
    1

Fund for the development of good management practice 
 

HEFCE project ref GMP 200: Improving higher education  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Report: October 2000 � October 2003 
                 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Bath Spa University College 
De Montfort University 

Liverpool John Moores University 
The Surrey Institute of Art & Design, University College 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    2

Preface         1 
 
Summary         2 
     
Statistical summary       3 
 
Our aims         3 
 
The simple case for using the EFQM Model    3 
 
How we achieved our aims      4 

 
Benefits         4  
Interaction between people      4 
Giving staff a voice        5 
Data and facts        5 
How plans will be achieved.        5  
Continuous improvement and HEFCE and QAA.   6 
Cost of quality savings.       6 
 
How we shared the learning      7 
 
How we will continue to share the learning    9 
     
Improvements and learning points     9 
The student enrolment process      9 
Staff attitude       10 
Staff recruitment (1)      10 
Staff recruitment (2)        11 
Student data (1)      11 
Student data (2)      11 
Staff development      12 
Communication      12 
 
Barriers       13 
Unwillingness to change     13 
Scepticism       13 
Bullying       13 
Lack of support from leadership    13 
Organisational and staff changes    13 
Resistance to carrying out improvements  13 
 
Conclusions      14 
 
Further information     14 

   



    3

HEFCE Good Management Practice project no 200 �Improving Higher 
Education� 
 
Preface 
 
This is not an academic document. It is instead a recollection of three years of 
achievement, hope and dedication, as well as some frustration and occasional 
despair. But overall the experience and outcomes have proven to be valuable 
and useful to the institutions involved and, as the HEFCE predicted at the outset, 
to be �...of strategic importance to the higher education sector as a whole.� 
 
For those institutions that are considering change in their management systems; 
the benefits, outcomes and learning points revealed by this project chart a clear 
additional path for good management practice in higher education. 
 
Accordingly, we intend this report to be as short and accessible as possible, and 
a working document that people will refer to for information and inspiration. 
Everything about the work is not contained here; it is a starting point; people who 
want to know how to apply the learning with skill and understanding would benefit 
from attending the 2004 regional events and conferences listed on page 9, and 
by reading the papers available on the project web site, 
http://www.improvinghe.livjm.ac.uk 
 
The management and staff of the four very different institutions made all of this 
possible. The four are: 
 
Bath Spa University College 
De Montfort University 
Liverpool John Moores University (Lead) 
The Surrey Institute of Art and Design University College. 
 
Thanks are due to the HEFCE, in particular for the support of Steve Egan, 
Pramod Philip and Alistair Townsend; to John Cairncross and Sue Laskey of the 
Cabinet Office for their mentoring and advice; and TQMI Limited�s Mervyn Potter 
who took the staff teams up a necessarily steep learning curve. The mutually 
supportive nature of the relationship with the Sheffield Hallam consortium has 
been a visible benefit, amply demonstrated by the Mirror of Truth series of joint 
conferences. 
 
A large number of people have helped us through our journey and taken us in 
new directions; Andre Haynes of LloydsTSB, Bob Thackwray of HESDA, and the 
DfES�s Martin Tavender deserve special mention. 
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Summary 
 
This project attracted a £177,550 grant from the HEFCE with the main aim �To 
provide a cost-effective and expert trial on the positive impact of applying the 
European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model to a 
cross-section of HEIs.� Four institutions with different cultures and structures 
undertook the work; there are the Bath Spa University College, De Montfort 
University, Liverpool John Moores University (Lead) and The Surrey Institute of 
Art and Design University College.  
 
Over three years the consortium experienced the benefits of the Model and met 
some of the barriers to its use. Its key benefits concerned improvements in how 
leaders of all levels manage an institution and give all of its people a voice, cost 
of quality savings exceeding £1,000,000 and the use of accurate data and facts 
in decision making. The key barriers that could prevent its use were identified as 
unwillingness to change, bullying, and lack of support from leadership. 
 
