3.7
	4.0
	4.0
	3.90   (32)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tourism, Transport, Travel 
& others in Business & A
	17
	1792
	62%
	3.8
	3.5
	3.6
	3.6
	3.8
	4.0
	3.86   (35)

	Art & Design
	58
	17293
	62%
	3.9
	3.5
	3.6
	3.3
	3.9
	3.9
	3.69   (41)
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Business, Management, Finance questions (with comparators)

Key:  Phil+TRS :  Philosophy, Theology and Religious Studies
(best)
         Art Design






(worst)
	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	The teaching on my course
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Staff are good at explaining things.
	3.89
	3.94
	3.94
	4.21
	3.81

	2. Staff have made the subject interesting.
	3.62
	3.64
	3.55
	4.09
	3.87

	3. Staff are enthusiastic about what they are teaching.
	3.79
	3.88
	3.91
	4.32
	3.99

	4. The course is intellectually stimulating.
	3.79
	3.77
	3.91
	4.50
	3.86

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	Assessment and feedback
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5. The criteria used in marking have been clear in advance.
	3.75
	3.78
	3.76
	3.76
	3.49

	6. Assessment arrangements and marking have been fair.
	3.72
	3.77
	3.84
	4.03
	3.60

	7. Feedback on my work has been prompt.
	3.12
	3.20
	3.39
	3.44
	3.36

	8. I have received detailed comments on my work.
	3.26
	3.34
	3.23
	3.63
	3.62

	9. Feedback on my work has helped me clarify things I did not understand.
	3.11
	3.14
	3.14
	3.55
	3.53

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	Academic support 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10. I have received sufficient advice and support with my studies.
	3.52
	3.63
	3.60
	3.77
	3.53

	11. I have been able to contact staff when I needed to.
	3.76
	3.85
	3.95
	4.12
	3.52

	12. Good advice was available when I needed to make study choices.
	3.45
	3.57
	3.63
	3.73
	3.57

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	Organisation and management
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13. The timetable works efficiently as far as my activities are concerned.
	3.83
	3.89
	3.90
	4.15
	3.61

	14. Any changes in the course or teaching have been communicated effectively.
	3.53
	3.57
	3.88
	3.90
	3.21

	15. The course is well organised and is running smoothly.
	3.60
	3.63
	3.95
	4.07
	3.08

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	Learning resources
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16. The library resources and services are good enough for my needs.
	3.96
	3.97
	4.20
	3.89
	4.08

	17. I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to.
	4.03
	4.14
	4.23
	4.20
	4.02

	18. I have been able to access specialised equipment, facilities, or rooms when I needed to.
	3.80
	3.87
	3.95
	3.88
	3.61

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	Personal development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19. The course has helped me to present myself with confidence.
	3.97
	3.97
	3.91
	3.90
	3.84

	20. My communication skills have improved.
	4.15
	4.13
	4.00
	4.01
	4.03

	21. As a result of the course, I feel confident in tackling unfamiliar problems.
	3.96
	3.98
	3.92
	4.00
	3.85

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subject
	Business
	Management
	Fin&Acctg
	Phil+TRS
	Art&Design

	22. Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of the course.
	3.89
	3.92
	4.01
	4.29
	3.65


QuBE Toolkit – Minutes Tool
David Rush  Mike Hart  [University of Winchester]

Sunnyfields University Business School

Sunnyfields University  is a modern university situated near the centre of a large town.  Its Business School is well established with 6 undergraduate (some specialised, some general), 3 postgraduate and several professional programmes.  Most programmes are offered to both full-time and part-time students, with a significant number of international students, particularly at postgraduate level.  In total there are about 500 students on these programmes amounting to some 400 FTE overall.  There are about 45 academic staff supported by 9 general and administrative staff.  

You have been recently appointed as the Asst Dean of the Business School with responsibility for Quality.  You are new to the university so have no prior conceptions as to what needs to be done to enhance quality.  You know that the School did well at Subject Review in 2001-2002 but informal contacts since then indicate that there may have been a drop in standards.  As one of your first tasks you are looking through the past minutes of the Staff-Student Business School consultative committee.  You are assessing whether anything needs to be done to improve student representation within the School and whether this is a top priority issue for you in your new job.  Apparently the Dean has been chairing this Committee for the past few years and said, in passing, that it “seems to be operating pretty well”.  He is suggesting that you “concentrate your time on these new more advanced methods of quality management such as EFQM and TQM.  We want the School to be seen as setting the pace in the university, don’t we?”

