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Introduction
Following the completion of all planned SMART-QUAL output packages (i.e. website, scoreboard,
guidelines and wiki) a survey has been conducted to assess how the intended target audience
(European HEIs) regards the final product.
The intended purpose of this survey is explicitly not to obtain in-depth suggestions for immediate
improvement. Instead, the primary objective was to ascertain to which extent the output as-is can
be considered a valuable contribution to the field of quality assurance in European higher education
institutions.

Method
Each partner of the project was requested to contact QA staff in relevant higher education
institutions and job positions (strategic and operational). The survey was created and presented
online via Google Forms. Participants were able to respond anonymously and review and change
earlier responses.
Questions were divided into roughly two categories: questions about the four output packages (i.e.
website, scoreboard, guidelines, and wiki) and four aspects of the combined output (i.e.
completeness, relevance, applicability, ease of use). Participants were asked to rate each output
package and aspect on a seven-point Likert scale, as well as provide suggestions on how to improve
each aspect via open-ended questions.

Survey structure
The survey consisted of the following questions (the introduction is presented verbatim in the
Addendum section):
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Which institution do you currently represent?
In which country is your institution based?
On which level do you engage with QA in your institution? (multiple-choice)
o Strategic (e.g. vice-rector, director of education)
o Operational (e.g. QA officer)
How useful do you find the SMART-QUAL website? (1-7 Likert scale)
How useful do you find the indicator set and scoreboard? (1-7 Likert scale)
How useful do you find the implementation guidelines? (1-7 Likert scale)
How useful do you find the wiki? (1-7 Likert scale)
How complete is the overall information provided by SMART-QUAL in the context of your
institution?
What information is currently missing in your opinion? (open-ended)
How relevant is the information in the context of your institution? (1-7 Likert scale)
What could be done to make the information more relevant? (open-ended)
How applicable is the information in the context of your institution? (1-7 Likert scale)
What could be done to make the information more applicable? (open-ended)
How easy is it to find the relevant information? (1-7 Likert scale)
What could be done to make it easier to find the relevant information? (open-ended)
Do you have any additional comments or suggestions on how to improve the information
provided by SMART-QUAL? (open-ended)

The European Commission's support for the production of this publication does not constitute an
endorsement of the contents, which reflect the views only of the authors, and the Commission
cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained
therein.

3

Results
First, some descriptive results regarding the number and origin of the survey submissions will be
presented, followed by an overall overview of the results. Finally, more specific and granular results
will be presented per survey item.

Sample characterizations
A total of 28 survey submissions have been received. As presented in Figure 1 these were from five
different countries (i.e. Portugal, Spain, Lithuania, Belgium, and Italy), with a large number of them
(50%) from Portugal. There was a decent representation of both types of job positions, with 39.3%
of surveys being received from participants in a managerial/strategic position versus 60.7% of
submissions being received from participants in an operational position.

Figure 1. Responses per country (left) and job positions (right)

As presented in Figure 2 job position was also fairly balanced within each country, except for the
responses from Belgium. Only responses from participants in operational-level positions were
received.

Figure 2. Position distribution per country
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General summary of results
A key finding, as presented in Fout! Verwijzingsbron niet gevonden., is that across all countries and
job positions every output package and project aspect is scored positively, with the lowest average
score being ~5.6/7.

Figure 3. Average score per item aggregated across all countries and positions

When looking at Figure 4, some differences are found between countries when looking at the overall
(top left), aggregated aspect scores (top middle), and aggregated output scores (top right): while the
scores are positive in every three graphs for each country, the positivity in the responses from
Belgium was notably more muted (4.4, 4.3 and 4.5 respectively) compared with the responses from
other countries.
When looking at the differences in aggregated scores between the responses from managerial
versus operational positions it can be concluded that both were (very) positive, with responses from
managerial positions being slightly more positive across the board in this specific sample.

Figure 4. Average overall scores, aggregated aspect scores, and aggregated output scores per country (top) and position
(bottom)
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Scores on individual aspects of the project
When looking at the aggregated applicability scores (Figure 5) it is notable that the average response
from Belgium is somewhat negative. This is in contrast with all other aggregated scores, regardless
of position and country, which are all positive. This may in part be explained by the fact that recent
changes with regards to the legal framework and structure of quality assurance in Flemish higher
education leave very little room for ad-hoc adjustments and modifications based on projects like
SMART-QUAL.
While this does not in and of itself indicate a fundamental issue with the SMART-QUAL output, it
does highlight the variance in organizational and legal context on the level of individual countries
within the framework of the European Union. As this is clearly a topic both too complex and
simultaneously broad to be easily addressed within the scope of the current project, this issue is at
this point best accepted as a potentially fruitful avenue of further research.

