
  

   
 
 

EUA (European University Association) 
Institutional Evaluation Programme 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MASARYK UNIVERSITY  
 

EUA EVALUATION REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 2004 

  



 EUA Evaluation of Masaryk University in Brno, June 2004                                2 

 

Table of contents 
 

Foreword                                                   § 1 – 2  
Introduction                                                 § 3 – 5 
 
THE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW 

A. Constraints and institutional norms  

In terms of resources                                           § 6 – 7  
In terms of teaching                                          § 8 – 9  
In terms of research                                            § 10    
In terms of organisation                                         § 11 – 13 
 
B. The capacity for change 
The mission                                                  § 14 – 15   

The institutional policies    § 16 – 17  

Mid- and long-term strategies     § 18 – 19 

The operation of change                                         § 20 – 21 

C. Focus on procedures for evaluation of teaching and administration § 22 – 23  

 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In terms of academic leadership                                   § 24 

In terms of strategic management and capacity for change     § 25                             

In terms of quality management                      § 26 

Envoi   

  



 EUA Evaluation of Masaryk University in Brno, June 2004                                3 

 
Foreword 

- § 1 – 

Following two successful conferences on the theme of quality and evaluation, the 

Permanent Committee of the former CRE, now the Association of European Universities 

(EUA), decided in 1993 to offer its 500 member universities the possibility to be reviewed, 

so that their strengths and weaknesses in the area of quality management might be assessed. 

The programme has now been taken over by the EUA. The EUA wishes to offer an external 

diagnostic from experienced university leaders coming from different higher education 

systems in Europe. It should be a tool for institutional leadership preparing for change. The 

EUA does not wish to provide the university with a blueprint for its development; rather the 

review process is consultative and supportive. 

 

By reviewing institutions in different countries, the EUA is able to disseminate examples of 

good practice, validate common concepts of strategic thinking, and elaborate shared 

references of quality that will help member universities to reorient their strategic 

development while strengthening a quality culture in Europe. During the review, the 

university is helped: 

• to examine how it defines long- and medium-term aims, 

• to look at the external and internal constraints shaping its developments, and 

• to discuss strategies to enhance its quality while taking account of these constraints. 

 

During 1994 the methodology for the quality review programme was developed and tested 

in three universities. This pilot phase of the International Institutional Quality Review was 

completed in January 1995. Since then, over 113 universities in 35 countries have 

participated in the programme. 

 

- § 2 – 

The Rector of Masaryk University in Brno, Professor Jiří Zlatuška, requested the EUA to 

organise an institutional quality review of the University, and that the focus should be on 

procedures for evaluation of (a) the quality of teaching and courses; and (b) university 

administration so as to achieve optimal use of financial and human resources. The Rector 

also wishes that the EUA review will provide suggestions for (a) increasing 
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interdepartmental and interfaculty cooperation with the development of more 

interdisciplinary courses; and (b) implementing the recently adopted strategic plan for 

internationalisation. 

 

Masaryk University in Brno (hereinafter “Masaryk University” or “the University”) is the 

fourth university in the Czech Republic to apply to the EUA for such a review. All the 

faculties of the University, its staff and students supported the review by their active 

participation. 

 

The members of the EUA review team were: 

 Professor Georges Verhaegen (Chairman), Former Rector Free University of   

 Brussels;      

  Professor Maxwell Irvine Former Vice-Chancellor of the University of 

 Birmingham; 

 Professor Ivan Ostrovský, Vice-Rector Comenius University in Bratislava; 

 Professor Malcolm Frazer (Secretary), Former Pro-Vice-Chancellor, University of 

 East Anglia. 

 

The review team (hereinafter “the team”) would like to thank the Rector and all the staff 

and students of the University, for their warm welcome and for many helpful and open 

discussions during the preliminary and review visits. Special thanks are due to Dr. Don 

Sparling for his untiring support and great efficiency in arranging the programmes and 

liaising with the team. 



 EUA Evaluation of Masaryk University in Brno, June 2004                                5 

Introduction 
- § 3 - 

The EUA International Institutional Quality Review consists of three phases. First, the 

University produced a self-evaluation report. The report was written by a steering group 

which collated contributions from different parts of the University. Next, members of the 

team made a preliminary visit to Brno on 10 to 12 March 2004, in order to become 

acquainted with the University. This led to a request for some further information on the 

key issues, which had been identified. In response, the University submitted five papers for 

the final review visit, which is the third part of the procedure. The main part of the review 

visit took place from 30 May to 2 June 2004.  

 

The team found that the self-evaluation report was analytical and critical, and commends 

the University for the quality of its report.   

 

During the preliminary and main visits, the team met: the Rector; the Vice-Rectors; the 

Bursar; Deans; some heads of department; academic staff and students in the faculties; staff 

in some Centres; and representatives from the Senate, Scientific Board and the Board of 

Trustees.  As a result the team met over 120 staff and students from the University. The 

team also met a few representatives of stakeholders from the local and national economy. 

All the meetings were fruitful, and discussions were open and constructive. However, it has 

to be reported that the team was disappointed at the poor attendance at some of its 

meetings. 

 

At the beginning of the first mandate of Rector Zlatuška in 1999, the Salzburg Seminar was 

invited to make an advisory evaluation visit. There was a follow up visit in 2001. The team 

was greatly assisted by having access to the report of these two visits.  