Read the minutes carefully and make a list of those points you think are worthy of attention, either as good practice or needing attention.

Draw some conclusions.  Should you satisfy the Dean, concentrate on “advanced methods”  and leave this consultative committee alone?  Or make some changes?

If so, what changes? 

Sunnyfields University

Virgin Business School

Minutes of a Staff-Student Consultative Committee 30 March 2006

Present

Dr Gwyneth Bennet (Chair), Professor Xavier Fikes (Asst Dean Quality), Professor James Archer, Chris Hatch, Susan Marshall, Dr Sarah Lavelle, Dr Paul Thompson, Maureen Herbert (secretary).

Richard Banks, Lawrence Braithwaite, Emily Barfield, Elizabeth Gifford, Chennan Guo, Stewart Harmon, Miyuko Sato, Will Morgan, Lorna Tanner, Simon Tanner, Tracy Yang.

Apologies

Matthew Bonnor, Sandra Edwards, Professor Laura Elsworth, Dr Christine Gorman, Professor Paul Jordan, Robert Harris, Dr Lisa Holton, Dr Piercemuller, Carole Williams, Gary Xhu.

Chris Biddle, Richard Higgins, Yvonne Mortimer.

Introduction

Dr Bennet welcomed everybody to the second meeting of the Staff-Student Consultative Committee for the 2005-2006 session.  She was pleased that people had made the effort to attend but noted that there were no student representatives present from the part-time programmes or from BA Economics for Business. It was recognised that several part-time programmes did not have classes on the day of the Committee meeting but nevertheless this was still disappointing.  Also Economics for Business had not sent any representatives to the previous meeting.

Minutes of the last meeting 

(These had recently been emailed to members, and copies for students left in the student pigeon holes.)  The minutes of the meeting of 26 October were agreed as a correct record.

Lawrence Braithwaite wanted it recorded that this was his first meeting and the reason he had come was to complain about how long it had taken for his Statistics assignment to be returned.  He was asked to raise this at the appropriate point in the agenda.

Matters Arising


At the last meeting complaints had been made about books in the Library, particularly in Economics, that seemed never to be available for loan.  The Chair was happy to report that this had been taken up with the Library and a significant number of Economics texts had been transferred to the short loan collection.  Students were pleased to hear this although they would have welcomed earlier notification having stopped looking for these books in the Library, not being aware of the changes.

Course Progress

The following items were raised

First Year Undergraduate

a)

The issue of the length of time taken to return marked assignments was raised.  Students stated that they would expect the return to be within a week.  GB pointed out that the university guideline was that return should be within three weeks.  The student view was that even this guideline had not been met in Statistics.  GB explained that this issue had been raised in the corresponding meeting in 2005.  There it had been agreed that all staff would either meet the deadline or would indicate to students what the expected time for return would be if the deadline were not to be met.  Subsequently all staff would have been circulated with the minutes of that meeting so students should have been informed if their work was to be returned later than the deadline.  The minutes of this meeting would again highlight this as an action for all  staff.

Action: All staff

b)

There had been problems with the organisation of the computer applications practicals.  Students felt that they required a disproportionate amount of work for each element in the portfolio.  It was agreed that it might be possible to clump together some elements of the portfolio.  This would be discussed with students next week.  

Action: Computer Applications team

Second Year Undergraduate

Students reported that they had several assignments all due in at the same time.  This lead to difficulties as they were put under pressure to complete a lot of work in a short time.  This matter had been raised at past meetings and the answer given then was that if students had problems with the scheduling of their assignments they should take these up with their module tutors. 

Third Year Undergraduate

Concerns were expressed by students about the dissertation module.  There had been changes of supervisor at short notice for some students and they wanted to know about the implications of this for their final mark.  In the absence of Dr Jones, tutor with overall responsibility for dissertations, it was not possible to discuss this matter further.  The Chair would contact Dr Jones to raise these issues with him.

Action GB

Postgraduate

It was confirmed that Annual Dissertation Progress Reports must be completed by 1 September.   The forms would be sent out in July and should be used for recording dissertation supervisions, progress and likely date of final submission.

Due to last year’s revalidation students on the MSc in Banking who had not completed their dissertation would  be subject to the previous regulations and therefore would not have to complete the additional Methods assignment that had been introduced.

Students reported that access to some specialist financial journals needed for the Financial Accounting module of the MSc in Finance and Economics  had been difficult.  They questioned why these journals were not available electronically, thus making them readily available.  XF explained that electronic access to some journals was disproportionately expensive.  