The lessons learnt were disseminated through over thirty papers and 
presentations given by invitation, the series of Mirror of Truth conferences in 
collaboration with the Sheffield Hallam University consortium, the project web site 
http://www.improvinghe.livjm.ac.uk, and presentations to individual institutions. 
The Secretary of State for Education and Skills welcomed an introduction to the 
project�s findings in 2001 and the Minister of State for Lifelong Learning and 
Further and Higher Education was a speaker at the 2002 Mirror of Truth 
conference hosted by Liverpool John Moores University. 
 
While it is important to remind ourselves that higher education does a lot of 
things exceptionally well, processes, i.e. our every day work, were a rich source 
for improvement. These yielded significant cost of quality savings, though equally 
important was how people felt about being part of something that worked without 
waste and worked well. The benefits of the reduced stress, staff turnover and 
sickness, and the raising of staff morale and satisfaction made themselves felt. 
 
Overall the project has achieved its promise as predicted by the HEFCE to be 
�...of strategic importance to the higher education sector as a whole.� 
 
HEFCE has awarded funds to extend the project and for further dissemination. 
Over the next twelve months the consortium will demonstrate how the EFQM 
Model framework can be used to clarify an institution�s goals and plans and how 
those goals will be achieved. It will design and implement a �dashboard� of 
measures that show outcomes and predict performance; and it will produce a 
clear guide to the Model for higher education. Much of this will be presented at 
eight regional briefing in association with the Higher Education Staff 
Development Agency, commencing 27th January 2004, and will be completed for 
presentations at the Mirror of Truth 4 conference in Liverpool on the 8th and 9th of 
June 2004. 
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Statistical summary 
         
HEFCE grant         £177,750 
Cost of seconded staff at 4 institutions     £360,000 
Consumable costs          £15,000 
Cost of overheads        £130,000 
Value of cost of quality improvements made         >£1,250,000 
Main improvement projects       16 
Simple improvement projects               >50 
Staff trained to EFQM national award assessor level                          5 
Staff trained to self-evaluate at institutional assessor level   64 
Papers and presentations given by invitation             >30 
Higher education institutions/agencies represented at presentations         >40 
Average delegate satisfaction rating at presentations (1 � 10)           7.9 
Lowest RADAR score (At year 1)               170 
Highest RADAR score (At year 3)                         320  
 
Our aims 
 
When the project commenced in October 2000 it had three stated aims. These 
were to: 
 
! To provide a cost-effective and expert trial on the positive impact of applying 

the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model 
to a cross-section of HEIs. 

! To effect sustained improvement in management practices. 
! To produce information that helps the sector improve its performance on a 

continuous basis. 
 
These aims were restated and expanded at the project�s first full-day meeting of 
the four teams in early November 2000. It was a meeting of high hopes, 
enthusiasm and an eagerness to get going, as well as some bad manners and 
detachment and was a signal for the mixture of enjoyment and frustration ahead. 
 
The simple case for the EFQM Model in higher education 
 
Given that we have talked to staff from over forty institutions during the course of 
the project, we feel with some sureness that most people in higher education 
would like to change and improve it in some way. The question is how? We could 
wait for the QAA, HEFCE and others to audit and review us and respond to their 
findings; we can pay consultants to do much the same job, or we, the people who 
work in higher education and know more about it than anyone else can self-
evaluate ourselves and respond to our own findings. When self-evaluated 
against the EFQM Model, which prompts searching questions about everything 
that an institution does, change and improvement follows. In brief, the business 
and moral reasons for using the Model to self-evaluate are compelling. 
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How we achieved our aims 
 
In each of the four institutions: 
 
! A staff team of one academic department was trained in the use of the EFQM 

Excellence Model as well as best practice approaches to managing the 
outcomes of self-evaluation.  Because of the size and integration of the 
Surrey Institute the whole university college was regarded as one department. 

! Staff teams self-evaluated, quantified and measured the results of their 
approach to the institution�s work, in terms of strengths and areas for 
improvement, against the Model�s 9 criteria and 32 sub-criteria.  

! Departments identified between fifty and a hundred strengths and a similar 
number of areas for improvement as a result of each self-evaluation. Self-
evaluations were normally annual in order to achieve sustained improvement. 