 

At the end of the main visit, the Chairman on behalf of the team presented an oral report on 

its findings. This written report builds upon the oral report. The report is prepared 

especially for the authorities of the University. They are free to decide on its use and 

publication. However, some of the issues encountered may be added to the next EUA Issue 

Report outlining the variables of university culture in Europe. 
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- § 4 - 

Masaryk University was founded in 1919 as the second Czech university in the newly 

independent Czechoslovakia. It was named after the Republic’s founding President Tomaš 

Masaryk. The University is situated in Brno, the principal city of Moravia. The University 

has grown rapidly, particularly since 1991, and now comprises nine faculties: law, 

medicine, science, arts, education, economics and administration, informatics, social 

studies, sports studies, with about 190 departments. Currently, there are twenty eight 

thousand full-time and part-time students at all levels and 1 192 academic staff and 1 

381non-academic staff. The University is now the second largest of the twenty four 

universities in the Czech Republic. 

       

The Rector is assisted by several Vice-Rectors and a Bursar. The structure and organisation 

of the Rector’s Office (including the Bursar’s areas) is in the process of change. Parts of 

this report refer to the old structure and parts to the new. Between the preliminary and main 

visits, the University held elections for a new Rector as Professor Jiří Zlatuška’s second 

mandate finishes in July 2004. The team met the Rector designate, Professor Petr Fiala.   

 

- § 5 - 

The EUA International Institutional Quality Review is concerned with strategies for change 

and mechanisms of quality management, not with the quality per se of teaching and 

research. Nevertheless, the team gained an impression from its meetings, that the education 

and research offered by the University is considered to be of high standard. One measure of 

the success of the University is that in 2003 the number of student applications was the 

highest of any higher education institution in the Czech Republic, while at the same time 

the acceptance rate was the lowest (except for some schools of performing arts). Another 

measure is the low unemployment rate for graduates from the University. The team was 

also impressed by the quality of research papers being published by some of the research 

groups in departments and centres. The high reputation of the University is fully justified. 

 

The team’s task is to scrutinise the University’s organisation and its mechanisms for 

strategic management and quality assurance. In this report, therefore, the team wishes to 

point to present strengths and weaknesses in this respect, and to make some 
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recommendations that may be taken into account in the future development of the 

University. The team hopes that in this way it can contribute to the further development of 

the quality culture of the University. 

 

The report starts with an analysis of the constraints under which the University has to 

operate; constraints that influence the possibilities and policies of the University (§ 6 - § 

13). The second part of the report consists of an examination of the University’s capacity 

for change, and the needs and possibilities for change (§ 14 - § 21).  

 

The findings of the team concerning the special focus of the review (i.e. procedures for 

evaluation of teaching and administration) are given in § 22 - § 23. The report is 

summarised by concluding with twelve recommendations (§ 24 - § 26). 
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THE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW 

A Constraints and institutional norms 
 
In terms of resources: 

- § 6 - 

Finances - income 

 In common with most universities throughout Europe, a major constraint for the University 

is a lack of recurrent resources for teaching and research, and of capital resources to 

provide new, and replace old, equipment. In round terms, income to the University comes 

from three sources: 

  60% from Government based on student numbers, 

  20% from Government earmarked for specific research projects, 

  20% from entrepreneurial activities, i.e. non-Governmental sources. 

 The University adopted a policy of increasing student numbers, and as a consequence of 

the 60% normative funding, income has increased substantially. During the last five years, 

student numbers increased by nearly 40%. By this policy of expansion, the University 

largely achieved its objective of stabilising the financial situation. Salaries have improved 

so that there is more incentive for staff to remain with the University. It may even be 

possible to attract new staff. However, the expansion was of students not of staff, and so 

there was an inevitable increase in the student to staff ratio. The majority of staff appears to 

have accepted that this was a price worth paying. The team considers this policy was a 

short term opportunity, but a potential long term risk. Insufficient consideration was given 

to the impact on the quality of learning, and the overall student experience resulting from 

overstretched facilities. The team suggests that the University should now assess the long 

term risks of continuing this policy by considering inter alia the following questions. Is the 

policy of expansion sustainable? Has the size of the University reached a plateau? Will 

demographic trends bring the expansion to an end? Will the Government be able to increase 

its spending on higher education, or even continue funding at the current level? 

 

The team was impressed with the proportion of income generated from its own activities, 

but considers that opportunities for increasing this amount even further should be 

considered. Some possibilities are: 

• encouraging more applications for EU funding; (This can be a complex process. A 

central office providing guidance could be advantageous, § 20. It appears that at 
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present, faculties work independently in preparing applications, leading to 

duplication of effort and failure to learn by exchanging experiences.); 

• exploiting the University’s intellectual property; (Issues concerning intellectual 

property rights are referred to in § 19.); 

• providing even greater incentives for staff members to generate income; 

• seeking charitable donations, e.g. from alumni (§ 20);  

• increasing the number of fee paying students, e.g. lifelong learning students; 

• establishing an office to oversee and promote fund raising. (Many universities have 

such offices and find that the income they generate is greatly in excess of their costs 

(§ 20). 

