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Abstract 

 

This study examines the role of students as stakeholders in higher education institutions’ internal 

quality assurance procedures in the policy context of the European Standards and Guidelines for 

Quality Assurance. It was the aim of this study to explore students’ diverse stakeholder position in 

internal quality assurance systems at two different higher education institutions, one in Germany and 

one in the Netherlands. This study is an exploratory qualitative study which employs a comparative 

case study design to investigate students’ role as stakeholders in different higher education settings. 

To determine students’ stakeholder position, this study applies the stakeholder theory of Mitchell et 

al. (1997) who distinguish between three different stakeholder typologies. For data collections, this 

study includes findings from documentary desk research such as empirical data from 8 semi-

structured interviews and a student survey. The combination of the institutional and student view 

allows this study to draw a valid picture about students’ role as stakeholders in the investigated in-

ternal quality assurance systems. 

 

Findings have revealed that the role of students as stakeholders majorly differs between the studied 

HE institutions. While students in the Dutch case study enjoy a rather high stakeholder position as 

weak Definitive stakeholders, students in the German case study have a comparatively low stake-

holder position as weak Dependent Stakeholders. In both cases, internal quality assurance systems 

are majorly in line with the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance, though higher 

education institutions’ compliance evolves rather unconsciously.  
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1. Introduction   

Since the early 1990s, the importance of quality assurance in higher education (HE) has steadily in-

creased on the European higher education policy agenda (ESU, 2010). Especially the Bologna Process, 

launched in 1999, supported the development of common European quality principles in higher edu-

cation, as the introduction of a common three-cycle degree structure urged the need for greater 

comparability in quality standards amongst European higher education institutions (HEIs) (Corbett, 

2003). Moreover, in order to become the most competitive and knowledge based economy in the 

world (Lisbon, Strategy, 2000), Europe had to assure the high quality of its HE systems to face the 

challenges of increasing international competition in higher education and to maintain its economic 

competitiveness (Keeling, 2006). The adoption of the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality 

Assurance (ESG) in 2005 constituted the peak in the Bologna Process’s achievements for the spread 

of European wide quality standards. Thereby, the ESG especially promote the greater engagement of 

stakeholders in quality assurance processes, including “higher education institutions, students and 

labour market representatives” (ENQA, 2005, p.7).  

 

When analysing the ESG provisions, it is striking that the role of students as equal stakeholders in 

HEIs internal quality assurance processes is substantially highlighted (Westerheijden et al., 2013). The 

ESG’s high appreciation of student involvement in internal quality assurance confirms scientific find-

ings, which ascertain the ameliorating effect of student involvement on the quality of education and 

teaching in HE (Hounsell, 2007). Thus, as recommended by the ESG (2005), a greater involvement of 

students in internal quality assurance is to have beneficial effect on enhancing quality in European 

HE, as it is confirmed by several authors (Klemenčič, 2012; Murray, 1997). 

 

Though the engagement of student in HEIs internal quality processes comes as an important factor to 

achieve the Bologna objectives regarding quality, up to now only little research has been conducted 

on HEIs’ real integration of students as stakeholders in internal quality assurance procedures (Kohou-

tek, Land & Owen, 2013; IBAR, 2013), Thus, little is known about students’ real position or influence 

in internal quality assurance processes or HEIs’ accreditation of their input to arrive at a high level of 

quality in education and teaching. As such findings would be of great scientific value to evaluate stu-

dents’ current position in European internal quality procedures and HEIs efforts to comply with the 

Bologna targets regarding quality assurance, this thesis aims at broadening this research gap by 

providing a first insight into students’ position as stakeholders in internal quality assurance processes 

at European HEIs.  
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To address the frequently described research issue, the study incorporates the following central   

research question:  

 

“To what extent are students perceived as stakeholders in internal quality processes at different   

higher education institutions within the framework of the European Standards and Guidelines of 

Quality Assurance?” 

 

As the central research question is kept rather broad, the following sub-questions are asked to sub-

stantiate this research: 

 

• What internal policies, documents or platforms exist at higher education institutions that 

promote the involvement of students in internal quality assurance processes? 

• How are students actively involved and influence internal quality assurance at higher educa-

tion institutions? 

• In what way do national policy documents support the involvement of students in internal 

quality assurance processes at higher education institutions? 

• To what extent do higher education institutions consider the European Standards and Guide-

lines for Quality Assurance regarding student involvement to internal quality processes? 

 

Students’ stakeholder position will be investigated with respect to the following three ESG (2005) 

standards:  

 

1. Policy and procedures for quality assurance,  

2.  Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes, 

3.  Quality assurance of teaching staff.  

 

Moreover, the stakeholder typology by Mitchell, Alge & Wood (1997) will serve as an analytical 

framework to determine students’ role as stakeholders in HEIs. To answer the research question, we 

conduct a comparative case study between a German and Dutch higher education institution by tri-

angulating the institutional and student opinion on student’s role as stakeholders in HEIs internal 

quality assurance systems (IQA).The thesis is structured as follows: After the introduction, the second 

chapter reflects on the development of internal quality assurance standards within the Bologna pro-

cess by putting a special emphasis on student engagement in the process. The second chapter also 

depicts students’ role in the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance. The third and 

fourth chapters describe the theoretical and methodological underpinning of this study, while the 
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fifth chapter contains the case studies of the two studied cases. The comparison of the two case 

studies and the discussion of assumptions are embedded in chapter six. Finally, the research ques-

tion of this study is answered in the concluding chapter.   

  

2. The Bologna Process and the development of a European approach to-

wards quality assurance  

In the following, chapter 2.1 will discuss the emergence of the issue of quality assurance within the 

context of the Bologna Process by highlighting the role of students therein. Section 2.2 provides for a 

basic introduction to the ESG while paragraph 2.3 contains a detailed description of the ESG relating 

to internal quality assurance in higher education institutions.  

 

2.1 The Bologna Process and quality assurance 

The Bologna Process1 constitutes the most important intergovernmental agreement in the history of 

European higher education cooperation, by gradually introducing a joint European three circle de-

gree structure and resulting in the proclamation of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) in 

2010. Currently 47 European states, the European Commission and eight advisory organizations 

namely the Council of Europe, the European University Association (EUA), the European Association 

of Institutions in Higher Education (EURASHE), the European Student Union, the United Nations Edu-

cational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the European Association for Quality Assur-

ance in Higher Education (ENQA) and BUSINESSEUROPE are listed as official members of the Bologna 

Process (EHEA, 2014). Overall, the achievements and obstacles of the Bologna Process have been 

discussed by several authors such as Ravinet (2006), Van der Wende (2000), Keeling (2006), Froment 

(2003), Pechar (2007), Corbett (2003), Beerkens (2008) or Van Vught (2009).  

 

Retrospectively, the Bologna Declaration is the successor of the Sorbonne Declaration2 and was joint-

ly adopted by 30 European countries to establish “the European Area of Higher Education” for pro-

moting the European system of higher education in the world (Van der Wende, 2000, p.2)”. Accord-

                                                           
1Despite the fact that the policy field of education strictly falls within the  regulatory competences of 

each individual European nation state, the European Commission has always acted as the sole supra-

national advisory body to further national cooperation in the Bologna Process (Keeling, 2006).  Still, 

as according to the principle of subsidiarity, the European Commission has no decision making pow-

er, as the Bologna Process constitutes an intergovernmental bottom-up policy approach (Wester-

heijden et al., 2010). 
2
 The Bologna Process constitutes the follow-up agreement of the Sorbonne Declaration in 1998, by 

which the German, French, Italian and British heads of governments jointly agreed on enhancing the 

intergovernmental cooperation in European higher education to create a European Higher Education 

Architecture. Thus, Sorbonne can be defined as the founding event of the Bologna Process (Ravinet, 
2005). 
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ing to Pechar (2007), the Bologna Process aims at creating a coherent and transparent European 

Higher Education Area by constituting “the most powerful policy change process ever in the field of 

Europe” (Ravinet, 2006, p. 1). The Bologna Declaration includes ten actions lines introducing the An-

glo-Saxon Undergraduate (Bachelor) and Graduate (Master) cycles to HEIs and a European Credit 

Transfer System to facilitate student mobility (Ravinet, 2006; Van der Wende, 2000; Froment, 2008). 

Via these measures, existing barriers regarding educational mobility of students and teaching staff 

were to be eliminated (EHAE, 2014). The entire set of Bologna policy measures is based on voluntary 

national harmonization approaches, not including any legally binding commitments or sanctions 

(Ravinet, 2006).  

 

Besides Bologna’s focus on the harmonization of European higher education systems, quality assur-

ance became a vital issue on the agenda of the subsequent Bologna follow-up group (BFUG) meet-

ings3 in order to arrive at a comparable level of educational quality in Europe (Pechar, 2007). Moreo-

ver, the convergence towards the joint degree system lead to an increasing need for the creation of 

comparable quality standards for envisaged degree levels (Kehm & Teichler, 2006). In the following, 

the importance of quality assurance and student engagement on the agenda of the BFUG meetings is 

illustrated. 

 

During the first BFUG meeting in Prague in 2001, the issue of quality assurance was highlighted but 

not extensively substantiated. Nevertheless, the BFUG agreed that within the Bologna Process, stu-

dents are to be regarded as important stakeholders at all levels and especially regarding quality as-

surance processes (EHEA, 2014). In its entirety, the Bologna reforms reflect a shift towards a more 

student centered approach as students are to range at the center of higher education reforms (Keel-

ing, 2006).  

 

During the second BFUG meeting in Berlin in 2003, a special focus was put on the prospective promo-

tion of a common European quality assurance system. The Berlin Communiqué (Bologna Process, 

2003) also strengthened students’ position in quality assurance by making student participation in 

                                                           
3 The Bologna follow-up meetings were organized every two years to reflect on countries’ accom-

plishments regarding the realization of the Bologna targets and to add new agenda points to the 

Bologna portfolio. In between those two years, the so-called “Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG)” was 

to supervise countries’ compliance to the set Bologna targets. The Bologna follow-up group met eve-
ry six months by hosting three representatives of each member state, representatives of the Europe-

an Commission and members of the eight advisory bodies. As one of the advisory bodies, ESU and 

thus students were involved into the monitoring and furthering of the Bologna Process from the very 

start.   
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quality assurance a core requirement of the Bologna Process, as students are to be regarded as “full 

partners in HE governance (Stukalina, 2012, p.86)” and “important stakeholders regarding quality 

monitoring and assessment processes (ESIB, 2003, p.20)”.  

 

This mission was further fortified in the BFUG meeting in Bergen in 2005, which can be defined as an 

important milestone in the introduction of joint quality assurance standards in European Higher Edu-

cation. The Bergen Communiqué promoted the idea of “a European Higher Education Area” based on 

the principles of quality and transparency (Bologna Process, 2005). Moreover in Bergen, European 

education ministers adopted the European Standards and Guidelines4 for quality assurance, which 

were to assist states in reforming their domestic quality assurance policies. Accordingly, the Europe-

an Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance were added as an additional document to the 

Bologna Declaration (EHAE, 2005). The Bergen Communiqué also reinforced “the importance of 

partnership, including stakeholders - students, HEIS, academic staff and employers” (EHEA, 2014) by 

claiming that all actors, and especially staff and students, are to be treated as equal partners in the 

framework of the Bologna Process.  

 

In the subsequent BFUG meeting in London in 2007 it was concluded that the ESG were welcomed by 

all Bologna countries, as almost all states had started to implement parts of the ESG provisions in 

their national systems, especially those relating to external quality assurance issues. Moreover, 

heads of states agreed on the creation of a European Quality Assurance Register (EQAR) to better 

control the emergence of national quality assurance agencies (EHEA, 2014). 

 

In the fifth BFUG in Leuven in 2009, member states agreed to put a focus on enhanced student cen-

tered learning, social dimension and employability (Bologna Process, 2009). 

Finally in 2010, the European Higher Education Area was officially called into existence, as the main 

objective of the Bologna Declaration, namely the introduction of a three-cycle qualification system, 

had been successfully accomplished. Nevertheless, in the aftermath of 2010, the Bologna Project was 

continued in several Follow-Up meetings by putting a special emphasis on better higher education 

quality to an increasing number of European students (EHEA, 2014). 

 

2.2 The role of students in quality assurance in the Bologna Process 

According to Klemenčič (2012, p.1) “Student participation in HE governance is considered one of the 

foundational values in European HE” with students being nowadays represented in all HE systems of 

the Bologna countries. As already indicated in the previous chapter, under the Bologna Process the 

                                                           
4
 An in depth description of the ESG follows in chapter 2.2 
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influence of students on HE and especially quality assurance gradually increased. According to Stuka-

lina (2012), with the development of the Bologna Process, students were more and more accepted as 

important stakeholders in quality monitoring and assessment processes. Hereby, especially the grow-

ing competition amongst HEIs for students, due to the newly introduced common degree-cycles, 

increased HEIs awareness of the importance of student involvement and the accreditation of their 

interest (Froment, 2008). Thus, nowadays students are mostly integrated in HEIs’ internal quality 

assurance processes via regular satisfaction survey or course evaluations, with their interests being 

represented by local student associations in institutional committees (Klemenčič, 2012). Moreover, 

since the introduction of the ESG (2005), higher education institutions have even increasingly en-

gaged in considering student opinions and their satisfaction levels regarding the quality of education 

and their teaching environment (Brookes, 2003) 

 

Concerning the highlighting of students’ role in the ESG it has to be stressed that the European Stu-

dent Union (ESU), which had been engaged in developing these guidelines (see subchapter 2.3), had 

had a significant influence on the increase of student involvement to quality assurance processes by 

emphasizing students beneficial input on quality assurance during BFUG consultation (ESU, 2009;  

ESIB, 2003). According to ESU (2009), the involvement of students in quality assurance processes 

comes as a logical consequence of proper quality guidance at European higher education institutions. 

The ESU considers students as the main recipients of higher education, which turns them into most 

suitable actors for objectively evaluating the quality of education and teaching (Reichert & Tauch, 

2003). According to Murray (1997), higher education institutions support this claim by ascertaining 

that the regular evaluation of students’ satisfaction with study programmes and courses leads to a 

measurable increase of quality in education. In addition to that, students themselves have a major 

interest in the safeguarding of high quality in HE, as students’ employability potential and knowledge 

pool depends on the quality of education offered by a higher education institution (ESU, 2009). 

Therefore, students have a self-induced interest to be involved in quality assurance of higher educa-

tion (ESU, 2009). Moreover, as according to the National Union of Students in Europe (ESIB) (2003), 

students oppose their frequent classification as pure consumers of HE and would rather be perceived 

as stakeholders to higher education. Students objection towards the client concepts strives from the 

fact that students want to actively contribute to the development and maintenance of educational 

quality, instead of being regarded as ignorant recipients of education. Thus, students wish to be ac-

credited as constructive partners in quality assurance by policy makers and higher education institu-

tions (ESU, 2012).  
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Overall, the Bologna Process successfully enhanced students’ influence on quality assurance, as over 

time, European higher education institutions significantly up-scaled the involvement of students to 

existing quality assurance procedures in order to: 

 

• Improve study programmes by granting students the possibility of evaluating their study  

• Encourage student reflection on their learning 

• Allowing institutions to develop benchmarks raising the reputation of higher education insti-

tutions on the higher education market 

• Offer students a channel to express their satisfaction level (Iheqn, 2009).  

 

Thus, greater student involvement in internal quality assurance procedures seems to go “hand in 

hand with the development of a culture of continuous quality improvement” (Brookes, 2003, p.18). 

Nevertheless, even though student involvement in internal quality assurance processes in the HEIs of 

the Bologna countries has improved, the majority of higher education institutions still lack behind 

regarding this issue of student integration, which seems to have become a necessary tool in times of 

growing higher education competition (Haug, 1999 & ESU, 2009). Overall, traditions and mindsets 

regarding student involvement in quality assurance majorly differ between national higher education 

systems, with some European countries appreciating an increasing input of students more than oth-

ers (Curaj et al., 2012). 

 To conclude, since the establishment of the Bologna Process, students’ integration in internal quality 

assurance processes has significantly increased, though major differences in the degree of student 

involvement can still be ascertained between Bologna countries and amongst HEIs. The next para-

graph provides for a detailed description of the ESG standards and students role therein.  

2.3 The European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance (ESG) 

As already mentioned in the previous paragraph, the European Standards and Guidelines5 for Quality 

Assurance were added as an additional document to the Bologna Declaration in 2005, to assist Bolo-

gna countries in improving their existing quality assurance systems (EHAE, 2005). According to Terry 

(2008), quality in higher education constitutes a generic term with no universal definition.  

Despite the great variety of definitions and a missing consensus on its’ universal meaning, the ESG 

are targeted at four broad purposes: accountability, compliance, control and improvement by being 

based on the principles of fulfilling the interest of students, employers and society regarding good 

quality in higher education (ENQA, 2005). The ESG include twenty-three quality assurance standards 

which are sub-divided into the following three main quality assurance disciplines: 

                                                           
5
 An in depth description of the ESG follows in chapter 2.2 



14 | Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs 

 

 

• Standards for external quality assurance at higher education institutions (eight standards) 

• Standards for external quality assurance agencies (eight standards) 

• Standards for internal quality assurance of higher education institutions (seven standards) 

(ENQA, 2011). 

 

Each ESG standard is underpinned by several specific guidelines and evaluations, substantiating the 

context of each ESG principle (Terry, 2008). Hereby: “The standards reflect basic good practice across 

Europe in quality assurance, but do not attempt to provide detailed guidance about what should be 

examined or how quality assurance activities should be conducted “(ENQA, 2005, p.15) which implies 

that the ESG constitute a set of non-binding guidelines which are to support higher education institu-

tions, nation states and accreditation agencies in the development of their own quality assurance 

systems (European Commission, 2009). (See Chapter 3 for further information). 

 

As previously stated the ESG constitute the peak in the Bologna Process’s efforts towards greater 

quality assurance harmonization in European HE (EHEA, 2014). The explicit content of the ESG was 

developed from 2003 till 2005 by the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

(ENQA) in cooperation with the so-called E46 partners, including the European Students’ Union (ESU), 

the European University Association (EUA) and the European Association of Institutions in Higher 

Education (EURASHE). In addition, the European Commission constitutes a non-influential but strong 

supporter of the European wide implementation of the ESG standards (Ravinet, 2006).  

 

In the last ministerial Conference of the Bologna Process in Bucharest  in 2012, all ministers of educa-

tion agreed to launch a revision of the originally adopted ESG document from 2005, based on the 

finding of the “Mapping the Implementation and Application of the Standards and Guidelines for 

Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (MAP-ESG)” (ENQA, 2011, p.1) project 

compiled by the E4 members. It is the aim of such reforms to “make the ESG clearer, particularly in 

terms of their structure and in order to avoid potential confusion with their interpretation (EHEA, 

2014)”.The final revised version will be presented in 2015 at the Ministerial Conference in Yerevan.   

Due to the currently ongoing revision of the ESG, the following description of the ESG standards re-

fers to the original document from 2005 (EHEA, 2014).  

 

                                                           
6
 The E4 group constitutes a cooperation between the main stakeholder groups of education and acts as an 

advisory group to the BFUG, especially regarding quality assurance(EURASHE, 2014) 
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In the ESG of 2005, the provisions for external quality assurance agencies were foremost developed 

to counter the boom of quality assurance agencies in the 1990s, to ensure the credibility, profession-

alism and transparency of such agencies in Europe (Kohoutek, 2009). The ESG for external quality 

assurance at HEIs are to provide for greater accountability regarding HEIs’ employed quality stand-

ards by incorporating objectives and motivations for improving institutional quality assurance pro-

cesses. As the focus of this study lays on the ESG for internal quality assurance, which are discussed 

in the following, this study will not further evaluate on the ESG for external quality assurance agen-

cies and external quality assurance,  

 

According to ENQA (2009), the ESG’s standards for internal quality assurance are developed to assist 

higher education institutions in the design of well-functioning internal quality assurance systems, 

aimed at safeguarding the high quality of education,  teaching and the systemic transparency of qual-

ity assurance procedures (ENQA, 2009; Terry, 2008). The development of the internal quality assur-

ance part of the ESG constitutes an important issue within the Bologna Process, as higher education 

institutions constitute the on-hand safe guarders and implementers of internal quality assurance 

measures. In general, internal quality assurance refers to all measures and policies an institution 

maintains in order to monitor and guarantee the quality of education and teaching of courses or 

study programmes on hand (Kohler, 2003). Internal quality assurance processes are to assure the 

regular evaluation of academic programmes, teaching staff qualification and student learning ser-

vices, by prioritizing student and graduate opinions when evaluatinh the quality regarding these is-

sues (EUA, 2011). Thus, the dissemination of internal quality standards amongst European higher 

education institutions poses a vital element in the creation of a common European quality assurance 

framework and the establishment of the European Higher Education Area (ENQA, 2009; Reichert & 

Tauch, 2003). Hereby, important key issues of internal quality assurance system constitute efficiency, 

goal acknowledgment, basic quality excellence, structural processes and transparency (Redder, 

2010).The explicit standards for internal quality assurance of higher education institutions and the 

involvement of students therein are analyzed in the following paragraph. 

2.4 Student involvement in the ESG 

The European internal quality assurance guidelines constitute the first part of the ESG’s portfolio and 

majorly strengthen the role of students within IQA procedures in HEIs. The ESG criteria highlight the 

engagement of students as stakeholders to the following key areas (ENQA, 2009): 

• Policy and procedures for quality assurance 

• Approval, monitoring and periodic reviewing of  programmes and awards 

•  Quality assurance of teaching staff 

• Learning resources and students support  
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• Information systems  

• Assessment of students 

• Public Information. 

