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HIS

Higher education research

= social science research on students
and graduates

= long-term survey projects (panel-
studies)

= benchmarking-projects (project-
centre: steering, funding and
evaluation)

HIS;

Internal cooperation projects at HIS

Higher education development

= indicator and process-oriented
benchmarking techniques for
higher education institution’s
administrations

= evaluation of administrative
structures and processes

organisational analysis and

consulting for HEIs
| |
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Project incentive —

Cooperation between federal
states, higher education
institutions and HIS

Specialised indicator
comparison for universities,
universities of appl. sc. and
universities of music/arts

High quality data gained in a
sophisticated survey and data
reconciliation procedure

Not a benchmarking project as
such, as no discussion of
results planned, but following
a general benchmarking
approach

HIS;

Comparisons of equipment, costs and
performance (AKL)
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Universities of Music/Arts in the AKL

g Countries participating in

AKL

A Universities of

Music/Arts
participating in AKL

= particular context of universities and colleges of art (small specialised units,
importance of part-time teaching, private tuition, performance measurement)
—not fully illustrated by the AKL

= Request of several universities for customised indicators and a discussion
forum for specific problems

= HIS was commissioned to further develop the AKL according to the universities
goals and requirements

HIS;
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Kick-Off-Workshops

Separate benchmarking clubs for the

two types of university Joint workshop with both the

Focus on research and teaching universities of music and of art

Discussion of possible work topics

Determine the universities’ 2011, February
coordinators

! !
Workshop with the \ f

Workshop with the
universities of arts Benchmarking method universities of
2011, June Universities’ expectations music

Defining work topics, determining specific 2011, July
interests
Organisational aspects
AN
| |
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Topic-Workshops

Workshop: L 1) quality management Workshops:
L Organisational model : . L
Universities of arts . with special focus on Universities of
and management in . . :
universities of art teaching quality and music
2011, October learning outcome 2011, November —

2012, June

- 4
2 D

2) lecturers and part-
time teaching

s ()
\

Topics 1) + 2),
Current problems and
issues

4
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Benchmarking Universities of Music

Countries participating in
AKL

Universities of
Music/Arts
participating in AKL
Universities of Music
participating in
Benchmarking

= University of Arts Bremen = Hanover University of Music, Drama and
= University of Music Detmold Media
= University of Music Dresden = University of Music and Dance Cologne
= Folkwang University of the Arts = University of Music and Theatre Rostock
= University of Music and Performing Arts
Frankfurt
| |
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Objectives and topics
Main objective of the participating institutions was

= to answer relevant strategic questions by means of a systematic comparison as
well as a continuous exchange

= to directly transfer the findings into day-to-day processes and usual business

= to trigger an ongoing learning process between the participating institutions

Two relevant topics to start off with were identified:

= quality management with special focus on teaching quality and learning
outcome

= |ecturers and part-time teaching
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= Workshop-length: 1 % days

. Participants: Mainly heads of administration
(chancellors), partly lecturers,
quality assurance representatives and
administrative staff

] Prerequisite: structured timetable and agenda

= Venue: Alternately in premises
of participating universities

= Professional supervision and moderation by
HIS to secure quality of the process, unbiased
views and external input

Framework

T e

ﬂCOb.s‘Bﬂ)Elhr]
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= Confidentiality
— everything being said stays within the benchmarking group

= Teamwork
— everybody is responsible for the results of the workshop

— engagement is indispensable

— dissatisfaction with methods should be manifested

= Fairness
— to let someone finish speaking

— there is no right or wrong

— fairness towards each other and respect
= Discipline

— make it short

— no excursions — consistently keep to the defined topic

Code of conduct
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Topic I: Teaching Quality and Learning Outcome

,Quality’ as hardly tangible subject matter for higher education institutions was

main focus

= clarification what is meant by ,quality” for universities of music

= overview about methods to secure quality and about quality management
systems

= identification of suitable/unsuitable activities and measures to secure

teaching quality

= presentation of well-suited approaches to implement these measures and
activities (good-practice/best-practice) and to improve quality
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Definition of key questions

The definition of key questions is preceding the following discussion and work of
the benchmarking group

Key questions on ,,Quality management”
- How do we define teaching quality?