- § 7 - 

Finances - expenditure 

The annual distribution of funds to faculties and other units is determined on a normative 

basis by the Rectorate and approved by Senate. The process is transparent, works well and 

appears to be widely accepted by the academic staff. Although the Rector is ultimately 

legally responsible for financial matters, under the current law Deans are responsible for 

faculty budgets . In some faculties there is further delegation to Heads of Department. 

One consequence of the under funding is that academic staff salaries are low compared 

with those available in the private sector, with the consequence that the University finds it 

hard to retain existing staff and attract new staff. The higher the proportion of income from 

non-Government sources, the more opportunities there will be to supplement salaries. One 

result of the low salaries is that some academic staff undertake paid work unconnected with 

their university obligations.  Many universities have this problem. Possible solutions are to: 

• include a clause in new contracts of employment clarifying the time a member of 

staff can devote to non-University employment, (e.g. an annual average of one day 

per week), without having to seek permission or lose a proportion of salary);  

• have rules clarifying that if a member of staff uses University facilities for external 

paid work, a contribution from the income should be paid to the University; 

• have rules clarifying the payments that can be made to individuals as a result of 

exploiting intellectual property (see § 19). 

The team understands that the University is preparing a document covering these points and 

recommends that it should be approved and brought into operation as soon as possible. 
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As far as non-salary expenditure is concerned, the team considers that savings would accrue 
if there was better cooperation between faculties on purchasing equipment and materials. 
The team is not proposing a central purchasing office, but is aware of experience in other 
countries where firms offer substantial discounts to be the “supplier of first choice” for a 
university, or even a group of universities. 
 
The University is currently engaged in a major investment for developing infrastructure. 

The key element of this is building a new campus at Bohunice alongside a new hospital. 

Funding comes from four sources: a loan to the State from the European Investment Bank 

(CZK 2.555 billion, equivalent to € 79.8 at the time the self-evaluation report was written), 

the State budget (€ 42.0M), the University’s own resources (€ 29.7M) and Brno City (€ 

9.3M). The University is committed to paying back the sum of € 55.0M to the European 

Investment Bank during the period 2007 - 2026. The team commends the University on 

taking this far reaching and courageous initiative, but is not certain whether the debt burden 

(€ 2.75M per annum), and hence the need for income generation, is fully appreciated by all 

the staff.  

In terms of teaching: 
 

- § 8 - 

Quality, Accreditation, and Self-evaluation  

At national level there is an Accreditation Commission that: 

• accredits institutions, 

• approves new degree programmes and revalidates existing ones, 

• authorises the right to carry out procedures leading to the award of docent and 

professor titles. 

 

One of the expectations of the Bologna Process is that national quality assurance agencies 

should belong to the ENQA (European Network of Quality Assurance in Higher Education) 

Although the Czech Accreditation Commission is a member of ENQA, unlike the other 

members it does not appear to have a role in disseminating good practice leading to 

continuous improvement in the quality of learning, assessment and curriculum 

management. This makes it all the more important for the University at all levels to 
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appreciate that quality assurance is not only about accountability1, but at least as important 

is improvement. Taking appropriate actions on the results of evaluations is a sure way of 

enhancing the quality of teaching, learning, research and management of a university. 

 
The University’s self-evaluation report admits frankly that evaluation, or quality assurance, 
is a weakness. The team concurs, and draws attention in this paragraph to some 
deficiencies. Suggestions for improving procedures for evaluation, which was the special 
focus requested by the University, are described in §§ 22 -23. Problems identified by the 
team are: 

• in the statements of responsibilities of both the Senate and the Scientific Board there 
is no mention of overseeing the quality of education and research; 

• currently, there is no senior manager (e.g. Vice-Rector level) with specific 
responsibility for evaluation (quality assurance);  

•  with the exception of a few faculties, there is little awareness of the important role 
that self-evaluation can play as a tool for improvement; 

• there is an over-reliance on student questionnaires about teaching, whereas the 
focus should be on learning; 

• the reaction to the student questionnaires was variable; 
• the emphasis in analysing the questionnaires appears to be identifying “bad”, not 

“good”, teaching, and if there are any consequences (real or imagined) from the 
questionnaires they appear to be about “punishing bad teaching”, not “rewarding 
good teaching”; 

• teaching staff are not always easily available to students; 
• there is a tendency to equate evaluation with bureaucracy. 

 
The team understands that it is proposed that a Vice-Rector will be appointed to have 
particular responsibility for quality assurance and strongly recommends that this post is 
created urgently (see § 23). 
 
All forms of assessment and evaluation should have clearly defined follow-up procedures 
associated with them, so that they retain credibility, lead to real improvement and are not 
seen merely as bureaucratic exercises. In addition to improving existing processes and 
                                                 
1 Quality assurance should not be confused with accreditation. The latter is limited to an “approved” or “not-
approved” decision, whereas the former has much wider purposes and is concerned not only with intentions, 
but also with processes and outcomes. Accountability does not refer solely to finances, but much more 
broadly refers to the provision of objective information to stakeholders (potential and current students and 
their families, employers of graduates, enterprises which use the research results and expertise of the 
university, and the state) about the extent to which the institution is fulfilling its mission and goals. 
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procedures for quality assurance across the university and introducing new ones, an 
important early task for the Vice-Rector with responsibility for quality will be to help 
university staff at all levels to appreciate that evaluation: 

• is not a “top-down process”, but is the responsibility of everyone; 
• is aimed at continuously improving quality by identifying and sharing good 

practice; 
• is not threatening;  
• is not optional, but is an essential activity to maintain the high standing of Masaryk 

University.  
 