Figure 5. Average applicability scores per position per country

As illustrated in Figure 6 all aggregated scores per job position per country are positive when rating
the completeness of the information available. In other words, there is widespread consensus that
there are no important omissions or aspects of quality assurance left out. Interestingly in Spain and
Portugal respondents with a managerial position seem to be marginally more positive about the
completeness of information relative to the respondents with an operational position from these
countries, whereas the opposite effect can be observed in the responses from Lithuania and Italy.
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Figure 6. Average completeness scores per position per country

With regards to user-friendliness, as presented in Figure 7, again all scores aggregated per job
position per country are positive. It can be noted that respondents with managerial positions tend to
rate user-friendliness higher than those with an operational position. This might partly be explained
that it will typically be those with an operational position who will have to work more directly with
the material, and as such may see issues that are not as apparent to those with more managerial
responsibilities.

Figure 7. Average user friendliness scores per position per country

As for the relevance of the project’s output in the context of each respondent’s organization, again
all scores are on aggregate positive (see Figure 8). In Italy and Lithuania, the respondents with
operational positions are somewhat more positive than their managerial counterparts, whereas the
inverse can be observed in the responses from Spain. In Portugal, scores between the two job
position types were largely identical.
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Figure 8. Average relevance scores per position per country
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Scores on specific output packages of the project
As illustrated in Figure 9, the usefulness of the Wikipedia page was generally considered positive.
The operational-level respondent from Lithuania was somewhat lukewarm regarding it (4/7), but
beyond that responses were positive with little difference between the respondents with either a
managerial or operational job position.

Figure 9. Average 'usefulness of the wiki' scores per position per country

As with the above, aggregated scores are all positive when rating the usefulness of the guidelines.
While still positive, the lowest scores were from Belgian. This may be explained in a similar way as
with the low applicability scores: due to the current framework that exists for quality assurance in
higher education in Flanders, the degrees of freedom available to operational-level employees in
terms of modifying or adapting the system can be considered limited.

Figure 10. Average 'usefulness of the guidelines' scores per position per country

The same applies to the usefulness of the scoreboard (see Figure 11): again, while still positive, the
lowest scores are from Belgium. Many of the KPIs recommended by SMART-QUAL are already part
of the mandatory QA system in Flanders, and the remaining KPIs that are not (yet) implemented
typically come with technical, legal, or other challenges that make it not directly obvious how these
remaining KPIs can be implemented. Nevertheless, as with all the above, all scores across all
countries remain positive.
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Figure 11. Average 'usefulness of the scoreboard' scores per position per country

Finally, as presented in, when scoring the usefulness of the website (Figure 12) respondents are, on
average, very positive. A notable exception is a response from the only managerial-level respondent
from Italy, who rated the website’s usefulness as ‘only’ mildly positive (4/7). Unfortunately, this
respondent did not provide additional suggestions or explanations, so it is difficult to speculate on
the causes. In any case, again responses have been (very) positive across all countries and position
types.

