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Abstract

The paper is dedicated to identifying the role of internal and external stakeholders in Higher Education system
in Ukraine. Stakeholder analysis provides for identifying the most important stakeholder groups with direct
and indirect influence on the HEIs. Therefore, the aim of this paper is to carry out an identification and
categorization of stakeholders of HEIs. A list of stakeholders for HEIs is provided in the paper. The authors
suggested deepening their stratification according to the following classification criteria: location, level of
responsibility, level of influence on decision-making concerning activities of a HEI, form of performance of
influence, scale of influence, financial ties, involvement status, potential for cooperation and threat, the
stakeholders' stakes, types of stakeholders’ interests, attributes power, legitimacy and urgency, significance
level. In the article, the authors develop a model for selection and harmonization of stakeholder interests, which
includes the following components: analysis and selection of key stakeholder groups, alignment of interests
and needs of stakeholders and management decisions, taking into account the interests of stakeholder groups.
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Introduction

Modern universities are at the center of the intersection of interests and goals of different groups of
stakeholders, which can either complement or interfere with each other. From the point of view of Stakeholder
Theory, any organization, including higher education institutions (HEIs), exists to meet the needs of all
stakeholders, and this is their fundamental goal. If a HEI is not oriented in its activities to the interests of
stakeholders, it can hardly count on sustainable development.

Hence, our first objective is to set out a classification model for stakeholders in HEIs in Ukraine. In addition,
the second objective is to put forward a model explaining selection and coordination of interests of groups of
stakeholders at HEIs.

Literature review

The basic definition of a stakeholder is “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the
achievement of the organization’s objectives” introduced by Freeman R.E., 1984 in the context of the
development of the theory of organizations. Friedman A. L. & Miles S., 2006 state that this definition is
balanced and broad. The phrase “can affect or is affected by’ includes individuals outside the firm and groups
that may consider them stakeholders of an organization, without the firm considering them to be such.

The basic postulates of this theory are actively used in studies of Higher Education and ensuring its quality. In
the specific case of HEIs, Stakeholder Theory may serve to explain the focus on varying communities in the
environments surrounding these organisations as well as relationships between organisations and communities
(Jongbloed B., Enders J. & C. Salerno, 2008).

In the works of foreign scientists Jongbloed B., Enders J. & C. Salerno, 2008; Bjorkquist C., 2009; Alves H.,
Emerson W. M. & Raposo M., 2010; Chapleo C. & Simms C., 2010; Matlay H., 2011; Maric 1., 2013;
Mainardes E., Alves H. & Raposo M., 2012, 2013; Kettunen J., 2015; Avci O., Ring E., Mitchelli L., 2015;
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Pucciarelli F. & Kaplan A., 2016; Labanauskis R. & Ginevic¢ius R. (2017) it is established that HEIs should
identify the groups of their key stakeholders. After that, it is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of relations
with them and develop on this basis strategies for interaction with each of the selected groups.

Jongbloed B., Enders J. & C. Salerno (2008) note the need to identify stakeholders, their structuring in terms
of importance and the formation on this basis of a set of communications with them. They argue that the
outcome of process of stakeholder engagement will have important implications for the university’s chances
for survival. A careful study of such processes, the forces that drive them and their impact on the internal work
of the university seem to be both timely and warranted.

The consideration of the opinion of stakeholders in the formation of the quality assurance system of HEIs is
compulsory in the European Higher Education Area. In the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance
in Higher Education (ESG) an important role of certain groups of stakeholders such as students, staff members
and employers, has been shown. In the works of Reavill L. R. P., 1997; Rosa M. J., Sarrico C. S. & Amaral A.,
2012; Savga L., 2013; Leisyte L. & Westerheijden D. F., 2014; Rosa M. J. & Teixeira P., 2014; Ulewicz R.,
2017 the role of stakeholders in HEIs is analysed precisely in the context of the design of quality assurance
systems, including the implementation of ESG.

In the works of Paraschivescu, A., Savga, L., 2016 it is established that management of education quality
should focus on building networks and strategic alliances between multiple parties / stakeholders: those who
design, produce, evaluate the act of education in educational institutions, those who distribute continuing
education, those who finance and those who benefit from quality education.