Any other Business

None
Date of next meeting

The next meeting of the Staff-Student Consultative Committee would be in October in Semester 1 next academic year.

Comments on the minutes for Tool Facilitator

Operation.  For a Business School of this size it’s questionable that there should be only one Staff-Student consultative committee.  The concerns of particular groups of students are likely to be lost and or given disproportionate attention, to the detriment of other groups.  An alternative would be to have such committees for (say) undergraduate and postgraduates, for full-timers and part-timers, or even, depending on the number of programmes and the overlap between them, a separate committee for each programme.

Present and Apologies For a business school of this size the numbers present are quite small.  This indicates that this committee is not seen as very important by either the staff or students.  Does something need to be done to raise its profile?

These minutes are awkward to follow because they don’t differentiate between staff and students.  Presumably the first line is staff and the second students but it doesn’t say so and if these are students their course or level is not given so it’s not possible to relate their concerns to what they say.

Introduction This indicates a fundamental problem which is nowhere addressed within the minutes – the representation of part-timers.  We don’t know the time of the meeting but obviously no thought has been given to scheduling for the convenience of part-timers.  This needs to be addressed.  Similarly the complete absence over two meetings of representation from a programme indicates a problem in either selecting representatives or in choosing them.

Minutes of the last meeting

The minutes have only been distributed recently in an erratic way.  Prompt production is not seen as a priority and so feedback to students probably doesn’t happen very quickly either.  

More importantly, the date of the last meeting indicates that there is a long gap, of some 5-6 months, between meetings.  This gap probably means that there is not a lot of continuity between meetings, and they are not seen as important. 

The interruption by Lawrence Braithwaite indicates that  he doesn’t have an understanding of the practice of this type of committee meeting.  It raise the issue as to whether there are training schemes for student representatives in the university and whether the business school is helping students to attend them.

Matters Arising


Feedback from the committee meetings seems to be very slow or almost non-existent.  There seems no concept of a feedback loop; the idea that action should be taken and the results communicated back to members.   There is little point in waiting to report until the next meeting.  Students need to know what the response is especially in cases like this where the outcome is of direct benefit to them.  Several feedback mechanisms could be considered;  a website, email or even an efficient internal post.

Course Progress

First Year Undergraduate

a)

The section on return of work illustrates several issues.  There seems to be a failure to communicate agreed actions to staff and to monitor that staff take those actions.  Also failure to circulate the minutes leads to students not being aware of the decision taken.

b) 

This seems to be something that should have been picked up through informal direct contract and resolved then and there and resolved immediately, either by making the indicated change or not.  In either case the students should have been given a quick answer.  What could be reported to the Committee would be the resolution of the problem.

Second Year Undergraduate

Scheduling of assignments:  No effective action seems to be being taken about issues raised by students.  This one could have been dealt with in two ways.  Firstly, in response to its being raised earlier, a School procedure could have been worked out so that there was a clear assignment scheduling process which would aim to minimise clashes.  In the absence of such a procedure this is still a matter that should have been dealt with directly when the assignment schedule was made known to students and they started to complain about it.  It is a matter that should have been resolved early in the semester and the action taken to resolve it reported to the Committee, rather than having it raised at the Committee.

This indicates that informal communication is not strong and formal means of communication are being used totemically to give the appearance of action.  

Postgraduate Students

This is a series of very specialised issues showing once again the need for a separate committee meeting.  The response to the problem with electronic journals is not very forthcoming.  Wouldn’t it be possible to make available copies of critical papers?

Third Year Undergraduate

Dissertation:  Again this item illustrates that staff are not concerned to attend these meetings (or even send apologies), even one such as Dr Jones who seems to have a significant role in programme operation.  The issue should have been brought directly to Dr Jones’ attention by the students and he (or she) should have responded directly to them.  The staff-student consultative committee is being used by staff as a substitute for taking action.   

Conclusions

It might well be said that a lot of changes need to be made to the committee, as indicated above.

So one possibility is to make some of the alterations indicated in the notes above.  But it may be that a complete overhaul of the student representation processes in the School is needed.

Transformative Quality for Business Schools     {QUBE Thinkpiece}
Mike Hart and David Rush
Business Management Group, University of Winchester

Abstract

QAA and the use of commercial models such as EFQM place a heavy burden on academic institutions. A lighter touch, focusing on ‘transformative quality’, where schools and departments undertake their own quality initiatives in a bottom-up approach, may be the way forward.

