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1. Executive summary: 
A thematic analysis of the ECTE’s Annual Progress Reports and review reports in 2022 has provided 
insights into trends in the sector of theological education concerning student voice. These insights 
relate to ESG 1.2, ESG 1.3, ESG 1.7 and ESG 1.9. 

In total, 32 Annual Progress Reports have been considered representing of 68 accredited 
programmes in the EQF 5/short cycle (26), in the EQF 6/first cycle (24) and the in the EQF 7/second 
cycle (18).  18 countries are represented. 

In addition, 5 reports from accreditation reviews in 2022 have been considered in relation to ECTE 
Standards and Guidelines A.2.3, A.5.4, B.2.8, B.3.2 and B.3.5. 

The results of the analysis indicate that, generally 
speaking, about 30% of ECTE institutions might be 
considered to have a well-developed provision for 
student voice, about 40% partially developed, and 
about 30 marginally developed, often only with 
informal provisions in place. 

Overall, explicit mention of ESG categories related to 
student voice was low. In one case, it appeared that the 
VETs were also not fully aware of the requirements.  

Different models and traditions emerge in conceiving student voice and their input into the life and 
programmes of theological institutions. 

No significant differences in provision for student voice emerge between institutions offering 
programmes at different levels.  

Reflection on improvement of ECTE processes and action points follow the analysis. 

2. Introduction 
The ECTE Standards and Guidelines for accreditation features several references to student voice in 
theological education.  In particular, it requires that students are active in the decision making 
structures for both community life and academic programmes, that student government is in place 
(A.2.3), that data is collected from students in relation to internal quality assurance processes, 
programme evaluation and improvement (A.5.4 and B.2.8), that students have input through 
complaints processes (B.3.2), that feedback is regularly collected from students on module delivery, 
quality of teaching and learning design effectiveness (B.3.5). 
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These ECTE student voice standards are a reflection of standards ESG 1.2 (student involvement in 
programme design), ESG 1.3 (procedures for student appeals and complaints), standard ESG 1.7 
(information management collecting information from students’ satisfaction with their programmes) 
and ESG 1.9 (students’ expectations, needs and satisfaction and involvement programme review). 

Two sources have been used for this meta-analysis. 

⁃ The 2022 APR in which institutions were asked to respond to an open-ended descriptive 
question… ‘Describe student involvement in decision-making structures and student 
governance’.   

It should be noted that this kind of question does not provide comparative data on specific 
topics, but it does yield a general self-descriptive narrative which can indicate the 
institutional culture and priorities.  So, for example, whereas the data in the APR will not 
indicate how many institutions have duly elected student representation (because some 
institutions may have this provision but have simply not mentioned it), it does indicate is 
how many institutions chose to mention ‘elected student representation’ as a priority in 
their description.  Some issues, such as whether institutions have a formal student 
representation or not, were mentioned by almost all institutions and therefore allow for 
greater precision.  

⁃ The 2022 Review Reports.1  These reports reflect 5 visits carried out in 4 countries in Europe 
and relating to 6 programmes.   

The review reports provide data around compliance of standards A.2.3, A.5.4, B.2.8, B.3.2 
and B.3.5 in the Standards and Guidelines concerning student voice issues.2 

The analysis was carried out by Dr Marvin Oxenham, General Secretary of the ECTE. 

Sensitive data from the APRs is kept confidential and the review reports are already in the public 
domain (ECTE’s website) hence no ethical concerns are identified. 

  

 
1 http://ecte.eu/tag/2022-reviews/ Other 2022 review reports were not yet published by the Accreditation Committee at the time of 
writing. 
2 It should be noted that of the 5 reports, one was an institutional review and one was a concept review, hence the data was not complete 
for all standards in these reviews. It should also be noted that detailed guidelines are not individually evaluated in ECTE review reports, 
but receive a compliance rating within the larger standard.  B.3.2, for example, is evaluated within the larger B.2 standard on curriculum 
development which also rates other areas. This means that a negative compliance evaluation may not relate to the detailed guideline 
about student voice but to other elements in the larger standard. 
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3. Data and findings 

3.1 - Frequency of items mentioned in APRs 

The following chart illustrates the frequency of the items that institutions chose to mention in 
responding to the open-ended question on the involvement of students in decision-making 
structures and student governance.  The chart summarizes the data collected from the APR 
submitted by 32 institutions from 18 countries. 