 

Regarding the guideline for internal policy and procedures for quality assurance, it is stated that 

higher education institutions have to actively involve students in existing internal quality assurance 

structures as “The strategy, policy and procedures should have a formal status and   should also in-

clude a role for students and other stakeholders (ENQA, 2009, p.16). Students should also be in-

volved in all internal quality assurance bodies responsible for the monitoring of internal quality as-

surance systems as the “the responsibilities of departments, schools, Faculties and other organisa-

tional units and individuals for the assurance of quality (ENQA, 2009, p.16)”. In addition, students’ 

contribution is also emphasized in the ESG guideline for the internal approval, monitoring and peri-

odic review of academic programmes, which is aimed at fostering the regular evaluation of study 

programmes at higher education institutions. Thus, the “participation of students in quality assur-

ance activities (ENQA, 2009, p.17)” is explicitly recommended to improve at educational quality as it 

strengthens students’ confidence in the overall quality of education system. Moreover, the third 

guideline stresses that the quality assurance of teaching staff should constitute a high priority to 

higher education institutions as students expect to receive high quality education. According to the 

ESG, teachers constitute “the single most important learning resource available to most students, 

teaching staff should be given opportunities to develop and extend their teaching capacity (ENQA,  

2009, p.18)”. With regard to learning resources and student support, higher education institutions 

should pay close attention to the needs of students, while students’ overall satisfactions levels 

should be collected via fortified information systems.  Concerning the last two guidelines, students 

are to be clearly informed about the applicable student assessment strategies while HEIs have to 

provide comprehensive information on study programmes and related learning outcomes via public 

information sources.  This thesis will focus on the three guidelines of: 

 

• Policy and procedures for quality assurance 

• Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes and  

• Quality assurance of teaching staff (See Methodology Chapter 4). 

 

Overall, it is explicitly stated that HEIs themselves hold the primary responsibility for their compli-

ance to IQA provisions of the ESG, while all internal quality processes are to be monitored by specifi-

cally created internal bodies accommodating professors, teachers, staff and students (ESIB, 2005; 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 17 

 

ENQA, 2009). Thus, the ESG primarily serve as a self-evaluating and innovation tool for higher educa-

tion institution (Reichert & Tauch, 2003).  

 

When analysing the IQA provisions of the ESG, it is striking that the importance of student involve-

ment and the protection of students’ interest is highlighted rather extensively throughout all the 

mentioned guidelines. Already in the introduction of the ESG (ENQA, 2009) it is emphasized that 

higher education institutions should engage in comprehensive constant quality assurance procedures 

to improve the quality of education offered to students. Moreover, the integration of ESU to the E4 

group serves as acknowledgment of students’ stakeholder position in all internal quality assurance 

procedures, with students belonging to the official group of higher education stakeholders (Wester-

heijden & Kohoutek, 2013). Nevertheless, despite the supportive provision of the ESG, ESU (2009) 

criticizes that HEIs often grant students a pure advisory role in IQAS by denying them an influential 

position within internal decision making procedures or denying them information on quality assur-

ance developments (ESU, 2009). This is why ESU highly promotes a greater consideration of the ESG 

as a sort of check-up list to monitor HEIs’ level of student involvement (ESU, 2012).  

 

Overall, this chapter provided for a more in-depth illustration of quality assurance in the Bologna 

Process, the ESG for internal quality assurance and the role of students as stakeholders therein. 

Hereby it was highlighted that within the whole Bologna Process and especially via the ESG, the posi-

tion of students in internal quality assurance procedures at HEIs is highly promoted.  

 

3. Conceptual Framework  
 

To further substantiate students’ role in HEIs’ internal quality assurance processes the following 

chapter provides for this study’s conceptual concepts to investigate students’ position as stakehold-

ers in IQA at HEIs. Chapter 3.1 provides for a short description of the ESGs’ policy implementation 

staircase, to better understand the ESG’s political significance. Secondly, a short introduction to 

stakeholder theory is provided while the focus is put on the illustration of Mitchell et al. (1997) 

stakeholder categorizations, which serve as the theoretical underpinning to determine students’ 

stakeholder position in HEIs’ internal quality procedures.  

3.1 Policy implementation of the ESG  

As part of the Bologna process, the implementation of the ESG follows the principle of the Open 

Method of Coordination (OMC) within a multi-level governance framework, including various institu-

tions, agencies and actors (Hoareau, 2011; de Boer & File, 2009). The OMC was formally adopted in 

2000 by the Lisbon European Council as a soft policy approach, by defining implementation as    
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“an evolutionary process in the sense of a learning process (Veiga & Amaral, 2010,  p.284)”. Thus, all 

provisions launched under the OMC by a superior European intelligence are of non-binding nature 

and solely targeted at the spread and exchange of best practices amongst European countries (Ro-

driguez, 2001). These principles also hold for the implementation of the ESG, whose standards and 

guidelines are non- prescriptive to HEIs and acknowledging the importance of institutional autonomy 

(Westerheijden & Kohoutek, 2013).   

 

Thus, the realization of the ESG depends on its voluntary consideration by all higher education insti-

tution within the framework of national regulations and other influencing factors, such as organisa-

tional culture or HEI leadership. As depicted in Figure 1, the ESG are embedded in a multilevel gov-

ernance framework consisting of the supranational, national and institutional level. 

 

Figure 1: Implementation scheme of ESG according to the Open Method of Coordination 

 

       Source: Own Figure on the basis of Trowler (2002) 

 

As demonstrated in Figure 1, the ESG standards were designed at the supranational level by ENQA 

and the E4 group who put the practical implementation of the standards into the responsibility of 

each member state within the framework of the OMC (ENQA, 2011).  

At the national level, the effective ESG implementation depends on the policies and voluntary coop-

eration of domestic education ministries and external accreditation agencies (see Figure 1). As gov-

ernmental bodies, national education ministries are responsible for the on hand implementation of 
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the ESG guidelines to national HE legislation, by making the implementation of the ESG obligatory or 

advisable to national higher education institutions (ENQA, 2011). According to EURASHE (2012) and 

the ESU (2012), in some European countries the ESG had an influence on the development of nation-

al quality assurance policies, which especially applies to national internal quality assurance systems 

(IQAS) which are revised or developed after 2005. Besides domestic education ministries, national 

accreditation agencies are in charge of taking the ESG into account7 and thus act as mediators for the 

implementation of the ESG in higher education institutions (ENQA, 2011).  

As depicted in Figure 1, the lowest level of ESG implementation rests with the individual higher edu-

cation institution. Hereby, the HEIs are the actors which put the ESG into practice on a voluntary 

basis and within the framework of national HE legacy (EUA, 2008). As noted by EURASHE (2012), the 

majority of HEIs use the ESG as a more theoretical framework, while others perceive the ESG as a 

very practical instrument (EURASHE, 2012). The difference in HEIs’ interpretation of the ESG is re-

flected in students’ opinion as according to ESU (2012), HEIs’ operating internal quality assurance 

procedures are mostly in line with the ESG, though the formal adoption of the ESG does not auto-

matically lead to the realization of the ESG targets (ESU, 2012). According to ENQA (2011) this con-

firms HEIs’ general autonomy regarding the maintenance of IQA procedures. Still, it also fosters a 

general criticism on the OMC ,which was raised in the Kok report (2004), claiming that”  though pro-

ducing movement “ the OMC “ might not guarantee good levels of coordination (Amaral & Veiga, 

2006). Furthermore, as put by Van Vught (2009), additional factors such as the institutional contexts 

and cultural norms, also pose decisive factors for the translation of the ESG into institutional settings. 

This implies that cultural HE environments and organization settings have a decisive influence on the 

voluntary consideration of the ESG by each individual HEI (Westerheijden & Kohoutek). Nonetheless, 

according to EURASHE (2012) and IBAR (2013), a rather high number of HEIs comply to the ESG, 

which indicates that HEIs consider elements of the ESG as essential components of internal quality 

assurance systems.  

To conclude, this paragraph demonstrated that the ESG are to be considered a soft policy tool, 

whose application heavily depends on the individual autonomy of the HEIs and the translation of ESG 

guidelines into national policy frameworks. 

 

                                                           
7
  In 2008, the so-called European Register of Quality Assurance Agencies (EQAR) was endorsed by the Educa-

tion Ministers of the Bologna countries to better control the compliance of European accreditation agencies to 

the ESG (ENQA, 2011). To guarantee that national assurance agencies comply with the ESG, they have to un-

dergo a cyclical external review, taking place every five years. Hereby, the external investigation can be either 

conducted by a national agency, to account for the principle of subsidiarity, or by ENQA (ENQA, 2005). 
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3.2 Stakeholder theory 

Stakeholder theory emerged from the management literature dominating in Business Studies. Here-

by, Edward Freeman (1984) can be mentioned as the author coining stakeholder theory by his publi-

cation “Strategic Management - A Stakeholder Approach” in 1984. According to Freeman (1984), 

stakeholders are to be defined as “any group or individual who is affected by or can affect the 

achievement of an organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p.46). Furthermore, Freeman (1984) 

also defines stakeholder theory as “The Principle of Who or What Really Counts”. The theoretical 

understanding of the influence and concerns of stakeholders was perceived to be vital to effective 

economic business management, as entrepreneurial managers are dependent on the support of im-

portant influential groups, such as employees, customers or society as such. Thereby, the fulfillment 

of stakeholders’ objectives is linked to economic “long term success” (Freeman & McVea, 2001, p.5). 

Consequently, a stakeholder approach in management is to incorporate processes which are to satis-

fy the expectations and interests of those interest groups claiming a stake at a company, namely the 

stakeholder (Freeman & McVea, 2011). The balancing of the probably diverse interests of different 

stakeholder groups poses the greatest challenge to economic stakeholder management.  

 

Overall, business literature provides for a wide range of different stakeholder approaches evolving 

from corporate planning literature, systems theory, corporate social responsibility or organization 

theory. Hereby, each theoretical approach is marked by a normative core (Freeman, 1994). Besides 

diverse research rudiments there also exists a wide range of differing stakeholder definitions, as for 

example the one provided by Mitchell et al. (1997), claiming stakeholders to be “those groups with-

out whose support the organization would cease to exist” or Savage et al. (1991, p.66) stating that 

stakeholders “have an interest in the actions of an organization and the ability to influence it”.  

 

Relating to this study, we will apply the broader stakeholder definition provide by Freeman (1984) 

which is cited above. I opted for this definition, as it leaves the notion of “stake” open to interpreta-

tion, meaning that a stake can either be considered as having the potential of affecting or being af-

fected by a certain action, while mutually leaving room for a wide range of stakeholder inclusion in 

which any group can be defined as posing a stakeholder to a certain entity (Mitchell et al., 1997). In 

addition, via a broad stakeholder definition it is assured, that no indirect or direct stakeholder influ-

ence is neglected (IBAR, 2012). The term “stake” can be simply described as a share, interest or in-

vestment that a certain party attributes to an entity (Freeman, 1984, p.9). Nevertheless, we will 

complement Freeman’s (1984) theoretical stakeholder approach by the stakeholder categorization 

by Mitchell et al. (1997), who rank stakeholders according to their salience and influence potential. In 

the following, I will shortly summarize the theoretical framework developed by Mitchell et al. (1997). 
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In a second step this theoretical framework will be used to define students’ different stakeholder 

positions in internal quality standards at HEIs.  

 

All in all, Mitchell et al. (1997) make use of a dynamic identification typology aimed at explaining 

what makes manager’s prioritize certain stakeholder relationships. According to Mitchell et al. 

(1997), there are many entities which can be identified as having stakeholder potential ranging from 

persons, organizations or institutions up to the natural environment as such. Moreover, the authors 

also claim that the definition of “stake” is not as clear as it seems as, also relating to Freeman’s defi-

nition, a “stake” is going to determine “what counts” (Freeman, 1984). According to Mitchell et al. 

(1997), a stake has to be something that is of greater value to the stakeholders, while at the same 

time a stake has to be linked to the potential of loss and risk as “without the element of risk there is 

no stake” (Mitchell et al, 1997, p.857). Furthermore, Mitchell et al. (1997), distinguish between a 

broad and narrow definition of stakeholders. Hereby, the broad definition resembles the softer defi-

nition provided by Freeman (1984). Opposed to that, a narrow definition of stakeholder claims that 

stakeholders are those groups, which are formally vital for the survival of an organization or compa-

ny, meaning that an economic dependency from an entity to a certain group is present. Thus, in the 

narrow stakeholder sense some form of investment must have been induced by the stakeholder and 

the relationship must be dominantly of economic nature (Clarkson, 1994). In addition, stakeholder 

theory as such has to provide answers to questions: “What are the important stakeholder groups”, 

“Which of their interest are most important” or “How these interests can be balanced” (Mitchell et 

al., 1997, p.156).  

 

In short, Mitchell et al.’s (1997) identification typology employs a three-stage criteria catalogue to 

provide an answer to these three questions, to create a stakeholder hierarchy. This ordering is to 

assist researchers and managers in the task of investigating, what stakeholder group is vital to an 

entity’s survival, what are the stakeholder’s preferences and how influential certain stakeholders can 

be. The three criteria employed by Mitchell et al. (1997) in their three-stage model are: power, legit-

imacy and urgency. Hereby, power is defined as a party’s influence potential “to the extent that it 

can gain access to coercive, utilitarian or normative means” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.856) to impose 

its will on the company. Secondly, legitimacy is described as “socially accepted and expected behav-

iour” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.866) which is often coupled with the idiom of power to establish an 

actor’s authority, but may as well develop independently. Moreover, it describes a party’s involve-

ment at all important decision making levels. At last urgency, which adds the dynamic component to 

the authors’ theoretical model, is defined as “the degree to which a stakeholder claims call for im-

mediate attention” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p867). Consequently, urgency comprises attributes such as 
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Figure 2. Stakeholder categorization  

by Mitchell et al. (1987) 
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           Source: Own illustration based on Mitchell et al. 1997 

time sensitivity, in which a task related managerial delay is unacceptable to the stakeholder, or criti-

cality, depicting the importance of a certain issue regarding stakeholder satisfaction. Mitchell et al. 

(1997) stress the unsteady nature of all these attributes as they are socially constructed. Based on 

the three criteria of power, legitimacy & urgency, the authors aim at explaining the attributes of 

stakeholder salience, whereby salience is defined as “The degree to which managers give priority to 

competing stakeholder claims” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.868). In order to determine stakeholders’ 

salience potential, the authors develop a dynamic identification typology, including the three varia-

bles of power, legitimacy and urgency. Hereby, the degree of salience depends on the cumulative 

addition of all three stakeholder attributes.  

Due to presence or absence of certain attributes, stakeholders can be sorted to different classes, 

with stakeholder groups being ranked according to a higher or lesser degree of salience.  Mitchell et 

al. (1997) distinguish between seven incremental types of stakeholder and three major stakeholder 

groups. Figure 2 provides for an overview of the entire set of stakeholder types by indicating groups 

command over the number of the three variables of power, legitimacy and urgency.  

At the lowest scale of the stakeholder salient alignment ranks the Latent Stakeholder group which is 

depicted in the upper column of Figure 2. Stakeholders from this class are only in the possession of 

one of the three fundamental attributes. From the management perspective, influence and salience 
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of these stakeholders is rather low, as managers may not do anything to fulfill latent stakeholders’ 

interest or even refrain from considering them completely. Stakeholders who can only claim the at-

tribute of power are called Dormant Stakeholders, which could be actors having the capacity of 

spending a lot of money. According to Mitchell et al. (1997), Dormant Stakeholder could be of great-

er relevance, especially if they have the potential of gaining another attribute. Stakeholders solely 

decreeing over the attribute of legitimacy are considered as Discretionary Stakeholders and are of-

ten associated with promoting social responsibility. In reality, managers are not at all obliged to pay 

attention to these stakeholders, as no hard pressure is present. Last but not least, so-called Demand-

ing Stakeholders are marked by the attribute of urgency and are thus the ones having urgent claims. 

They constantly try to arouse the managers’ attention without any major success. The second class of 

stakeholders constitutes the so-called moderately Salient or Expectant Stakeholders group, which is 

depicted in the middle column of Figure 2. Stakeholders of this group decree over two of the three 

relevant attributes and thus enjoy a higher degree of salience. Also, this class accompanies three 

different kinds of stakeholder types. The first moderately salient type is the Dominant stakeholder, 

marked by the attributes of power and legitimacy. The combination of these two attributes is con-

sidered as a “dominant coalition” which will definitely arouse managers’ attention, as these actors 

have the ability to enact their legitimate claims. Moreover, they aim at establishing themselves as 

the most important stakeholder group within an entity. The second moderately salient type is the 

Dependent Stakeholder, who is marked by the attributes of urgency and legitimacy, while still being 

dependent on powerful actors to realize their claims. Thus, it is the highest aim of Dependent Stake-

holder to look for powerful companies sharing the same claims and interests. The third type is the 

Dangerous Stakeholder, engrossing the attributes of urgency and power. These stakeholder groups 

can become extremely forceful and coercive to push through their interests and thus enjoy a rather 

high degree of salience. The last and top class of Mitchell et al. typology is the Definitive Stakehold-

er, which is depicted in the last columns of Figure 3. Definitive Stakeholders decrees over the entire 

set of attributes and will be highly salient to managers, meaning that ultimate priority is given to the 

interests of such stakeholders 

 

Overall, it should be considered that Mitchell et al.’s (1997) concepts are not exclusive and that any 

of the lower stakeholder groups can rise up to become a Definitive Stakeholder by acquiring the 

missing attributes. Thus, it also depends on stakeholders’ strategic actions to climb up the staircase 

(Mitchell et al., 1997). In the ESG “The view of the stakeholders  … is that of Definitive Stakeholders 

who are fully engaged as legitimate participants and who hold urgency and power in decision-making 

processes around quality of education” (Leisyte et al., 2013, p.1).  
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3.2.1 Theoretical application: Students as stakeholder in internal quality assurance 

Over the last decades, higher education institutions have undergone a huge transformation process 

towards the so-called marketization of higher education. This implies that higher education institu-

tions have been turned into collaborative actors, marked by competitive goal oriented actions and 

stakeholder incorporation (Krücken & Meier, 2006; Beerkens, 2006). Due to these trends, the inter-

ests in external and internal actors and especially stakeholders has become increasingly important to 

higher education institutions, such as the accumulation of research funding, governmental sponsor-

ing or the attraction of students (Beeneworth & Jongbloed,  2009).  

Even though emerging from the scientific field of marketing, stakeholder theory has been applied by 

several authors to investigate the role of students as stakeholders in higher education and students’ 

positioning therein (Amaral & Magalhaes, 2002; Beerkens, 2006;  Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, 2008; 

McDowell & Sambell, 1999). The recognition of students as stakeholders has firstly appeared in the 

scientific literature in the year 1975, ten years before tuition fees had been primarily charged in the 

UK (Douglas et al., 1993). According to Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, (2008) today’s higher education 

institutions have to respond to a number of groups of individuals, with students posing the most 

important core stakeholder group to universities. As stated by Haug (2003), in times of growing glob-

al higher education competition, the integration of students and the safeguarding of their interest 

has become a necessary tool to stabilize the influx of new students.  Consequently, due to the grow-

ing importance of stakeholders to higher education, universities are expected to be engaged in a 

constant dialogue with relevant stakeholder groups, while having to provide for accountability, quali-

ty, effectiveness and efficiency (Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, 2008). This premise is also supported 

by McDowell & Sambell (1999) and Hill (1995), all stating that students are to be considered as valid 

stakeholders, especially related to issues of internal quality assessment.  

When applying Mitchell et al.’s (1997) stakeholder typology to our research context, we specifically 

turn to the degree of students’ salience as stakeholders in HEIs’ internal quality assurance processes  

Formally, students can be assigned to any of the seven stakeholder groups described by Mitchell et 

al. (1997) being Dormant-, Discretionary-, Demanding-, Dominant-, Dependent-, Dangerous- and 

Definitive Stakeholders. The previously described attributes of power, legitimacy and urgency are 

central in this regards. Figure 3 provides for a short summary of the three attributes in the context of 

students as stakeholders. 
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Figure 3. Students as stakeholder according to Mitchell et al. (1997) 
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voked by the ESG (ENQA, 2009). 
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exert a direct influence on institutional internal quality assurance processes, as their needs and in-

terests are of high importance to higher education institutions. This might include frequent changes 

in study curricula, course structure or teaching staff. In addition, the second proposition holds: 

 

• “If students are perceived as Salient/Expectant Stakeholders, students have a limited influ-

ence on  internal quality assurance processes in the  HE  institution”. 

 

Hereby, students are to direct over only two of the three stakeholders attributes, such as for exam-

ple urgency and legitimacy by lacking the attribute of power. Thus, students can be either classified 

as Dependent, Dangerous or Dominant stakeholders, meaning that their influence on internal quality 

assurance processes is rather limited and their needs are not of very high importance to the HEI insti-

tution. The third proposition holds: 

 

• “If students are perceived as Latent Stakeholders, students have no influence on internal 

quality assurance processes in the HE institution”. 

 

This implies that students as stakeholders only direct over one of the three stakeholder attributes, 

which lowers their salience regarding IQA in the HEI. Thus, students can be classified as Dormant-, 

Discretionary or Demanding stakeholders.  

As noted in the previous chapters, the ESG guidelines highlight the role of students as stakeholders 

to internal quality assurance processes in higher education institutions. Linking ESG’s promotion of 

students’ stakeholder position to the above insights from stakeholder theory we pose the final prop-

osition 

 

• "The more HEI’s internal quality assurance processes are in line with the ESG, the stronger 

students’ position as stakeholders in assuring internal quality in the HEI”.  

