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Abstract
Th e article is devoted to evaluation of criteria and indicators of the measuring 
of university education quality. On the basis of an expert interview of the teach-
ing/academic staff  of the Institute of Human Sciences of Borys Grinchenko 
Kyiv University, three main criteria were identifi ed (resourses of educational 
activities, organization of educational activities, the results of specialist training) 
and their indicators (the level of teaching/academic staff , students as subjects 
of education, material base, information and methodological support, tech-
nologies of training and education, presentation of educational achievements, 
competitiveness of graduates at the job market, professional achievements of 
graduates). Th e proposed criteria and indicators of the quality of education 
measuring made it possible to evaluate a methodology of measuring/moni-
toring of university education quality, which is the innovation of our research. 
A wheel model, whose rung is a criterion indicator, was included in the basis 
of the methodology of measuring/monitoring of the quality of education. 
Each rung is also a separate indicator measuring scale and it is divided into ten 
conditional labels.
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Introduction

Th e issue of education quality is associated with the general competitiveness of 
the university, its rating, the prestige of graduates, level of the teaching staff , mate-
rial base, quantitative indicators of students’ achievements, the presence of higher 
educational institutions on the Internet, the number of research projects, etc. Th e 
problem of education quality evaluation of both quantitative and qualitative terms 
arises more and more oft en today.

But today the is no unifi ed approach to defi ning the essence of education quality, 
its indicators and criteria for monitoring, required resources, which are necessary 
for successful educational activities.

Research Problem Focus
Foreign researchers investigate education quality as a multidimensional model 

of evaluation of educational activities that helps to build a conceptually correct 
system of quality evaluation, determine how development prospects may aff ect it 
and provide strategic directions of education quality management (Cheng, Y.C., 
Tam, W.M., 1997). Other research (Scordoulis, M., et al., 2015) established that 
education quality can be measured with the use of a set of high-quality compo-
nents (reputation, academic staff , educational programs, services and additional 
services, material base) that meet the requirements of students of educational 
institutions. Th e level of the teaching/academic staff  is an important component 
of the overall quality of university education. Claudia S. Sarricko & Andre A. Alves 
believe that the level of the teaching staff  is the key indicator of the quality of 
education. Here, they include the following: staff  qualifi cations, research capacity/
intensity, individuality, accuracy/punctuality, focus on international cooperation, 
vocational guidance and inbreeding (Sarricko, C.S, Alves, A.A., 2016).

Other researchers believe that the quality of education can be measured through 
the system of institutional management and general management (Cardoso, S., 
Rosa, M.J., Stensaker, B., 2016). Th e quality of education can also be measured with 
the use of such indicators as successful lecturer guidance of the teaching process, 
formation of knowledge, skills and relevant competences, creating a positive atti-
tude to learning and research and creating a favourable educational environment 
(Ng, P.T., 2015).

Most foreign researchers point out that the quality of education can be meas-
ured with the use of two components: indicators/quality measurement criteria 
that must comply with the specifi cs of a particular educational institution and be 
appropriate for clients/applicants of higher education.
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Basically, the quality of education is now measured by ratings of universities, 
both national and international (Kaidalova, A.V., Posylkina O.N., 2015).

We consider that the quality of education can be measured with the use of 
a set of competences that determine professional ability to carry out professional 
activities on a certain level of effi  ciency with an understanding of social respon-
sibility for its results as the process and the result of the formation of professional 
competences and professional consciousness of the future specialist.

Research Methodology

At the fi rst stage of the research, we carried out a series of expert interviews 
with university lecturers. Th e purpose of the expert interviews was to obtain 
necessary information refl ected in the knowledge, opinions and estimates of the 
respondents, who are competent persons with experience in the monitoring of 
educational quality. Th e possibility of participation was limited to the teaching 
staff  of the Institute of Human Sciences. It is a structural subdivision of Borys 
Grinchenko Kyiv University (Ukraine) and has fi ve departments: anatomy and 
physiology; general, age and pedagogical psychology; practical psychology; special 
psychology, correctional and inclusive education; social pedagogy and social work.

Th e respondents were invited to participate in the interviews through 
announcements posted on the website of the Institute of Human Sciences and 
personal letters to lecturers and heads of departments.

Th e grounded theory, presented in the studies of Kathy Charmez (Charmaz, K., 
2014), was the basis for data collection and for the theoretical part of the study. 
Th e initial set of respondents was intended to secure a sample of teachers who 
have diff erent views on the necessity of monitoring of education quality and vary 
in age, academic degree and position. Th is stage of the research interviews was 
based on open questions and topics concerning how the teachers monitor the 
quality of education.