! Selected strengths were analysed in order to share best practice, areas for 
improvement were placed in order of priority and led to improvement projects. 

! Improvement groups of around four staff or so each were set up to tackle 
major projects, such as the redesign of a staff development policy and 
process. Simple improvements identified, often concerning minor issues with 
a high irritability rating, were just carried out. 

! Lessons learnt were shared with participating institutions and the sector. 
 
Benefits 
 
Some of us entered the project with an enthusiasm and ideal that the Model 
could be something of a panacea. The Model has proven to be invaluable, 
though we have learnt that it should be regarded as just one of many ingredients 
that can help manage an institution. Its use can bring six key benefits in terms of: 
 
1 Intangible and unexpected change in peoples� interaction. 
2 Giving staff of all levels a voice and bringing them closer together. 
3 Promoting the value of data and facts. 
4 The connection between strategic plans and how they will be achieved. 
5  Demonstrating that the Model can help an institution continuously improve 

the way manages itself; while at the same time satisfy the demands of 
external agencies, such as HEFCE and QAA. 

6 Making cost of quality savings. 
 
1 Interaction between people. As the project progressed we saw changes 
in people�s behaviour. We had earlier described the Model as �Looking into a 
mirror being prepared not the like everything you see�; which is what many 
people had done. People were thinking about how others saw them, and about 
how things looked from other people�s point of view � especially a student�s. We 
could not have set up a project to achieve these intangible and unexpected 
things; they had to happen with the flow of the work, though the benefits cannot 
be overstated. 
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2 Giving staff a voice. Probably the most important long term benefit is a 
change in how some staff see their role and responsibilities within the institution 
and how responsibilities can be articulated and accomplished. We found that: 
 
! Many staff had the confidence that their voice was being heard, as indeed it 

was for the first time in some cases.  
! Discussion between all levels was made easier as a result of the evidence 

based and quantitative nature of the Model�s demands. These aspects, for 
example, helped bring clarity to roles and responsibilities and in many cases 
to what people were trying to achieve. 

! The RADAR scoring matrix helped focus peoples� thinking. In meetings this 
could be seen in action, insofar people were asking questions such as �What 
is the purpose of this proposal, do we have a clear way of doing it, to what 
extent will it be deployed, how will we measure whether it has worked or not 
and share best practice, and how will we learn and improve from the 
experience?� 

! EFQM self-evaluations pose questions about top-down, bottom-up and cross 
institution decision making and communication; we saw thinking and actions 
in these matters changed in many cases. 

 
3 Data and facts. The Model�s need for data and facts revealed how much 
or how little some institutions, or departments, actually knew about their own 
performance. A leader of one of the teams summed up the starting point; he said, 
�We had enormous quantities of data, I mean vast, vast collections; most of 
which was of absolutely no use to us���It was generally for someone else�s 
needs, not ours.� In several cases people were �flying blind�, though doing their 
best, trying to do a good job, without the aid of data and facts. With the changes 
brought about by a growing attention to gathering and analysing useful data, 
decision making became more reliable, more easily understood by those who 
had the carry out the decisions and � in some cases for the first time � an 
institution or department could measure whether they were going forward, 
backwards or standing still on the factors that were important to them. 
 
4 How plans will be achieved. Towards the end of the first year we 
realised that the departmental and institutional strategic plans viewed were well 
executed plans of what needed to be achieved. None described how things were 
to be achieved; indeed one institutional plan used the word how just five times 
and only two of those were used to describe how something should be done. 
Compare this with the strategic plans of EFQM award winners where the ratio of 
how to what can be 2 : 1, using in some cases the nine main criteria as chapter 
headings. The Surrey Institute was the first to take up the challenge, in particular 
in how it managed its people. By the end of the project the how in the Liverpool 
John Moores University strategic plan was explicit and consistent throughout, 
and acknowledged in its introduction the use of EFQM Model principles.  
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5  Continuous improvement and satisfying HEFCE and QAA. Through 
the process of annual self-evaluation against the Model and consequent action, 
systematic and continuous improvement takes place. We have run large and 
small improvement projects, examples of which are discussed below in 
�Improvements and learning points�, to which should be added intangible and 
behavioural continuous improvement and the evidence based thinking referred to 
in points 1 � 3 above.  
 