 

Hereby, the independent factor of this assumption constitutes HEIs’ consideration of the ESG which 

is expected to have an impact on students’ role as stakeholders in IQA processes. Overall, the con-

cept of Definitive Stakeholders comes closest to the ESGs’ targets regarding students’ involvement to 

internal quality assurance processes. As depicted in previous paragraphs, the ESG do not constitute 

binding guidelines and are regarded as a soft policy tool following the principle of the OMC. Thus, we 

assume that HEIs’ consideration of the ESG must be supported by certain national or internal institu-

tional policies. In Chapter 5 and 6, the listed propositions will be investigated by means of two case 

studies of different higher education institutions in two Bologna countries. 
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4. Research design & methodology  

A comparative case study will be conducted to answer the underlying research question by means of 

a limited number of cases (Schnell, Hill & Esker, 2011). The comparative approach is aimed at investi-

gating, if students’ involvement as stakeholder in internal quality assurance procedures differs be-

tween European HEIs within the policy context of the ESG. We choose for this research design, as 

case studies facilitate “the intensive (qualitative or quantitative) analysis of a single unit or a small 

number of units (the cases), where the researcher’s goal is to understand a larger class of similar 

units” (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, p.296). Furthermore, a case study can be considered useful if “the 

in-depth examination of a single instance of some social phenomenon is intended” (Babbie, 2006, p. 

298). Thus, a comparative case study design is well suited for investigating my research problem, as 

up to this point in time only little research has been conducted on this specific scientific topic 

(Gerring, 2004). Moreover, a comparative case study design is well suited to demonstrate the ex-

pected heterogeneity in student involvement and ESG consideration at different HEIs due to the 

ESG’s soft policy character.  

4.1 Case selection and sampling  

Case selection and sampling for case studies fulfils the purpose of identifying “a representative sam-

ple” and a “useful variation on the dimension of theoretical interest“(Seawright & Gerring, 2008, 

p.296). For the comparative case study we chose two equivalent departments from two European 

HEIs in different Bologna countries. The units of analysis of this study are “European higher education 

institutions in different Bologna countries” while the units of observation are “Departments of Euro-

pean higher education institutions”. To select my units of analysis we chose for the non-probability 

sampling approach of extreme case sampling as “concepts are often defined by their extremes, that 

is, their ideal types (Gerring, 2006, p.101)”. Via this approach, I selected one German and one Dutch 

HEI as my units of analysis, as those are the countries in which HEIs constitute rather opposing ex-

ample of ESG consideration. According to ESU (2009), Dutch HEIs are perceived as forerunners in ESG 

consideration by “fully matching the ESG model (ESU, 2009, p.57)”. Concerning Germany, concerns 

regarding HEIs’ consideration of the ESG are rather high as ”Student unions expressed their concerns 

regarding the internal quality assurance systems in Germany (ESU, 2009, p.57)”. Thus, as highlighted 

by ENQA (2009), the Netherlands can be considered as an example of good practice regarding ESG 

application, Germany still seems to struggle with the realization of the ESG. To determine the units of 

observation of my study and increase their validity, I purposively chose the smallest entity to which 

quality assurance is delegated at both studied HEIs. Hereby, we selected two units of observation 

offering similar academic disciplines and showing a rather identical student population. For the 
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Dutch case study, a Faculty offering Economic, Political and Social Sciences, with a student popula-

tion of around 2200 students, was selected. For the German case study, a German Faculty Institute 

offering similar degrees to around 1600 students was selected. The German Institute belongs to the 

Faculty of Educational and Social Science by constituting the smallest entity to which the responsibil-

ity of quality assurance is delegated at the HEI. Concerning the two selected entities, the research 

obstacle of accessibility of data is absent. 

Regarding the sampling of my ESG standards, I choose for the following three guidelines to answer 

my research question:  

 

• Policy and procedures for quality assurance 

• Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes 

• Quality assurance of teaching staff. 

 

We chose for these three ESG guidelines, as the content of these standards explicitly refers to the   

involvement of students as stakeholders to internal quality assurance, by highlighting students’ im-

portant role in such procedures (Westerheijden et al., 2013). 
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4.2 Data Collection 

The data collection consists of desk research, semi-structured interviews and a survey to describe 

HEIs’ internal quality assurance system in the study year of 2013. 

 

Table 1: Summary: Instruments of Data Collection 

Desk research Semi-structured interviews Student survey 

-National and institutional 

documents on internal 

quality assurances (national 

HE legacy, central HEI man-

agement documents or 

institutional quality stat-

utes) 

- Webpages, books, scientific 

articles 

- 6 face to face interviews with 

internal quality assurance staff at 

both HE institutions (3 at the 

Dutch Faculty and 3 at the Ger-

man Institute) 

- Interviewees: Internal quality 

assurance officer, Internal Quality 

Assurance Staff, Professors 

- 2 face to face interviews with 

student associations at both stud-

ied HE institutions 

 

- 176 students of all disciplines at 

both studied HE institutions 

- 93 students from the Dutch and 

83 of the German Institute 

- Dutch Faculty:  50 per cent of 

respondent were female, 30 

male and 20 per cent are un-

known. The average age of re-

spondents was 23 and respond-

ents were enrolled in 19 differ-

ent study programmes. 

- German Institute: 66 per cent of 

respondents were female and 34 

were male. The average age of 

respondents was 22 and re-

spondents were enrolled in 14 

different study programmes 

 

Desk research comprises national and institutional documents on internal quality assurances, includ-

ing national HE legacies, central HEI management documents or institutional quality statutes. Here-

by, webpages (of HEIs, national ministries or national quality assurance bodies), books and scientific 

articles on internal quality assurance and student involvement served as additional sources of quali-

tative data to answer the research question. All quoted scientific articles are derived from data bases 

such as Picarta or Google scholar.  

 

Furthermore, eight semi-structured interviews with internal quality assurance staff, professors and 

student associations of the studied HE institutions were conducted to arrive at the institutional ap-

praisals of students’ role in internal quality assurance. All interviewees were selected according to a 

judgmental sampling approach to assure that interviewees are closely aligned to the maintenance of 

the internal quality assurance system to secure the validity of responses (Punch, 2005). 

 

The student survey is employed to reflect students’ own perception of their stakeholder involvement 

in internal quality assurance. This research instrument was chosen as according to Babbie (2005) 
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“Survey research is the best method available…in collecting original data for describing a population 

too large to observe directly”(Babbie, 2005, p.244)”. The survey questionnaire encompasses 24 

closed ended-questions with questions being based on the National Student Survey (NSS), constitut-

ing the most frequently circulated student survey in the United Kingdom. As the NSS model did not 

provide for the coverage of all three selected ESG criteria, some self-developed questions were add-

ed. The final survey questionnaire, see Appendix A, is aligned to the predefined variables of Mitchell 

et al. (1997) and subdivided according to the three ESG criteria under study.  

Survey respondents were sampled according to a convenient sample approach by which question-

naires were either distributed via the online tool Lime Survey or handed out to students in hard copy.  

Due to the lottery it was verified that the questionnaire was not filled by the same person twice. 

Overall, 176 students of both Faculties filled in the survey, 93 of the Dutch and 83 of the German 

Institute (see Table 1). In the Dutch survey, 50 per cent of respondents were female while 30 per 

cent were male. The remaining 20 per cent did not provide for this information. The average age of 

respondents was 23. The majority of students was in their third year of studies and respondents 

were enrolled in 19 different study programme. In the German survey, 66 per cent of respondents 

were female while 34 per cent were male. The average age of respondents was 22 years. The return 

rate of the online survey was rather minor around 20 per cent while the return rate regarding the 

directly handed out questionnaires was 100 per cent.  

4.3 Data Analysis 

 To operationalize HE Is’ consideration of the three studied ESG guidelines regarding student in-

volvement, the following criteria are employed, which are summarized in Table 2. Regarding policy 

and procedures for quality assurance I expect this guideline to be met, if students are installed as 

equal partners to all major internal quality assurance bodies and procedures (ESIB, 2003; Stukalina, 

2012). To fulfill the guideline of approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes 

higher education institutions should maintain a thorough quality assurance system in which the opin-

ion of students is actively accumulated and embedded. According to Brookes (2003), students satis-

faction survey constitute the most common instruments used by higher education institutions to 

measure students’ satisfaction with the quality of education. Concerning the guideline for the quality 

assurance of teaching staff, HEIs should also engage in collecting students’ opinion on staffs’ teach-

ing abilities, which could also be captured via student surveys or other internal quality assurance 

measures.  
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Table 2: Operationalization Scheme of the ESG 

Guidelines Consideration of the ESG 

Policy and procedures for quality assurance Equal representation of students in internal quality  

procedures and bodies 

Approval, monitoring and periodic review of aca-

demic programmes 

Accumulation of students opinions on quality of 

courses, study programmes by means of a survey 

Quality assurance of teaching staff 

 

Accumulation of students opinions on quality of 

teaching by means of a survey or other tools 

 

For the data analysis of desk research, qualitative content analysis was employed, as Babbie (2005) 

defines content analysis as “the study of recorded human communications, such as books, websites, 

paintings and laws“. In my study, a special focus is put on the manifest and latent meaning of the 

qualitative data set. Hereby, manifest coding is described as the “visible surface content” of a com-

munication, while latent coding is aimed at identifying “the underlying meanings” implied (Babbie, 

2006, p. 325). Via this method, I try to filter information regarding the role of students as stakehold-

ers within the internal quality system of the studies HE entities.  

 

For the analysis of semi-structured interviews a deductive coding scheme is used, following the 

qualitative content analysis approach by Mayring (2010). To analyse the data from semi-structured 

interviews, all questions were aligned to the predefined variables of power, legitimacy and urgency 

(Mitchell et al., 1997) and sub-grouped according to the three studied ESG criteria. Table 3 depicts 

the 9 codes which were derived from Mitchell et al.’s (1997) variable set to determine students’ role 

a stakeholders in internal quality assurance. As illustrated in Table 3, each of the three variables of 

power, legitimacy and urgency were further subdivided into a fully, limited and non- applicable cate-

gory (e.g.: Power, Limited Power, No Power). 
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Table.3 Coding scheme for analysis of semi-structured interviews  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Due to the small data set a reliable numerical analysis was not possible. All codes are documented in 

a codebook, see Appendix CI. During the analysis of the data some inductive codes were derived as 

well which are added to the codebook. The data analysis software Atlas was used for the coding pro-

cess and the generation of a subsequent code frequency distribution to depict a numerical frequency 

of the 9 coding variables.  

 

For the analysis of the survey data, the software programmes Excel and LimeSurvey were used to 

arrive at descriptive statistic for all questions. The survey questions were analysed according to an 

ordinal measurement level by employing the following Likert Scaling which is also applied by the NSS 

approach survey: 

 

Table 4. Likert Scaling survey  

++ Definitely agree - Mostly disagree 

+ Mostly agree -- Definitely disagree 

0 Neither agree nor disagree  

 

To align the results of the descriptive statistics to the variable set, the same 9 codes were employed. 

Power Limited Power No Power 

HEI initiates changes to study pro-

grammes/courses/teachers based on 

student feedback 

HEI not necessarily initiates changes 

to study pro-

grammes/courses/teachers based on 

student feedback 

HEI does not initiates changes to 

study pro-

grammes/courses/teachers based 

on student feedback 

 

Legitimacy Limited Legitimacy No Legitimacy 

Students are equal members in internal 

quality assurance boards/committees – 

all information is directly communicated 

to them 

Students are not always equal mem-

bers in internal quality assurance 

boards/committees – not all infor-

mation is directly communicated to 

them 

Students are not members in internal 

quality assurance boards/committees 

– no information is directly commu-

nicated to them 

 

Urgency Limited Urgency No Urgency 

The maintenance of quality of education 

and teaching is of high importance to 

students – students issue proposal for 

improvement 

The maintenance of quality of educa-

tion and teaching is of minor im-

portance to students – students  are 

not that active in issuing proposal for 

improvement 

The maintenance of quality of edu-

cation and teaching is of no im-

portance to students – students do 

not issue proposal for improvement 
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Open Coding will be applied to the answers emerging from the open ended questions, in order to 

identify some representative categories. 

4.4 Reliability and validity of the study 

Reliability is to verify that research findings would occur repetitively in other research circumstances. 

In qualitative research, reliability is regarded as a fit between what researchers’ record as data and 

what actually occurs in the natural setting (Bryman, 2008). In general, a small sample size constitutes 

a threat to reliability in a study (Babbie, 2006). To encounter this issue and enhance the reliability of 

my study, we integrated multiple data sources as according to Stenbacka (2001) research bias can be 

minimized by corroborate and triangulating findings of different data sets. Therefore, the combina-

tion of quantitative survey finding and qualitative interview findings with desk research, increases 

the reliability of my study, which is a vital element of qualitative research (Patton, 2010). 

 

Besides reliability, this study also accounts for validity which is defined as measuring what is intended 

to measure (Babbie, 2006).  In research there exist different types of validity and for my qualitative 

research, the following validities are of major importance: construct and external validity. Construct 

validity is defined as “The validity of inferences about the higher order construct that represent sam-

pling in particular” (Shadish Cook & Campbell, 2011, p.38),  thus drawing inferences from the findings 

of a study to a higher order construct. To strengthen construct validity, this study relied on literature 

and theoretical unpinning to adequately explain its constructs to prevent for incorrect inferences 

between construct and operation (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2011). According to Yin (1994), an ex-

plicit explanation of construct is of special importance when triangulating data, which is the case in 

this study, to ensure that concepts measure the same in different data sets. Special attention was 

also paid to external validity, which refers to the generalization of findings to other settings and con-

texts (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2001). As this study is of exploratory nature and is not aimed at 

arriving at empirical generalizable data, close attention was paid to avoid any form of generalization 

to other HE institutions or countries, in order to account for the external validity of data. Due to the 

explorative nature of the study, internal validity was not of a concern as internal validity refers to 

“causal effect between one variable and another” which was not an aim of this study (Yin, 1994).  
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5. Empirical Chapter: Comparative Case Studies 

The following chapter illustrates the empirical findings of my comparative case study. The chapter 

starts with an introducing of the national IQA regime in the Netherlands. Subsequently, students’ 

role as stakeholders in the internal quality assurance processes at a Dutch HEI Faculty is illustrated. 

The second part of the chapter follows the same structure, by illustrated the findings of students’ 

position in the internal quality assurance processes in a German HE Institute. 

5.1 The Netherlands: Internal quality assurance and student involvement  

In the Netherlands the management of internal quality assurance systems at the existing 14 public 

research universities follow a centralized-decentralized approach. Overall, the state is in charge of 

setting the basic internal quality guidelines, though the main responsibility of implementation is del-

egated to the universities. Hereby, each University may decide if internal quality assurance is central-

ly governed by the University management or if on hand procedures are delegated to each Faculty 

(Redding, 2010). Overall, the issue of quality assurance has been well-integrated into the Dutch poli-

cy frameworks since the early 1980, as the Netherlands are quoted as a European forerunner in qual-

ity assurance procedures in higher education (Westerheijden, & Leegwater, 2003). As defined in the 

Higher Education and Research Act (WHW) (1993)8 the Minister and the State Secretary of Education 

define a regulatory framework to which universities have to adhere when setting up their internal 

quality systems. Nevertheless, higher education institutions enjoy independence regarding their indi-

vidual management of such processes (Redding, 2010). The active engagement of students in inter-

nal quality assurance procedures is openly promoted by the Dutch higher education legacy, as since 

1992 “Students’ judgements on the quality of education are a necessary part of the quality assess-

ment (WHW, 1992, art. 1.18,)”. This implies that students are regarded as essential partners in inter-

nal quality management and have to be integrated into existing quality assurance procedures 

(Westerheijden, Epping & Leisyte, 2013).  

 

Since 2003, all Dutch study programmes have to be accredited by the independent body of the Neth-

erlands Accreditation Organization (NAO), which was later on transformed into the Netherlands-

Flanders Accreditation Organization (NVAO)9 (Jeliazkova & Westerheijden, 2004; NVAO, 2013). Re-

garding student involvement to internal quality assurance procedures, the NVAO states that “The 

set-up and organisation of the internal quality assurance is aimed at systematically improving the 

                                                           
8
 The WHW defines the governance relationship between the state and higher education institutions, 

9
 In 2005 the NAO mergedwith the Belgium “flanders accreditation agency” by turning into the NVAO. The 

NVAO is composed of independent higher education and quality assurance members
9
 and is to act as an exter-

nal accreditation control scheme to monitor institutions' adherence to ascertained internal quality standards, 

which are set by the NVAO and are line with the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance 

(Court of auditors, 2008; NVAO, 2013). 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 35 

 

programme with the involvement of the relevant stakeholders … including employees, students, 

alumni and the relevant professionals (NVAO, 2013a, p.7)”. Thus, the NVAO officially grants students 

a stakeholder position within internal quality assurance processes. In addition to that, the NVAO 

actively promotes students participation in accreditation procedures by stating “During the site visit, 

the assessment panel speaks with all those directly involved with the programme and this includes 

students (NVAO, 2013a, p.8)”. Moreover, the NVAO’s basic standards for the successful institutional 

quality assurance accreditation also highlight the incorporation of students to internal quality pro-

cesses. 

In a nutshell, the Dutch national legal framework actively promotes the perception of students as 

stakeholder to internal quality assurance processes at Dutch higher education institutions via existing 

accreditation procedures and central guidelines for internal quality assurance. 

5.1.1 Case 1: Quality assurance in a Dutch Faculty 

In the following subchapter the internal quality assurance system of a Dutch HEI Faculty is depicted.  

Hereby, an emphasis is put on the role of students in the institution’s internal quality assurance pro-

cesses my means of the three stakeholder variables by Mitchell et al. (1997): power, legitimacy and 

urgency.  As described in Chapter 3, power relates to students’ ability to have a direct influence on 

the HEI’s internal quality assurance matters, legitimacy describes students’ equal representation in 

internal quality assurance bodies and urgency concerns students’ vivid claims regarding internal qual-

ity assurance. 

 

The chosen Dutch research University was established in the 1960s and follows the national guide-

lines on quality assurance.  The Faculty under study belongs to a public Dutch higher education insti-

tution, offering study programmes in the fields of public administration, political and business sci-

ences with 2,200 enrolled students and 350 employed staff members. The Faculty is managed by a 

management team consisting of a dean and executive director and several subordinated executive 

bodies. The institution was charging an annual tuition fee of 1835 Euros for European citizens of Un-

dergraduate and Graduate Studies in the Academic Year of 2013. At the moment of this study, the 

University’s internal quality assurance system followed a decentralized approach, in which each Fac-

ulty was in charge of conducting and supervising its internal quality assurance measures inde-

pendently within the framework of central University guidelines (I2 & I3, 2013).  

  

In the subsequent subchapters the internal quality assurance system of the selected Faculty is ana-

lysed by comparing the institutional and students view on student involvement in internal quality 

assurance processes.  Students’ role is analysed regarding the three internal ESG criteria of  
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1. Policy and procedures for quality assurance; 2. Approval, monitoring and periodic review of aca-

demic programmes; 3. Quality assurance of teaching staff (see Methodology Chapter). Findings of 

the institutional view result from a combined analysis of desk research and semi structured inter-

views with a faculty council member (I1, 2013), the internal quality assurance officer (I2, 2013) and a 

professor (I3, 2012). Citations of interviewees’ are marked by reference abbreviations which are indi-

cated in brackets. Students’ view is derived from the results of the conducted student survey (see 

chapter 5.3) and an interview with the head of the student association (I4). In the end, findings of 

both parties are used to determine students’ role as stakeholders in internal quality assurance and 

the Faculty’s consideration of the investigated internal ESG standards.  

5.1.2 Policy and procedures for quality assurance in the Dutch Faculty 

According to the Faculty’s (2013) official statement on internal quality assurance, the ongoing 

preservation of high quality in education and teaching is the priority for the institution with “The 

student's opinion on the content and conduct of the study units ” constituting an important aspect of 

the quality assurance system (SMG, 2013, p.109)”. Hereby, the Faculty maintains a comprehensive 

internal quality assurance system, targeting the full evaluation of all courses and study programmes. 

The overall set-up of the internal quality assurance system is in line with national legislation regard-

ing internal quality assurance, such as the WHW in 1992 (Faculty Regulation, 2010). The regulations 

guiding internal quality assurance processes and internal responsibilities are put down in the follow-

ing regulatory documents: the Faculty Regulation, the Student Charter (SMG), the Teaching and Ex-

amination Regulations (OER) and the Rules and Regulations of the Examination board (R&R). These 

documents contain references to operating internal quality assurance instruments (see Chapter 

6.1.2) by mutually defining the responsibilities of certain internal boards and committees. Such 

committees shall also supervise the functioning of internal quality procedures and academic staff’s 

adherence to such guidelines. In the following, those internal bodies are depicted by highlighting 

students’ position therein.   

 

According to Article 9.18 of the WHW and Article 13 of the Faculty Regulation, every study pro-

gramme has to be supervised by a programme committee which closely monitors the quality of the 

relevant study programme. Programme committees10 are to advise the dean and the programme 

directors on programme related issues and possible shortcomings in internal quality procedures 

(Faculty Regulation, 2010). Hereby, student evaluations (see next paragraph) serve as basis for the 

programme committees to make their decisions and launch proposal for quality related improve-

ments. A programme Committee “has to consist of three staff members and three students (Faculty 

                                                           
10

 The programme committees provide advice on a self-motivated basis or on demand by the dean 
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Regulation, 2010, Article 13) and is thus composed of an equal number of staff and students 11 by 

additionally accommodating a spokesperson from the student associations (Faculty Regulation, 

2010). Thus, students are legitimately represented in the programme committees by enabling stu-

dents to “express their input in the programme in terms of rights and obligations in a number of 

ways (SMG, 2013, p.8)”.  