According to the methodology of grounded theory, encoding occurred simul-
taneously with data collection. Initial encoding was open and close to the text, this 
means that the codes were designed to refl ect the actions, intentions and meanings 
of the respondents, oft en using their own words. Further interview encoding was 
the current use of comparative analysis that made it possible to identify such codes 
into categories.

Aft er initial isolation of the categories, it modifi ed the process of attracting 
participants. To provide the most diverse selection, participants were selected 
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according to their ability to explain the specifi c issues which had been identifi ed 
in the previous study. Th is approach is called “theoretical sampling” (Glaser, B.G., 
Strauss, A.L., 2012) and it allows for formulating specifi c questions for interviews. 
Th e list of previously investigated topics of semi-structured interviews include: 
indicators of the criteria of education quality, “the level of teaching/academic staff ”, 
“students as subjects of education”, “material base”, “information and methodologi-
cal support”, “technologies of training and education”, “presentation of educational 
achievements”, “competitiveness of graduates on the job market”, “professional 
achievements of graduates”. Data collection continued in the same direction until 
the answer to the question in the current study was answered and an appropriate 
model was fully developed.

At this stage, the application of analysis together with data collection was contin-
ued. Encoding was re-formatted from open to theoretical encoding, which allowed 
for drawing parallels between the codes and categories, categories and indicators 
with further order to search defi nitions. Notes, including the development of mod-
els, were used to conduct comparisons. Such a methodology led to the evaluation 
of the theoretical model of monitoring of the quality of education.

In order to assess the validity of the fi nal results, fi ve teachers (one from each 
department) who had taken part in interviews were invited to analyse the model 
and comment on it. Th e lecturers diff ered in decision making for the organi-
zation of monitoring of educational quality but they generally were matching 
the sampling. Aft er that another fi ve lecturers who had not taken part in the 
study (including one from each department) were invited to review and provide 
comments. Th e responses were carefully analyzed and some minor changes were 
made.

Research Results

Expert interviews were held with 55 teachers of the Institute of Human Sciences. 
Th e interview began with questions about personal data.

Findings of this survey allowed for formulating 3 criteria groups of the quality 
of education and accordant indicators, which are presented Figure 1.

Th e respondents suggested the following four indicators in the fi rst criterion, 
resources of the educational process: the level of the teaching/academic staff , 
students as subjects of education, material base, information and methodological 
support. Th ey were asked to identify the contents of each indicator and specify the 
tasks to improve its eff ectiveness.
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Table 1. Information about the respondents

Age range 23 – 64
Gender (%) Male – 4 (7.3%)

Female – 51 (92.7%)
Position (%) Assistant – 2 (3.6%)

Lecturer – 7 (12.7%)
Senior Lecturer – 13 (23.6%)

Assistant Professor – 27 (49%)
Professor – 6 (11.1%)

Education, scientifi c degree (%) Higher education – 55 (100%)
PhD – 38 (69%)

Doctor of sciences – 5 (31%)

Figure 1. Criteria groups of quality of education and accord-
ant indicators
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Th e fi rst indicator is the level of the teaching/academic staff . To ensure its quality, 
according to the respondents, it is implemented: “there is a procedure for measur-
ing of ratings of the teaching/academic staff  of the University” as guarantors of the 
quality of education; “there is the system of updating of electronic portfolio”; “all 
research/publications of the teaching/academic staff  are posted in the university 
repository”; “internship opportunities based on national and international organi-
zations” is provided with the aim to increase the level of knowledge and innovative 
technologies of teaching/academic staff . Th e respondents stated that the objectives 
of strengthening and capacity building of the teaching staff  are “improving the 
procedure of ratings of teaching/academic staff  with transparency and accessi-
bility to public discussion”, “motivation of teachers to professional growth and 
self-improvement”, “cooperation with leading scientists from foreign countries, 
international organizations, funds for participation in international research 
projects”, then it needs to provide opportunities for communication through 
“providing of English courses “, “providing methodological seminars and training 
for the teaching/academic staff  according to their professional requests and needs”.