It is important to state that improvements were made in order to better 
management practice, to make work clearer and more enjoyable, and to gather 
information that would render decision making transparent and based on fact; 
these improvements were motivated by internal considerations. A useful by-
product of this is that the Model�s self-evaluation outputs and subsequent actions 
satisfy or exceed the information and other needs of both the HEFCE and the 
QAA. A paper which can be downloaded from the project web site, with a 
foreword by QAA Chief Executive Peter Williams, expands this point. 
 
6 Cost of quality savings. 
 
The term Cost of Quality, sometimes known as cost of non-conformance or price 
of non-conformance, is attributed to Deming and was introduced to GMP 200 
members by the project�s consultant. It is more aptly described it as Cost of 
absence of Quality. 
 
As a result of project GMP 200 Cost of Quality work, it is estimated that savings 
of £1,000 per member of staff of all levels were made in an academic department 
pursuing improvement projects, following an EFQM Excellence Model self-
evaluation. Thus a department with 200 staff from manual staff to the head of 
department would make savings of £200,000 in the first year of operation. 
Depending on individual circumstances, savings continue for 3 years before 
gradual decline. £1,000 was estimated because it is easily justified � and is a 
memorable figure in dissemination presentations. It is in fact too low. Cost of 
quality savings were made by: 
 
! Reducing failure, i.e. eliminating errors such as data entry errors at 

enrolment, incorrect marks and grades at assessment boards, incomplete 
timetables, factual errors in papers etc. 

! Reducing checking. Exercises have been produced which demonstrate that 
checking is expensive and does not work.  

! Building in quality, i.e. a get-it-right-first-time approach, built around an 
unequivocal way of doing things, which prevent failure and errors.  

 
Generally, the savings are in peoples� time. Wasteful time can be reduced and 
released for a department�s core work of educating students, research and work 
with industry, thus giving impetus to a cycle of improving education, attracting 
and retaining more students, and increasing income.  
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How we shared the learning 
 
The following selection of presentations and papers illustrate the high level of 
activity and commitment of the GMP 200 partner institutions.  
 
Findings have been disseminated in five main ways:  
 
1  Via the project web site http://www.improvinghe.livjm.ac.uk   
2  Through invitations to speak at HEIs at staff away days and staff 

seminars.  
3  By publishing briefing papers with the Higher Education Staff 

Development Agency and on the project web site.  
4  Through conference presentations.  
5  Through invitations to speak to special interest groups and the wider 

public sector. 
 
Having been offered a workshop at the GMP 143, 2001 Sheffield Hallam 
University consortium conference, we were pleased that GMP 143 accepted our 
offer to combine the project conferences. This resulted in the fully subscribed 
Mirror of Truth 2 conference at Liverpool in June 2002, the next in the series at 
Sheffield in 2003; the fourth returns to Liverpool for the 8th and 9th of June 2004. 
Staff of over forty HEIs have attended presentations concerning GMP 200, as 
have colleagues from the QAA, HEFCE, DfES, LSC, ALI, HESDA, and OFSTED.  
 
The performance of most presentations organised by project members was 
measured through feedback sheets. The ratings steadily improved over the 
project period to a point where it was unusual to score below seven out of ten in 
any of the questions asked.  However, where we presented to individual 
institutions, by invitation, the results were mixed. This is covered in �Barriers and 
constraints� , page 13. 
 
A selection of presentations and papers are: 
 
! Sullivan P, Using the EFQM Model to plan for and respond to a QAA audit, 

IFF Forum, hosted by Liverpool John Moores University, 1 - 2 July 2003 
! Brown M A, Applying the EFQM Excellence Model across the university. Why 

and will what results? Mirror of Truth 3 conference, hosted by Sheffield 
Hallam University, 3 � 4 June 2003 

! Sammells N, Risk assessment: combining strategic planning and quality 
assurance. How Excellence Model principles informed the process, Mirror of 
Truth 3 conference, hosted by Sheffield Hallam University, 3 � 4 June 2003 