  

Another important body for institutional quality assurance is the so called examination board which 

is, according to Article 14 of the R&R, in charge of ensuring the quality of exams, the collection of 

exams results such as the enforcement of internal examination rules and regulations. Students are 

not part of the examination board but may launch an appeal against the examination board (Student 

Charter, 2013, p.21). Students may also ask for specific course exemption or an individual examina-

tion methods, but such claims have to be supported by a relevant study advisor (Student Charter, 

2013).  

 

Another very important institutional quality assurance body is the “academic quality committee 

(OKC)”. The OKC is in charge of coordinating and administering course evaluations and panel discus-

sions, by ensuring that the evaluation process is constantly improved (SMG, 2013, p.109). Overall, 

the OKC is a strong tool of student involvement in internal quality assurance, as students jointly ad-

minister the analysis of course evaluations with the head of the OKC (I2, 2013). As, the work of the 

OKC is largely carried out by student assistants,  students’ legitimate involvement in internal quality 

assurance processes is strengthened with staff and students working jointly together in professional 

teams to maintain the functioning of the internal quality assurance system (OKC, 2013; I2, 2013). 

 

Moreover, the Faculty’s two students associations ensure the representation of the students in the 

internal quality assurance system. They collect students’ complaints about study related issues and 

communicate those to the Faculty management (Faculty Regulation, 2010). Such complaints are a 

rather strong source of power for students, as as according to Article 23 of the Faculty Regulation 

(2010), the Faculty management is obliged to react on such complaints. According to interviewees’ 

(I1, I2, & I3), the number of student complaints constantly increased, as students suffer from too high 

learning pressure due to the introduction of new learning models (I2, 2013).12 Students’ vivid use of 

this communication channel demonstrates, that the quality of education is of vital interest to stu-

                                                           
11

 Three staff member and three students  
12

 One point of critique mentioned by staff members was that students’ feedback is sometimes not construc-

tive or of bad quality 
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dents by constituting an urgent issue. Still, according to a member of the Faculty committee (I1, 

2013), students do not yet fully exploit their power potential via the student association (I2, 2013). 

 

Last but not least, the faculty council is an institutional board which represents the opinions and vital 

interests of employees and students regarding the internal Faculty management (Faculty regulation, 

2010; WHW, 1992, Article 9.37). The faculty council is composed of an equal number of staff mem-

bers and students with all 10 members being formally elected by students and employees on a one 

to two year basis13, which supports students’ legitimate position. The faculty council acts as an advi-

sory body to the dean and carries out the quality monitoring of internal quality assurance procedures 

(I1, 2013). Moreover, in the faculty council students may approve or veto the dean’s decisions re-

garding new measure for internal quality (Faculty Regulation, 2010, Article26). 

Overall, the Faculty’s internal policy regulations grant students a legitimate and equal position within 

the internal quality assurance system, which is also supported by the answers of all interviewees (I1, 

I2, & I3, 2013)  

5.1.3 Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes & courses 

in the Dutch Faculty 

In order to sustain and closely monitor the good quality of education, the Faculty makes use of sev-

eral quality assurance instruments (SMG, 2013). Hereby, the Faculty majorly relies on student feed-

back to check the quality of courses and study programmes, which indicates that students are re-

garded as powerful and legitimate partners in internal quality assurance. The following statement 

made by the Head of the OKC (2013) well defines the Faculty’s dependency on students: ”We have to 

care about students, otherwise they go” (OKC, 2013). Thus, “student input is an important part of 

improving the curriculum (SMG, 2013 ,p.8)”, as students’ satisfaction level and enrolment numbers 

constitute a major concern to the Faculty management, as a reduction of student numbers would 

also induce major financial losses14 to the Faculty (Jongbloed et al., 2008). This fosters students’ 

power potential, 

In accordance to Article 10 of the Faculty Regulation (2010), the safeguarding of the quality of study 

programmes is delegated to a so-called programme director, who is in charge of closely monitoring 

the quality of each single course and the entire study programme. 

The programme director makes use of the outcomes of the Faculty’s two major internal quality as-

surance instruments: 

 

                                                           
13

 Students are elected each year while employees are elected on a two year basis (I1, 2013) 
14

 In the Dutch HE system a decrease in student numbers is linked to a limitation in state funding 
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• student course evaluations and 

• course panel talks. 

 

Student course evaluations constitute the key tool of the Faculty’s internal quality assurance system. 

The evaluations enables students “to highlight both the strong points and any problem areas in order 

to improve the course where possible (SMG, 2013, p.6)”. The Faculty targets the evaluation of all   

study courses via this internal instrument. Courses are to be evaluated after each quartile15 (OKC, 

2013). Students use the evaluation forms to assess the overall quality of a course, including the struc-

ture, achieved learning outcomes or quality of the teaching material (SMG, 2013). Students’ partici-

pation in course evaluations is high, which again signals that the quality of education and teaching 

poses an urgent issue to students. This is strongly supported by all interviewees (I3, 2013).  

The current survey questionnaire is standardized for the whole University and centrally developed by 

one of the University Faculties, though teachers may add additional questions on a voluntary basis 

(I2, 2013). In the evaluation forms, students may rank their answers according to the Dutch grading 

system on a scale from 1 to 10, with 1 constituting the lowest and 10 the highest possible 

ue16.Evaluations outcomes show that students mostly wish for an improved dissemination of course 

information, a rise of academic standards or better learning materials. 

 The management and comprehensive administration of the course evaluations is conducted by the 

so-called Academic Quality Committee (OKC), which was already mentioned in the previous para-

graph. The OKC safeguards the full evaluation of all courses and conducts the subsequent analysis of 

evaluation results (OKC, 2013). The OKC produces a final evaluation report containing the statistics 

from the evaluation forms for each course. This report is then forwarded to each teacher, the pro-

gramme committee and the relevant programme director. Results of these evaluations are discussed 

with students in the programme committees (I3, 2013). The programme director “conducts periodic 

interviews with instructors based on survey results (SMG, 2013, p.109)”. As in line with the Faculty 

Regulation (2010), the programme director has to react upon students’ dissatisfaction to identify and 

eradicate the problematic aspects of a course. Thus, student evaluations serve as a basis for consult-

ing talks to discuss students’ satisfaction with courses and teachers (I2, 2013). 

 

In 77 per cent of interviewees’ answers, student feedback is mentioned as having a strong influence 

on internal quality matters, as course evaluations urge frequent changes in the structure or content 

of courses and study programmes. Hereby, student feedback is most powerful, if results of course 

                                                           
15

 In the Dutch HE system the study year consist of 4 quartiles. One Quartile lasts 10 weeks,  8 weeks for lec-

tures and two weeks for examination 
16

 Students also have the possibility to make some open recommendation on how to improve a course or may 

emphasize the valuable elements of a track 
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evaluations fall below the 5.5 margin (I3, 2013). According to a programme Director (I3, 2013), 

changes to courses are introduced three to four times each quartile based on the feedback received 

from  negative curse evaluations (I3, 2013).This high frequency of implemented changes points to-

wards students’ major influence on internal quality assurance and thus ascertains students’ high 

power potential. Still, as mentioned in 22 per cent of the interview answers, students’ power is more 

limited regarding courses exceeding the 5.5 evaluation threshold as such courses are regarded as 

meeting the minimum standards of quality, though their mark as such is pretty low. In such cases, 

students solely depend on the voluntary cooperation of lecturers (I1, 2013). Hereby, lecturers’ coop-

eration potential might depend on their individual s career advancement ambitions.  When consider-

ing the promotion of academic staff, the Faculty management has to take the results of student eval-

uations into account (I3, 2013). Nevertheless, the power of students’ increases in the long-term, as 

lecturers who repeatedly receive unsatisfactory evaluation results may even be withdrawn from a 

course, if all previous attempts of increasing student satisfaction failed (I3, 2013). 

 

Besides the programme director’s consideration of evaluation results, each quartile the OKC com-

piles an overview of the evaluation results of all courses, graduation percentages and statistics re-

garding the achievements and learning goals. This overview is sent to the dean and the examination 

committee for further examination. If the overall grade of a course is lower than 5.5, a course is not 

meeting the Faculty’s targeted quality standards and monitoring of such courses will be intensified. 

This implies that in such cases, the concerned teachers are obliged to agree to draft a proposal on 

how to improve the course in the future, which has to be submitted to the OKC (I2, 2013). The 

agreement between the Head of the OKC and the teacher is then put in a dossier for further follow-

up, with the head of the OKC closely observing the progress and students’ satisfaction with the 

course. This implies that the internal top down monitoring for underperforming course is enhanced 

which in return strengthens students’ power position (I2, 2013). In addition to that, results of student 

evaluations also serve as a source of information for relevant external accreditation procedures, 

which take place every five years (I1, 2013).   

 

Panel talks: The so- called panel talks constitute the Faculty’s complementary instrument of internal 

quality assurance. It serves as a communication platform for teachers and students to discuss the 

quality of a course and potential points for improvement. According to the Student Charter (2013) 

“panel discussion is an extremely effective option for students to express their opinions on a course 

in a constructive and direct manner” (SMG, 2013, p. 109). Panel talks are either launched:  

1. on the basis of non-sufficient outcomes of student evaluations, 2. on a request by the student 

association, based on a high frequency of collected student complaints, 3. or initiated by a teacher to 
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voluntary improve a course. Moreover, panel talks constitute a standard procedure for the evalua-

tion of new courses (I1, 2013). Panel talks are attended by the teacher of the course, a number of 

voluntarily appearing students, the programme director and a student member of the OKC. Two to 

three panel talks take place each quartile (I3, 2013; SMG, 2013). Thus, students are included as legit-

imate partners in the talks. During the meetings, strength and weaknesses of a course are discussed 

and documented in minutes. These minutes constitute an agreement on which basis the relevant 

course has to be improved. The programme director is in charge of monitoring the implementation 

of the agreed points for improvement (I3, 2013). The close top-down supervision of lecturers’ per-

formance via this internal quality instrument assures that “teachers have to justify their actions (OKC, 

2013)” which strengthens students influence and power potential.  

 

Overall, the Dutch Faculty considers panel talks as a very effective tool of internal quality assurance 

and student engagement (SMG, 2013). Nevertheless, 45 per cent of interviewees’ answers points 

towards students’ limited legitimate role in panel talks. According to the Head of the OKC (2013), 

students’ do not have general access to panel talk minutes17 ,as only those students who participated 

in the talk receive these documents. Moreover, the Faculty provides students with no information 

about the implementation and realization of their feedback, which limits students’ legitimate posi-

tion as their have no access to such information (I2, 2013). The obligation to inform students about 

such measures is also absent in the internal quality regulations (Faculty, Regulation, 2010; SMG, 

2013). This implies that the current internal quality assurance system is of rather non-transparent 

nature, with students being not able to follow-up on what happens with their course evaluation re-

sults. According to an interviewee (I2, 2013), this is a matter “that can still be improved”. Moreover, 

students’ legitimacy position is further constrained by the lack of an open quality culture in the Facul-

ty, as students are sometimes afraid to openly communicate their criticism in front of the teacher 

during panel talks, as students cannot communicate their criticism anonymously. Thus, students are 

more hesitant to express their opinion, as they fear consequences for their grading (I2, 2013).  

These reservations might have a negative impact on the overall feedback potential of panel talks. 

Therefore, students’ legitimacy position regarding panel talks is rather limited, though it definitely 

serves as a source of power and influence on quality matters to students. 

The frequently evaluated internal quality assurance instruments are complemented by so-called 

programme days, in which students may communicate their wishes for the further quality improve-

ment of their study programme. Moreover, a student satisfaction survey is held on a regular basis to 

identify problems in study programmes (SMG, 2013, p.109). Results of this survey are also taken 
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 The minutes of the interviews are solely send to those students who have participated in the panel interview 

and are not openly accessible or published for the entire student population. 
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into consideration by the programme director in setting up the curricula for the upcoming year (I3, 

2013). In a nutshell, students are majorly involved in the monitoring of the quality of study courses 

and programmes. 

5.1.4 Quality assurance of teaching staff in the Dutch Faculty 

The measures for monitoring the quality of study courses and programmes are also used for the 

safeguarding of high teaching quality, though to a minor extent. According to the Exam Commission 

(2013), course evaluations contain several questions which are targeted at latently examining if the 

level of teaching has been adequate. Such questions incorporate the ranking of the overall level of 

examination, the time plan or questions regarding students’ perception, if learning outcomes have 

been achieved. In case a teacher underperforms on these issues, the same internal quality assurance 

procedures are launched as stated in the previous paragraph. This implies that students’ power po-

tential is again rather high (I1; I2 & I3). Nevertheless, according to an interviewee (I2, 2013), overall 

the possibility of students to evaluate lectures’ teaching abilities has decreased, as questions regard-

ing teachers’ motivations during class or didactic skills have been recently abolished. Besides the 

evaluation of lecturers’ teaching abilities, the Faculty offers a wide range of job trainings to the 

teaching staff, to assist teachers in improve their didactic skills or English language skills. Moreover, 

the exam committee closely monitors the adequacy of exams by keeping teachers updated about 

vital regulations for examinations. 

5.1.5 Students as stakeholder in the Dutch Faculty: The Student View 

In the following, students’ own estimation of their degree of stakeholder salience is depicted based 

on the interview findings of the student association (I4, 2013) and results of the student survey (see 

Methodology Chapter 4). Again, findings of students’ stakeholder salience have been analysed in 

terms of power, legitimacy or urgency and haven been related to the three ESG standards of: 1. Poli-

cy and procedures for quality assurance, 2. Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic 

programmes and 3. Quality assurance of teaching staff. 

5.1.6 Students and the policy and procedures for quality assurance (NL) 

In the following it is reflected on students own perception of their role in the Dutch Faculty’s internal 

quality assurance system and existing policy procedures.  

According to survey finding, over 50 per cent of students confirm that they are able to participate in 

the Faculty’s internal quality assurance committees and procedures. Around 40 per cent of respond-

ents even state that students are well represented in internal quality assurance processes. The stu-

dent association (I4, 2013) supports this claim by ascertaining that students are well represented 

within all internal quality assurance bodies. Thus, overall students seem to consider themselves as 
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legitimate partners in the institution’s internal quality assurance organs, though almost 45 per cent 

of respondents would even be in favor of a higher degree of student involvement. 

 

Though students are of the opinion to be well represented in internal quality procedures, they raise 

some criticism regarding the transparency of internal quality procedures. When asking respondents 

about the re-communicated of evaluation results to students, 65 per cent of students state that re-

sults of quality evaluation instruments are not re-communicated to students. This rather negative 

evaluation is illustrated in Figure 4 below. As seen in Figure 4, one fourth of respondents even 

strongly criticized this lack of information.  

 

Figure 4: Results of evaluations are re-communicated to students (NL) 

 

       Source: Student survey (2013) 

  

The student association also confirms the lack of communication regarding the implementation of 

student feedback, as student associations themselves are not informed about the realization of stu-

dents’ claims. Thus, the current non transparent characteristics of the Faculty’s internal quality sys-

tem is lowering students perception as legitimate partner in quality assurance, as the implementa-

tion of student feedback is not sufficiently disseminated  to students and the student associations, as 

only some results of course evaluations are openly published on the Faculty website. 

 

Regarding students’ opinion on the Faculty’s overall responsiveness towards their needs within in-

ternal quality procedures, Figure 5 shows that 75 per cent of interrogated students state that they 

have the feeling that the Faculty cares about students’ demands.  

This implies that students believe to have power as they are aware of the Faculty’s efforts to satisfy 

their expectations. 
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Figure 5: Faculty’s responsiveness towards students’ needs (NL) 

 

          Source: Student survey (2013)   

 

Nevertheless, when asking students’ about their potential to draw attention to their needs, respond-

ents are rather sceptical (see Graph 7). Hereby, 42 per cent of respondents believe that students are 

able to draw attention to their needs, which affirms students’ power potential. Nevertheless, 43 per 

cent of respondents remain undecided, implying that students are repeatedly unsure about their 

power potential in requesting academics to meet their needs. 

5.1.7 Students and the approval, monitoring and periodic review of study pro-

grammes & courses (NL) 

In line with the Faculty’s internal quality assurance policies, 70 per cent of students confirm that 

study programmes and curricula are regularly evaluated by them in course evaluation and panel 

talks. Hereby, 70 per cent of students state that the evaluation of study courses takes place at the 

end of each quartile
18

. In total 63, 5 per cent of students agree that they have the possibility to pro-

vide feedback on the quality of study programmes, with 10 per cent even strongly agreeing with this 

statement. This implies that students perceive themselves as legitimate partners in internal quality 

assurance when it comes to course evaluations and panel talks. Students’ legitimacy position is also 

confirmed by the student association, stating that students are able to communicate their opinion on 

internal quality assurance within the internal quality system. Students strong involvement in the 

monitoring of quality also coincides with their own interests as 85 per cent of respondents claim that 

the possibility to provide feedback on the quality of education constitutes an important issue them. 

This proves that students have urgent claim to safeguard the quality of education.  

Moreover, students’ perception of the Faculty’s interest in guaranteeing quality of education and 

teaching is rather positive as 66 per cent state that academics are interested in improving curricula 

and study programme. Nevertheless, students' answers are a bit less enthusiastic when it comes to 
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the question, if student feedback influences the Faculty’s quality actions. Students’ answers are illus-

trated in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Perceived influence and implementation of student feedback (NL) 

 

                                                                                                                          Source: Student survey 2013  

 

In total around 55 per cent of students have the impression that the Faculty makes use of students’ 

feedback, while 30 per cent of students neither agree nor disagree to this statement.  

Thus, one third of students are rather undecided on this question while 10 per cent even disagree. 

This point towards a great uncertainty amongst students regarding the Faculty’s incorporation of 

student evaluation for the safeguarding of internal quality. Students’ answers are a bit clearer con-

cerning the questions, if the Faculty acts upon students’ feedback. As illustrated in Figure 6, around  

50 per cent of students claim not to know how students´ feedback has been acted upon or if certain 

quality improvements have been initiated based on student feedback (see Figure 6). Around 25 per 

cent of students are undecided on this issue. This implies that the majority of students are left in 

ignorance as to whether the Faculty pays attention to students’ opinion, when assessing the quality 

of education. This negative trend is slightly supported by the fact that 25 per cent of students are of 

the opinion that student feedback does not have an influence on the quality of education, though the 

majority of students remains undecided on this topic (see Figure 6). Therefore, students´ perceived 

power position regarding their influence potential on the quality of education is rather weak. The 

students association supports students’ overall critical estimation of students’ power potential re-

garding the monitoring of the quality of education. Hereby, students’ power position is especially 

weak, if a teacher refrains from taking students feedback into account. Students do not direct over 

any enforcement measures to push through their interests and may solely repeatedly point towards 

a problematic issue via the existing quality assurance instrument (I4, 2013). Moreover, the head of 
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the student association was not able to name one single quality issue, which was changed based on 

student feedback. Thus, according to the student associations, students are rather powerless in their 

influence on the quality of education, by highly depending on the check-up features of the existing 

internal quality system. Still, around 55 per cent of students are of the opinion that the Faculty takes 

the opinion of students regarding IQA into account which opposes the previous negative estimations 

of the student association (see Figure 6). 

5.1.8 Students and the quality assurance of teaching staff (NL) 

 Students' opinion regarding their possibilities to provide feedback on the teaching quality of lectur-

ers is rather positive. Almost 80 per cent of respondents agree to the statement that students are 

able to provide feedback on the quality of teaching. This strengthens students’ perception of their 

legitimacy position. Moreover, students’ ability to provide feedback on the teaching quality is of spe-

cial importance as, according to the student association, the safeguarding of high teaching quality 

constitutes and urgent issues to students, as most complaints which are received by the student as-

sociation, concern the quality of lecturers’ teaching proficiencies.  

Nevertheless, respondents’ answers are a bit dispersed when evaluating the impact of students` 

feedback on the quality of teaching. In total, 30 per cent of students claim that students’ feedback 

does have an influence on lecturers’ teaching quality, while 30 per cent oppose this opinion and 40 

per cent remain undecided. Therefore, it is really hard to conclude, if students think that they direct 

over a power potential regarding the ascertaining of staff’s teaching abilities or not. The diversity in 

responses could strive from the fact that regarding this issue, huge differences between study pro-

grammes are present. 
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5.1.9 Sub-Conclusion Dutch Faculty 

In the following, students’ stakeholder position according to the stakeholder typology of Mitchell et 

al. (1997) is determined by a joint comparison of the institutional and student perspective by triangu-

lating the three data sources (see Table 5). Table 5 summarizes the institutional and student opinion 

on students’ power potential, legitimacy status und urgency as stakeholders. 

 

Table 5: Summary of data analysis: Students as stakeholder in the Dutch Faculty 

 Desk research (institu-

tional view) 

Semi-structured  inter-

views ( institutional view) 

Student Opinion (survey and 

students association) 

Power - Programme Director 

has to react on student 

feedback 

- Internal check-up 

system 

-  Institution wants to 

meet students’ needs 

keep student numbers 

stable 

- Students have power: 

Frequent changes to 

courses and study pro-

gramme based on student 

feedback.  