As it has been

The first phase of the QAA reviews of Teaching Quality Assessment were conducted from 1997-2001, resulting in over 3,000 institutional reports on subject reviews and audits and a further 60 subject overviews. It was estimated that the TQA cost the sector £100 million in paperwork and staff time, as well as the QAA’s own administrative costs of £3-5 million annually. However, only 4 out of 665 departments were identified in which the teaching was judged to be unacceptably low. Dissatisfaction with the heavier burden posed by subject review has led to the evolution of a ‘light touch’ approach with periodic audit trails to check the effectiveness of the institution’s own mechanisms for quality assurance, coupled with an increased focus upon continual quality enhancement. Auditing regimes are already quite heavy apart from QAA (in the Business area we can mention ABS,AMBA,EQUIS,AACSB). Moreover, higher education will need (vide NSS) to become responsive to its students, who will increasingly regard themselves as customers, and to the possibilities of ‘third stream’ funding for knowledge transfer activities linking universities with their business and professional hinterlands. 

However, a pessimistic review of the history of quality evaluation has led one prominent researcher (Harvey 2005) to conclude that ‘at heart, the British system of quality monitoring failed to engage with transformative learning and teaching’. In their content analysis of 164 Business and Management subject review reports, Ottewill and Macfarlane(2004) discerned a mismatch between the espoused philosophy of ‘fitness for purpose’ and implicit pegagogic principles embodying quality as ‘excellence’. They further suggest that these principles (e.g. self-criticism, embedding good practice) can enhance the quality of the student learning experience.

The changing face of quality management

Quality management in HE is changing. The well-established QAA processes such as institutional audit are based on a fitness for purpose model. Such an approach, whilst guaranteeing the achievement of good standards, does not provide a framework for radical improvement. In particular, it does not adequately address the transformative conception of quality which may be characterised by achieving objectives such as those outlined by Harvey (1993):


· shifting from teaching to learning;

· developing explicit skills, attitudes, and abilities as well as knowledge;

· developing appropriate assessment procedures;

· rewarding transformative teaching;

· encouraging discussion of pedagogy;

· providing transformative learning for academics;

· fostering new collegiality;

· linking quality improvement to learning;

· auditing improvement.

There have been several attempts to go beyond the QAA model by applying models whose genesis is in commercial practice. An example is the undoubtedly complex EFQM excellence model with its roots in TQM methodology. The eight fundamental underpinning concepts are embodied in a version tailored to HE that involves a self-assessment requiring the collection of evidence against nine criteria and thirty-two sub-criteria. Performance is then enhanced through the management of processes at all levels and throughout the institution. The model is a top-down one, with change initiated through institutional leadership. In the US the somewhat similar Baldrige model has been widely used. 

Bringing transformative quality to the business school

Such institutional-wide quality initiatives are not the only way to transform quality. Another approach is for departments and schools, much closer to the problems of delivery and development, to undertake their own initiatives. The success of such a bottom-up approach will depend on two main factors: the extent to which the institutional framework encourages quality initiatives and quality development at school and department level and the capability of school and department heads to undertake their own quality changes. We need to develop support tools for such people to help them to develop their quality processes. Such tools would encourage innovation in teaching, transfer of good practice, structured reflection, self-evaluation and would be very much peer driven. In adopting such a bottom-up approach it must be recognised that departments and schools vary considerably. The quality assurance issues posed by a few HE students in an FE college are unlikely to be the same as those facing a large university school.

Although ‘Quality’ is a contested concept the typologies of quality into ‘excellence’, ‘perfection’ (or consistency), ‘fitness for purpose’, ‘value for money’ and ‘transformation’ is widely accepted (Harvey and Green, 1993; Harvey 2005). Harvey and Green’s notion of ‘transformative’ quality may be used to explore quality initiatives conducted largely at sub-institutional (i.e. faculty, departmental) level. Some researchers are already using the concept of transformative quality as a starting point for the development of alternative and holistic models of quality management (Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2005) It is possible that some models (e.g. EFQM, see Pupius and Steed, 2005) are already capable of being applied at only a  process level. To what extent can departments exercise a degree of autonomy in their own quality management given the fact that they are also part of a wider system of quality assurance in their host universities? Quality assurance on the one hand and ‘transformative’ teaching and learning on the other may well map onto differing routes of accountability within a university; this may be reflected by differing communities of practice and even find expression in the spheres of influence exerted for quality assurance on the one hand (QAA) and transformative quality on the other (The HEA).

The question is how can ‘transformative quality’ be nurtured and operationalised, and how can departments which exhibit a culture of excellence demonstrate transformative quality in their modus operandi and departmental policies?
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