! Wilks M, Becoming a Learning Organisation, the place of EFQM in the 
Institute�s Quality Strategy, Mirror of Truth 3 conference, hosted by Sheffield 
Hallam University, 3 � 4 June 2003 

! Miller A, Preparing for an Institutional Audit using EFQM methodology. Mirror 
of Truth 3 conference, hosted by Sheffield Hallam University, 3 � 4 June 2003 
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! Evans P, An introduction to identifying, setting and measuring a balanced set 
of key performance indicators., Mirror of Truth 3 conference, hosted by 
Sheffield Hallam University, 3 � 4 June 2003 

! Sullivan P, Evaluating university outcomes using EFQM Excellence Model 
measures. Mirror of Truth 3 conference, hosted by Sheffield Hallam 
University, 3 � 4 June 2003 

! Brown M A, Sullivan P, Performance Measurement for Universities, British 
Quality Foundation Education Group, De Montfort University, 7 May 2003. 

! Sullivan P, Miller A M, Quality Cards, HESDA, May 2003. 
! Sullivan P, Miller A M, The New QAA Framework and the EFQM Excellence 

Model, A way forward for universities, HESDA, January 2003. 
! Sullivan P, Improving Higher Education, Implementing Excellence Concepts 

conference, Cabinet Office, 3-4 December 2002 
! Sullivan P, The EFQM Model in Higher Education, HESDA, June 2002 
! Sammells N, Beyond compliance culture, Mirror of Truth 2 conference, hosted 

by Liverpool John Moores University, 11-12 June 2002 
! Burton D, Retaining students. How the School of Engineering used the 

Model�s methodology, Mirror of Truth 2 conference, hosted by Liverpool John 
Moores University, 11-12 June 2002 

! Wilks M, Using the Model to increase staff ownership of self-assessment and 
performance reviews, Mirror of Truth 2 conference, hosted by Liverpool John 
Moores University, 11-12 June 2002 

! Sullivan P, Using the EFQM Model to make savings, Mirror of Truth 2 
conference, hosted by Liverpool John Moores University, 11-12 June 2002 

! Brown M A, Sullivan P, Using the EFQM Model in academic departments, 
SRHE conference, University of Cambridge, 12-14 December 2001. 

! The EFQM Model in Higher Education, Council for Industry and Higher 
Education, London, 25 July 2001 

! Wilks M, Wilson T, GMP 200, Mirror of Truth conference, Sheffield Hallam 
University, 7 June 2001 

! Sullivan P, The EFQM Model in HE, CIPFA Quality Forum, May 2001 
! Sullivan P, Cabinet Office/BQF/TQMI seminar panel member, Westminster 

Hall, London, 8 February 2001 
! Sullivan P, Gaining Advantage Using the Excellence Model, Institute of Public 

Finance, 7 February 2001, Ambassadors Hotel, London 
! Brown M A, Sullivan P, GMP 200, the second year, BQF Public Sector 

Networking seminar, De Montfort University, Leicester, 30 November 2000 
! Brown M A, Sullivan P, The Excellence Model in education, Turning Strategy 

into Action in the Public Sector conference, London 11/12 October 2000  
! Brown M A, Sullivan P, Implementing the EFQM Excellence Model in higher 

education, Facing the Future conference, London, September 2000 
! Brown M A, Sullivan P, Piloting the Model at De Montfort University, BQF 

Education & Training Group, June 2000. 
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How we will continue to share the learning 
 
While the HEFCE supported project GMP 200 has ended, the work continues 
and expands. Its learning will continue to be shared through: 
 
! Presentations to individual institutions. 
! The retention of the project web site http://www.improvinghe.livjm.ac.uk 
! Papers and conference presentations, by invitation, to the sector. 
! The Mirror of Truth series of conferences shared with the Sheffield Hallam 

consortium. 
! Publications supported by the HEFCE with recent dissemination funding. 
! Eight regional dissemination events in association with HESDA, supported by 

the HEFCE with recent funding. These will take place at the: 
 