In the domestic scientific literature, studies of the role of stakeholders in the system of higher education are
practically absent. In the works of Smentina N. V. & Khusainov R. V., 2014, Kalashnikova S. & Lugovoi V.,
2015, Panchishin S. M. & Grin'kevich O. S., 2017, the focus is concentrated on clarifying the nature and
composition of stakeholders in universities in Ukraine. In our opinion, research in this area should be
intensified. This is primarily due to the need to integrate the national system of Higher Education into European
and global educational space, where consideration of the interests of key stakeholders is obligatory.

A separate line of research is devoted to the study of the specifics of the influence of stakeholders in Higher
Education systems of different countries.

Wit K. De & VerhoevenJ. C., 2000 characterized the participation of “stakeholders” in the internal
governance of universities and colleges (hogescholen) in Flanders.

The results of study Vann M., 2012 reveal that stakeholders in Cambodian Higher Education had different
perceptions of the quality. Most local stakeholders appeared to express their support for the current situation
of Cambodian higher education, saying that the quality of Cambodian higher education appears to be far better
than it was twenty years ago. International stakeholders, on the other hand, seemed to be very critical of the
guality in Cambodian higher education, claiming that HEIs in Cambodia operated like a business enterprise,
which focused more on profit, rather than ensuring quality.

Mainardes E., Alves H. & Raposo M., 2013 carried out a case study on a Portuguese state university that
sought to identify and qualify the importance of respective stakeholders through such means. A series of
interviews have been held with fifteen individuals, connected with the institution, three from each hierarchical
university level. Following content analysis of these interviews, a list containing 21 stakeholders was resulted,
duly classified by importance. The results found students (1), the teaching and / or research staff (2), employers
(3), research and development partner companies (4) and national government / ministries / accreditation
bodies (5) identified as the main stakeholders.

Slaba M., 2015 identified ten most important stakeholder groups for public and private universities separately.
The author identified that public universities focus mainly on students, media and Ministry of Education, Youth
and Sports. Private universities understand the necessity to communicate with key stakeholder groups a little
bit more than public universities. Nine stakeholder groups have been chosen by more than 60 % of respondents
from private universities, and six stakeholder groups have been chosen by more than 90 % of the private
universities involved in the survey. In the case of public universities, only 6 stakeholder groups have been
chosen by more than 60 % of respondents, 3 by more than 80 % of respondents, and only 1 stakeholder group
has been chosen by more than 90 % of respondents.

Paper Sin C. & Amaral A., 2017 reports the results of preliminary research into how Portuguese academics
and employers perceive the responsibility of different higher education stakeholders — students, teaching staff,
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higher education institutions, employers, and policy-makers — for developing graduate employability.
According to the results of their survey, it was determined that these holders are formally recognized as
responsible for raising the level of graduates' ability to work. At the same time, actual participation of
employers in internal institutional activities is low, and recognition of employers as stakeholders in higher
education, as advocated by policy-makers, has yet to happen in Portugal.

Beerkens M. & Udam M., 2017 focus on stakeholder engagement in higher education governance in Estonia,
particularly in the area of quality assurance. This paper examines empirically the assumption that stakeholders
differentiate in their expectations. Twelve focus group interviews with main stakeholders (university rectors,
employers, academic staff, government officials, students) in Estonia demonstrate that the groups indeed have
somewhat different perspectives on quality assurance, according to a predictable pattern. They link the results
to a theoretical discussion on stakeholder engagement, concluding that the diversity in expectations may enrich
the system, but it may also force the quality agency to clarify the limits of a public quality assurance system.

There is practically no comprehensive study of the influence of stakeholders on the activities of institutions of
Higher Education in Ukraine.

Tymoshenkov 1. V. and Nashchekina O. M., 2012 conducted a ranking of stakeholders on the priority of their
interests for HEIs of Ukraine. Scientists have determined that now the most important are interests of a group
of stakeholders, such as students and their parents. In their opinion, the power of this group is determined by
HEIs’ dependence on it, which is constantly growing due to negative demographic trends, the growth of
competition and insufficient public financing of education. If this group does not put up real demand for quality
education, HEIs will be forced to adapt their activities in accordance with their interests — to weaken the
requirements for applicants and to lower the criteria for the quality of education. In such circumstances, the
interests of such stakeholders as employers are less significant, since, being financially dependent on students
and their parents, HEIs will give priority to the interests of the latter, and not to the interests of employers.

