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Accreditationas a teol for guality.
assurance

N 1997 accreditation was Implemented: in
Bulgaria as a means of external peer
ieview: ferr acecountability: and guality,
Improvement of all'types of higher
education Institltiens; anadl programmes



Accreditation decisions as:

= gccounts of compliance to the legal
requirements (1999- 2004)

= recognition based on evaluation of
the guality’ ofi prevision (aiter 2005)



Legall provisions for the new: quality,
assurance setting (1)

= [nstitutional accreditation legal
definition :

An outcome of the evaluation of how.
effective and efficient Is the higher
education institUtion In: maintaining,
moenitering and Improving| the: guality: of
education i the fields o education; en
offer (Higher Education Act, Article 7°7)



Legall provisions for the new: quality,
assurance setting (I1)

" Programme accreditation legal
definition :

An outcome of evaluation, based on
examination of the guality. of student
leaming| in allftypes and forms of study/
and In pariticular gualification; levels.



Paradigmi change:

= the focus of institutional accreditation shifted
from conformity with the law: to internal guality
assurance and guality. enhancement
alrrangements set by the institution.

= |0 pregramme_accreditation, the evaluation of
student leaming| expenrence Is In focus, rather
than compliance with the uniferm state

lequirements, designed inja prescriptive femnm of
natienall curricula.




The present guality method

= jpstitutionall and pregramme accreditation
are both based on analyses ofi the guality
off education, research and the
management of the institution [NEAA
Guidelines to acereditation, 2005, p. 91]



Roles and respensibilities unaer
the new legal setting:

= Higher education institutions — to assure the
guality of prevision and research through: a
formal quality management system that has to
be included Into the Statute of the higher
education institution and' there must be a place
IN It for a regular feedback frem stuadents

= accreditation agency — te provide the
Government andl the wider public with
iIndependently produced conclusiens and
[ECOmMMENGations as an euicome ofi Its
accreditation; processes and precedures



National Evaluation anad
Accreditation Agency.

= Professionalized accrediting body (full time AC
members and SC Chairpersons) (new!)

= Enlarged Rectors” Conference guota in the AC
(new!)

= decentralization; off decision-making pewers for
programme and institutienall accreditation

(new!)
= |pstitutionalized acereditation follow: up: (new!)
= Prelongead accreditation cycle: (firem) 5 1o 6 years)



Accreditation consequences fior
HEIS :

® t0 run educational courses and
programmes and 6pen NeW ONEes;

= 10 award natienally recognised degrees
and gualifications;

= {0 receive annual student guota with
guaranteed state subsidy. fier It;

" To be allowed for an enrolment of extra
students changed with full tuitien fees;

=10 get public funding for Its operations



Quality’ assurance related PowWers
of other bodies

= National Assembly
" Council of Ministers

=" Minister of Education and
Science



National Assemiply:

s establishment, transformation and
closing dewn of higher education
Institutions:;

= opening and clesing dewn of
faculties in the field of regulated
professions (new!)



Council of Ministers :

establishment and closing down: of
faculties, institutes, branch campuses
and colleges inside the state
Liniversities



Minister of Education and
Science:

" [nitiating programme
accreditation ofif the Schedule
(new!)

= [pitlating re-accreditation In the
cases of legal infringement (new?)



Main features of the QA framework:

= Multiple coordination at the state level
= Total level of scope
= Accreditation method for QA

" |pformation about accreditation results Is
channeled to the Govermment and the
Institution,, rather tham te USers ol
education SErVICesS;

= Predeminantly, controll erented system



Main outcomes (HEIS" level):

= \ajority ofi institutions (70%) accredited or
re-accredited under the new scheme

= [mplementation of QA processes and
procedures on a systematic hasis

= |nternal review and update of programmes
0N a massive scale

= |mproved student achievements rates
= mpreved researnch productivity: of staif



Main outcomes (Agency: level):

= Student participation: in institutional
evaluation

= Ensuring the voice ofi employers and
graduates (model programme for site
VISItS)

= Appreved protocols for participation; of
International peers



Issues for consideration:

= Disintegrated institutiens with peor internal
communication face difficulties in
preparing for accreditation;

= Reputable courses and pregrammes tend
(o delay with Implementation of credit
system

= Business-university: relationships ane only.
Eemerging te a great disappoeintment of
students

® Doctoral studies need serious reforms



| essons learned:

Responsibility for quality lies within  HEIS, not
Accreditation Agency.

External QA processes used by the Agency can
foster internal efforts to Improve guality:

Internal institutional integrity Is a prereguisite for a
useful and improvement-oriented self-evaluation
exercise

Improved guality invelves improved employability
off graduates

When evaluationrof guality’ ferms  the basis for
accreditation decisiens It IS |ess prene to
Imprevement



The way ahead:

Internal guality: assurance processes need to be
sufficiently financed on a continueus basis

decisions about course and programme design,
moniterng and approval should be infermed with

employers” views

guality management boedies inside the HEIS
shoeuld invelve students on a moere systematic
PasIs

Invelvement of Internatienall reviewers, has to be
financially supported by the government



Conclusion

= The implementation of Bergen standards
Implies a level of operationall autenomy: of
both HEIs and' the Agency In order to
achieve good results

= Euture changes in the Higher Education
Act shoeuld avoid further elaboeration of
Agency statute and the modell statute: of

Institutions