University of London    27 January 2004 
University of Loughborough   29 January 2004 
University of Bristol      24 February 2004 
King Alfred�s College, Winchester   25 February 2004 
University of Manchester    03 March 2004 
University of Northumbria at Newcastle  04 March 2004 
London Institute     09 March 2004 
University of Sheffield    11 March 2004 
 
Improvements and learning points 
 
Self-evaluation has two main functions; first to reveal what we do well in order 
that best practice can be shared, and secondly to identify areas for improvement 
(AFI). We have found it important to keep reminding ourselves that higher 
education does a lot of things exceptionally well, as it is easy to dwell on the 
AFIs; continuous improvement is about both. Continuous improvement is 
straightforward in principle, but practice tends to be variable. It relies on effective 
and supportive leadership, an accurate diagnosis of the problem, a clear plan of 
action and the resources to carry it out. Take one or more prerequisites away 
and the results can disappoint. This is discussed in �Barriers� on page 13.  
 
The following examples represent varying levels of success and a range of 
stages, depending how firmly the four prerequisites were embedded. Because of 
some sensitivity, examples of the improvements in teaching are not made here. 
 
! The student enrolment process. The time taken for a student to enrol in two 

departments in the same HEI is thirty minutes in one and up to five hours in 
the other. The 30-minute department has built a preventative, virtually error 
free, process. The process was designed by the people who deliver it. They 
used straightforward problem solving tools and techniques, following EFQM 
style diagnosis, with training for all staff involved. Even with a 30-minute 
throughput, students are provided with refreshments, ample seating and a 
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television. A help desk is provided to solve the unusual.  The 30-minute 
department ensures that all existing students enrol for September in the 
preceding June, with its 700 first year students being enrolled in one week.  
Over 20 students can be in the cycle at any time. The other department takes 
the same week to enrol 200 students and takes additional time, around a 
further 3 days, to correct errors; 8 days in total for 200 students. Around 20 
staff of all levels per day are involved. Setting aside the considerable pre-
enrolment and post-enrolment staff time, if the department learned from the 
efficient department and halved its enrolment time to 4 days, the saving could 
be around £14,000.  
Key learning point: Have a clear process to share best practice. 

 
! Staff attitude: A good indicator of the EFQM Model�s influence is the change 

in attitude of staff. For example, one group of staff saw an enrolment queue 
growing to reach outside the building, with an estimated queuing time of over 
an hour. One person�s first action was to bring the students inside and out of 
the rain. More staff joined her to talk to the students. They decided to cut the 
waiting time of their �customers� to fifteen minutes by giving students a post-it 
with a return time and a chit to choose refreshments from the refectory. Chits 
were issued without knowing where the funds would come from. No doubt 
staff had in mind the bad start students were having and the scale of student 
income lost that was revealed at the EFQM consensus session. Lost student 
income exceeded £1,000,000 from all causes. In previous years staff would 
have watched the queue and blamed senior management. Having seen the 
commitment of senior managers to EFQM principles and been part of the 
EFQM team themselves, they felt empowered to act. The actual saving of this 
and other actions will roll out through the years to come. 
Key learning point: Staff will feel empowered to act in the clear interest of 
the institution if they feel certain of senior level support. Empowerment works 
only if support is given irrespective of outcome. 
 

! Staff recruitment (1): An example which extends beyond academic 
departments is that of recruiting/replacing a member of staff. There is an 
example of the approval form passing through 18 pair of hands, including the 
chief executive�s, before it is returned to the head of department with a 
decision. It can take up to 3 months for the form to be returned. All that is 
achieved in this costly process is to let the head of department know what 
was known at the outset i.e. that the department can has the funds to appoint 
and that a staff requirement versus staff in post analysis is correct. 

 
Having examined the improvement team�s map of the process the project�s 
consultant offered the solution that the 3 critical people should meet at the 
beginning of each month to sign off the appointments. Bearing in mind that a 
large university can appoint around 500 new full and part-time staff per year, 
savings could exceed £80,000 in staff time alone. No calculations have been 
made to estimate the cost to higher education of students� reaction to 
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cancelled sessions due to shortage of staff. At present only modest progress 
has been made on this project due to resistance to change 
Key learning point: Mapping is a good way to see what actually happens in 
the life cycle of a process, but its improvement is dependent on the 
cooperation of the people within it. 