Figure 12. Average 'usefulness of the website' scores per position per country

Summary
This report presents the aggregated opinions of 28 professionals active in the field of quality
assurance in higher education, all from various European countries. Having been asked a number of
questions on different parts of the project’s output, in general terms all parts of the project have
been rated (very) positively, across all countries and job positions.
Depending on the item, some differences have been observed between both countries and job
positions. While sometimes an explanation can be found in the local organization and legal context
in which respondents operate, such explanations were not always readily apparent. However, an indepth investigation of these differences falls beyond the scope of this report.
In short, it can be concluded that SMART-QUAL has succeeded in providing a user-friendly,
applicable, relevant and complete package to aid higher education institutions with the
implementation of evidence-based modern quality assurance frameworks.
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Addendum
Survey introduction text
SMART-QUAL – Structured indicators to manage HEI Quality Systems is a project funded by
the Erasmus+ KA2 programme. Despite earlier attempts at standardization, Internal Quality
Management in Higher Education is frequently criticized for being more process-oriented
than results-oriented and difficult to generalize due to the numerous indicators involved. In
this context, the Smart-Qual project was born to cover some existing important needs:
1) Lack of a comprehensive framework of harmonized quality indicators and benchmarks.
2) Lack of internal Quality Management systems’ evaluation process based on common
criteria and indicators.
We have now made available a set of harmonized Quality Indicators at the European level to
measure, monitor, and assess higher education institutions' (HEIs) main processes (learning
and teaching; research; and relations with the society). The following resources are available:
1) the SMART-QUAL website (https://smartqual.eu/)
2) the indicator set and scoreboard (https://smartqual.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/QISindicator-set-and-catalog-IO1-SMARTQUAL-2.pdf)
3) the implementation guidelines (https://smartqual.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/QISImplementation-Guidelines-_17_06_22.pdf)
4) the Wiki (http://www.wiki-smartqual.polito.it/)
With this survey, we are trying to gauge how useful the KPIs, as currently provided on the
SMART-QUAL website, are to actors within the sector of higher education in Europe. This
one-page survey will take approximately ten minutes to fill in, and all information will be
processed anonymously. It is possible to change your answers after submission if the need
arises. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to get in touch with us by sending an
e-mail to arjen.schippers@vub.be.
Thank you very much for your feedback!
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Full list of qualitative responses per question
What information is currently missing in your opinion?
1) Ratios related to satisfaction regarding mobility and employment
2) Other performance indicators (efficiency, success, ...)
3) Ratios related to satisfaction with public information
4) Percentage of participation, for example, in a survey (this will allow to measure the
reliability of data collected from the quality system)
5) Percentage of indexed articles, for example, on WoS and SCOPUS
6) Some indicators related to cites scores
The link with a more user-friendly reporting tool and examples of implementations of other
universities.
Indicators related to support services
More information about the rationale for each indicator was created. For example why is
Percentage of second and third cycle programmes consider to be an indicator of quality?
Sugestions regarding the presentantion of indicators (tables, charts)
Considero que hay un amplio abanico de indicadores, si bien me llama la atención que en la
misión/ESG 8. Información Pública el indicador se centre en los grados (según fórmula). Lo
ampliaría a másteres, programas de doctorado y quizás, ante el nuevo marco y
posibilidades del RD 822/2021, también a los títulos de formación permanente.
Asimismo, que en la misión/ESG 6. Recursos de aprendizaje y apoyo a los estudiantes, no se
recoge ningún indicador vinculado a los sistemas de orientación y apoyo a los estudiantes.
En la ULL es uno de los ítems de satisfacción peor valorados por los estudiantes de manera
sistemática en todas las titulaciones, a pesar de los esfuerzos realizados. En algunas otras
universidades que he podido evaluar, pasa un poco lo mismo.
En el caso de mi universidad faltaría incorporar al SGIC de los Centros la información
vinculada a investigación y relaciones con la sociedad, que queda más alejada de los
centros. En relación a la investigación hasta el momento se han incorporado los indicadores
exigidos en la evaluación de titulaciones.
More detailed information about qualitative indicators is missing. If short descriptions and
formulas regarding quantitative indicators are enough, this is different with qualitative
ones. The latter ones should be explained by more comprehensive descriptions so that to
precisely comprehend what is meant by a specific quantitative indicator.
I miss good practices/examples from participating institutions on the Wiki pages.
Comparative data/results
What could be done to make the information more relevant?
More emphasis should be placed on teaching quality indicators
To show the indicators as a single document to be used friendly by universities. It can be
used by universities as a check-list to identify new indicators and so on.
Indicators related to support services
Possibility of a self-evaluation form to help linking indicators with our own reality
Specific training in the context of monitoring indicators
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Es muy relevante para quienes estamos vinculados al área de calidad y menos relevante
para el resto. Para que sea más relevante es preciso incorporarla como parte de la política
universitaria (estatutos, política de calidad) y planes estratégicos de los IES y Centros, pero
buscar la fórmula para que se establezca de manera efectiva, más allá de su inclusión en el
papel (que es lo que suele hacerse) y que se vuelva parte del quehacer diario de la
universidad y sus centros. Aunque se pide el apoyo explícito del equipo de gobierno de la
Institución/Centro, por ejemplo en el programa AUDIT, y la involucración activa en las
decisiones de mejora, la realidad es que sigue quedando como una cuestión formal,
burocrática y propia de los responsables de calidad, sin repercusión en la práctica diaria.
Sigue sin percibirse la funcionalidad del SGIC por parte de los diferentes colectivos no
vinculados directamente al área de calidad y sus estructuras (equipo de gobierno, equipo
de dirección de los centros, directores de departamento, estudiantes, docentes,
egresados,... ). Más información y formación, pero también más repercusiones asociadas
(incentivos, prioridad a la hora de elegir asignaturas, etc.)