Another indicator is the students as subjects of educational activities. Th is indi-
cator was the most controversial. Th e respondents insisted on the importance of 
“formation of students’ personal responsibility for the quality of education”. Th ey 
emphasized the “distribution of responsibility between all participants in the edu-
cational process”, insisting that “the teacher competence requirements are greater 
every year, and students remain almost constant”. Th is leads to the fact that the 
teacher is responsible for the student’s academic failure. Th e educational process at 
the Institute of Human Sciences provides “a survey of students to determine their 
moral attitudes in obtaining education”. Also, the respondents paid attention to the 
need for “monitoring of the infl uence of the philosophy of leadership-serving on 
personal and professional development of students” because Borys Grinchenko 
Kyiv University professing leadership as serving as one of the key values of the 
institution.

Another important aspect of this indicator is “the development of social activity 
of students through attraction to volunteering and charity”. Th e respondents noted 
that the students of the Institute can “not only take part in charitable projects 
and volunteer initiatives, but produce their own charitable and volunteer projects”, 
“create charity foundations and public organizations”.

Th e respondents also focused on the problem areas centered on the conditions 
of students’ subjectivity: “providing social and psychological support to students 
at the “teacher-student”, “student-student” levels, which can be realized through 
the “functioning of student social and psychological services”; «arranging the 
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meetings of students with graduates of the Institute whose life success stories 
would inspire to study”; “evaluation of social activity of students by initiating 
and participating in projects at the university, local, national and international 
levels”.

Material base was the third indicator of “resources of the educational process”. 
Th e respondents noted that the Institute of Human Sciences established “sys-
tematic replenishment of resourse centre with modern teaching materials”, «new 
remote format of work (making online orders, informing about new items), we 
believe that this is a highlight of our institution”, «new classes for students: practical 
“Logo-simulator” training centre, diagnostic and consultative centre of practical 
psychology, art studio». However, they unanimously consider that we should 
work towards strengthening the material base: “we need to purchase soft ware and 
methodological support for the “Logo-simulator” centre, diagnostic and consul-
tative centre of practical psychology, art studio that will signifi cantly improve the 
practical training component of students”, «we widely use interactive learning, and 
our classes do not allow for full use of the space for interactive learning limiting 
opportunities to work in groups. Th erefore, it is imperative to pay attention to 
arrangement of classrooms with modifi ed furniture”, “importance of creation of 
platforms for the workshops based in educational and social institutions. Th is is 
benefi cial not only to employers and universities. First of all, this would benefi t 
students in receiving invaluable practical experience in conditions close to real». 
Th e respondents agreed on the need for “evaluation and implementation of fund-
raising programs for the material support of new disciplines (Coaching Studies, 
School of professional skills, workshops, etc.)”.

And the last indicator for the above criterion is information and methodological 
support. Th e respondents noted that the Institute is conducting now “an annual 
analysis and updating of training and methodological support of the departments”, 
“presentation of information-training and methodological support on e-pages of 
the departments”, “the usage of certifi ed e-learning courses in the educational 
process of full-time and correspondence forms of studying”. But they pointed out 
the necessity to focus on the following aspects: «supplementing of the contents 
of modules of subjects, themes with the latest research, trends in professional 
activities, socio-cultural situation demands of employers and students, etc.», 
“correlation of practice tasks with the disciplines of the educational program (to 
avoid situations such as education separately - practice separately)”, “according to 
the research-based training concept to allow the student to determine the problem 
of master’s thesis”, «the usage of social networks as a resource for professional 
self-development of students and lecturers”.
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For the second criterion – organization of educational activities – the respond-
ents suggested two indicators: technologies of training and education, presentation 
of educational achievements. According to the respondents, the Institute provides: 
«forming of professional competence on visiting classes to various organizations, 
institutions and services», “presenting diff erent training courses as part of addi-
tional educational services aimed at formation of special professional competence”, 
“usage of interactive learning during lectures, giving practical exercises, examples 
from real life, the media, etc.”, «usage of the results of modern scientifi c research, 
materials from abstracts of dissertations, scientifi c publications of lectures and 
seminars”, “continuous practice of students “from volunteering - to internship” at 
various educational institutions and social services (for minors in “Social Peda-
gogy”, “Special Education (speech therapy)”, “Social Work”)”. Th ey noted that all 
this “will enable further employment of graduates of the Institute”. Th ere were 
proposals in the respondents’ answers about transition to the new educational 
quality. Th ey include «conducting guest lectures by leading national and foreign 
scientists and practitioners», «attracting potential employers to conducting lectures 
and practical training, extracurricular forms of work», «reorientation of forms of 
control of students’ academic achievements in core subjects into presenting of 
their projects, technologies, methods, etc.», “expert survey of organizations’ spe-
cialists who are supporting students during training with the aim of monitoring 
the process of practical training”.