 
! Staff recruitment (2): The recruitment cycle for a member of staff can cost 

between £4,000 for a locally recruited person to >£30,000 if an agency is 
involved. To give an insight into the scale of cost of quality savings possible; 
during the project�s first year one institution recruited 260 new full-time staff 
and 193 part-time staff. In contrast, a smaller institution recruited 53 new full-
time and 24 part-time staff. Using the full-time staff figures alone, at the 
lowest figure of £4,000 per person recruited, a saving of £208,000 and 
£44,000 respectively could be made if 20% of time was taken out of the 
process by eliminating errors, reduced checking and by building a quality 
process. Some people argue that cost of quality costs go beyond recruitment, 
when asking the question �At the end of this process, has the right person 
been appointed?� This project did not receive formal adoption, though the 
team�s findings have had an affect the institutions� approach.  
Key learning point: Not all improvements, however obvious the need and 
importance will be the outcome of an improvement project. Protectionism, 
especially if the improvement needed is cross-institutional, often gets in the 
way. All that matters is do the improvements get done? 

 
! Student data (1). In one institution that had several and often conflicting data 

systems, one department was able to send to the centre a first-time-accurate 
download of student data for HESA and other purposes. The remainder were 
not. Yet the department previously had the worst record in terms of accuracy 
and production on time. Setting apart the image problem it had in the 
institution, which affected its staff and students in many ways, including 
sickness and stress; there was a cost for errors, checking and rechecking, 
and reworking the process, which the department estimated to be over 
£10,000. By investing in staff training, establishing a person to be in charge 
for the duration of the process, and re-design with the use of RADAR, Cost of 
quality costs were reduced to near nil.  
Key learning point: RADAR is a powerful thinking tool that prompts the 
questions, �What are we trying to do, do we have a clear way of doing it, to 
what extent will it be deployed, how will we measure whether it has worked or 
not and share best practice, and how will we learn and improve from the 
experience?� 
 

! Student data (2). This project failed in the first round of self-evaluation for 
two main reasons; first the unwillingness of some people to recognise the 
problem and secondly, changes in key personnel. It has commenced in this 
final year. A department�s self-evaluation showed that its student data of most 
kinds was incomplete and unreliable, with decisions based upon it often 
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described as �best guess�. In particular, student satisfaction data was a 
controversial issue as it was closely held at course level. How it was used to 
improve the student experience was unclear, and as information arrived at 
heads level in verbal form only, senior managers could not use the 
information with any certainty of accuracy. Anecdotal evidence suggested that 
the problem lay in a culture where previous management used poor results to 
place fear or blame upon staff.  An improvement team of volunteers and 
appointees of new management have been working to establish a consistent 
process across all courses in the department. By using RADAR principles the 
new process will be stable over a number of years so that trends can be 
determined; there will be targets for satisfaction and, importantly, there will be 
clear linkages from the data gathered and improvements made. 
Key learning point: Culture is an important ingredient in improvement. In a 
culture of fear, improvement will be stifled; on the other hand where data is 
used in culture of �how can we use this information to support you to 
succeed� improvement is likely to be successful. 

 
! Staff development. This has been addressed by more than one institution. In 

a department that had a staff development budget of £24,000 the linkages 
between its present and future staff development needs, policy, spending and 
actual outcomes were unclear to the evaluation team. While all concerned 
with staff development were trying to do the right things with the funds, the 
affects of custom and practice and the demands of the �day job� resulted in 
funds being used in an ad hoc way. Accurate data was hard to find as no one 
individual had responsibility for staff development, though it appeared that the 
majority of funds were used by academic staff, a small number of people 
attending a number of conferences and events. Conference and events 
reports were made, but with the exception of a small number of post-graduate 
studentships, the benefits to the individual and the department were unclear. 
Moreover, staff development had an elastic meaning that did not always line 
up with the aims and objectives of the department. With the support of the 
department�s leadership, which turned out to be very important, a small 
project team made the linkages across the EFQM Model and proposed a staff 
development process designed to bridge gaps between staff�s skills and 
knowledge and the department�s objectives stated in its strategic plan. 
Results are promising in this is a final year project, though the inconsistency 
of the department�s appraisal system has impeded progress. Nevertheless, 
the staff survey results (a consequence of the project) show good levels of 
satisfaction with staff development; and all types and levels of staff have 
benefited from the new approach. 
Key learning point: Even where relatively modest funds are involved, 
replacing uncertainty with clarity can result in markedly increased staff 
satisfaction and motivation. 
 