- Influence on teachers 

promotion potential 

-Limited Power (Students do 

not know if their feedback has 

an influence on the quality of 

education or have a low esti-

mation of their power poten-

tial) 

Legitimacy -Integration of stu-

dents in all major in-

ternal quality assur-

ance bodies (Faculty 

Regulation, 2010) 

- Students legitimate part-

ners in all major internal 

quality assurance bodies – 

-lack of transparency re-

garding feedback imple-

mentation 

-Legitimate partners in all 

major internal quality assur-

ance bodies 

- Lack of transparency regard-

ing feedback implementation 

Urgency -Possibility of com-

plaints via Student 

Association and Exam-

ination Committee  

-Students have urgent 

claims (fast participation 

in quality evaluation in-

struments) 

-Safeguarding of the quality of 

education and teaching is im-

portant 

                             Source: Desk research, semi-structured interviews & student survey (2013) 

 

According to the analysis of semi-structured interviews and desk research it can be ascertained that 

in the institutional view, student feedback is of major importance for internal quality processes, 

while the implementation of IQA measures is closely monitored by several internal quality assurance 

institutions including the programme director, the OKC or the programme committees. These inter-

nal check-up mechanisms strengthen students’ power potential, as academic staff has to take into 

account students’ opinion. Thus, the Faculty`s comprehensive internal quality check-up system 

strengthens students power potential as teachers have to justify unsatisfactory evaluation results in 

front of several internal quality instances (OKC, 2013; Faculty Regulation, 2010; SMG, 2013). Inter-

view findings also confirm that changes to study programmes and courses are frequently introduced 

based on students` feedback and that staff’s promotion is also tied to results of student evaluations 
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(I,3 2013). In addition, the Faculty has an interest in maintaining students’ satisfaction levels, to pre-

vent students from leaving the institution which again strengthens students’ power and influence on 

internal quality assurance matters. Moreover no answers of interviewees’ indicated the absence of 

student’s power. Concerning students’ legitimacy position, the analysis of desk research and inter-

views show that students’ are formally represented as legitimate partners within all internal quality 

assurance committees of the Faculty which is also promoted by national legacies. Nevertheless inter-

viewees’ point towards a lack of transparency within the IQAS, as quality improvements are not suffi-

ciently re-communicated to students. The missing re-communication of quality improvements de-

rived from course evaluation and panel talks limits students legitimacy position. Regarding urgency, 

all interviewees supported the institution’s perception that the high quality of education and teach-

ing constitute a vital issue to students. Hereby, students’ valorization of quality in education is 

demonstrated by students’ high participation in internal quality assurance measures, including 

course evaluations and panel talks. Moreover, the Faculty offers students a wide range of channels to 

communicate their claims, as via the student association or the examination board. Students’ most 

common urgent claims concern the quality of teaching, the academic levels of courses, such as the 

availability and quality of teaching material. Based on these finding is can be summarized that from 

the institution’s perspective, students can be regarded as weak Definitive Stakeholders, by directing 

over the attributes of power and urgency but being marked by a limited legitimacy potential.  

 

Concerning students’ perception of their own stakeholder position, the following conclusion can be 

drawn. Survey results show that students have a really minor estimation of their power potential in 

internal quality assurance procedures. Hereby, students do not know if their provided feedback is 

duly implemented by the Faculty or changes to the quality of study programmes and courses are 

introduced. The majority of students’ is not even able to provide for a clear estimation of students’ 

power and influence potential. The student association confirms students’ perception as rather non 

powerful actors, by claiming that students depend on the voluntary cooperation of teachers and 

other internal quality assurance bodies to realize their claims. Concerning legitimacy, students’ opin-

ion is rather positive. Overall, according to the student association and findings from the survey, stu-

dents confirm that they are well integrated into the internal quality assurance system by posing 

equal members in all major internal quality committees. Nevertheless, also survey results indicate 

that students are left in ignorance about the measures that are implemented based on their provid-

ed feedback, which denies students a proper follow-up on the realization of their internal quality 

claims and devalues their legitimacy status. Regarding urgency, students confirm to have urgent 

claims by having an interest in the safeguarding the quality of education and teaching. Thus, students 
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consider themselves as Dependent Stakeholders by having urgent claims and posing legitimate part-

ners in internal quality assurance processes, but having a rather low power and influence potential.  

 

When combining the findings of the institutional and student view on students’ salience as stake-

holders, the following conclusion can be made. Despites students’ antithetic perception, students do 

direct over the attribute of power within the Faculty’s internal quality assurance system which is 

confirmed by the answers of interviewees and desk research. The later affirm students’ influence 

potential on internal quality assurance matters. Secondly, both parties confirm that students have 

urgent claims to safeguard the quality of education and teaching. Concerning legitimacy, both parties 

acknowledge that students pose vital and legitimacy partners in internal quality assurance process 

(Faculty Regulation, 2010). In addition to that, the non-transparency of internal quality measures and 

the non-communication of implemented measures to students is jointly criticized by students and 

interviewees’. Thus, student’s legitimacy position is limited (see Figure 7). Due to students’ existing 

power potential, urgent claims and their limited legitimacy position it can be concluded that students 

pose weak Definitive Stakeholders within IQA processes at the Dutch Faculty as shown in Figure 7.  

 

 Figure 7: Students as stakeholders in the Dutch Faculty: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hereby students direct over the attributes of power and urgency, though students legitimacy status 

is limited by the non-transparency of feedback implementation. This lack of transparency, which is 

confirmed by both parties, leads to a limitation of students’ legitimacy position within the interna  

 

 

To conclude, students enjoy a rather high degree of stakeholder salience in the Dutch Faculty and 

can be extremely forceful in pushing through their interests due to their combined values of power 

and urgency, which is supported by their legitimate representation in all major internal quality assur-

ance committees. Still their limited legitimacy status denies them an accreditation as full Definitive 

Stakeholders.  

 

   

 

                                   

Power Legitimacy Urgency

Source: Desk Research, Semi-Structured Interviews & Student Survey (2013) 

Weak Definitive Stakeholder 
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5.2 Germany: Internal quality assurance and student involvement 

In Germany the debate about quality assurance in HE did only emerge in the late 1980s, when quality 

assurance was discovered as an important vehicle to provide students and employers with infor-

mation about the quality of qualification (KMK, 2012). In contrast to the Netherlands, the governance 

of HE follows a purely federal governance structure in Germany. This implies that not the state but 

the regional educational ministries of the “Länder” are in charge of supervising HEIs’ actions and 

adherence to existing quality assurance guidelines (Nickel, 2007). Internal quality assurance guide-

lines are developed by each regional educational ministry in the so-called“Higher Education law of 

the Länder (Landeshochschulgesetz)”. These legal provisions are solely applicable to higher education 

institutions being located in the specific region. Though the guidelines for quality assurance are set 

by the Länder themselves, all regional educational ministers regularly meet in the so-called “Cultural 

Minister Conference (KMK)”, constituting a collaborative committee aimed at harmonizing and 

spreading best practices of quality assurance amongst all German region. Decisions which are taken 

by the KMK can be voluntarily implemented by each regional educational ministry, but have a non –

binding legal character.  

 

In 1998, accreditation procedures to ensure the quality of HE were introduced in Germany in re-

sponse to the emerging Bologna Process. Since then, study programmed have to be evaluated by 

independent external accreditation agencies, which are under the supervision of a national accredi-

tation council. Hereby, student representation constitutes an obligatory requirement of all accredita-

tion procedures to which students have to be integrates as member with full “voting rights (Witte, 

2008). Overall, student involvement regarding the evaluation of education and teaching has become 

a common practice in all Länder, with teaching staff being admonished to carefully take students 

input into account. This implies that students’ involvement in internal quality assurance is appreciat-

ed by German policy makers (Witte, 2008). Though external quality assurance agencies and guide-

lines acts as a major promoter of quality assurance, also in Germany the main responsibility of inter-

nal quality assurance is delegated to higher education institution19 themselves (Stifterverband für die 

deutsche Wissenschaft, 2013). Moreover, the implementation of internal quality measures is mostly 

even further delegated to the individual Faculties or institutions. Hereby, in line with the principle of 

academic freedom, professors and junior professors are exempted from binding quality assessments 

regarding research and teaching (KMK, 2012, p.233). Despite Germany’s federal governance struc-

ture in HE, in the past the national ministry of education has provided for several impetuses to en-

hance internal quality assurance at German HEIs, by adding the evaluation of research and teaching 
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 Higher education institutions come together to cooperate and discuss issues of internal quality assurance 

within the framework of the “Hochschulrektorenkonferenz” (Nickel, 2008).  
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as an essential requirement to the German law on higher education and supporting the improvement 

of study conditions and quality of teaching in the quality act of 2011 (Nickel, 2008).   

Thus, overall the state tries to exert an increasing impact on quality assurance developments at Ger-

man HEIs. Still in both systems the main responsibility of quality assurance is delegated to the indi-

vidual HE, while student integration constitutes an important element in both QA systems.   

5.2.1 Case 2: Quality assurance in a German University Institute  

In the following subchapter the internal quality assurance system of a Germany University Institute is 

depicted. In line with the previous case study, an emphasis is put on how much does the HEI involve 

students in internal QA assurance processes by means of the three stakeholder variables by Mitchell 

et al. (1997): power, legitimacy and urgency. Hereby power relates to students’ ability to have a di-

rect influence on the HEI’s internal quality assurance matter, legitimacy describes students’ equal 

representation in internal quality assurance bodies and urgency concerns students’ vivid claims re-

garding internal quality assurance matters. 

  

The political science Institute under study belongs to a public University in Germany. The Institute 

offers study programmes in the field of Political Science and Public Administration. Established in the 

1960s, in 2013 it had 1,700 students and 350 employees. The Institute is led by a dean and several 

subordinated executive bodies. As the institution is public it does not charge tuition fees. At the mo-

ment of this study, the University’s internal quality assurance system followed a decentralized ap-

proach, though the central University management sets the basic guidelines for internal quality as-

surance practices via the Evaluation Statute and the Guidelines for the Evaluation of Research and 

Education. The set-up of a central internal quality assurance catalogue is aimed at harmonizing inter-

nal quality assurance practices at all University Institutes and Faculties. Moreover, the central HE 

management highlights that the University’s entire quality assurance strategy is in line with the Eu-

ropean Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance (CUM, 2014). 

As put down in Article 3 of the Evaluation Statue (2009), the main responsibility and implementation 

of quality assurance measures is delegated to the University Institutes20 which belong to a respective 

Faculty. The Faculty is in charge of supervising internal quality assurance practices at its subordinated 

Institutes. The studied Institute belongs to the Faculty of Educational and Social Science, which ac-

commodates 4 different Institutes. In line with the University guidelines, the conduction of course 

evaluations and quality assurance is delegated to the Institutes.  
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In the subsequent chapter, the internal quality assurance system of the selected Institute is analysed 

by comparing the institutional and student view regarding student involvement in internal quality 

assurance. Students’ role is analysed regarding the three ESG criteria of 1. Policy and procedures for 

quality assurance; 2. Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes and 3. Qual-

ity assurance of teaching staff (see Methodology Chapter 4).  Findings of the institutional view result 

again from a combined analysis of desk research and semi -structured interviews with academic staff 

and quality assurance officers. Interviews were conducted with the Head of Internal Quality Assur-

ance (I5, 2013), a member of the Quality Assurance Staff (I6, 2013) and a professor (I7, 2013). Cita-

tions of interviewees’ are marked by the reference abbreviations indicated in brackets. Students’ 

opinion is derived from the results of the student survey (see chapter 5.3) and an interview with the 

student association at the Institute (I8, 2013). All data is triangulated to determine students’ position 

as stakeholders in the Institute’s internal quality assurance system 

5.2.2 Policy and procedures for internal quality assurance in the German Institute 

For the maintenance of its’ internal quality assurance system the Institute complies to the central 

Programme Evaluation Statute (2009) of the University and the Guidelines for the Evaluation of 

Teaching and Education (GETE, 2007) (German Faculty Website, 2013).  Both documents are in line 

with the provisions of Paragraph 6 of the Landeshochschulgesetz21, stating that all higher education 

institutions are obliged to establish an internal quality assurance system to regularly evaluate the 

quality of study courses and teaching. Accordingly, the Institute’s internal quality assurance practices 

are aimed at assuring the quality of education by employing transparent measures and guaranteeing 

a good counselling situation for students (Evaluation statute, 2009, p.87).  Hereby, the active contri-

bution to internal evaluation practices constitutes “an obligation to teachers and students (Evalua-

tion Statute, 2009, p.87)” and is made obligatory by external accreditation. 

Overall, 58 per cent of interviewees confirm students’ legitimate position in internal quality assur-

ance committees, which is in line with the central University provisions demanding that: “Students 

are to be duly integrated in internal quality evaluation processes to assess students’ opinion of the 

quality of offered courses and study programmes (Evaluation Statute, 2005)”.  

 

Still, the Institute majorly focuses on the legitimate integration of members of the students associa-

tion as according to a professor (I7, 2013): “The Institute has a rather long tradition of active student 

association involvement to internal quality assurance processes” with the internal quality officer (I5, 
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 In Germany the regional educational ministries of the “Länder” are in charge of supervising HEI's actions and 

adherence to quality assurance guidelines (Nickel, 2007).  Internal quality assurance guidelines are developed 

by each regional educational ministry in the so-called“Landeshochschulgesetz”. These legal provision are solely 

applicable to higher education institutions in this land ( see Chapter 6.1) 
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2013) confirming that: “we do not question every student on internal quality assurance matter”.  

Thus, the single student as such is not majorly integrated in the Institute’s IQA proceedings.   

 

Article 8 of the Evaluation Statute (2009) obliges all Institutes to elect their own internal evaluation 

committees, which are to supervise the evaluation of courses. The inclusion of students in such-

committees is explicitly mentioned in the Guidelines for the Evaluation of Teaching and Research 

(2007), though such provisions are rather vague. According to Article 8 of the Evaluation Statute 

(2009), internal evaluation committees should “account for a balanced staff composition” by inte-

grating an “adequate” number of students (Evaluation Statute, 2009, Article 8)”. Hereby it is not 

clearly defined, what an “adequate number of students” entails, as the total number of commission 

members should not exceed 9 members (Evaluation Statute, 2009). The absent definition of a 

threshold for student members in such committees limits the latters’ legitimacy position. 

 

In line with Article 8, the Institute sets-up its own internal evaluation committee, the so called “AG-

Lehre” in which staff and student representatives of the student association meet on a regular basis 

to discuss issues of internal quality assurance. The AG-Lehre has no decision making power but acts 

as an advisory body to the Institute’s director. According to the internal quality assurance officer (I5, 

2013), student representatives are duly integrated into such committees, with the members of the 

AG-Lehre closely listening to the wishes and proposal of students. This confirms the Institute’s valori-

sation of students’ opinion and their legitimacy position in internal quality matters.  Nevertheless, in 

the AG-Lehre only two places are reserved for student representatives. Thus, students are not equal-

ly represented in this committee and heavily depend on the support of other committee members to 

strengthen their claims. This implies that students’ interests can be easily neglected, in case their 

claims are not considered feasible by staff and professors (I7, 2013). This dependency limits students’ 

legitimacy position and is also supported by 42 per cent of the interviewees’ answers. Moreover, 

students’ power position is limited, as due to their underrepresentation, it is harder for them to push 

through their interests.  

 

In addition to students’ participation in the AG-Lehre, one student representative of the student as-

sociation is also integrated to the Institute’s internal quality steering committee, by additionally 

including three professors and one research assistant. Thus, students are again not equally repre-

sented. The steering committee manages the content of evaluation questionnaires and defines the 

time schedule for the Institute’s evaluations. Such results pose an integral part to internal evaluation 

reports, which act as a tool of internal competition between all University Institutes. The central Uni-

versity management takes the results of evaluation reports into account when allocating funding 
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(GETE, 2007). Results of evaluation reports may also lead to the set-up of action plans to improve the 

quality of study programmes or courses. The implementation of such changes is to be supervised by 

the director of the Institute (Evaluation Statute, 2009). Nevertheless, internal quality reports are not 

publicly published and solely discussed in relevant internally committees or with external experts in 

case of external assessment. Thus, students’ legitimacy position is limited, as the Institute is with-

holding this information from them.  

 

Besides internal quality assurance committees, the Institute also appoints one academic staff mem-

ber as internal quality assurance officer. The internal quality assurance officer is in charge of the 

supervision of the comprehensive evaluation of all study courses and takes preparatory actions for 

prospective accreditation procedures of study programmes. To support the latter, one research assis-

tant is entrusted with the administration and analysis of student course evaluation (see next sub-

chapter), the so- called quality assurance assistant.  

 

As already mentioned representatives of the student association are integrated in the Institute’s 

internal quality assurance procedures. Moreover via the Institute’s student association, students 

have the possibility to file complaints against the quality of courses, teaching or examination stand-

ards. The student association may directly contact the teachers or relevant study programme coun-

sellors to discuss the criticized issues. This serves as a source of power to students. The current stu-

dent association is quite active in communicating students’ complaints regarding quality issues to the   

Institute’s directory (I7, 2013). Thus, the Institute is aware that students have urgent claims, which is 

supported by all interviewees (I5; I6 & I7). Nevertheless, according to the quality assurance officer 

(I5, 2013), there persists a general mismatch between students claims and the interest of professors, 

as students always desire a better quality  education, though professor priority lies in the production 

of research. 

 

Another factor degrading students‘ power are the Institute’s excessive student numbers.  Due to the 

high number of students, the Institute is not forced to grant students more influence, as the influx of 

students remains stable even if students’ claims are neglected. Thus, the excessive number of stu-

dents decreases students’ power potential.  

5.2.3 Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes & courses 

in the German Institute 

The Institute employs two major internal quality assurance instruments namely the centrally admin-

istered student study course evaluations (Studentische Lehrveranstaltungskritik) and the student 
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satisfaction survey which takes place every 3 years for the sake of prospective study programme 

accreditations. Via study course evaluations students are asked to assess the quality of lectures and 

seminars which is to enhance the transparency of study programmes and ascertain the quality of 

teaching (Institute Website, 2014). Results of student evaluations constitute the Institute’s major 

source of empirical data to determine and improve the quality of education and teaching. This is 

confirmed by all interviewees (I5; I6 & I7). 

 

In line with the central University guidelines the steering committee of the Institute develops the 

evaluation questionnaire by involving one student representative in this process. Thus, the Institute 

pays attention to students’ recommendations, though the main responsibility for the development of 

the questionnaire is delegated to the professors (GETE, 2007).The same questionnaire is used for all 

courses types, granting students the possibility to rank the didactical teaching skills of lecturers, the 

quality of education and the quality of lecturing material by means of the German school grading 

system in a margin from 1 to 6, with 6  meaning insufficient and 1 very good.  

 

At the Institute academics are advised to evaluate each course once during each study year. Hereby, 

the lecturer is in charge of distributing the questionnaires to students’ and send the collected evalua-

tion forms to the quality assurance assistant of the Institute. All course evaluations are automatically 

analysed and processed by an online tool.  The results of evaluations are summarized in a final quali-

ty report which is then forwarded to the teacher and the dean. The administering quality assistant is 

not obliged to follow-up on the results of evaluations or the implementation of quality changes.  

Evaluation results are openly published on the website of the dean (German Institute Website, 

2014). Thus students have access to the results of course evaluations, which strengthens their legiti-

macy status.  

 

According to the Guidelines for the Evaluation of Education and Teaching (2007), academics should 

conduct evaluations in the middle of a course in order to discuss evaluation results with students for 

further improvements. Nevertheless, only few lecturers meet this recommendation as most evalua-

tions are conducted at the end of each course, implying that evaluation results are seldom discussed. 

This limits students’ legitimacy position (I7, 2013). Nevertheless, some professors provide students 

with the possibility to provide feedback at the end of a course, but such practices lay in the hands of 

individual academics (I7, 2013).  

Thus, evaluation results are to serve as a source of information to teachers to voluntarily improve the 

quality of study course. According to a professor (I7, 2013) and the quality assurance assistant (I6, 

2013), results of student evaluation are mostly used to address changes to the literature or an overall 
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modification of the course structure. Moreover, in case the educational quality of a course is evalu-

ated as rather inferior, such results may lead to the dismissal of temporary teaching staff which as-

certains students’ power potential. Additionally, 43 per cent of interview answers confirm students’ 

power potential in this regard. Consequently, from the Institute’s perspective students direct over a 

certain degree of power, as changes to courses or study programme are introduced based on student 

feedback.  

 

Nevertheless, 57 per cent of the interview answers can be related to students’ rather limited power 

potential, with 18 per cent evening pointing towards a complete absence of students’ power.       

According to interviewees, students’ potential on internal quality assurance matters is limited as 

students’ strongly depend on the voluntary cooperation of teaching staff and especially professors.  

Though teachers are formally obliged to provide the dean with evaluation results, the internal quality 

assurance system is not entailing any sanctioning mechanisms which can enforce the submission or 

implementation of evaluation results (I6, 2013). No higher instance supervises teachers’ considera-

tion of course evaluation results, though temporary lecturing staff is still under the closer supervision 

of the internal quality officer who has access to all evaluation results and considers evaluations as a 

decisive factor for the prolongation of employment contracts. Moreover, as the freedom of research 

and education is duly manifested by German constitutional law (German Constitutional Law, Article 

522), professors are not obliged to consider students feedback and the Institute has no means of ex-

erting any pressure on the later to act upon students’ claims. Thus, all provisions constitute rather 

soft policy tools which are to animate lecturers to improve their courses on a self- motivated basis 

(I5, 2013). The Institute’s lack of effective check-up mechanisms and students’ dependency on lec-

turers’ voluntary consideration of evaluation results limits students’ power potential.   

