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Institutional quality management in general is still developing in 
Hungary, for two main reasons
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Current programme accreditation processes are exclusively ex-ante and burdensome 

Accreditation procedures provide limited opportunities for HEIs to take responsibility for quality 



Proposed reforms?
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Current programme accreditation processes are exclusively ex-ante and burdensome 

Accreditation procedures provide limited opportunities for HEIs to take responsibility for quality 

Reform Area 3: (a) Simplify ex-ante accreditation and (b) introduce a form of 
meaningful and differentiated ex-post programme review

Reform Area 4: Reorient institutional accreditation, focusing on the capacity of HEIs 
for ensuring programme quality



Reform Area 3: Simplify Ex-Ante Accreditation and Introduce 
a Form of Meaningful and Differentiated Ex-Post Programme 

Review
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Streamline ex-ante study field and programme 
establishment procedures into one integrated ex-ante
programme accreditation procedure.

> Advantages

❑ Slightly reduced workload for MAB and HEIs

❑ Institutional accountability guaranteed through 
institutional accreditation

> Potential drawbacks

❑ Workload remains high, as each programme still 
requires ex-ante evaluation by MAB and 
licensing by the OH

❑ Limited flexibility for programme innovation 
(e.g., micro-credentials)

❑ No ex-post programme review procedure to 
develop and assure HEI responsibility for quality 
management at programme level

Option 1 – Streamline existing ex-ante programme 
accreditation procedures

Option 2 – Introduce simple ex-ante registration 
process and ex-post review procedure

Proposed Policy Options to simplify ex-ante programme accreditation

Introduce a light-touch ex-ante programme registration
procedure with performance-focused ex-post 
programme review (e.g., every 3 or 6 years).

> Advantages

❑ Reduced workload for MAB, the OH and HEIs 
(simple ex-ante check and registration)

❑ Flexibility for programme innovation (e.g., 
micro-credentials)

❑ Institutions are incentivised to take 
responsibility for developing a true QA culture

❑ Institutional accountability guaranteed 
through institutional accreditation and ex-post 
programme review

> Key question

Should institutions be given responsibility for ex-post
programme review? Fully? Partially?

Recommendation 3



Potential model for revising ex-ante programme accreditation: Romania

• Provisional operating authorisation: light check of institutions’ 
available financial and distance learning resources

• Initial programme accreditation (after two years) and re-
accreditation (every five years) based on the full set of 
standards and guidelines

Should institutions be given 
responsibility for ex-post 

programme review? 



HEIs are fully responsible for devising 
their own quality metrics and 
procedures for ex-post programme 
review, based on the ESG (2015).

> Advantages

❑ Reduced MAB workload

❑ Institutional responsibility

❑ Light accountability as part 
of HEI accreditation

> Potential drawbacks

❑ Limited accountability for 
HEIs at programme level

❑ How to mitigate quality 
risks for certain disciplines 
(Medicine), QA areas 
(monitoring) or HEIs?

Option 1 – Institutions bear full 
responsibility for ex-post 

programme review

Option 2 – Responsibility for ex-
post programme review is shared

between institutions and MAB

Institutions demonstrating good 
quality digital education and 
expertise are allowed self-
accreditation for study programmes.

> Advantages

❑ Reduced workload for 
MAB, which can play a 
more “enabling” and 
supporting role for 
institutions

❑ Institutions incentivised to 
take responsibility for 
developing a living culture 
of QA

Introduce a process of ex-post 
programme accreditation procedure  

> Advantages

❑ Institutions become 
responsible for approval 
processes and a living 
culture of QA throughout 
the organisation

> Disadvantages

❑ Based

❑ The

Proposed Policy Options to introduce ex-post programme review

Ex-post programme review is shared 
between MAB and HEIs, with HEI QM 
complemented by meaningful and 
differentiated programme review by 
MAB, based on: (1) a limited set of 
national KPIs, key ESG standards 
and/or study fields and (2) 
institutional performance.

> Advantages

❑ For MAB? Reduced 
workload and flexibility to 
focus on specific quality 
risks, HEIs or disciplines

❑ For HEIs? Increased 
responsibility and 
flexibility to tailor QA to 
discipline-specific risks

MAB develops programme level QA 
standards and indicators, based on 
the ESG (2015), complemented with 
a limited set of national KPIs for a 
cyclical ex-post programme review 
procedure.

> Advantages

❑ Accountability guaranteed 
by HEI accreditation and 
ex-post programme review

> Potential drawbacks

❑ Limited HEI responsibility

❑ High workload for MAB

❑ Limited flexibility for MAB 
and HEIs to focus on 
specific quality risks 

Option 3 – MAB bears full 
responsibility for ex-post 

programme review  

Recommendation 4
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Proposed Policy Options to introduce ex-post programme review
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differentiated programme review by 
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national KPIs, key ESG standards 
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> Advantages

❑ For MAB? Reduced 
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Option 3 – MAB bears full 
responsibility for ex-post 

programme review  

Recommendation 4

Questions for consideration:

• How often? For example, 3 years 
for HEIs with less capacity 
and/or expertise for programme 
review, 6 years for HEIs with 
demonstrated capacity and/or 
expertise.

• How heavy? For example, 
comprehensive review for HEIs 
with less capacity and/or 
expertise for programme review, 
focused review of specific quality 
risk for HEIs with demonstrated 
capacity and/or expertise.



Potential model for introducing ex-post programme review: Denmark

Part 3 – Five criteria (qualitative)

Questions, possible exceptions (for certain types of 
programmes) and guidelines are provided on how to 
complete the template.