- § 9 - 

Curricular change 

The team was impressed by the very positive stance that the University has taken towards 
the Bologna Process. Starting in 1998, the curriculum has been changed to a bachelor – 
master – doctor (3 + 2 + 3) structure. Only the faculties of medicine and law have not yet 
changed. The new system appears to be working well, and has been widely accepted by 
staff and students: the team heard very few criticisms of the transformation to a “Bologna 
structure”. Potential employers of Bachelor graduates did not appear to have been consulted 
about their views on the knowledge and skills required at this level. It appeared to the team 
that so far not many three year graduates had left the University and entered employment. 
 
Accompanying this structural change has been the widespread introduction of the 
European Credit Transfer System, ECTS. The team was not clear how much flexibility in 
study programmes has resulted, and suggests that the University should regularly monitor, 
through the information system (§ 13), how faculties and departments use ECTS at the 
intra-faculty, inter-faculty, and international levels. 
 
 
In terms of research: 

- § 10 - 

Research policy 

Some faculties at Masaryk University have a proud tradition in research. The team quickly 

confirmed that the label “research university” is appropriate. Despite limited financial 

support, most of the academic staff is active in research. As the University is decentralised, 

it is not surprising that the Senate has not produced a university wide statement of policy on 

research, but the team was surprised that faculties do not appear to have articulated policies 

for research. Academic research has, and always will, depend on individual initiatives, but 
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these need to be supported by agreed policies. For example, a faculty might wish to identify 

its research strengths and areas where support should be concentrated. 

There is increasing cooperation between faculties in research. The strategic decision to 
place the life sciences and chemistry departments of the Faculty of Science alongside the 
Faculty of Medicine on the new Bohunice Campus is one example. 
 

The team visited the National Centre for Bio-molecular Research. This was established at 
the University as a result of a national competition, and is one of a number of centres of 
excellence in research established throughout the Czech Republic. It is staffed and 
equipped to high international standards, there are good contacts with leading international 
research groups in this field, and there is an excellent record of publications. It serves as 
model for the University demonstrating the value of concentrating research in centres of 
excellence. 85% of its income is generated from external sources, with only 15% coming 
from the Faculty of Science. The Centre does have a problem arising from its dependence 
on external contracts. Most members of the research staff do not have permanent contracts, 
and so their income may be interrupted if there are discontinuities in the timing of external 
contracts. It would be a good use of the University reserve funds, if they could be used to 
guarantee the salaries of research staff during the gap periods between contracts.  
 
In terms of organization: 

 
- § 11 – 

Integration 

Masaryk University is still a non-integrated university. Although faculties are no longer 

legal entities, some behave as if they still are. Financial autonomy can be useful in the 

development of a desirably innovative culture, but it can also lead to divergent and 

inconsistent strategies across a university leading to inefficiencies and redundancies. Many 

of the most important academic growth points occur at the interface between faculties. It is 

desirable that there be central managerial levers to encourage a greater degree of inter-

faculty cooperation than currently exists. 

 

Faculties and departments can no longer remain as formidable fortresses each deciding on 

their own policies and strategies. Although the higher education laws may be a constraint 

on achieving further integration, the team suspects that the real constraint comes from the 

pervading culture. It will take time for those who oppose change to see the advantages of 
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inter-faculty cooperation. Sharing human and physical resources between departments and 

faculties will eventually be accepted as advantageous to all. 

 
The University has about 190 departments. On average there are six academics per 

department. This means that some departments are even smaller and too small to be 

effective. Furthermore, some subject disciplines (e.g. mathematics, psychology) are present 

in more than one faculty. Such redundancy is a problem in many universities and can be a 

source of friction and waste. The team supports the Rector’s policy of attempting to 

eliminate duplication of subject teaching. This is linked to the wider problem of the large 

number of small departments. The team recommends that whenever opportunities arise to 

reduce the number of departments, for example by mergers, these should be taken. 

Devolution of financial autonomy to very small departments can be inefficient, limiting any 

capacity for change. 

 

Larger departments can lead to more flexible resource management. Where a subject 

discipline is duplicated in more than one faculty, there is the possibility of forming inter-

faculty sections similar to the sections recently established in the Faculty of Science. These 

larger groupings of academics would be advantageous to the teaching staff by promoting 

cooperation in teaching and research and by ensuring a more efficient use of resources. 

There may be other ways of achieving integration within the present higher education laws. 

The team is certain, however, that the present structure is a major constraint on further 

development of the University and consequently recommends that every effort should be 

made to promote inter-faculty cooperation in education and research. 

 - § 12 - 
 

Governance 
At the level of the University, there are three key deliberative bodies: the Academic Senate, 
the Scientific Council and the Board of Trustees. The senior managers are the Rector and 
Bursar. The Rector is assisted by a Rector’s Board consisting of the Rector, the three Vice-
Rectors, Bursar, the deans and the chair of the Academic Senate. There is also the Bursar’s 
Wider Secretariat consisting of the Bursar, the faculty bursars and others with financial 
responsibility. 
 