To provide data for benchmarking
What could be done to make the information more applicable?
in the formulas (ratios) it should be more clearly defined what is intended to be counted in
the numerator and what in the denominator
Translation from the overall framework to localised/institutional context (as this
determines the operationalisation/granularity/usefulness of the framework)
A Business Intelligence System (some data are difficult to collect)
Further clarification of the rationale for each indicator
Creation of a platform for better reading of the results of the indicators and subsequent
improvements to be applied.
Implicar en mayor medida a los responsables en investigación y relaciones con la sociedad
para garantizar la consecución de los indicadores y su aplicación, al ser estos quienes tienen
menor relación con los SGIC actuales. Se trata de cuestiones de carácter institucional que
están más alejadas del quehacer de los centros, por ello es importante lograr el
compromiso real y participativo de éstos.
We already have a working Quality Assurance System. Though this indicator set could be
used for inspiration, I don't think we will fully adapt to the proposed system.
Envolvement of stakholders
What could be done to make it easier to find the relevant information?
The indicators can be a single document in which universities can see the whole indicators
and identify those indicators that can be used by them, etc.
A Business Intelligence System (some data are difficult to collect)
Creation of a platform
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Implicar de manera real y efectiva al resto de responsables menos vinculados a calidad y
hacer del SGIC un proyecto institucional integrado, rompiendo la percepción del SGIC como
algo propio de los responsables de calidad en sus diferentes niveles (vicerrectorado, Unidad
Técnica de Calidad, responsable de calidad de centro y título). A pesar de las acciones de
difusión, el SGIC sigue viéndose como algo lejano y propio de las personas vinculadas a
calidad.
La información probablemente esté o pueda estar pero que esté disponible de manera
centralizada al alcance de los centros y desagregada en los diferentes niveles, incluida la
titulación, es lo que puede resultar más complejo o al menos puede llevar mucho más
tiempo su consecución. Asimismo, aquella que no dependa directamente de la IES/Centro
resulta bastante difícil su obtención. Por ejemplo, la formación del personal docente. Se
cuenta con la información que está registrada en las BBDD internas, es decir, la formación e
innovación que se hace dentro de la institución ya se obtiene y se aporta en los procesos de
evaluación, pero no la que se desarrolla fuera de la universidad, por lo que se sólo se podría
aportar dicho indicador a nivel interno. Resultaría muy complejo conseguir la información
sobre formación externa del profesorado, de ahí que marcara con una valoración de 4 la
pregunta anterior.

Do you have any additional comments or suggestions on how to improve the information
provided by SMART-QUAL?
Good Job
More practical and concrete examples of implementations in other universities.
The quality management system of our institution is still in a phase of improvement.
Our IES (University of Madeira) has not its Internal Quality Assessment and Control System
fully developed yet.
The Wiki seems to have the same information than the implementation guidelines. Maybe
it would be easier if all the relevant information were in a single document.
No
At this point, it is necessary to better understand Smart-Qual.
En la ficha de los indicadores disponibles en la guía de implementación, añadiría la
necesidad de establecer valores objetivos a los indicadores. Si bien es cierto que dicho valor
lo establece cada institución/centro, es importante recordar la importancia y necesidad de
establecer dichos valores, para saber dónde estamos, qué meta debemos alcanzar, si nos
desviamos o acercamos al valor establecido, etc., y poder tomar decisiones basadas en los
resultados obtenidos. En muchos casos se recopilan indicadores de manera sistemática,
pero no se va más allá.
Website: 'poster' on p. 1 contains spelling mistakes ('objetives', 'desig') and is hard to read
(resolution is too low)
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Full list of quantitative responses
Output packages
ID
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Website
Scoreboard
6
6
7
6
6
7
4
5
5
6
7
7
7
7
6
7
5
6
7
6
6
6
6
6
6
7
4
5
6
7
5
5
5
6
5
7
7
7
4
6
7
7
6
7
5
5
6
6
5
6
5
5
5
3
6
6

Guidelines
5
6
6
5
6
7
7
7
5
6
6
5
6
5
7
5
6
6
7
6
7
7
5
7
4
5
3
6

Wiki
6
7
6
5
7
7
7
4
5
5
5
6
5
6
5
6
6
7
7
4
7
5
5
5
4
6
4
4

Aspects
ID
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Completeness
6
7
6
5
6
7
3
6
6

Relevance
5
7
6
5
5
7
7
6
5

Applicable
5
6
6
3
6
7
7
6
6

Ease of use
6
7
6
5
6
7
7
6
5
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

5
5
6
6
5
7
5
5
7
5
7
6
5
5
5
5
5
4
6

6
7
7
7
5
7
6
6
6
5
7
6
6
5
6
6
4
3
6

5
6
7
6
4
7
5
6
6
6
7
7
6
3
6
6
4
3
5

5
6
6
6
6
7
5
6
7
4
5
7
7
5
7
7
6
5
5
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