 

Moreover, the Institute’s internal quality culture is marked by a general mistrust in students’ capacity 

of objectively evaluating the quality of education, as in the opinion of the internal quality officers (I5, 

2013) some students simply do not know what quality is as: “students’ are not able to objectively 

evaluate the quality of education, if a student only knows one to two different universities”. This 

statement is support by a quotation form the central University management, stating that students 

have to pay attention to fairly evaluate the performance of teachers and should not only evaluate a 

course to score off a teacher (CUM , 2014). Thus, students’ are not regarded as competent equal 

partners in internal quality assurance by the Institute. Still this position is not shared by the entire 

Institute staff as according to the professor (I7): “Student evaluations are important as I am indeed 

aligned with the opinion that students are best capable of evaluating the quality of a course”. What is 
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more, students’ extensive participation in course evaluations signal that students have a strong in-

terest in improving the quality of education. Nevertheless, interviewees also point towards some 

limitations regarding students’ urgent claims, by stating that sometimes students have rather split 

opinions, as some for example favour a greater flexibility in study curricula, while others preferring 

stricter curricula set-ups. Thus students’ urgent claims are perceived as rather diverse by the Institute 

(I5, 2013). 

 

Besides course evaluations, every three years, the Institute launches students’ satisfaction survey to 

ascertain the quality of entire study programme (Evaluation Statute, 2009).  In these surveys, stu-

dents are asked to evaluate the Institute’s general counselling and student facilities, technical 

equipment and their general satisfaction with educational organisation (l5, 2013). Students’ general 

satisfaction with study programmes is of rather high importance to the Institute, as high drop-out 

rates can lead to a reduction in Institute funding, which implies that students’ satisfaction constitute 

an important factor to the Institute’s management strategy and increases their power. 

 

5.2.4 Quality assurance of teaching staff in the German Institute 

As highlighted in the previous paragraph, the course evaluation questionnaire contains specific ques-

tions to assess the didactical skills of lectures and assure the quality of teaching at the Institute (Eval-

uation Statute, 2009). According to interviewees, the assurance of high quality of teaching consti-

tutes an urgent issue to students. Moreover, the Institute offers a wide range of training seminars for 

teachers to offer them the possibility to improve their teaching abilities on a voluntary basis23 (I5, 

2013). Thus again, students’ power potential is limited due to their dependence on teachers’ volun-

tary consideration of their feedback. According to the University management, teacher training pro-

grammes are to turn the University into a Teach tank: an entity in which discussion and reflection of 

quality of teaching is institutionalized including constant training of staff (CUM24, 2013). Thus the 

assurance of teaching quality constitutes a central issue on the Institute’s internal quality assurance 

agenda which is supported by the University’s central management.  

5.2.5 Students as stakeholder in the German Institute: The student view 

In the following, students’ own estimation of their degree of stakeholder salience is depicted based 

on semi-structured interview findings with the student association (I8, 2013) and student survey 

responses (see Methodology Chapter 4). Again, findings of student salience have been analysed in 
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terms of power, legitimacy and urgency and haven been related to three ESG standards of: 1. Policy 

and procedures for quality assurance, 2. Approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic pro-

grammes and 3. Quality assurance of teaching staff.  

5.2.6 Students and the policy and procedures for quality assurance (DE) 

In the following it is reflected on students ‘own perception of their role in the Institute’s internal 

quality assurance system and existing policy procedures.  

Overall, students’ estimation of their involvement to internal quality assurance processes is rather 

diverse. Approximately 56 per cent of students can neither refute nor confirm that students are well 

represented in internal quality assurance processes. Around 32 per cent of respondents even claim 

that students are underrepresented in such processes. The student association supports respond-

ents’ opinion of students’ underrepresentation in all internal quality assurance committees. Moreo-

ver, 30 per cent of students state to not be able to participate in such committee, which adds to stu-

dents’ general dissatisfaction with their current degree of involvement, as 80 per wish for greater 

involvement of students in internal quality assurance processes. All these findings indicate that stu-

dents do not perceive themselves as legitimate and equal partners in the Institute’s internal quality 

assurance system. Moreover, the student association also highlights students’ strong dependency on 

other committee members in pushing through their interests in internal quality assurance commit-

tees, which again weakens students’ power position.  

 

In addition to students’ low estimation of their legitimacy status, students also criticize the rather 

high degree of non- transparency of the Institute’s internal quality assurance procedures. As shown 

in Figure 8, approximately 56 per cent of students claim that results of course evaluations are not 

communicated to students. 
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Figure 8: Results of evaluations are re-communicated to students (DE) 

 

Source: Student survey (2013)  

 

One quarter of respondents can neither agree nor disagree to have received information about eval-

uation results. Thus, despite the fact that results of course evaluations are openly published, stu-

dents are not sophisticatedly informed about their access to such information. This implies that the 

results of evaluations are not properly disseminated to students’, which hampers students’ follow-up 

potential on the implementation of their claims and limits their legitimacy position. 

 

Concerning the Institute’s overall responsiveness to students’ needs within internal quality proce-

dures, respondents’ opinions are not enthusiastic, which is illustrated in Figure 9. Overall, only 26 per 

cent of respondents are of the opinion that the Institute cares about students’ needs. Thus, students 

are not of the opinion that the Institute is much engaged in meeting students’ wishes and expecta-

tion regarding internal quality assurance. In addition to that, students’ opinion regarding their ability 

to draw attention to their needs is also rather divergent.   

As shown in Figure 9, around 38 per cent agree that students are able to draw attention to their 

needs, which implies that students’ perceive to have a certain power potential within current inter-

nal quality assurance procedures. 
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Figure 9:  German Institute’s responsiveness towards students’ needs (DE) 

 

         Source: Student survey (2013)  

Nonetheless, 36 per cent of respondents remain undecided on this issue, while 24 per cent have the 

feeling to not be able to draw attention to their claims. These results ascertain that students’ per-

ceive their power potential as rather limited within the Institute’s internal quality assurance proce-

dures. 

5.2.7 Students and the approval, monitoring and periodic review of study pro-

grammes & courses (DE) 

In accordance to the Institute’s internal quality assurance policy the majority of students confirm that 

study programmes and curricula are regularly evaluated. Overall, 60 per cent of respondents confirm 

that course evaluations take place every semester
25

, while 27 per cent confirm that evaluation are 

launched after each study course.  Hereby, 86 per cent of respondents confirm that surveys consti-

tute the Institute’s most commonly used instruments for quality evaluation. Approximately 60 per 

cent of students confirm to have provided feedback on the quality of education, while 24 per cent 

claim to have been neglected in such practices, which points towards a slight inconsistency in the 

implementation of internal quality assurance practices. This opposes students’ interests, as 80 per 

cent of respondents claim that the possibility to provide feedback constitutes a vital issue to stu-

dents. Thus, students’ are eager to be involved and contribute to the assurance of internal quality 

standards. Students’ general opinion is also supported by the student association. Hereby, students’ 

claims for high quality education majorly strive from the Institute’s competitive selection procedures,  
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which increases students’ expectations about the quality of education and teaching, as many stu-

dents put allot of efforts to successfully pass the Institute’s admission procedures. Thus, in return for 

their efforts, students expect to receive high quality education (I8, 2013).   

 

Though students have urgent claims concerning quality in HE, their opinion regarding the Institute’s 

responsiveness towards students’ feedback is rather divided. Overall, 53 per cent of students confirm 

that the German Institute has an interest in improving quality. Still, as shown in Figure 10, around 46 

per cent of students are not of the opinion that the Institute considers students’ feedback to improve 

the quality of education.  

 

Figure 10: Perceived influence and implementation of students’ feedback by the Institute (DE) 

 

Source: Student survey (2013)  

 

Around 40 per cent of respondents remain undecided. These findings show that students have a 

rather limited or even low estimation of their power potential, as they are not of the opinion that the 

Institute considers their feedback to improve the quality of education. 

 

Respondents’ negative assessment of students’ impact on internal quality assurance is fortified when 

analysing students’ estimation of their concrete influence on internal quality matters. As illustrated in 

Figure 10 above, in total 40 per cent of students are not of the opinion that their provided feedback 

has an influence on the quality of education. This negative evaluation is supported by the student 
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association, stating that students’ have rather limited power in inducing changes to the quality of 

education, due to students’ great dependency on the voluntary cooperation of the single teacher. 

According to the student association, student feedback is only considered by teachers on a self-

motivated basis and in case the latter is not maintaining a hierarchical relationships to students (I8, 

2013). Hereby, the student association mentioned several examples in which teachers remained ig-

norant of students’ feedback. Adding up to that, the student association could not mentioned one 

example in which student feedback has led to substantial changes in the quality of education. Thus, 

the student association supports students’ general perception that their feedback is easily aban-

doned. This implies that students perceive themselves as powerless actors within the Institute’s in-

ternal quality assurance processes. Students’ negative perception of their power potential is sup-

ported by their lack of knowledge regarding the implementation of students’ feedback, with 58 per 

cent of respondents stating to not know how students' feedback has been acted upon. 

5.2.8 Students and the quality assurance of teaching staff (DE) 

Regarding students’ opinion on their possibility to provide feedback on the teaching quality of lectur-

ers, a majority of 70 per cent of students confirm that they are able to provide feedback on the 

teaching qualities of lecturers. This implies that the Institute’s internal quality assurance instruments 

regarding the assessment of teaching are rather comprehensively implemented. Still, similar to pre-

vious findings, around 50 per cent of students would even like to be more involved in the evaluation 

of teaching, which implies that students would like to increase their legitimacy status regarding the 

quality assurance of teaching. Last but not least, students are again sceptical when estimating their 

influence on the quality of teaching. Again, 45 per cent of respondents state that students’ feedback 

has no influence on the quality of teaching, with 40 per cent of students remaining undecided on this 

issue. Consequently, students’ estimation of their power potential regarding teaching quality is also 

rather low with a high number of students feeling that their interests are neglected by the Institute’s 

current internal quality assurance system. 
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5.2.9 Sub-Conclusion German Institute 

In the following, students’ stakeholder position according to the stakeholder typology of Mitchell et 

al. (1997) is determined by a joint comparison of the institutional and student perspective and trian-

gulating the three data sources (see Table 6).  Table 6 summarizes the institutional and students’ 

perception of students’ power potential, legitimacy status und urgency as stakeholders. 

 

Table 6: Summary of data analysis: Student as stakeholder in the German Institute 

 Desk research (institu-

tional view) 

Semi-structured  inter-

views (institutional view) 

Student opinion (survey and 

students association) 

Power -Results of student evalua-

tion should be considered 

by teachers and used for 

quality improvements 

(Evaluation statute, 2005) 

- Limited Power: Student 

feedback may lead to 

changes but only if volun-

tarily considered by   

teachers.  

-Missing sanctioning sys-

tem to follow-up on im-

plementation of students’ 

feedback 

-Low Power estimation 

-Students do not know 

if/how feedback is imple-

mented 

-Students’ claims are often 

neglected 

Legitimacy -One representative of 

student association inte-

grated in all major internal 

quality assurance bodies 

 

-Legitimate due to inte-

gration of members of 

student association  

- Limited Legitimacy: High 

dependency due to un-

derrepresentation  

-Perceive themselves as un-

derrepresented in internal 

quality assurance procedures  

-Criticize non transparency 

of IQA measures 

Urgency -Institute offers students 

channels to communicate 

their needs  

-Students have urgent 

claims (curricula or coun-

selling situation) 

- Safeguarding of the quality 

of education and teaching is 

important 

Source: Desk research, semi-structured interviews & student survey (2013) 

 

Overall, the analysis of semi-structured interviews and desk research shows that out of the Institute’s 

perspectives student feedback constitutes the major source of internal quality feedback. According 

to internal quality assurance policies, results of evaluation are to serve as a source of information to 

lecturers on which the later can improve the quality of courses on a voluntary and self-motivated 

basis. Despite students’ involvement, interview findings show that from the Institute’s point of view 

students’ real impact on internal quality matters is rather limited, as students’ power potential ma-

jorly depends on the voluntary cooperation of teachers. Hereby, the Institute’s soft policy regulations 

and missing IQA sanctions lower students’ power potential, as lecturers face no major consequences 

if evaluation results are neglected. Students’ power is especially low regarding the quality assurance 

of professors, as their freedom of education and research is manifested by German constitutional 

law. Concerning students’ legitimacy status findings of semi-structured interviews and desk research 
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show that student representatives are integrated in all major IQA procedures. Still, students are al-

ways underrepresented in all internal quality assurance committees and thus majorly dependent on 

the support of other committee members, which limits their legitimacy position. Moreover, the Insti-

tute’s policies majorly concentrate on the duly integration of student association members, while the 

engagement of the individual student is rather low. Concerning students’ interests, the Institute is of 

the opinion that students have urgent claims which mostly refer to the improvement of the counsel-

ling situations and general educational quality. Nevertheless, according to interviewees’, students 

wishes are sometimes rather diverse. Based on these finding it can be summarized that from the 

Institute’s perspective, students can be regarded as Dependent Stakeholders, by having urgent 

claims, enjoying a limited legitimacy status and having limited power potential.   

 

Concerning students’ own perception of their stakeholder position the following conclusions can be 

drawn. As shown by survey results, students have a rather low estimation of their own power poten-

tial, with the majority of students being of the opinion that their feedback has no influence on the 

quality of education. In addition, students do not know how or if the Institute is implementing their 

feedback. Students’ general low power estimation is also supported by the student association, who 

claims that teachers often neglect students’ opinion and do not necessarily act upon students’ feed-

back. In addition, the members of the student associations could not mention one example in which 

students’ feedback led to any changes in courses or curricula. Concerning students’ estimation of 

their legitimacy position within IQA procedures, students in general consider themselves as rather 

underrepresented in internal quality assurance bodies. This is also supported by students’ strong 

wish for greater student involvement in internal quality procedures. Also the student association 

criticizes students’ general underrepresentation in committees. Moreover, students also denounce a 

lack of transparency in IQA procedures which denies students a proper follow-up on the implementa-

tion of their claims, which again limits their legitimacy status. Regarding urgency, students confirm to 

have strong interest in the safeguarding of quality. Moreover, according to the student association, 

students have a strong interest in being involved in IQA. Thus, overall students perceive themselves 

as weak Dependent Stakeholders, by lacking power potential, having a limited legitimacy status but 

having urgent claims regarding the safeguarding of quality. 

 

When combining the findings of the institutional and student view on students’ stakeholder position 

the following conclusion can be drawn. Both parties confirm that students’ power potential within 

the IQA system is rather limited, though students perception of their power potential is minor than 

that of the Institute. Both parties confirms that the consideration of students’ feedback heavily de-
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pendents on the voluntary cooperation of each individual lecturer, due to the lacking sanctioning 

mechanisms existing in the Institute’s IQA procedures. Thus, students have a low power potential. 

Concerning legitimacy, both parties confirm that student representatives of the student association 

are duly integrated in all major internal quality assurance bodies, though their legitimacy status is 

limited by their underrepresentation in such committees. This implies that students’ claims can be 

easily neglected, if not supported by other committee members. Students also criticized the non-

transparency of the current internal quality procedures, which prevent a sophisticated dissemination 

of evaluation results to students. Thus, students’ limited legitimacy status is ascertained. Concerning 

urgency, both parties confirm that students have a strong interest in the safeguarding of quality.  

Thus, overall students at the German Institute can defined as weak Dependent Stakeholders by di-

recting over the attribute of urgency, limited legitimacy and minor power potential (see Figure 11).  

 

Figure 11: Student as Stakeholder in the German Institute: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         

          Source: Desk research, semi-structured interviews & student survey (2013) 
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6. Discussion & comparison of findings 

The following chapter contains a comparison of both case studies of Chapter 5, by aligning findings to 

my theoretical assumptions (see Chapter 3).  

 Overall, both cases studies demonstrated that students are regarded as stakeholders to internal 

quality assurance at the Dutch Faculty and in the Germany Institute. Still, students’ degree of stake-

holder salience majorly differs between the two studied HE institutions.  

Overall, students at the Dutch Faculty enjoy a significantly higher degree of stakeholder salience than 

students’ in the German Institute. Table 7 provides for a short summary of students’ different stake-

holder categorizations, with students constituting weak Definitive Stakeholder in the Dutch case, 

while students in the German Institute could be categorized as weak Dependent Stakeholders. 

 

Table 7:  Summary: Students’ Stakeholder Position according to Mitchell et al. (1997) 

Institution Latent Stakeholder Expectant Stakeholder Definitive Stakeholder 

Dutch Faculty   Power, Urgency, 

(Weak Legitimacy) 

German Institute   Urgency, (Weak Legit-

imacy)         Dependent 

Stakeholders 

 

              Source: Desk research, Semi-structured interviews & student survey (2013) 

 

As shown in Chapter 5, students at the Dutch Faculty have a quiet substantial influence on internal 

quality assurance processes which qualifies them as weak Definitive Stakeholder. Hereby my first 

assumption: 

 

“If students’ have an influence on internal quality assurance processes in the HE institution, stu-

dents’ are perceived as Definitive Stakeholders”,  

 

is confirmed. In line with Mitchell et al. (1997), students’ influence on the Dutch Faculty’s internal 

quality assurance processes is manifest by students’ power, limited legitimacy status and urgent 

claims (see Table 7). Though students at the Dutch Faculty were not well aware of their power poten-

tial, student courses evaluations and results of panel talks act as a strong source of power to stu-

dents. Results of semi-structured interviews and document analysis showed that teachers are under 

pressure to consider the outcomes of evaluations and improve criticized issues (I2; I3, 2013). Thus, 

students’ feedback has an influence on the quality of education and teaching at the Faculty. These 

findings are also in with the study of Leisyte et al. (2013), stating that students at Dutch HEs direct 
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over the attribute of power in internal quality assurance processes. In the case study of this paper, 

students’ power is majorly fostered by the Dutch Faculty’s consequent internal monitoring and sanc-

tioning tools for quality assurance. Students’ power is supported by students’ urgent claims by de-

manding the constant improvement of quality in education and teaching. Concerning students’ rep-

resentation in the Dutch Faculty’s internal quality assurance processes, students’ are represented in 

equal number in all internal quality assurance organs. This fosters students’ legitimacy status and 

strengthens their influence on internal quality assurance. Nevertheless, the great non transparency 

of IQA procedures limits students’ legitimacy status, as students are not aware, if their feedback is 

implemented by the Faculty or neglected. As according to Leisyte et al. (2013):“The student … misses 

feedback about follow-up, although clear procedures for course evaluation via student surveys are in 

place” (Leisyte, 2013, p.5). This shortcoming limits students’ legitimacy position and thus, their influ-

ence potential (Leisyte et al., 2013).  Students’ limited legitimacy position turns them into weak De-

finitive Stakeholders, despite students’ formal power position and their persisting urgent claims. 

 

In contrast to the Dutch case study, students in the German Institute direct over a rather limited in-

fluence potential, which also results in their lower stakeholders position as weak Dependent Stake-

holders (Table 7). Hereby my second assumption: 

 

“If students’ have a limited influence on internal quality assurance processes in the HE institution, 

students are perceived as Salient/Expectant Stakeholders”, 

 

is confirmed as well. In line with Mitchell et al.(1997), students’ Dependent Stakeholder position is 

articulated by their low power potential, their limited legitimacy status and students’ persistency of 

urgent claims (See Table 7). All data sources from the German case study confirm students’ rather 

low influence potential, which results from their low power in the internal quality assurance system. 

Hereby, students’ feedback is only to serve as an additional source of information on which basis the 

teacher may voluntarily improve the quality of education. Thus, students influence is minor than in 

the Dutch caste study, as no sophisticated follow-up system exists, which obliges lecturers to consid-

er students’ feedback. Consequently, the German Institute’s IQA set-up weakens students’ influence 

potential, while the Dutch IQA strengthened students’ power. Moreover, current excessive student 

numbers in the German Institute also lower students’ power potential, as the Institute is not under 

great pressure to meet students’ urgent claims. Besides power, students’ limited influence potential 

in the German case study also strives from their limited legitimacy status. Though student represent-

atives are formally involved in all internal quality assurance bodies, as different from the Dutch case, 

students are mostly underrepresented in all committees in the German Institute, which generates a 
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great dependency situation for students on the other committee members. Thus, as according to 

Leisyte et al. (2013), students’ input regarding IQA can be describes as tokenistic, which means that 

despites students’ formal representation they are not able to urge significant changes in internal 

quality assurance. Moreover, as in the Dutch case, students also criticize the great non-transparency 

of IQA procedures, which denies them a proper follow-up on evaluation results and also limits their 

legitimacy status. Due to all these factors, students’ limited legitimacy position in IQA procedures and 

their lack of power turns them into weak Dependent Stakeholders. 

 

My third assumption could neither be confirmed nor refuted, as in both case studies students had a 

certain degree of influence on internal quality assurance. 

 

Overall, the application of Mitchell et al.’s (1997) stakeholder variables depicts major differences in 

students’ role as stakeholders in both investigated HE institutions. Hereby the next paragraph con-

centrates on my fourth assumption: “"The more HEI’s internal quality assurance processes are line 

with the ESG, the stronger students’ position as stakeholders in assuring internal quality in the HEI” 

by discussing, if an HE institution’s consideration of the ESG has an influence on students’ role as 

stakeholder in internal quality assurance.  