The Academic Senate has forty five members, comprising three academic staff and two 
students from each of the nine faculties. The Chairperson is elected from the membership. 
The Rector attends the Senate but is not a member. It was put to the team that the Senate is 
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not proactive, but is seen by its members as “watchdog” on the rectorate. This is probably 
inevitable with a strong rector, but the team believes that there would be more ownership of 
the mission and strategies throughout the University, if the Senate was more active.  
 
The team asked to see the terms of reference (competences) of the Senate, and was 

provided with a list of tasks and items on which it expresses views. These appear to be 

largely formal (e.g. approving proposals presented by the Rector). The team was surprised 

that the oversight of the quality of education and research was not included in the tasks of 

Senate. The Academic Senate and the faculty senates should be encouraged to use the full 

range of their current competences, and to be a source of ideas for the long term future (i.e. 

to be a “think tank”). 

The team was surprised to learn that so few senior academics serve on the university or 
faculty senates. It considers that such experienced people have much to contribute to 
thinking about the long term future. If the roles of the university and faculty senates were 
redefined to make them more positive and active, then senior academics might be attracted 
to stand for election. There is scope for changing the roles of senates within the current 
higher education laws: what is needed is a change in the pervading culture. 
 
 At present, academic senators are elected on block every three years. In order to give 
senates continuity for thinking long term, elections of academic members of the senates 
should be staggered, for example so that one third of the membership changes each year.  
 

The Board of Trustees is appointed by the Minister of Education on the recommendation 

of the Rector. It includes representatives of the wider community. The self-evaluation 

report indicates that it is not an active part of the management structure, its powers are 

limited and some external members are not greatly committed. The team confirms these 

observations, and recommends that the University should endeavour to activate the Board 

of Trustees. The external members could bring new ideas into the University and could also 

have an important role as “ambassadors” for the University disseminating information 

about its goals and the expertise within it.  In particular, they could advise on the needs of 

regional employers for graduate skills, appropriate programmes of lifelong learning and 

priorities for research and development. Reports of the Salzburg Seminar advisory visits 

include similar observations. The team considers that another important role for the Board 

of Trustees should be to oversee strategic planning. Proposals may originate with the 

Rector and the Rector’s Board, and be endorsed or modified by the Senate, but the Board of 
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Trustees should have an overview. In particular, the Board should ensure that there is a 

mechanism for risk analysis for all major plans. The team believes that the external 

members of the Board might be more active, if the Board was to be given a more positive 

role in the governance and management of University, but appreciates this is a “chicken 

and egg” situation. The present limited remit of the Board of Trustees inhibits the full 

realization of the potential benefit that they could offer. If the remit of the Board were to be 

extended then its composition would have to command the confidence, not only of the 

Minister, but also the University. 

 

The team suggests that there should be a regular meeting (perhaps annually) between the 

Board of Trustees and the Rector’s Board. This would provide an opportunity for Board 

members to learn more about the academic aspirations of the University and the constraints 

it faces, and for the Rector’s Board to have an informal assessment of the budgetary and 

managerial issues facing the University. 

 
 

- § 13 - 

Support units 

An inevitable premise for a successful university is an efficient operating system of 

services and support units. The team visited some of these centres, including the Office for 

International Studies (see §16), and the impressive library in the Faculty of Arts; and met 

representative staff of others including the Head of In-Service Training and Counselling 

Centre (see § 18), the Head of Personnel Office (see § 21) and the Head of the Centre for 

Students with Special Needs. The University places considerable emphasis on supporting 

students with special needs. The team commends these activities.  

 

Of considerable importance in the last few years has been the development of information 

systems. The one which has been crucial to achieving the University’s priorities of 

restructuring degree programmes (“Bologna structure”, see § 9), increasing flexibility in 

study programmes (including ECTS), and increasing transparency in academic affairs (e.g. 

providing a mechanism for obtaining student opinion on teaching) is described as the 

“Information System”. It is accessible to staff and students and provides information about 

courses and student progress. It is developed and maintained by a small group of staff in the 

Faculty of Informatics. There are many commercial programmes providing this type of 
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information service; however, the University decided not to purchase one of these, but to 

develop a system tailored to its particular needs. This has the advantage that it is “open 

ended” and can be developed to meet changing requirements. The disadvantage is that there 

are risks of security of continuity of service requiring careful management. The staff 

developing the system admitted that a weakness is that it is not well documented. The team 

found mixed opinions about the value of the Information System. Some students claimed 

that it discourages academic staff from providing detailed feedback on their work, and 

others felt that it was too complex. On the other hand, many students and staff gave 

enthusiastic support for the System. The team suggests that there is a more active induction 

into the System for new students, and particularly for international students. A short printed 

users’ guide should be produced. 

 

The team was concerned about the student questionnaire for providing feed back on 

teaching, which is one feature of the Information System. It recommends that this is 

reviewed by a group of experts on evaluation and questionnaire design drawn from outside 

the Faculty of Informatics. The wording of the questions and number of points on the scale 

need attention. 

 

The team noted that in addition to the “Information System”. There are two other data base 

systems in operation at the University. These are The Accounting and Personnel System 

(INET) and the website (www.muni.cz). The latter is in Czech and English. The team was 

impressed with the information systems at the University and was not surprised to learn 

that the University has won the contract to construct the National Higher Education 

Information System.  

http://www.muni.cz/
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B The capacity for change 
 
The mission: 

- § 14 - 

Mission and Strategy  

The Czech Higher Education Act requires every university to prepare a long term plan. The 
Masaryk University plan was adopted in 1999 and covers the period 2000-2005. It is 
updated annually with input from the faculties. The plan is only available in the Czech 
language, but the contents and introduction were translated for the team.  
 