1. Demand and relevance of the programme
2. Knowledge base of the programme
3. Goals for learning outcomes
4. Organisation and completion
5. Internal quality assurance and development

Part 2 - Key performance indicators (quantitative)

“If a key figure indicates that there could be problematic 
circumstances, this will initially be regarded as a sign of 
potential problems […] you [i.e., the institution] will be 
asked under the relevant criterion in part 3 to explain
which special circumstances you believe influence the 
key figures” (p. 9).

1. Graduate unemployment rates
2. Student completion and attrition rates
3. Research publications
4. Ratio of full-time and part-time academic staff
5. Student to full-time academic staff ratios



Potential model for introducing ex-post programme review: Denmark



Flexibility to focus on specific quality risks: New Zealand

Options for Hungary?

In collaboration with the sector:
• Define and focus on specific 

quality risks as part of 
institutional accreditation?

• Define and focus on specific 
quality risks as part of ex-post
programme review?

For institutional accreditation, the New Zealand Academic 
Quality Agency for Universities (AQA) operates a system of 
“academic audit cycles”, which include a focus on specific 
areas of institutional quality management.



Reform Area 4: Reorient Institutional 
Accreditation, Focusing on the Capacity of 

HEIs for Ensuring Programme Quality
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All accredited HEIs are allowed to 
independently launch new study 
programmes.

> Advantages

❑ Greater institutional 
responsibility

❑ Accountability guaranteed 
by ex-post accreditation

> Potential drawbacks

❑ How to manage potential 
sector-specific risks to 
quality? 

❑ How to manage modality 
and/or study field-specific 
risks to quality?

Option 1 – All accredited HEIs are 
allowed to launch new study 

programmes

Option 2 – Certain type(s) of 
maintainer(s) are allowed to 

launch new study programmes

Institutions demonstrating good 
quality digital education and 
expertise are allowed self-
accreditation for study programmes.

> Advantages

❑ Reduced workload for 
MAB, which can play a 
more “enabling” and 
supporting role for 
institutions

❑ Institutions incentivised to 
take responsibility for 
developing a living culture 
of QA

Introduce a process of ex-post 
programme accreditation procedure  

> Advantages

❑ Institutions become 
responsible for approval 
processes and a living 
culture of QA throughout 
the organisation

> Disadvantages

❑ Based

❑ The

Option 3 – Introduce cyclical ex-
post programme accreditation 

procedure  

Proposed Policy Options for reorienting institutional accreditation

HEIs managed by certain type(s) of 
maintainer(s) are allowed to 
independently launch new study 
programmes.

> Advantages

❑ Greater institutional 
responsibility

❑ Accountability guaranteed 
by ex-post accreditation

❑ Managing potential sector-
specific risks to quality

> Potential drawbacks

❑ How to manage modality 
and/or study field-specific 
risks to quality?

Depending on performance, HEIs are 
given more (or less) independence to 
independently launch new study 
programmes (e.g., limited to certain 
study fields, levels or modalities).

> Advantages

❑ Greater institutional 
responsibility

❑ Accountability guaranteed 
by ex-post accreditation

❑ Managing potential sector-
specific risks to quality

❑ Managing modality-
specific risks to quality

❑ Managing study field-
specific risks to quality

Option 3 – HEIs are allowed to 
launch new study programmes 

based on their performance

Recommendation 5



Potential model for devolved accreditation (all accredited HEIs): UK

All accredited HEIs

“Universities and colleges are 
responsible for managing the 
academic standards and quality of 
their awards. QAA judges how well 
universities and colleges fulfil their 
responsibility and the effectiveness 
of their processes for doing this” 
(QAA 2005, p. 5).

Measures to safeguard quality?

• External reviews (incl. audit) of 
HEIs in Scotland and Wales

• Describing clear academic 
standards

• Providing guidance on academic 
standards and quality

Options for Hungary?

• Develop advice and 
guidance for ensuring 
quality digital education



Potential model for devolved accreditation (type of maintainer): Ireland

Private HEIs

“If private providers of higher 
education wish to provide 
programmes of education and 
training in the NFQ, they must 
first establish QA procedures 
that have regard to QQI’s Core
QAG, the Sector-specific QAG 
for Private and Independent 
Providers (and any other 
relevant sets of QAG) and have 
them approved by QQI” (QQI 
2021, p. 3).

Public HEIs

“There are eight universities 
recognised under the Universities 
Act 1997 […] These institutions 
are DABs, which are autonomous 
institutions entitled to validate
their own programmes and grant 
awards to learners ” (QQI 2021, 
p. 2).



Potential model for devolved accreditation (type of maintainer): Ireland

Options for Hungary?

• Public maintainers
• Private maintainers
• Church-owned institutions
• Foundation status



Potential model for devolved accreditation (performance): Australia

“Unless they have been granted self-
accrediting authority for some or all 
of their courses of study, providers 
must also have their courses of 
study accredited by us [i.e., TEQSA] 
before they are offered to students. 
Re-accreditation is required every 
seven years” (TEQSA n.d.).

Options for Hungary?

• Level (e.g., bachelor, master, PhD)
• Field (e.g., Medicine)
• Mode (e.g., fully online, hybrid)



Questions for discussion

Should responsibility for ex-post programme review rest with HEIs, 
MAB, or be shared between HEIs and MAB? 

Should Hungary adopt a process of ex-ante programme registration, 
coupled with a process of ex-post cyclical programme review?

Should Hungary adopt a model of devolved institutional accreditation 
for the launch of new study programmes:
• For all accredited institutions?
• For certain type(s) of maintainer(s)?
• Based on institutional performance?