 
As can be seen, the items that schools chose to mention most frequently in describing student voice 
provision are that there is some a form of formal student representation (75%), that students report 
on issues of student interest (71%) and that students offer ideas for improvement to the institution 
(53%). 

Less prominent mention is given to whether students directly participate in governance (39%), 
whether representation is at more than one level/programme (33%) and that students formally take 
part in decision-making processes (30%). 

Only four institutions menitioned the regular use of student satisfaction surveys (14%). 

The lowest mentioning frequency is found in students being involved in appeals procedures (7%) and 
participating in QA issues (7%).  Notably, no institution explicitly mentioned that students are 
involved in the design and evaluation of programmes.  

In comparing the responses across different programme levels (EQF 5,6 and 7), no apparent trends 
emerged that would indicate level-related differences in the provision for student voice.  

3.2 – Other trends around student voice 

The responses in the APRs also reveals different models around student voice provision (some of 
these may be combined in the same institution): 

⁃ Full-involvement model, with students fully represented in the school governance at 
various levels. 
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⁃ Selective-involvement model, with students involved only in areas external to the 
academic/executive life of the school, e.g. extracurricular, social, recreation, 
logistics, recruitment. 

⁃ Informal model, built on good relationships and open dialogue. 
⁃ Plenary meeting model, where all students are involved in consultations, in some 

cases through social media groups. 
⁃ Mediated model, where students do not participate directly in meetings or decisions 

but meet with staff delegates/deans who collect and represent their views. Hence 
students can express concerns and make suggestions, but they do not participate in 
decisions. 

Other trends can also be noted: 

⁃ Institutions that have no formal student representation, tend to comment on the 
importance of good relationships and open dialogue between the institution and students. 

⁃ Obstacles to better student voice provision included: a) the pandemic, that ‘has thwarted 
the functions of the residential student committee’, b) cultural challenges to student 
representation (comment from the MENA region) and c) the challenge of connecting student 
groups that are distributed across a broad diaspora. 

3.3 - Compliance to ECTE standards A.2.3, A.5.4, B.2.8, B.3.2 and B.3.5 

Five review reports from 2022 were analyzed for compliance to student voice issues in the Standards 
and Guidelines for ECTE accreditation (A.2.3, A.5.4, B.2.8, B.3.2 and B.3.5). The following chart 
summarizes compliance ratings.  

Overall compliance to student voice standards 

 

A.2.3 - Students are active in the decision-making 
structures for both community life and academic 
programmes and student government is in place. 

 

A.5.4 and B.2.8 - Data is collected from students in 
relation to internal quality assurance processes, 
programme evaluation and improvement. 

 

B.3.2 and B.3.5 - Students have input through 
complaints processes and feedback is regularly 
collected from students on module delivery, quality 
of teaching and learning design effectiveness 

 

Overall, the full compliance of the institutions reviewed in issues of student averages 52%.  Areas 
scoring the highest compliance ratings are in relation to data collected from students about internal 
quality assurance processes, programme evaluation and improvement.  Areas scoring lowest 
compliance ratings are in relation to student input through complaints processes and feedback. 

Some of the elements that led to a less than full compliance rating included: 

52% 24% 24% 0

Full Substantial Partial Non compliant

60% 0 40% 0

Full Substantial Partial Non compliant

71% 29% 0%0

Full Substantial Partial Non compliant

33% 33% 33% 0

Full Substantial Partial Non compliant
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⁃ Absence of formalized and planned decision-making structures that involve students 
in academic programme and at the level of governance. 

⁃ Absence of formal student governance or representation (a requirement was put in 
place) 

⁃ Absence of a formal process for closing the loop of student evaluation of courses. 

One case of good practice is found in one of the reviewed institutions that moved to full compliance 
after receiving a non-compliance rating in the previous review (a requirement had been put in place 
to provide suitable student representation).  

4. Reflection and actions 

4.1 Provision for student voice 
A general reading of the responses in the APRs seems to indicate a range of provisions for student 
voice across the ECTE institutions.  While no attempt has been made for an exact classification, the 
following subdivision seems to be supported by the data collected by the APR reports.  