The plan provides a comprehensive strategy for implementing the University’s policies. 
These are summarised in § 15, and some specific points explored by the team are discussed 
in § 16 - § 21.  
 
The institutional policies:  
 

- § 15 - 

The major policies of the University for the beginning of 21st Century are summarised 

below. This list was compiled from: the headings in the long term plan, the self-evaluation 

report and discussions with the rectorate. The paragraph numbers in brackets refer to this 

report, where comments from the team will be found. The major policies are: 

• changing the structure of programmes to a 3 + 2 + 3 system (§ 9); 

• introducing flexibility of studies by credit system, ECTS, etc. (§ 9); 

• developing an information system for making the curriculum transparent, for 

example by assisting student choice, recording student progress, and feed back on 

teaching (§ 13); 

• stabilising finances and boosting productivity (§§ 6, 7);  

• investing in infrastructure: e.g. new campus at Bohunice, information technology, 

student facilities (§§ 7, 10, 13); 

• concentrating research in areas of strength and increasing external funding for 

research (§§ 10, 11, 19, 20); 

• avoiding duplication of subject groups in different faculties (§ 11); 

• developing a strategy for internationalisation of the University (§ 16); 

• developing programmes of lifelong learning, distance learning and staff 

development (§§ 17, 18, 21). 
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The team considers that excellent progress has been made with most of these policies, and 

confirms that they are both consistent and necessary for the mission of securing the place of 

Masaryk University as an important international research university in Central Europe and 

achieving a level of quality in education and research comparable to that enjoyed by widely 

recognised European universities.  

 
- § 16 - 

International activities 

The Rector requested EUA to report on the 2003 paper “Strategy for the 

Internationalisation of Masaryk University”. This 31 page document, prepared by the 

Internationalisation Committee, was adopted by the Rector’s Board in April 2003. The 

team found the document provided a comprehensive review of the current situation with 

proposals for the further development of international activities. There are sixty 

recommendations. Although some are “cost free”, it is not totally clear what resources are 

available for implementation of the Report. 

 

The Office for International Studies is highly regarded by the students and academic staff. 

Although there are international offices in the faculties, these work well with the central 

Office and there appears to be little duplication of resources. Students who had spent study 

time in another country were particularly impressive. 

 

The team commends all the efforts being made to provide opportunities for international 

cooperation in education and research, and agrees with a member of the Board of Trustees 

that the next priority for the University is a major expansion in international activities.  

 

- §17 - 

New forms of education 

A weakness identified in the self-evaluation report is that there is a reluctance to introduce 

newer forms of education such as making more use of information and communication 

technology (e-learning). The team confirmed this weakness and has the following 

comments: 

• the rapid expansion in student numbers has been a barrier to changing approaches to 

education; 
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• there is an emphasis on traditional lecture based teaching, and not much evidence of 

student centred activities aimed at enhancing learning;  

• students should be encouraged to take more responsibility for their own learning 

and be shown how to do this; 

• there is no point in introducing new forms of education just to be fashionable, but 

where they can assist learning they should be used and supported; 

• e-learning should not be equated with distance learning: e-learning can be campus 

based but is expensive. However, providing students with learning materials using 

the internet can be one way of overcoming problems arising from the greatly 

increased student to staff ratio; 

• staff development in using new forms of education is an essential investment. 

 

Mid- and long-term strategies: 

- § 18 - 

Lifelong learning 

A declared policy of the University is to be more active in providing lifelong learning 

opportunities for the community. The self-evaluation report indicates that progress has been 

slow. Provision of lifelong learning is becoming an essential function of all universities. 

But this can only be achieved by planning and commitment of resources. The University 

also has plans for developing distance learning. These should be encouraged. However, the 

expertise and other costs necessary to develop high quality distance learning materials 

should not be under-estimated. The publication of materials of insufficient quality can 

damage the reputation of a university. Lifelong learning, distance learning and e-learning 

are not synonymous and maybe some staff development in these distinct, but 

complementary, areas should be arranged. 

 

- § 19 - 

Cooperation with industry, business and the wider community 

The team learnt of some excellent, but isolated, examples of cooperation with industry and 
the business community. But generally, there appears to be little interest in developing such 
cooperation. This means that opportunities are missed: 

• in education (e.g. consultation on curriculum change to make graduates more 
employable and entrepreneurial and more able to contribute to society); 

• in research (e.g. joint research projects); 
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• in fund raising (§ 20); 
• in lifelong learning. 

The University should do more to encourage such cooperation. The potential role of 
members of the Board of Trustees has already been mentioned (§12). The team encourages 
further cooperation with the Brno Centre of European Studies and South Moravian 
Innovation Centre. 
 
One barrier to cooperation with industry is a lack of clarity about intellectual property 
rights (IPR). The team understands that a document giving IPR guidelines for managers is 
being prepared (§ 8). It is important to have a policy that allows any income accruing from 
IPR goes to benefit not only the University centrally, but also the department and the 
individual academics.  
 