! Communication.  Two departments have attempted to improve the way they 
communicate within and outside the department, with much, though mixed 
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success. One department is at present engaged in building upon its first 
attempt. The key characteristics of the problem were that the ad hoc 
prevailed, there were no policy statements or protocols that staff could refer to 
manage communication, an over-dependency on a �fire and forget to all 
users�  approach to emails had developed; it was assumed by senior 
management that staff visited the intranet regularly and read, among other 
things, the strategic plan; and electronic communication and communication 
by osmosis had replaced in some part the act of talking to one another. 
Having first analysed the problem in detail, a first improvement has been to 
give a person the responsibility of taking an overview of the department�s 
approach to communication, to draft a communication policy with the needs of 
all staff in mind, and to set up the measures to establish whether the new 
policy and practice is working. One staff survey shows good results with room 
for further improvement, in particular in how senior management explain and 
inspire staff about the direction and needs of the department. Senior 
management responded positively to this feedback. No attempt has been 
made to cost the consequences of ineffective communication or of people 
simply not knowing what is going on or what required of them, however, the 
corrosion of lack of clarity and uncertainty must come at a cost. On the other 
hand, effective communication must bring benefits and rewards. 
Key learning point. Give a person responsibility for an important process. 

 
Barriers 
 
At various points, though not at all institutions, barriers to the project�s progress 
were caused by six factors. These are commented upon in brief: 
 
1 Unwillingness to change, especially where there was no pressure for 

change, or perceived need for it. 
2 Scepticism. We met healthy scepticism though there is a fine line 

between scepticism and cynicism 
3 Bullying. Often by managers who feel their power threatened by the 

bottom-up aspects of the Model. How much bullying occurs is unclear as 
the victims tend to suffer in self-protective silence.  

4 Lack of support from leadership. Some leaders were constant in their 
support, some were not, some were absent throughout. The contrast in 
team motivation and morale as a result was vivid 

5 Organisational and staff changes. Even effective project teams were 
tipped off balance or halted altogether when, for example, restructuring 
took place. Similarly, if a senior member of staff left progress was impeded 
until his/her replacement was in place and the future of the project known. 

6 Failure to carrying out improvements. A curious phenomenon, 
apparently common in the public sector, is the use of considerable 
resources to carry out the self-evaluation and the failure to act upon the 
results. This is probably linked to point one, above. 
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Conclusions 
 
We conclude that:  
 
! The European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model 

is applicable and beneficial to higher education institutions 
! The EFQM Model effects sustained improvement in management practices. 
! If shared across the sector, the information from self-evaluations and 

improvements made would help spread effective practice. 
! Self-evaluation against the Model provides all of the information needed for 

QAA, HEFCE, HESA and other external agencies; though the main purpose 
of gathering the information is for internal purposes. 

! The EFQM Model is an effective tool to help plan what an institutions aims to 
achieve and, crucially, how it will achieve its aims. 

! When supported by leadership, use of the Model increases peoples� 
understanding of the institution�s goals and brings the people closer together. 

! The cost of quality savings made through acting upon the results of self-
evaluation can be significant, amounting to at least £1,000 per member of 
staff involved. 

 
Further information 
 
Please refer to http://www.improvinghe.livjm.ac.uk 
 
Or contact: 
 
Professor Michael Brown 
Chief Executive and Vice Chancellor 
Liverpool John Moores University 
Egerton Court 
2 Rodney Street 
Liverpool 
L3 5UX 
 
Email:  vc@livjm.ac.uk 
Tel:  0151 709 3676 
 
 
 
 