 

When comparing the findings of both case studies it can be concluded that each of the two investi-

gated HE institutions predominantly complies to the conditions of the investigated ESG standards, 

despite students’ different stakeholder position. Still, some differences regarding HEIs’ consideration 

of the ESG can be ascertained, which was expected due to the ESG’s soft policy approach, which al-

lows HEIs to interpret the ESG autonomously depending on their national and institutional context 

(see Chapter 3). In the following, the Dutch Faculty’s and the German Institute’ consideration of 

three sampled ESG criteria is depicted.  

Table 8: HEIs' conformity with the ESG  

Institution Policy and procedures 

for quality assurance 

 

Approval, monitoring 

and periodic review of 

academic programmes 

Quality assurance of 

teaching staff 

 

Dutch Faculty Fulfilled Fulfilled Fulfilled 

German Institute Minor shortcomings Shortcomings Fulfilled 

Source: Desk research, semi-structured interviews & student survey (2013) 

 

As shown in Table 8, regarding the ESG guideline of policy and procedures for quality assurance, 

both HE institutions follow central or internal quality assurance policies, which urge the regular quali-



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 69 

 

ty evaluation of education and teaching. Hereby, the Dutch Faculty mainly follows its own internal 

Faculty evaluations provisions, which are in line with general University quality assurance policies 

and national HE legacies, while the German Institute predominately implements central IQA assur-

ance guidelines, set by the central University management. In both cases, documents and provisions 

demand the active involvement of students in IQA processes and their integration in internal quality 

assurance bodies which according to Leisyte et al. (2013) ascertains students’ important positioning 

as stakeholders in quality assurance. Still, in the Dutch case study, internal provisions regarding stu-

dent’ involvement are rather precise, which lead to a predominantly equal representation of stu-

dents within internal quality assurance committees. In contrast to that, provisions in the German 

Institute are rather vague, which leads to a frequent underrepresentation of students within IQA 

bodies. Thus, concerning student involvement, the Dutch Faculty complies to this ESG standard to a 

higher extent.  

 

Concerning the ESG guideline for the approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic pro-

grammes it can be concluded that both HE departments employ comprehensive quality assurance 

instruments to assure the regular evaluation of quality standards by integrating students in such pro-

cesses. Hereby, student course evaluations constitute the main instruments of internal quality assur-

ance at both studied HE institutions. Still, the Dutch Faculty’s IQAS is marked by more consequent 

monitoring procedure, which strengthen students’ influence potential (I2, 2013 & I3, 2013). In re-

verse, the German Institute’s missing sanctioning mechanism weakens students’ influence potential. 

The Institute’s soft approach might strive from Germany’s general domestic HE culture, in which aca-

demic freedom and academic autonomy constitute overriding values (Westerheijden & Kohoutek, 

2013). Thus, as in line with Westerheijden & Kohoutek (2013), in the German case national policies 

seem to hamper the full consideration of the ESG. Thus again, the Dutch Faculty’s involvement of 

students regarding this ESG criteria is higher than at the German Institute. 

 

Relating to the ESG criteria of quality assurance for teaching staff, both studied HE entities evaluate 

the lecturing abilities of teachers via student evaluations. Thus, both HE institutions involve students 

in these processes as recommended by this ESG criteria. As in the previous ESG standards, in the 

Dutch Faculty students impact on the quality of teaching seems to be higher than that of students in 

the German Institute. 

 

Overall, it can be concluded that both studied HE institutions majorly comply to the investigated ESG 

standards, though both entities consider the ESG rather unconsciously. At both HE institutions the 

ESG are rather unknown, which was also supported by the interview findings and desk research. 
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HEI’s rather unconscious compliance to the ESG standards has also already been considered in previ-

ous studies such as by the IBAR project (2013) and Rattray et al. (2013), stating that compliance to 

the ESG is rather “process-led” with the institutional logics and organizational dynamics serving as 

key requirement for a HE institution’s fulfillment of the ESG. Thus, students’ stakeholder position 

does not seem to be majorly related to HE institutions’ consideration of the ESG, but seem to rather 

depend on national or institutional internal quality assurance policies and cultures.   

 

Still, aligned to my fourth assumption, it can be concluded that in this study a greater congruency of 

HEIs’ internal quality assurance processes.to the ESG provisions seems to strengthens students’ posi-

tion as stakeholder in internal quality processes. 

 

7. Conclusion 
 

It was the major aim of this study to elaborate on students’ positions as stakeholders within HEIs’ 

internal quality assurance processes. In this conclusion we aim at answering the major research 

question of this study. In order to answer the main research question, we will first revisit the four 

sub-questions. 

 

“What internal policies, documents or platforms exist at higher education institutions that promote 

the involvement of students regarding internal quality assurance processes?” 

Findings of the comparative case study show that both investigated European HE institutions direct 

over internal quality assurance documents which promote the active integration of students in inter-

nal quality assurance processes. In the Dutch case, internal Faculty documents such as the Faculty 

Regulation or the Student Charter safeguard students’ involvement in internal quality assurance pro-

cesses, by demanding the regular evaluation of courses via course evaluations and panel talks. At the 

German Institute, students’ integration in internal quality assurance processes is enshrined in the 

central University documents such as the Programme Evaluation Statute (2009) and the Guidelines 

for the Evaluation of Teaching and Education (GETE) (2007). These documents also recommend the 

consequent evaluation of the quality of education and teaching via student evaluations. Thus, at both 

compared institutions the involvement of students in internal quality assurance processes is required 

by internal policies and documents, though provisions are more specific for the Dutch Faculty than 

for the German Institute. 
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“How are students actively involved and influence internal quality assurance at higher education 

institutions?”  

In both cases, student course evaluations constitute the main instrument of student engagement to 

internal quality assurance. Via this tool, students are asked to evaluate the quality of education and 

teaching of courses. The influence of student course evaluations differs between the two investigat-

ed institutions, as at the Dutch Faculty evaluation results are taken more seriously due to consequent 

internal monitoring and sanctioning procedures, which safeguard the consideration of students’ 

feedback and strengthen the influence of the latter (I2, 2013 & I3, 2013). The German Institute’s soft 

policy approach, in which lecturers may consider evaluation results on a voluntary basis, weakens 

students’ influence potential. Moreover in both cases, student association play a big role in repre-

senting students’ quality claims in internal quality procedures and internal quality assurance commit-

tees. The influence of student associations is again higher at the Dutch Faculty than in the German 

Institute, due to students’ equal representation in such committees. One shortcoming regarding stu-

dents’ involvement to IQA procedures was ascertained in both cases studies, namely the missing re-

communication of quality improvements to students. This implies that even though students are 

actively integrated in internal quality procedures, they are not informed about their influence on 

internal quality assurance and the implementation of their feedback.  

 

“In what way do national policy documents support the involvement of students in internal quality 

assurance processes at higher education institutions?” 

As well illustrated in this study, the design and governance of national quality assurance system in 

Europe can majorly differ. Hereby, the Netherlands show a more centrally guided long tradition in HE 

quality assurance, while in the federal German system quality assurance practices are rather new. 

Still, in both case studies, national legislations promote the active engagement of students in internal 

quality assurance procedures. In the Dutch higher education legacy it is stated that “Students’ 

judgements on the quality of education are a necessary part of the quality assessment (WHW art. 

1.18, sub 1.)” while under the German federal HE system, student involvement in quality assurance 

has become a common practice in all Länder. Still in both cases the main responsibility of student 

engagement is delegated to each individual higher education Institute, as in line with Ursin et al. 

(2008) the role of students highly depends on the active engagement of students at each individual 

HE institution (Leisyte et al. 2013). Thus, national legislation provides for an impetus regarding stu-

dent involvement, but the implementation of such measures rests with each individual HEIs. Still, at 

the German Institute, students’ influence on quality assurance is limited by the constitutional protec-

tion of the freedom of research and teaching, which makes it easier for academic staff to neglect 
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students’ feedback and thus has a deteriorating impact on students’ position in quality assurance 

(Westerheijden & Kohoutek, 2013).  

 

“To what extent do higher education institutions consider the European Standards and Guidelines 

for Quality Assurance regarding student involvement to internal quality processes?”  

Both studied entities involve students in the studied ESG components of policy and procedures for 

quality assurance; the approval, monitoring and periodic review of academic programmes such as 

the quality assurance of teaching Staff. Nevertheless, findings in Chapter 5 and 6 show that student 

involvement regarding these ESG criteria occurs rather unconsciously, as at both HE institutions aca-

demic staff is rather unaware of the ESG and direct annotations to the ESG are seldom found in in-

ternal quality assurance documents. Only in the German case study, the consideration of the ESG 

regarding internal quality assurance practices was mentioned by the centrally University manage-

ment. Thus, as in line with Westerheijden et al (2013), a direct influence of the ESG on HEIs’ internal 

quality procedures and student involvement therein is rather absent. The consideration of the ESG 

and student involvement seems to strive foremost from an institution’s general organizational set-

ting and the established quality culture, which implies that “the local implementation and transla-

tion” is crucial for the consideration of the ESG criteria (Westerheijden et al. 2013). This also indi-

cates that, due the soft policy character of the ESG’s under the Open Method of Coordination, a suc-

cessful application of the ESG principles majorly depends on HEIs’ voluntary consideration of such 

provisions, as the ESG are not translated as binding guidelines into national legal frameworks. There-

fore, the two case studies demonstrate the application of the ESG’s soft policy function, as described 

in the implementation staircase. 

 

After answering the sub-questions the main research question:  

“To what extent are students perceived as stakeholders in internal quality processes at different 

higher education institutions within the framework of the European Standards and Guidelines of 

Quality Assurance?” can be answered as follows. 

 

Overall, students are considered as stakeholders in internal quality assurance processes at HEIs. Nev-

ertheless, the ESG cannot be defined as a policy framework for fostering students’ role as stakehold-

er in IQA, as the ESG of 2005 more or less codify “what had already become practice through earlier 

quality assurance schemes (Schwarz & Westerheijden, 2004)” at the institutions. Thus, students’  

integration as stakeholders to IQA does not majorly dependent on HEI’s consideration of the ESG, but 

seems to depend on an Institution’s quality assurance polices and the prevailing quality assurance 

culture. Still in this study, an Institution’s greater conformity to the ESG also comes with a higher 
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stakeholder position for students, though this finding is not generalizable. In this study, the Dutch 

Faculty’s internal quality assurance system was more in line with the ESG guidelines and students 

enjoy a rather strong stakeholder position as weak Definitive Stakeholders. The German Institute’s 

conformity to the ESG provisions was a bit minor, with students enjoying an inferior stakeholder po-

sition as weak Dependent Stakeholders, whose power potential is small and whose legitimacy status 

is limited by students’ high dependency on academic staff to realize their claims.  

 

Overall, the study showed that students are involved as stakeholder in HEIs’ internal quality assur-

ance processes, though their actual power and influence potential in their role as stakeholders ma-

jorly differs from institution to institution. This implies that the ESG’s influence on students’ position 

in institutional IQA processes is rather absent. It remains to see if the revision of the ESG will lead to 

a more congruent stakeholder position of students in HEIs’ internal quality processes in the future.  

 

7.1 Recommendations 

Overall, the study showed that the establishment of consequent follow-up and sanctioning measures 

in institutions’ internal quality assurance processes lead to a higher consideration of students’ feed-

back in quality assurance and strengthened the efficiency of IQAS as such. Thus, we can recommend-

ed, that HEIs’ should: 

 

• Embed internal quality assurance measures in systemic follow-up and sanctioning measures 

 

in order to increase the efficiency of their IQAs and increase academic staff’s interest in the imple-

mentation of student feedback. 

Furthermore, in order to increase student participation in IQA measures, HEIs have to better com-

municate the implementation of evaluations results to students by demonstrating, what changes 

have been introduced to study courses or teaching strategies based on students’ feedback. Thus: 

 

• In order to secure the participation of students in IQA measures, HEIs have to inform stu-

dents’ about the implementation of their feedback and introduced quality changes. 

 

If HEIs refrain from such an approach, students’ could lose their interest in participating in internal 

quality assurance procedures as “students’ participation in quality assurance processes requires 

transparent procedures and visible results for students” (Popović, 2011, p 6).    
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8. Limitations of the study and issues for further research 

The major limitation of this study lies in its lack of generalization, as the findings of my comparative 

case study only hold in the context of the two studied HEI entities, as case studies investigates the 

“properties of a single case” (Gerring, 2004,p.324). Thus, to prevent for this limitation the study 

should have investigated the role of students as stakeholders in internal quality assurance at a great-

er number of HE institutions.  

A second major limitation of this study constitutes the small sample size of interviewees and stu-

dents, which also decreases the reliability of the study. In order to arrive at more representative re-

sults of my qualitative data set, more interviews with academic staff should be conducted.  Further-

more, a higher participation of students in the survey would have also increased the reliability of my 

quantitative findings. Due to the small sample size of students, findings of my survey represent the 

opinion of students in my sample but cannot be generalized to an institution’s entire student popula-

tion (Seawright & Gerring, 2008).  

 

Concerning further research, it would be interesting to examine the influence of HEIs’ persisting qual-

ity culture on students’ role in internal quality assurance procedures. Findings of this study indicate 

that, rather than the ESG, internal organizational structures may have an influence on students’ role 

and influence regarding such procedures. Moreover, the absence or presence of tuition fees could 

also be included as a determining factor  for students’ stakeholder position as literature shows, that 

students’ can induce financial losses to higher education institutions  via their de-enrolment (Hill, 

1995). This could act as a source of power to students’, which could increase their stakeholder sali-

ence. One last issue for further studies could be student feedbacks’ different influence potential on 

temporary academic staff and professors. Findings of this study indicated, that there seems to exist a 

difference in students’ impact potential on these two groups, with students’ power being a bit minor 

regarding professors than for temporary staff. Such a study could point towards certain shortcomings 

in an Institution’s comprehensive quality assurance measures based on the employment status of 

academic staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 75 

 

9. References 
 

Amarl, A., &  Magalhaes, A. (2002). Governing Higher Education: National Perspectives on Institution-

al Governance. The emergent role of external stakeholders in European higher education governance. 

Netherlands: Springer.  

 

Amaral, A., & Veiga, A. (2006). The open method of coordination and the implementation of the Bo-

logna Process. Tertiary Education & Management, 12-(4), 283-295. 

 

Babbie, E. (2006). The Practice of Social Research. Cengage Learning Service. 

 

Becket, N., & Brookes, N. (2006). Evaluating quality management in University departments. Quality 

Assurance in Education, 7-(1), 123-142. 

 

Beeneworth, P., & Jongbloed, B. (2009). Who matters to Universities? A stakeholder perspective on 

humanities, arts and social sciences valorization. Journal of Higher Education. DOI 10.1007/s10734-

009-9265-2. 

 

Beerkens, E. (2006). University Policies For The Knowledge Society: Global Standardization, Local Re-

Inventions.  Paper presented on at the Conference of the International  Sociological Association in  

South Africa. Retrieved 12th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.beerkens.info/files/Beerkens_UPKS_ISA_2006.pdf. 

 

Beerkens, E. (2008). The Emergence and Institutionalization of the 

European Higher Education and Research Area.  European Journal of Education, 43-(4), 408-425. 

 

Bergen Communiqué (2005). The European Higher Education Area - Achieving the Goals.  

19-20 May 2005. Retrieved 3rd of November, 2012 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/documents/MDC/050520_Bergen_Commu

nique1.pdf. 

 

Berlin Communiqué (2003). Realizing the European Higher Education Area.. Retrieved  3rd of Novem-

ber, 2012 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/documents/MDC/Berlin_Communique1.pd

f. 

 

Brookes, M. (2003). Evaluating the Student Experience: An Approach to Managing and Enhancing 

Quality in Higher Education. Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tourism Education, 2-(1),  

DOI:10.3794/johlste.21.27.  

 

Bologna Process (2012). The European Higher Education Area 

in 2012: Bologna Process Implementation Report. Retrieved  12th of December, 2012 from 

http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/%281%29/Bologna%20Process%20Implementation%20Report.pdf.  

 



76 | Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs 

 

Brookes, M.(2003). Evaluating the ‘Student Experience’: An Approach to Managing and Enhancing 

Quality in Higher Education. Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tourism Education, 2-(1). 

DOI:10.3794/johlste.21.27 

 

Bryman, A. (2008), Social Research Methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Clarkson, M. (1994). A risk based model of stakeholder theory. Proceedings of the Second Toronto 

Conference on Stakeholder Theory. Centre for Corporate Social Performance & Ethics, University of 

Toronto. 

 

Corbett, A. (2003). Ideas, Institutions and Policy Entrepreneurs: towards a new history of higher edu-

cation in the European Community. European Journal of Education, 38-(3), 315-330. 

 

Curaj, A., Scott, P.,  & Vlascenau, L. & Wilson, L. (2012). European Higher Education at the Crossroad: 

Between the Bologna Process and National Reforms. Springer. 

 

De Boer, H.,  & File, J. (2009). Higher Education Governance Reforms Across Europe. Retrieved  12th 

of December, 2012 from 

http://www.utwente.nl/mb/cheps/publications/publications%202009/c9hdb101%20modern%20proj

ect%20report.pdf . 

 

Douglas, J., Mc Clelland, R. ,& Davies J. (1993). The development of a conceptual model of student 

satisfaction with their experience in higher education. Quality Assurance in Education, 16-(1), 19-35. 

 

Cremonini, L. et al. (2012). Impact of Quality Assurance On Cross-Border Higher. Retrieved 12th of 

December, 2012 from 

http://www.inqaahe.org/admin/files/assets/subsites/1/documenten/1329324040_impact-of-qa-on-

cross-border-he-case-studies.pdf. 

  

Della Porta, D., & Keating, M. (2008). ‘How many approaches in the social science? Anepistemological 

introduction’. Approaches and methodologies in the social sciences, 19.39. Cambridge University 

Press.  

 

Druckmann, D. (2005). Doing Research. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

DOI:10.4135/9781412983969. 

 

EHEA (1999).The Bologna Declaration of 19 June 1999. Retrieved 3rd of January, 2013 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/documents/mdc/bologna_declaration1.pdf 

 

EHEA (2005). “From Berlin to Bergen”. Bologna Follow-up Group. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 

from http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/Related%20EU%20activities/Report-from-BerlintoBergen-May-

2005.pdf . 

 

EHEA (2010). Student Centered Learning. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from http://download.ei-

ie.org/SiteDirectory/hersc/Documents/2010%20T4SCL%20Stakeholders%20Forum%20Leuven%20-

%20An%20Insight%20Into%20Theory%20And%20Practice.pdf. 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 77 

 

EHEA (2014). Bologna Process- European Higher Education Area. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 

from http://www.ehea.info/. 

 

European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), (2005). European Standards 

and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area. Retrieved 13th of No-

vember, 2012 from http://www.enqa.eu/files/ENQA%20Bergen%20Report.pdf. 

 

ENQA (2006). Student involvement in the processes of quality assurance agencies. Workshop report. 

Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from http://www.enqa.eu/files/Student%20involvement.pdf . 

 

ENQA (2008). Quality Procedures in the European Higher Education Area and Beyond – Second ENQA. 

Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from http://www.enqa.eu/pubs_occasional.lasso.  

 

ENQA (2009). Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area.  

Retrieved 14th of November, 2012 from http://www.enqa.eu/files/ESG_3edition%20%282%29.pdf. 

 

ENQA (2011). Mapping the implementation and application of the ESG (MAP-ESG Project). Final re-

port of the project steering group. Retrieved 14th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.enqa.eu/files/op_17_web.pdf. 

 

ENQA (2012). Internal Quality Benchmarking. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.enqa.eu/pubs.lasso.  

 

ESIB (2003).  European Student Handbook on Quality Assurance in Higher Education. Retrieved 13th of 

November,  2012 from 

http://www.unizg.hr/fileadmin/rektorat/dokumenti/ured_za_kvalitetu/dokumenti/QA_handbook_2

003.pdf . 

 

European Student Union (2014). Enhancing the Student Contribution to Bologna. Retrieved 13th of 

November, 2012  from http://www.esu-online.org/projects/archive/escbi/. 

 

ESU (2009). Bologna with Student Eyes. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012  from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/conference/documents/BolognaWithStude

ntEyes2009.pdf. 

 

ESU (2010). Bologna at the finish line. An account of ten years of European Higher Education reform. 

Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/2010_conference/documents/BAFL_online

.pdf . 

 

ESU (2012). Bologna with student eyes 2012. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.esu-online.org/news/article/6068/Bologna-With-Student-Eyes-2012/ . 

 

EUA (2008). Implementing and using quality assurance: Strategy and practice. Retrieved 13th of No-

vember, 2012 from 



78 | Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs 

 

http://www.eua.be/fileadmin/user_upload/files/Publications/Implementing_and_Using_Quality_Ass

urance_final.pdf . 

 

EUA (2011). Building bridges: Making sense of quality assurance in European, national and institu-

tional context. Case Studies. Retrieved 13th of November, 2012 from http://www.eua.be/News/11-

0324/New_publication_Building_bridges_%E2%80%93_Making_sense_of_quality_assurance_in_Eur

opean_national_and_institutional_contexts.aspx.   

 

European Commission (2009). Report on progress in quality assurance in higher education. Retrieved 

13th of November, 2012 from http://ec.europa.eu/education/higher-education/doc/report09en.pdf. 

 

Eurodyce (2009). Higher Education in Europe 2009: Developments in the Bologna Process. Retrieved  

23th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/conference/documents/2009_Eurydice_re

port.pdf. 

 

Freeman, R., E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston: Pitman. 

 

Freeman E. , & Mc Vea, J. (2001).A Stakeholder Approach to Strategic Management. Darden Business 

School Working Paper. Retrieved 25th of November, 2012 from 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=263511. 