The researchers noted that with the functioning of such a group of stakeholders as the public administration in
education, there is a problem of agency relations. Its meaning is that realization of abstract interests of the state
should be carried out through activities of concrete agents — officials who have their own interests. With
absence of an effective control system, the short-term goals of agents begin to dominate upon strategic goals
of a society, while realization of state interests gradually becomes a realization of the economic interests of
individual officials.

In our opinion, the results of the study, obtained by Tymoshenkov I. V. and Nashchekina O. M., 2012, make
it possible to explain the general tendencies of development of education in Ukraine and determine the reasons
for lowering the quality of secondary and professional education of students.

The conclusions of the scholars on the ineffective participation of government bodies of higher education are
confirmed by the Analytical Report “Monitoring the integration of the Ukrainian system of higher education
into the European area of higher education and scientific research”. It states that, ... the decisive role in
designing the quality assurance system is played by public administration, and the value of other stakeholders
is quite nominal. As a result, the key setting of educational institutions is the success of formal reporting to
state control bodies, which, in the absence of motivation and transparency, is highly likely to corrupt
corruption”.

The monitoring determined that “the characteristic features of the current situation in the system of higher
education in Ukraine are the practical absence of a real involvement of external stakeholders to the
development and implementation of institutional strategies of HEIs, as well as their corresponding connection
with the strategic documents of the national educational policy”.

The report “Reform of higher education in Ukraine: the implementation of the profile law in 2014-2016”
determines that the domestic Higher Education system functions in isolation from the interests of employers.
They are practically not involved in the development of academic programmes of universities, as well as in
the professional training of students in a form of internships with their subsequent employment according to
the study area.

Partly, the issues of engaging stakeholders to form and develop internal quality assurance systems in Ukrainian
universities were studied in the context of implementation of international project “Quality Assurance System
in Ukraine: Development on the Base of ENQA Standards and Guidelines” in the framework of ERASMUS+
Programme. It started with an exploratory research in the form of a survey of HEIs in Ukraine on the state of
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development of an internal quality assurance system. 217 HEIs participated in the survey, 104 of which are
universities, 31 institutes (academies), 66 colleges, and 16 other educational institutions.

Characteristics of the forms of stakeholder participation in the internal quality assurance system of Ukrainian
HEIs are presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Characteristics of the forms of stakeholders’ participation in the internal quality assurance system of Ukrainian
HEIs
The obtained data makes it possible to draw a number of positive conclusions about the participation of
students, as main consumers, in internal quality assurance systems of HEISs:

» through formal participation in management bodies, in addition to administrative staff, management at the
level of the institution and the faculty, 161 universities attracted students;

» students of 121 Ukrainian universities are involved in the self-assessment of the quality of educational
activities or other evaluation activities;

» through informal provision of information on topical issues of quality assurance of educational activities,
students (106 HEIs), employers (128 HEIs), graduates (120 HEIs) are actively involved;

» regular questioning of students about the quality of educational activities is conducted in 176 HEIs.

However, along with this, a number of shortcomings have been revealed:

» a low level of involvement of external stakeholders (graduates and employers) in the form of formal
participation in advisory bodies. This does not allow to fully take into account the current demands of the
labour market for the quality of training for higher education applicants;

» employers and graduates are involved in processes of self-assessment or other evaluation activities, only at
37 and 47 HEIs in Ukraine, respectively;
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» only 85 respondents indicated that academic staff participates in regular surveys on the processes of
ensuring the quality of education. This indicates the need for a more active involvement of faculty members
in the functioning of the internal quality assurance system.

The results of this survey also confirm the insufficient level of stakeholder involvement in the design, approval,
monitoring and revision of academic programmes (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Stakeholder involvement in the design, approval, monitoring and revision of academic programmes at Ukrainian
HEIs

The presented data shows that in the formalized processes of the development of academic programmes and
curricula, internal stakeholders play the dominant role. Thus, administrative personnel is involved in 69,6 %
of HEIs, academic staff — in 78 %.

The level of involvement of students and external stakeholders is low, namely:

» students are involved in the formation of academic programmes and curricula in 28 % of HElIs;
» external stakeholders (employers / regional authorities / chamber of commerce, etc.) —in 32,7 % of HEIs;
» graduates —in 9,8 % of HEIs.

Results of the multi-country project ALIGN (Achieving and checking the alignment between academic
programmes and Qualification Frameworks) of the EU Tempus Programme revealed passive attitude of
students towards university internal quality assurance system in general and the procedures of academic
programmes review in particular as well as partial introduction of mechanisms of cooperation with external
stakeholders.