In order to ensure the “presentation of educational achievements” indicator, accord-
ing to the respondents what should be done is “constant updating of e-pages of 
departments and website of the Institute with innovation, scientifi c and educational 
achievements of students and teaching/academic staff , etc.”, «popularizing in social 
networks of professional oriented, practical activities of the Institute, departments 
in diff erent directions”. What was emphasized was “create students’ V-Blog (YouTube 
video channel of Students’ Parliament of the Institute of Human Sciences)”.

However, the respondents noted that the change and expansion of the popu-
larization of the University and the Institute may be due to “creation of personal 
sites, pages of lecturers, scientifi c schools, scientifi c clubs”, “further presentation of 
students’ academic achievements through their own electronic journal of scientifi c 
papers “Scientifi c achievements of students of the Institute of Human Sciences”, 
“presentation by students and teachers of the results of their research activities in 
educational institutions and social services departments”.

Th e third criterion – results of theeducational process - includes two indicators: 
the competitiveness of graduates on the job market, and professional achievements 
of graduates.
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Th e respondents noted that during investigation of the fi rst indicator – com-
petitiveness of graduates on the labour market – we should “explore opportunities 
for employment of graduates in various institutions of social and educational 
sphere of Kyiv, as Grinchenko University is a municipal institution”, “systematically 
investigate the social needs and requests of the Kyiv community on the need for 
corresponding specialists”, “promote potential of graduates at various levels and 
by various means, including through social networks”, “monitor current requests 
of agencies of the social and educational sphere in order to constantly update the 
variable part of educational programs and systematic catalogue supplement with 
additional educational services”, “enhance professional cooperation with potential 
employers”.

Th e second indicator – professional achievement of graduates – is provided, 
according to the respondents, through the “involvement of graduates in scientifi c 
research activities within departments”, “сreating an interactive platform for 
communication, advocacy of professional interests of graduates of the Institute”, 
“coverage of professional achievements of graduates in social and professional 
networks, Institute web-site”.

Discussion and Conclusions

All the respondents pointed out the importance of elaboration of “an easy to 
use methodology of monitoring the quality of education”. Th e proposed criteria 
and indicators of education quality measurement made it possible to evaluate 
a methodology of measuring/monitoring of education quality.

A wheel model (Figure 2), whose rung is a criterion indicator, was included in 
the basis of the methodology of measuring/monitoring of the quality of education. 
Th ose indicators were investigated and evaluated through the expert interview 
of the teaching and academic staff  of the Institute of Human Sciences of Borys 
Grinchenko Kyiv University. Each rung is also a separate indicator measuring 
scale. It is divided into ten conditional labels. Evaluation can be made individually 
or by a group (e.g., by members of the department, by the management of the 
Institute).

Measuring of achievements for each indicator is determined by choosing 
a certain point on the scale of rungs. Th e nearer the mark is to the center of the 
circle, the lower the achievement on this indicator. Th e further the mark is from 
the center, the better the results are on the defi ned indicator. Indications must 
be connected by a smooth line clockwise. Th is visualization enables participants 
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to analyse the education quality assurance, achievements and failures of each 
indicator, to identify the ways of improving the quality of education.

Th e results of the study were presented at the methodological seminar for the 
teaching and academic staff  of the Institute of Human Sciences. Th e teaching and 
academic staff  were invited to discuss the methodology for monitoring of the 
quality of education. Th e participants noted that «the methodology allows for 
fi lling the proposed criteria, investing into them modern content”, “the scheme 
for monitoring of education quality is easy to use and can be used for individual 
teacher self-diagnosis and for a department, institution”.

Th e fi ndings of this study have some limitations. First, qualitative research 
cannot be generalized. It means that the results of this study are not representative 
for other institutions of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv University, universities of Ukraine. 
Secondly, the study was limited only to experts of teaching and academic staff  of 
the Institute of Human Sciences of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv University. Th us, the 
experience of teaching and academic staff  of other universities is not presented 
in this study.

Figure 2. Visualization of monitoring of the quality of education in higher 
education institutions
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Finally, this study allows for understanding that approaches to monitoring of 
the quality of education should be based on how teachers evaluate the quality of 
education, along with other important factors such as the resources, process, and 
results of the educational process.
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