The operation of change: 
 

- § 20 - 

Increasing funding from non-Governmental sources 

The University already generates 18% of its income from non-governmental sources, but 
wishes to make a substantial increase in this proportion. The University is very innovative 
and has several initiatives for increasing non-state revenue, but the review team gained the 
impression that these initiatives were ad hoc and opportunistic. Such an approach is not 
sustainable and this is an area for strategic planning. 
 
Many universities have established an office responsible for planning and coordinating 
income generation. The team recommends that consideration should be given to 
establishing such an office. It should have appropriate resources (staff and budget) and 
clear lines of responsibility to a senior member of the University. In particular, this office 
would be responsible for: advising academic staff on the preparation of contracts and grant 
applications (e.g. to the European Union), checking all contracts before being presented to 
the Rector for signature, holding a data base of potential sources of income, and initiating 
and overseeing income generation projects. Experience in other universities has shown that 
the establishment of such an office is an investment, and that it will soon generate much 
more income than it costs to establish. One method of funding this office would be for there 
to be an overhead charge on all the income it generates. 
 
The self-evaluation report recognises the need for improving the competence of academic 
staff in making grant applications to funding agencies, particularly those in the European 
Union. The team gained the impression that faculties do not make enough use of the 
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expertise in this area which is available centrally. The team suggests that more could be 
done through one of the information systems in the University to inform academics about 
making grant applications and how the International Office can be of assistance. 
 
Universities in other countries are frequently able to obtain resources by retaining contact 

with their alumni. The University is exploring this possibility. The University and the team 

realise that there is no tradition in the Czech Republic of raising money by donations from 

alumni, but sees no reason why such an attempt should not be made. Nevertheless, the team 

suggests that an Alumni Officer is appointed to maintain contacts with alumni. The person 

could be part of the proposed office for income generation. 

 
- § 21 - 

Staff development 

A key element in managing change is staff development. The University’s budget for 2004 
includes € 110K (or ca. € 90 per member of staff). The team commends this decision, but 
was not clear whether there exists a University plan or policy for academic, and non-
academic, staff development. The staff development programme should be based on a 
formal staff appraisal system including well developed follow-up procedures. 
 
 It might be argued that staff development is a luxury at a time of severe financial 
restrictions. The team does not share this view: it considers staff development is an 
investment. It is unlikely that the University will reach its full potential unless the academic 
and non-academic staff can keep abreast of new knowledge and technologies and develop 
new skills in a fast changing world. The capacity for change is limited without a plan for 
staff training and development at all levels and for all categories of staff. For administrative 
staff, and for potential and newly appointed managers, there is a need to develop leadership 
skills and to provide training in personnel, project and quality management.  
 
The team recommends that plans should be made to continue staff development activities 
(for academic and non-academic staff) at least at the level of the 2004 programme. Staff 
development is one of the aspects of the Bologna Process. 
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C. Focus on procedures for evaluation of teaching and administration  

 

- § 22 -  

Self-evaluation as the basis for improvement 

One theme of the Bologna Process is the development of quality assurance processes. At 

the heart of these is self-evaluation. In common with most other universities in the 

countries of Eastern and Central Europe there is not yet an acceptance that evaluation is an 

essential academic activity. It should not be threatening, but in contrast should be seen as a 

way of securing continuous improvements in teaching, learning, research and management. 

The self-evaluation report was refreshingly informative and self-critical.  However, this 

should not be seen as a “once and for ever” process. In order for significant and sustainable 

changes to be achieved, a university must always be ready to make an objective and honest 

appraisal of its present situation. In other words, the capacity for introducing change 

depends on the ability of a university community, as a whole, to evaluate itself (i.e. self-

evaluation).  

 

The team was disappointed to learn of the poor response from academic staff (compared 

with the response from students) to the questionnaire which was issued by the self-

evaluation review team. It was suggested that possible explanations were: 

• staff did not trust that their responses would remain anonymous, 

• staff felt that “everything is all right at Masaryk, and we don’t need any changes”, 

• in contrast, “change is needed, but this report will not change anything”. 

 

The team cannot be sure whether such attitudes are widespread in the University, but they 

do reveal attitudes which must be countered if self-evaluation, as the basis for quality 

assurance, is to be effective in the University. It will take time for attitudes to change.  

It was remarked during the visit that because of the diversity of the University there could 

not be a single measurement of quality. The team’s response is that by placing self-

evaluation at the centre of the evaluation process problems of diversity are overcome. Each 

unit (faculty, department, programme, etc.) being evaluated will start by describing its own 

goals and intentions and will describe progress towards achieving them. Furthermore, 

quality is multi-faceted and there should be no expectation of a single measurement. 
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One approach which might help academic staff to become confident that evaluation is not 

threatening and is about continuous improvement would be to encourage the use of 

“teaching portfolios”. Just as individual staff keep a record of their research achievements 

(published papers, conference contributions, etc.), they should also keep a record of their 

achievements in teaching (courses delivered, contributions to curriculum development, 

introduction of new teaching/learning methods, feedback from students, etc.). Not only 

would such portfolios contribute to self-evaluation, they could also be used as evidence to 

be submitted in applications for promotion. 