Methodology

The article is prepared using the theoretical approach. It contains the analysis of the literature on HEIs
stakeholders, quality assurance systems and issues concerning development of higher education in Ukraine.
The authors' conclusions are based on the results of survey of HEIs in Ukraine on the state of development of
an internal quality assurance system.

Results

The application of Stakeholder Theory to the management of HEIs provokes identification of all stakeholders,
their interests and expectations.
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Based on the results of the study Dew John R., 1997; Burrows J., 1991; Jongbloed B., Enders J. & Salerno C.,
2008; Smentina N. V. & Khusainov R. V., 2014; Panchishin S. M. & Grin'kevich O. S., 2017, stakeholders in
HEIs are shown in Figure 1 in Appendix.

As a result of identification of stakeholders, a HEI receives an exhaustive list of its stakeholders, which is
obligatory for subsequent analysis and development of a strategy for interaction with them.

The next stage involves the structuring of stakeholders by a number of additional classification characteristics.

The external and internal stakeholder category is the most commonly used approach. In case of HEIls
stakeholders also are mostly divided into internal and external (Melewar T.C. & AkelS., 2005;
Smentina N. V. & Khusainov R. V., 2014; Panchishin S. M. & Grin'kevich O. S., 2017; Slaba M., 2015). At
once, Burrows J., 1999 focused attention that the external and internal stakeholder category does not always
help with the groups of stakeholders in academic institutions.

For example, students can be viewed as external stakeholders from enrolment perspective. However, they can
be viewed as internal stakeholders as they have impact on the scholarly work done in the university.

In order to achieve success, the aims of internal stakeholders, the first degree environment, ought to be
compatible with the aims of external stakeholders (the second degree environment) (Ulewicz V., 2017). In
addition to the basic division of stakeholders into external and internal, a number of additional classification
characteristics are singled-out for in-depth study of their influence on HEIs.

The generalization of characteristics of classification of HEIs stakeholders is given in Table 1.
Table 1. Classification of HEIs stakeholders

Classification

No. criteria

Types of HEIs stakeholders

> internal stakeholders operating within the HEI;
1 ) > interface stakeholders that interact with the external environment;

‘ Location > external stakeholders that can both promote and compete or have a particular interest in
the activities of the HEI.
» primary stakeholders (with formal relationships):
1) internal stakeholder groups of HEIs represent stakeholder groups that are crucial for
survival of HEIS and involve stakeholder groups that bear risk and investment connected
2 Level of | 1o universities;

' responsibility 2) external stakeholder groups of HEIs include stakeholder groups that are essential for

survival of HEISs, despite not being in direct close relation with the HEI. These stakeholder

groups are in an indirect connection, but have a direct influence on survival of universities.
» secondary stakeholders (without formal relationships).

Level of | » stakeholders, who directly take and influence decision-making (strong influence);
influence on | » stakeholders, whose interests are taken into account when making decisions (medium
3. | decision making | impact); _ _ _ N
on the activities | > Stakeholders, whose interests are not taken into account when making decisions (weak
of the HEI influence).
4 Form of | 5 overt stakeholders;
: m?lmfestatlon of | » latent stakeholders.
influence
5 Scale of | » influence HEIs as a whole,
) influence » affect the individual aspects of the activity of a HEIs.
6 . o » commercial stakeholders;
) Financial ties » non-commercial stakeholders.
» active stakeholders are those individuals or groups who are actively engaged in the
institution;
7. Involvement » passive stakeholders of HEI are those who do not have any legal, financial, or moral
status relations with the institution, but they have been affected by past actions or can be affected

by the future actions of the institution.
. » “low cooperation/high threat”;
8 Potential for | » <“high threat / high cooperation”;
: cooperation and | » “low cooperation / low threat”;
threat > “high cooperation / low threat”.
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Table 1 (cont.). Classification of HEIs stakeholders

» stakeholders have ownership stakes;
» stakeholders have economic dependence;
9 The . » stakeholders have social stakes;
: stakeholders > stakeholders have scholarship stakes;
stakes » stakeholders have moral stakes;
» stakeholders have personal stakes.
Types of | » formal interests;
10. | interests > economic interests;
stakeholders > political interests.
» dormant (attribute power);
;trirm{g one s%tal!gﬁ%rl]gers > discretionary (attribute legitimacy);
Attributes > gemandln% (atglbute urgency()j.I ;
» dominant (attributes power and legitimacy);
11. Fe%vi\{?rrﬁacy, ;tritg)atj\;gs two ;ak%ﬁ%elg?rgt » dependent (attributes urgency and legitimacy);
» dangerous (attributes urgency and power).
urgency
;trirg)ﬁgs three > definitive stakeholders
o » definitive stakeholders;
12. | Significance > expectant stakeholders;
level > latent stakeholders.