⁃ About 30% of institutions offer a well-developed provision for student voice, including 
formal representation, participation in decision making and governance, and monitoring 
through satisfaction surveys. 

⁃ About 40% of institutions offer a partially-developed provision for student voice, with 
representation mechanism, feedback activities and room to offer ideas for improvement in 
the institution 

⁃ About 30% of institutions have not developed provisions for student voice, mostly relying on 
relational dialogue and informal participation.  

The five review reports offer a more positive picture of about 50% compliance to student voice 
issues.  

Action point 1: The first action point is to disseminate this report in ECTE accredited institutions and 
VETs and encourage development and further focus during reviews where necessary.  The report will 
also be presented at the 2023 General Assembly.  

4.2 ESG awareness 

Overall, explicit mention of ESG categories related to student voice was low. No institution chose to 
mention student involvement in programme design (ESG 1.2), although a handful did mention that 
students participate in QA processes.  Again, only a small minority mentioned that students take part 
in or use an appeals process (ESG 1.3) and that regular student satisfaction surveys are being 
administered (ESG 1.7 and ESG 1.9). 

The open-ended nature of the question in the APRs is not conducive to making conclusions that 
these areas of the ESG are being disregarded by institutions in practice, but they may not be 
foremost in institutional thinking. 

In at least one of the review reports, it appears that the VET did not consider student participation in 
decision-making structures as mandatory. 

This suggests that there is a need for greater awareness of ESG and ECTE standards in this area. 

Action point 2:  This report will be included in the VET training session during the General Assembly 
in March 2023 to ensure that VETs know that student participation in decision making structures is a 
requirement. 
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5. Dissemination 
This thematic analysis will be published in English on the ECTE website at 
http://ecte.eu/development/thematic-analysis/.   

6. Conclusions 
This thematic analysis has examined results from review reports of ECTE institutions in the area of 
student voice.  The analysis has resulted in two main action points: 

1. Dissemination of the report to ECTE accredited institutions to raise awareness to student 
voice issues.  

2. Inclusion of the report in the VET training session in March 2023 to ensure VET awareness of 
the ESG/ECTE requirements related to student voice. 
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 IGW Zurich 
(Institutional) 

EEBC 
(concept) 

Brake (EQF 
6) 

TSR (EQF 
5) 

PARS (EQF 
5) 

A.2.3 FULL 
Feedback from 
students 
implemented 
quickly… 
Programme 
design in 2015 
with ongoing 
‘intensive’ 
student feedback, 
including trial 
modules 

FULL 
Students 
participate in 
decision 
making, 
student 
government 
structures in 
place, areas 
of decision 
making 
include 
community 
life and 
academic 
programmes, 
students 
expected to 
give feedback 
on design, 
delivery and 
assessment 

PARTIAL  
Student 
participation in 
decision making 
related to the 
academic 
programme and 
at the level of 
governance 
appeared not to 
be formalized or 
planned. 
Although 
mandating 
student 
representation 
in these areas is 
not a standard of 
the ECTE… it 
would be 
appropriate… a 
recommendation 
follows on 
‘solidifying 
student 
participation in 
decision making 
structures 
related to 
academic 
programmes and 
governance’ 

PARTIAL  
No formal 
student 
governance 
or reps – 
requirement 
in place 

Previous 
standards 
FULL 
Compliance in 
student 
representation 
in the different 
programmes 
(responded to 
requirement 
from 2019 on 
exploring 
suitable 
student 
representation) 
- challenge of 
connecting 
student groups 
in diaspora 
 

A.7.2 / / / / 
A.5.4 FULL 

No comment 
SUBSTANTIAL FULL FULL 

B.2.1 
(design 
and 
approval) 

 TO FOLLOW 
Students 
have 
contributed 
to formation 
of 
programme 

SUBSTANTIAL FULL 

B.2.8 / TO FOLLOW 
The review 
will check 
whether the 
programme 
responds to 
needs of 
students 

SUBSTANTIAL FULL 

B.3.2 / TO FOLLOW 
 

PARTIAL 
There is a 
structure for 
student 
evaluation of 
courses, a formal 
process for 

SUBSTANTIAL 