 

- § 23 - 

Evaluation of teaching, learning, research and administration 
 
The team recommends that senior University management undertakes an internal review of 
the operation of quality assurance at the University. It needs to ensure that whatever system 
it adopts is able to provide: (a) stakeholders with information about the quality of teaching, 
learning and research; and (b) managers and academic staff with information which will 
allow improvements to be made and monitored.  
It further recommends that a Vice-Rector is appointed with responsibility for quality with 
appropriate resources and staff so that there is a central source of information and advice 
concerning: 
• self-evaluation at department, faculty and University levels; 
• procedures for regular monitoring and reviewing programmes of study; 
• collection of data and opinions from stakeholders;  
• processes for quality improvement; 
• good practices in teaching and learning. 
Such a central service is commonplace in universities in other countries. 
 
It appears that there is neither a university requirement for regular self-evaluation by 
faculties or departments, nor any systematic approach for collection and scrutiny by the 
Senate of any self-evaluation reports that are prepared. The need for some training in 
undertaking self-evaluation is indicated.  
 
When teaching staff were asked about evaluation, responses were usually about teaching, 
and it was noted that student learning was rarely mentioned. The review team suggests that 
the focus should now be on the quality of learning rather than the quality of teaching. The 
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main approach to evaluating teaching appears to be through the use of the student 
questionnaire, and there was apparently no widespread use of other methods of collecting 
evidence for self-evaluation. The team advises that such a questionnaire should not be seen 
as the only mechanism for quality assurance and improvement. Other mechanisms include: 
regular and systematic collection of views about programmes from employers of graduates; 
annual analysis of grades awarded to students for each component of a programme; regular 
(perhaps three yearly) self-evaluation of each programme, with the self-evaluation report 
being reviewed by a panel of external experts. These might be professors from another 
faculty, or even another university, as well as employers of graduates. 
 
The student questionnaire on the Information System should be improved (see § 13), but 
this will not be enough. Academic staff must be seen to take the comments seriously and 
provide feedback (“follow up”) to students on the actions taken to make improvement, or 
why no action has been taken. More effective than questionnaires would be a change in 
culture so that open channels of communication between students and teaching staff took 
place on a regular basis. 
 
There is much to be learnt through contacts with foreign universities about approaches to 

quality assurance, and the review team suggests that as the University develops its own 

system, it learns from experience of its existing international partners.  

 

The procedure used for academic departments (viz. preparing a self-evaluation report 

including goals and targets, and having this reviewed by external experts) can be applied to 

sections of the administration. Overall there is the need for a system of responsibilities that 

ensures that the ownership of the quality agenda is shared throughout the University from 

the Rector and Senate down to individual members of academic and non-academic staff. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

- § 24 - 

In terms of academic leadership 

(1) The policies and strategies described in the Long Term Plan should be continued, and 
there should be renewed efforts in areas where progress has been slow. (§ 15) 
 
(2) The University Senate, and the faculty senates, should be encouraged to use the full 
range of their competences, and to be a source of ideas for the long term future (i.e. to be a 
“think tank”). (§12) 
 
(3) In order to give senates continuity for thinking long term, elections of academic 
members of the senates should be staggered, for example so that one third of the 
membership changes each year. (§12) 
 
(4) Consideration should be given to involving the external members of Board of Trustees 
as ambassadors for the University and providing advice on the needs of regional employers 
for graduate skills, appropriate programmes of lifelong learning and priorities for research 
and development. (§12) 

 

- § 25 - 

In terms of strategic management and capacity for change 
 
(5) Every effort should be made to promote inter-faculty cooperation in education and 
research. (§ 11) 
 
(6) Further efforts should be made to reduce the number of departments, particularly where 
the same discipline is provided in more than one faculty. (§ 11) 
 
(7) Consideration should be given to establishing an office to lead and support income 
generation. (§ 20) 
 
(8) The policy on intellectual property rights, and the rules for academic staff taking paid 
employment outside the University, currently under preparation, should be approved and 
brought into operation as soon as possible. (§§ 8, 19) 
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- § 26 - 

In terms of quality management  

 (9) A Vice-Rector should be appointed urgently to have responsibility for quality 
assurance, and this responsibility should be reflected in the title. Staff, with sufficient 
resources, should work under this Vice-Rector, to be a source of information and advice on 
quality assurance for all staff in the University. (§§ 8, 23) 
 
 (10) The University Management should undertake a review of the quality assurance 
processes (accountability and improvement) of all activities concerned with education, 
research and administration to ensure that there is clarity and ownership shared throughout 
the University. The quality assurance process must include documented procedures for 
reporting what actions have been taken. These reports should be made to students (“feed-
back”) and to higher management. (§ 8) 
 
(11) The efficacy of the student questionnaire on the Information System should be 
reviewed, by a group of experts on evaluation and questionnaire design. (§ 13) 
 
(12) Plans should be made to continue staff development activities (for academic and non-
academic staff) at least at the level of the 2004 programme. (§ 21)  
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Envoi 
 
The team wishes, once again, to thank the Rector and all the staff and students of the 
Masaryk University in Brno for their warm and generous hospitality and for the excellent 
arrangements provided for the team. The leadership is to be congratulated on its serious 
concern to introduce change so that the University is ready to meet the challenges facing all 
European universities at the beginning of the 21st Century. Members of the team were 
impressed with the openness of all the staff and students, and the determination of all to 
learn from the review process. It is hoped that this evaluation will assist Masaryk 
University to alleviate some of the shortcomings it has recognised, and that the report will 
be useful as a tool for promoting institutional change and enhancing quality management. 
 

 June 2004 
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