 

Froment, E. (2003). The European Higher Education Area: A New Framework 

for the Development of Higher Education. Higher Education in Europe, 28-(1), 31-58. 

 

Gerring, L. (2004). What is a case study and what is it good for? American Political Science Review, 

98-(2). 341-352. 

 

Gerring, L. (2006). Case Study Research Principles and Practices. Cambridge University Press. 

 

Gornitzka, A.,  & Ravinet, P. (2011). Inception and institutionalization of the OMC education, the Bo-

logna Process and the OMC research: From coordination templates to new policy arenas? Retrieved 

on 24th of January, 2013 from 

http://www.afsp.info/congres2011/sectionsthematiques/st24/st24gornitzkaravinet.pdf.  

 

Gvaramadze, I. (2008). From Quality Assurance to Quality Enhancement in 

the European Higher Education Area. European Journal of Education, 43-(4), 443-455. 

 

Harvey, L., & Knight, P.,T. (1996). Transforming Higher Education. Buckingham: SRHE and The  

Open University Press. 

 

Haug, G. (2003). Quality Assurance/Accreditation in the Emerging European Higher Education Area: a 

possible scenario for the future. European Journal of Education, 38-(3), 229-240. 

 

Hill, F. (1995). Managing service quality in higher education: the role of the student as primary con-

sumer. Quality Assurance in Education, 3-(3), 10-21. 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 79 

 

 

Hill, Y., Lomas, L., & MacGregor, J.(2003). Students' perceptions of quality in higher education". Qual-

ity Assurance in Education, 11-(1), 15-20. 

 

Hoareau, C. (2011). Deliberative governance in the European Higher Education Area  

The Bologna process as a case of alternative governance architecture in Europe. Retrieved 12th of 

January, 2012 from http://cecilehoareau.org/uploads/2/8/7/1/2871002/cecile_jepp_feb2011.pdf.  

 

Hounsell, D. (2007). Towards more sustainable feedback to students: Rethinking  

Assessment in Higher Education. Learning for the Longer Term. London: Routledge, pp. 101-11. 

 

IBAR (2012). Conceptual Framework for IBAR. Retrieved 12th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.ibar-llp.eu/project/theory-and-methodology.html  

IBAR Project (2013). Identifying barriers in promoting European Standards and Guidelines for Quality 

Assurance at institutional level. Retrieved from http://www.ibar-llp.eu/project.html. 

 

Iheqn (2009). Common Principles for Student Involvement in Quality Assurance/Quality Enhancement. 

Retrieved 12th of January, 2012 from 

http://www.iheqn.ie/_fileupload/File/IHEQN_Common_Principles_for_Student_Involvement_Decem

ber_2009_17833832.pdf.  

 

Jongbloed, B., Enders, J., & Salerno, C. (2008). Higher education and its communities: Interconnec-

tions, interdependencies and a research agenda. Journal of Higher Education, 56-(3), 303-324. DOI 

10.1007/s10734-008-9128-2.  

 

Jongbloed, B. (2004). Funding higher education: options, trade-offs and dilemmas. Fulbright Brain-

storms 2004 - New Trends in Higher Education. Retrieved 12th of January, 2013 from  

http://doc.utwente.nl/56075/. 

 

Keeling, R. (2006). The Bologna Process and the Lisbon Research Agenda: the European Commission’s 

expanding role in higher education discourse. European Journal of Education, 41-(2), 203-223. 

 

Kehm, B., & Teichler, U. (2006). Which direction for bachelor and master programmes? A  

stocktaking of the Bologna process. Tertiary Education Management 12, 269-282. 

 

Klemenic, M. (2012). The changing conceptions of student participation in HE governance in the 

EHEA. European Higher Education at the Crossroads (631-653). Springer.   

 

Kohler, J. (2003). Quality Assurance, Accreditation, and Recognition of Qualifications as Regulatory 

Mechanisms in the European Higher Education Area. Higher Education in Europe, 28-(3), 317-330. 

 

Kohoutek, J. (2009). Implementation of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance 

in Higher Education in the Central and East-European Countries – Agenda Ahead. UNESCO CEPES.  

  

Kohoutek, J., Land,  R., & Owen, C. (2013). Identifying barriers in promoting the European  



80 | Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs 

 

Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance at institutional level (IBAR). Final Synthesis Report 

IBAR Project. Retrieved 12th of January, 2013 from http://www.ibar-

llp.eu/assets/files/Results/Final_synthesis_report.pdf.  

 

Krücken, G., & Meier, F. (2006). Globalization and Organization - Turning the University into an Or-

ganizational Actor. Oxford University Press. 

 

Leuven Communiqué (2009). Bologna beyond 2010. Report on the development of the 

European Higher Education. Retrieved 12th of November, 2012 from 

http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/Irina/Bologna%20beyond%202010.pdf. 

 

Leisyte et al. (2013). Stakeholders and Quality Assurance in Higher Education. Paper for 26th Annual 

CHER conference Lausane, CHEPS Twente. 

 

Leisyte, L., & Epping, E. (2013) IBAR WP10: The National study (Quality and Teaching Staff). The 

Netherlands. University Twente, CHEPS. 

 

Leisyte, L., Epping, E.,  & Faber, M. (2013).  IBAR WP11: The National study (Information and Quali-

ty). The Netherlands. University Twente, CHEPS. 

 

Mayring, P. (2010). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse. Grundlagen und Techniken. Weinheim: Beltz Verlag. 

 

Mc Dowell, L., & Sambell, K. (1999). Fitness for Purpose in the Assessment of Learning: students as 

stakeholders. Quality in Higher Education, 5-(2),107-123.  

 

Micheel, H. (2010). Quantitative empirische Sozialforschung. München Basel:Ernst Reinhardt Verlag. 

 

Middlehurst, R. (2004). Changing Internal Governance: A Discussion of 

Leadership Roles and Management Structures in UK Universities. Higher Education Quarterly, 58-(4), 

258-279. 

 

Mitchell, R., K., Agle, B.,R., & Wood, D., J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and 

salience: defining the principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management Review, 22 

(4), 853-866. 

 

Murray, H., G. (1997) Does Evaluation of Teaching Lead to Improvement of Teaching? International 

Journal for Academic Development, 2-(1), 8-23. 

 

Nahai, R. & Österberg, S.(2010). Higher education in a state of crisis: a perspective 

from a Students’ Quality Circle. Springer-Verlag London. DOI 10.1007/s00146-012-0383-5. 

 

National Institute for Academic Degrees and University Evaluation / (NIAD-UE), 2011. Quality Assur-

ance System in Higher Education: The Netherlands. Retrieved 12th of November, 2013 from  

http://www.niad.ac.jp/english/overview_nl_e_ns.pdf. 

  



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 81 

 

Patton, M., Q. (2001). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

 

Pechar, H. (2007). The Bologna Process” A European Response to Global Competition in Higher Edu-

cation. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 37-(3), 109-125. 

 

Popović, Milica (2001). “General report Student Participation in Higher Education Governance”. Agh-

veran, Armenia.  

 

Prague Communiqué (2001). Towards the European Higher Education Area. Retrieved 12th of No-

vember, 2012 from 

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/bologna/documents/MDC/PRAGUE_COMMUNIQUE

.pdf 

 

Punch, K. (2006). Developing Effective Research Proposals. Sage Pubn Inc.  

 

Ravinet, P. (2005). The Sorbonne meeting and declaration:  Actors, shared vision and Europeanisa-

tion. Retrieved 12th of November, 2012 from http://euredocs.sciences-

po.fr/en/conference/2006/euredocs06ravinet.pdf.  

 

Ravinet, P. (2006). When constraining links emerge from loose cooperation: Mechanisms of involve-

ment and building of a follow-up structure in the Bologna process. Retrieved 12th of November , 

2012 from http://euredocs.sciencespo.fr/en/conference/2006/euredocs06ravinet.pdf. 

 

Redder, L.,A. (2010). Quality Assurance in professional higher education institutions. The Netherlands. 

Enschede: CHEPS. 

 

Reichert, S., & Tauch. C.(2003). Trends 2003 Progress towards the 

European Higher Education Area. Retrieved 20th of November, 2012 from  

http://www.eua.be/eua/jsp/en/upload/Trends2003final.1065011164859.pdf. 

 

Savage, G., Nix, T. H., Whitehead, J.,  & Blair, D. (1991). Strategies for assessing and managing organi-

zational stakeholders. Academy of Management Executive, 5-(2). 

 

Schnell, R., Hill, P., & Esser, E. (2011). Methoden der empirischen Sozialforschung. Oldenbourg Verlag. 

 

Schnell, R. (2011). Survey – Interviews. Methoden standardisierter Befragungen.  VS Verlag für Sozi-

alwissenschaften.  

 

Seawright, J., & Gerring, J. (2008).Case Selection Techniques in Case Study Research : A Menu of 

Qualitative and Quantitative Options. Political Research Quarterly, 61-(2). DOI: 

10.1177/1065912907313077. 

 

Shadish, W., Cook, T., & Campbell, D.(2001). Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Design for Gener-

alized Causal Inference. Cengage Learning. 

 



82 | Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs 

 

Stenbacka, C. (2001). Qualitative research requires quality concepts of its  

own. Management Decision, 39-(7), 551-555.  

 

Stukalina, Y. (2012). Addressing service quality in issue in higher education: The educational envi-

ronment evaluation. Technological and economic development of economy, 18-(1), 84–98. 

 

Terry, L. (2008). The Bologna Process and Its Impact in Europe: It’s So Much More than Degree 

Changes. Retrieved 15th of November, 2013 from http://www.vanderbilt.edu/jotl/manage/wp-

content/uploads/Terry-after-author-revisions-correct-final.pdf. 

 

Trowler, P., R. (2002). Higher Education Policy and Institutional Change: Intentions and Outcomes  

in Turbulent Environments. Buckingham: SRHE and Open University Press.  

 

Ursin et al. (2008). “Evaluation and Quality Assurance in Finnish and Italian Universities in the Bolo-

gna Process”.  Quality in Higher Education, 14-(2), 109-120. 

 

Van der Wende, M. (2000). The Bologna Declaration: Enhancing the Transparency and 

Competitiveness of European Higher Education. Higher Education in Europe, 25-(3), 305-310. 

 

Van Vught, F. (2009). “The EU innovation agenda: Challenges for European higher education and 

research”, Higher Education Management and Policy, 21-(2), 1-22. 

  

Westerhijden, D. & Leegwater, M.(2003). Working on the European Dimension of 

Quality. Report of the conference on quality assurance in higher education as part of the Bologna 

process. Retrieved 17th November, 2012 from  

http://doc.utwente.nl/45494/1/engbook03workingeuropeandimension.pdf.  

 

Westerheijden, D. (2010). The Bologna Process Independent Assessment. The first 

decade of working on the European Higher Education Area (Twente/Kassel, CHEPS/ 

INCHER-Kassel/ECOTEC). Retrieved 20th of December, 2013 from 

www.utwente.nl/cheps/publications.  

 

Westerheijden, D.,F., Epping, E., Faber, M., Leisyte, L., & Weert, E. (2013). Comparative IBAR Report 

WP9: Stakeholders in Higher Education. The Netherlands, University Twente: CHEPS. 

 

Westerheijden, D.,F., Faber, M., Leisyte, L., & Weert, E. (2013a). IBAR WP12: The National study 

(Higher Education Quality and Secondary Education). The Netherlands, University Twente: CHEPS. 

 

Westerheijden & Kohoutek (2013). Working together to take quality forward. 8
th

 European Quality 

Assurance Forum. The Netherlands CHEPS & Czech Republic Centre for Higher Education Studies. 

 

Yin, R. K. (1994). Case Study Research: Design and Methods.  London: Sage Publications.  

 

 

 



Students as stakeholders in the policy context of the ESG in HEIs | 83 

 

Appendix A: Student Survey Questionnaire 

 
Approval, monitoring  and 

periodic reviewing of study 

programmes 

 Study programmes and curricula are regularly evaluated at my Faculty 

 If so by which means: Open ended question 

 My Faculty has an interest in improving study programmes and curricula  

 

Policy and procedures for 

quality assurance 

 I have the opportunity to provide feedback on the quality of my study programme 

(legitimacy) 

 Having the opportunity to provide feedback on the quality of my study programme is 

important to me (urgency) 

 My Faculty takes the opinion of students regarding the quality of study programmes 

into account  (power) 

 It is clear to me how students' feedback  on study programmes has been acted upon 

(power) 

 Student feedback has had an influence on the content/curricula of my study pro-

gramme (power) 

 Results of study programme evaluation are re-communicated to students (legitimacy) 

 I can participate in an internal quality assurance committee at my Faculty (legitimacy) 

 Students are well represented in internal quality assurance processes at my Faculty 

(legitimacy) 

 Students should be more involved in internal evaluation processes at my Faculty 

(urgency) 

 I have the possibility to get attention to my needs as a student at my Faculty (power) 

 In general my Faculty considers and cares about the needs of students (power) 

Student involvement re-

garding quality assurance 

of teaching staff 

 

 I have the  opportunity to provide feedback regarding the teaching qualities of my 

teachers (legitimacy) 

 Student feedback has had an influence on the teaching quality/staff of my study 

programme (power) 

 I would like to give feedback on the teaching quality of my teachers more frequently 

(urgency) 

 Gender 

 Age 

 Study programme 

 Study year 
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Appendix B: Survey outcomes  
 

Survey Outcomes Dutch Faculty according to Mitchell et al. (1997) 

 Fulfilled Partly Fulfilled Not 

Fulfilled 

Power I (q23) I (q6) I (p8)  

 I (q14) I (19) 

I (q7) 

Legitimacy I (q4) I(q10) I (q13) I (q11)  

Urgency I (q5) I (q12) weak 1 

I(q22) 

I (q15)  

 

Survey Outcomes German Institute according to Mitchell et al. (1997) 

 Fulfilled Partly Fulfilled Not  

Fulfilled 

Power  I (p8) I (19) 

I (q23) 

I (q7) I 

(q6)  

Iq14  

Legitimacy I (q4)  I (q13) I (q11 also weak) I(q10 

negative tendency) 

 

Urgency I (q5 strong) I (q12) 

weak 1 I (q15) 

I(q22) 
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Appendix B I: Survey results (NL) 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Definitely

disagree

Mostly disagree Neither agree

nor disagree

Mostly agree Definitely agree

5,41%
8,11%

47,30%

35,14%

4,05%4,05%

10,81%

33,78%

39,19%

12,16%

0,00%

17,57%

35,14% 33,78%

13,51%

Graph 5: Student participation in internal quality assurance 

processes (NL)

Students are well represented in internal quality assurance processes
I can participate in internal quality assurance committees at my faculty

Students should be more involved in internal quality assurance processes
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Definitely

disagree

Mostly disagree Neither agree nor

disagree

Mostly agree Definitely agree

0,00%

10,81% 9,46%

66,22%

13,51%

Graph 10: My Faculty has an interest in improving study programmes 

and curricula (NL) 
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Appendix B II: Survey Results German Institute (DE) 
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Definitely

disagree

Mostly

disagree

Neither agree

nor disagree

Mostly agree Definitely

agree

9,86%

35,21% 39,44%

14,08%
1,41%

Graph 24: Student feedback has an influence on teaching 

quality (DE)
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Anppendix C: Interview Questionnaire  

 
Operating internal quality assurance system at the Faculty 

• Introductory question: What is your key role/ level of involvement regarding internal quality assur-

ance at your Faculty?  

 

• How are study programmes evaluated at your Faculty and how often?  

 

• Were any important changes recently introduced to improve the internal quality assurance system? 

 

Role of students within the internal quality assurance system 

• What is the role of students regarding internal quality assurance at your  Faculty? (legitimacy)   

 

• What happens to the results of study programme evaluations? (legitimacy) 

 

• Are you of the opinion that students should be more involved in internal quality assurance proce-

dures? - If so for what reasons?  

 

Impact of student feedback on quality of study programmes/Curricula 

• How is student feedback on the quality of study programmes taken into account by your Faculty 

(power) 

 

• How does student feedback affect the quality of teaching at your Faculty  (power) 

 

• How often are changes to study programmes introduced based on student feedback? (power) 

 

• Can you think of any example when student feedback has had a major impact on the quality of study 

programmes? (power) 

 

General questions 

• Of what importance is internal quality at your Faculty?  

 

• Are you familiar with the European Standards and Guidelines for internal quality assurance? 

 

• Can students be seen as stakeholders to study programme evaluations?  
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• If you had the chance, what would you like to improve regarding the internal quality assurance 

system at your Faculty? 

Appendix C I: Codebook 
 

Code German translation Description  

Power  Macht Students are able to exert direct in-

fluence on internal quality assurance 

processes, students’ needs and inter-

ests are taken into account by the 

Faculty 

Limited Power  Eingeschränkte Macht Students are sometimes able to exert 

direct influence on internal quality 

assurance processes, students’ needs 

and interests are sometimes taken 

into account by the Faculty 

No Power Keine Macht Students are not able to exert  direct 

influence on internal quality assur-

ance processes, students’ needs and 

interests are not taken into account 

by the Faculty 

Legitimacy Legitimität Students are equal partners  ( in 

numbers) in internal quality assur-

ance system /committees/boards at 

Faculty  

Limited Legitimacy Eingeschränkte Legitimität Students are not fully equal partners 

in  internal quality assurance system 

/committees/boards at Faculty 

No Legitimacy Keine Legitimität Students are not equal partners in  

internal quality assurance system 

/committees/boards at Faculty 

Urgency Dringlichkeit der Anliegen Quality of teaching and education is 

of high concern to students, as well as 

the availability of learning resources, 

information providence and student 
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support facilities 

Limited Urgency  Geringere Dringlichkeit der 

Anliegen 

Quality of teaching and education is 

of medium concern to students, as 

well as the availability of learning 

resources, information providence 

and student support facilities 

No Urgency  Keine Dringlichkeit der An-

liegen 

Quality of teaching and education is 

of no concern to students, as well as 

the availability of learning resources, 

information providence and student 

support facilities 

Students as Stakeholder to 

internal quality assurance 

Studierende als Stakehol-

der in der internen Quali-

tätssicherung 

Students are officially recognised as 

stakeholders to internal quality assur-

ance  

European Standards of Quali-

ty Assurance 

Europäische Standards und 

Richtlinien der internen 

Qualitätssicherung 

Are they know to interviewees and 

what role do they play in the set-up 

of internal quality assurance systems 

Evaluation of study pro-

grammes  

Evaluation von Studieng-

ängen 

Instruments/ means by which study 

programmes are evaluated 

Internal Quality Assurance 

System at Faculty 

Internes Qualitätssiche-

rungssystem an der Fakul-

tät 

General information regarding the 

internal quality processes at the Fac-

ulty 

Evaluation of courses Evaluation von Kursen Instruments/ means by which study 

courses are evaluated 

Utilisation of quality feed-

back  

Nutzung des Evalua-

tionsfeedbacks 

Implementation of feedback to  im-

prove quality of courses /study pro-

grammes   

Non-utilisation of quality 

feedback 

Nichtnutzung des Evalua-

tionsfeedbacks 

For what is feedback on quality of 

courses /study programmes not used   

Role of interviewee in inter-

nal quality assurance process 

Rolle des Befragten im in-

ternen Qualitätsprozessen 

Interviewee’s influence/responsibility 

regarding  internal quality assurance 

Additional roles of students  Andere Position von Studie-

renden  

Any other of  students  regarding 

internal quality assurance processes 

besides stakeholder position 

Improvements internal quali- Verbesserung der internen Points of improvement of current 
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ty system Qualitätssicherungssysteme internal quality assurance system  

Critique regarding current 

IQS 

Kritik am jetzigen Quali-

titässicherungssystem 

Points of critique on current internal 

quality assurance system 

Importance of internal quali-

ty assurance at institution 

Stellenwert von internen 

Qualitätssicherung an der 

Institution  

Overall valorisation of internal quality 

assurance at institution (high/low) 

 

Critic of student feedback Kritische Betrachtung des 

Studierendenfeedbacks 

Any objections mentioned which crit-

icise significance of student feedback 

Too less transparency Nicht genug Transparenz QAS is not transparent enough or 

some things are not knows to stu-

dents, missing communication with 

students 

Seize as factor for good quali-

ty in HE 

Größe einer Organisation 

als Faktor für gute Hoch-

schulbildung 

All comments referring to the influ-

ence of the seize if an organization on 

the assurance of good quality  

  

Appendix C II: 
 

Codes of Interviewees 

Function Code 

Faculty council member (NL) I1 

Quality assurance officer (NL) I2 

Professor & Study programme director (NL) I3 

Head of student association (NL) I4 

Head of internal quality assurance I5 

Internal quality assurance ataff I6 

Professor & member AG-Lehre I7 

Student Association (DE) I8 
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Appendix C III:  Results of semi-structured interviews according to Mitchell et al. 

(1997) 
 

Student Power Potential according to Faculty Staff (NL) 

 

Source: Semi Structured Interviews   

 

Legitimacy Position of students according to Faculty Staff (NL) 

 

               Source: Semi-Structured Interviews  

Existence of students’ urgent claims according to Faculty Staff (NL) 

 

                 Source: Semi-Structured Interviews  
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Student Power Potential according to Institute Staff (DE) 

 

                                                                                                                         Source: Semi-Structured Interviews  

 

Legitimacy Position of students according to Institute Staff (DE) 

 

Source: Semi-Structured Interviews  

 

Existence of students’ urgent claims according to Institute Staff (DE) 

 

Source: Semi-Structured Interviews  