Source: elaborated by the authors based on (Blair J. D., Fottler M. D., 1990; Clarkson M., 1995; Mitchell R. C., Agle B.R. &
Wood D. J., 1997; Burrows J., 1999; Melewar T. C. & Akel S., 2005; Jongbloed B., Enders J. & Salerno C., 2008; Mainardes E.,
Alves H. & Raposo M., 2013; Maric I., 2013; Slaba M., 2015; Barishevs'ka I. V. & Korabakhina A. YU., 2016).

We propose to allocate additional subgroups of stakeholders, since their characteristics can be very significant
and specific. This will make it possible to understand how significant is the impact of stakeholders and what
further steps should be taken to effectively interact with them.

Key factors that determine the relative importance of different stakeholder groups in different areas of
university activity:

> direct impact on student recruitment and satisfaction. The key stakeholders grouped into those with direct,
less direct or partial influence, and those with only an indirect or minimal impact;

» impact on the university’s policies and strategies. These stakeholders are broken down into three groups
based on their influence. It may be proposed that those with high impact on strategies and policies needed
great attention due to their power to influence strategic direction;

> direct impact on the university’s income, such as students and funding bodies. These groups were seen to
have power and influence on the HEI and are therefore core to its development (Chapleo C. and Simms C.,
2010).

The identification of the stakeholders of the HEI ends with the prioritization of stakeholder groups and
personification of their interests. At the same time, the specific interests of stakeholders directly to a HEI
should be reflected but not typical for all HEIs.

In order to ensure the sustained functioning, HEIs cannot focus on meeting the interests of a particular
stakeholder group, regardless of the interests of others. At the end, this may lead to a loss of competitive
position in the educational services market and a decrease in its quality. Taking this into account, a model for
selection and coordination of the interests of stakeholders of HEIs was developed (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Model for selection and coordination of the interests of stakeholders of HEIs

Conclusions and discussion

A modern university cooperates with a large number of groups of stakeholders, and its main goal is to identify
the key ones and meet their needs.

Although identification and classification of HEIs stakeholders is widely covered in foreign literature, its
application in the context of Ukrainian higher education standards is less studied, and this article aims to
identification and prioritization of stakeholders for a Ukrainian university.

In the article it has been defined that in a HEI, a stakeholder analysis should start with identification of all
possible stakeholders: entities with regulatory powers, clients (students, employers, society in general),
suppliers, employees, competitors etc. The authors also identified the necessity to classify the stakeholders
according to different perspectives, including location, level of responsibility, level of influence on decision
making, form of manifestation of influence, scale of influence, financial ties, involvement status, potential for
cooperation and threat, the stakeholders' stakes, types of interests and other.

Based on the results of the generalization of studies on governance issues of higher education stakeholders,
these shortcomings and unresolved problems have been highlighted:

» models and methods for identification and classification of higher education stakeholders are based only
on few aggregated characteristics;
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> the goals and interests of stakeholders are generally considered in the context of the activities of universities
in general, and not in the context of their individual aspects, in particular internal quality assurance systems;

> assessment of interests, degree of involvement and power of stakeholders is usually carried out by expert
methods without validity of assessment scales and verification of reliability.

These are incentives to develop more effective methods for identifying stakeholders of higher education, their
evaluation, and as a result, to better meet their needs.

Authors have developed a model for selection and coordination of the interests of stakeholders of HEIs. It
consists of the following components: analysis and selection of key stakeholder groups; alignment of interests
and needs of stakeholders; formation of management decisions taking into account interests of groups of
stakeholders. This model can be used by representatives of HEIs to integrate the interests of stakeholder groups
into the management system and strategic planning.

The direction of future research is the application of stakeholder analysis to higher education in Ukraine, since
there have been no systematic studies of the identification and prioritization of stakeholders in private and
public institutions of higher education.
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