Quality Assurance Plan for the Doctoral School of Theology

Preamble

The quality assurance plan of the Doctoral School of Theology fits within the unified institutional
and regulatory framework of Karoli Gaspar University of the Reformed Church in Hungary. The
university’s Organizational and Operational Regulations (OOR) establish the university-level
decision-making, oversight, and quality assurance structures that ensure the institutional integration
of the doctoral program, as well as the powers of the Senate and the University Doctoral and
Habilitation Council.

The theoretical and strategic framework for quality assurance is defined by the university’s Quality
Policy and Quality Development Strategy, which—in accordance with the ESG 2015 standards—
views quality assurance not merely as a monitoring mechanism, but as a continuous improvement
process. The strategy considers an approach based on the plan-do-check-act cycle to be the guiding
principle, a framework that is well-suited to the unique, research-oriented nature of doctoral
education.

The university’s Quality Assurance Regulation explicitly states that the quality of doctoral
education—in accordance with the university’s quality assurance principles — is ensured by the
university’s Doctoral Regulation and the doctoral schools’ own quality assurance procedures (the
Rules of Operation of the Doctoral School of Theology; and this Quality Assurance Plan) (see Article
1 (3) of the Rules of Operation). Based on this authorization, this document defines the specific
workflows, chain of responsibility, and feedback mechanisms for quality assurance in doctoral
education and the degree conferral process, tailored to the operations of the Doctoral School of
Theology.

The purpose of this quality assurance plan is not to replicate university-level regulations, but rather
to elaborate on them in a way that is specific to the doctoral school and closely aligned with its
operations, in order to ensure the quality of the educational and research processes organized
throughout the students’ academic journey.

I. The Purpose and Organizational Framework of Quality Assurance

The quality assurance system of the Doctoral School of Theology is based on the fundamental
principle that the quality of doctoral education and the awarding of doctoral degrees cannot be
assessed solely by output indicators, but must be understood as the sum of the professional, academic,
and pedagogical considerations that apply throughout the entire educational process. The goal of
quality assurance is therefore to ensure that decisions made at every stage of doctoral education are
transparent, verifiable, and professionally justified.

The Theological Doctoral and Habilitation Council (TDHC) is the institutional body responsible for
quality assurance; it monitors and evaluates the doctoral school’s educational and degree-granting
activities in accordance with current university and doctoral regulations. At the operational level of
quality assurance, the Doctoral Quality Assurance Committee, as well as the committees operating at
various stages of the doctoral program and the thesis supervisors, play a key role.

The separation and cooperation of levels of responsibility ensure that quality assurance is not based
on the assessment of a single party, but is carried out under multi-level professional oversight, in
accordance with the organizational and jurisdictional provisions of the university’s Quality Assurance
Regulation (Article 2 of the Quality Assurance Regulation).
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II. A Process-Oriented Approach to Quality Assurance

The quality assurance plan of the Doctoral School of Theology is based on work processes related to
the main stages of the student’s academic journey. Every key stage—from the admissions process to
the awarding of the degree—is associated with a specific regulatory framework, timeline, form of
monitoring, and area of responsibility.

In this sense, quality assurance is not an ex post check, but rather a process integrated into the
operation of the doctoral program. The evaluation and decision points assigned to the workflows
make it possible to continuously monitor student progress and to make any necessary adjustments in
a timely manner.

I11. Evaluation, Feedback, and Correction

A central element of the quality assurance system is continuous evaluation and feedback. The tools
used for evaluation include, in particular, reports from thesis advisors, committee opinions and
recommendations, documentation of doctoral students’ research and publication activities, and
reviews prepared during the doctoral procedures.

If a student’s progress or a particular work process deviates from expectations, the quality assurance
system applies corrective measures. The purpose of these corrections is not to impose sanctions, but
to ensure realistic conditions for earning a degree while maintaining academic standards. The possible
forms of corrective action are defined in the doctoral regulations and the doctoral school’s internal
procedures, in accordance with the principles set forth in the University’s Quality Assurance
Regulation.

IV. Compliance with the ESG 2015 Principles

The quality assurance system of the Doctoral School of Theology complies with the ESG 2015
standards, particularly in the following areas:

ESG 1.1 — Quality Assurance Policy:

The doctoral school’s quality assurance plan aligns with the University’s public quality policy and
quality improvement strategy and represents its implementation, adapted to the doctoral level.

ESG 1.3 — Student-centred learning and research:

The doctoral program is based on the primacy of individual research paths, while ensuring regular
professional feedback and the ability to monitor research progress.

ESG 1.9 — Continuous Monitoring and Improvement:

The TDHC’s annual evaluation activities, along with the Doctoral Quality Assurance Committee’s
role in making recommendations and providing feedback, ensure the systematic analysis of
experiences in doctoral education and the development of the quality assurance system.

ESG 1.10 — Engagement with external and internal stakeholders:

In quality assurance processes, the participants in doctoral programs—thesis supervisors, committees,
and students—play distinct yet complementary roles, in line with the vertical structure of the
university’s quality assurance system.



V.Quality Assurance Process Map of the Doctoral School of Theology
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