- What type of criteria is suited to precisely describe quality and success in
teaching activities?

- What organisational measures exist at your university to safeguard quality?

Benchmarking as a step-by-step approach to learn about benchmarking
partners, their concepts, ideas, experiences and measures to finally identify
good or best practices
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Step 1: Setting the agenda — expectations

Expectations: What objectives should be reached
at the end of the workshop?

DL+Qm/

Impact of
P - QM and
accompanying
e administrative Ecloensia 0
servicesonquality |
Learn from ane Quality of
another administration
Helistic view upon
Quality Management
Raspoutihikiy Communication of
administration and
. y i ing i
Who is responsible w:::z:‘?r:tw How to measure ‘:’::h':lj‘t'"“:::r:g
f ity? 2 uality
or quality systems? quality?
What contribution What does it look How to measure
is expected by like for universities success in
heads of of music? teaching?
S -
How to implement Analysis of
Who is actually QM-systems in uni- strengths and
required to discuss versities of music? weoknesses
the topic?
What can be
learned from other
types of HEI?

| |
HIS;
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Step 2: Discovering the dimensions of quality

How is quality being defined at your university?

Univ. A Univ. B Univ. C
Passen ,Kinstlerischel
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Step 3: Activities and measures to safeguard teaching quality
What kind of activities and measures exist/are planned in your university to safeguard ,Teaching Quality”?
University A University B University C
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Step 4: Measures to implement quality systems

How do you secure the continuous development of a quality system?

University A University B University C
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Methods applied

= Guided discussions
= Parallel documentation of results on flipcharts and pinboards

= Explicit request of the participants not to be involved into writing of cards to
concentrate on the discussion .

= External input (presentations)
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Topic ll: Contract lecturers and part-time teaching
= Contract lecturers as specific employee group within universities of music

— usually not employed on a long-term contract

— engagement dependent of individual needs of students (e.g. type of
instrument)

— payment on basis of working hours provided

= Several problems linked to this form of employment:

— planning on time hindered by late identification
of demands

— dimensioning of real needs difficult because
of limited transparency

— high administrative costs because of permanently changing contract
matter as well as high fluctuation of contract lecturers

HISE Strategic Benchmarking with Universities of Music | 18




Analysis of the topic
Key questions:

= Differentiation of the group of contract lecturers:
are they all the same and how do they differ?

= |dentification of administrative and organisational problems:
what are reasons for problems and how can they be influenced or prevented?

= Formulation of expectations towards contract lecturers from different groups:
what do we expect from contract lecturers and do these expectations differ
within the university of music?

= Quality and contract lecturers:
how can teaching quality be secured within the group of contract lecturers?

H[S: Strategic Benchmarking with Universities of Music | 19

Methods applied

= Presentations and records of innovative approaches to solve existing problems,
e.g.

— presentation of a model to calculate the needs for contract lecturers and
part-time teaching based on predictable parameters (input delivered by a
participating institution)

— record from an external speaker about a specific legal arrangement to
turn part-time contract lecturers into long-term personnel

= Systematic data collection concerning the employment situation of contract
lecturers
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Data analysis |

= Teaching capacity in term periods per week (Semesterwochenstunden)

Teaching capacity in
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Data analysis Il

= Teaching capacity

total Share of contract lecturersin relation to total capacitiesin
capRe e teaching periods per week
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Data analysis Il
= Payment of contract lecturers
- Share of Contract Lecturers regarding different payment modalities
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Data analysis IV

= Comparison of examination costs — payment of contract lecturers in case of
examination-involvement

rtistic examinati
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[lump sum
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Additional benefit of changing venue

... and how they are working
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Thank you for your attention — there is
now time for questions & discussion

Dr. Axel Oberschelp
Phone +49 511 1220 448

E-mail: oberschelp@his.de

Dr. Thomas Schroder

Phone +49 511 1220 121 -
Mobile +49 160 96 91 91 87 +
E-mail: t.schroeder@his.de

HIS Hochschul-Informations-System GmbH
Goseriede 9 | D-30159 Hannover | www.his.de
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