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Chapter 1: Learning to Evaluate ς From Administrative Burden to Reflection 
on Education and Research 

 

1.1 Executive Summary 
 
Romanian universities ς faculty members, students and administrators - ŀǊŜ ŎŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ŀ άƳŜǊǊȅ-go-ǊƻǳƴŘέ 
of evaluations. There are no less than 10 different evaluation instruments at national level, often 
complemented by evaluation procedures at university, faculty and departmental level. While much effort 
goes into these evaluations, we think their results are questionable. 
 
The evaluations address many legitimate concerns, such as the quality of education in private, for-profit 
universities, the Europeanisation of higher education and research as well as academic corruption and 
plagiarism. However, we believe that it is hard for the evaluations to deliver on all these ambitious policy 
goals. In fact, it is important to realise the limits of evaluation instruments amidst an unstable policy 
environment and constant budget cuts.  
 
This policy brief is intended for the Executive Agency for Higher Education, Research, Development and 
Innovation Funding (UEFISCDI), the Romanian quality assurance agency (ARACIS), the National Research 
Council (CNCS), the National Council for Higher Education Funding (CNFIS), the Ministry of Education, 
Scientific Research, Youth and Sports. It also contains recommendations for decision-makers in Romanian 
universities as well as interested faculty and students. The recommendations may also be of interest to 
international organisations active in Romania, such as the European University Association and the 
European Commission.  
 
The brief is based on an analysis of 187 interviews with a cross-section of decision-makers, professors, 
students and administrators in 5 Romanian universities, as well as an examination of key policy documents 
in this area.  It is accompanied by two other papers, one paper addressing the reasons why Romanian 
universities fail to internalise quality assurance and one on how Romanian universities construct the 
ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ  
 
We argue in this policy brief that the main problem is that the evaluations fail to achieve substantial 
reflection on higher education and scientific research. More concretely, we consider that (1) the current 
evaluation practices are too bureaucratic, (2) that academics and students do not feel ownership of the 
evaluations, and (3) existing standards are inconsistent. This is presented in the following problem tree, in 
which general problems are cascaded into specific issues and then described at national and university 
level. 
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General 
problem 

Evaluations fail to achieve substantial reflection on higher education and 
scientific research 

Specific 
problem 

1. The current 
evaluation practices 
are too bureaucratic  

2. Academics and students do 
not feel ownership over 

evaluations. 

3. Evaluation standards 
are inconsistent. 

 

Problem at 
National Level 

The evaluation 
practices cost a lot of 
time and money. 

The evaluations have been 
designed for needs of policy-
makers, rather than those of 
academics and students. 

Evaluations present an 
inconsistent picture of 
ǿƘŀǘ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƳŜŀƴǎΣ 
how it should be 
assessed and improved. 

The evaluation 
practices change too 
frequently. 

Evaluations are not 
always the best 
method to achieve the 
policy objective. 

Problem at 
University Level 

Too much weight is put 
on formal evaluations. 

There is not enough flexibility 
to deal with disciplinary 
differences and innovations. 

There has been little 
systematic reflection 
within faculties and 
departments on what 
ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƛƴ 
education and research. 

Table 1.1: The policy tree defining the problem of evaluation in Romanian universities. 
 
Accordingly, we provide three objectives for future policy-making in this area. We think that future 
policies should focus on (1) simplifying the procedures, (2) allowing professors and students to set their 
own standards in education and research, and (3) applying a moǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩΦ 
These are sub-divided in five recommendations for the government and four recommendations for 
universities, are presented in the table below. 
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Policy 
Objective 

1. Simplify the 
evaluation procedures. 

2. Allow professors and 
students to decide on 

quality standards 

3. Apply a more 
consistent and open 
ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ  

 

Recommendations 
at national level 

1.1 Reduce the number 
of evaluation 
instruments and 
reports 

2.1. Focus on organising 
the evaluations without 
pre-defining all the 
standards.  

3.1. Reduce the number of 
standards on which 
evaluations are to be 
carried out. 

1.2. Evaluate the 
evaluation procedures 
as a whole every five 
years. 

1.3 Create new policy 
instruments to deal 
with gross misconduct. 

Recommendations 
at university and 
departmental level 

1.4. Foster informal 
evaluation practices as 
well as formal 
practices. 

2.2 Enable a more flexible 
approach to evaluations 
within departments 

3.2. Organise structured 
discussions about the 
meaning of quality in 
faculties and 
departments. 
 

3.3. Develop professional 
networks between people 
working on evaluations. 

Table 1.2: the proposed solutions to the policy problem. 
 
These policy initiatives should be the responsibility of government, universities, academics and students. 
Only together can a more structured dialogue be established to deal with the many substantial concerns 
with quality in Romanian higher education and research. 
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1.2 Introduction 
The Romanian two-ǇŀǊǘ ŦƛƭƳ Ψ¢ŀƭŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DƻƭŘŜƴ !ƎŜΩ όнллфύ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƭŜƎŜƴŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƭŘŜƴ 
ŀƎŜΩ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎƳΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŀƭŜǎ ǊŜŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŀ ƭŜƎŜƴŘŀǊȅ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘȅ 
motorcade passing through the next day. The whole village is nervous about the preparations and receives 
detailed instructions from two inspectors. In a comical sequence of events, the inspectors end up getting 
drunk with the villagers, and finally both inspectors and villagers find themselves stuck in a merry-go-round 
for the night. It is said that they were still spinning when the motorcade passed by in the morning.  
 
While folk-tale should not be confused for reality, it is not impossible to draw a parallel between dark 
ŎƻƳŜŘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŘŜōŀǘŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΦ Concerns about quality are clearly 
connected to expectations of state officials (both domestic and foreign), while it is hard to disentangle the 
inspectors, academics and other actors involved in the merry-go-round of evaluations. This policy brief1 
aims to present some suggestions on how this merry-go-round can be stopped, to the benefit of higher 
education and scientific research in Romania.  
 
We present five recommendations to the government, the ministry of education, science, youth and sports 
and the various agencies tasked with evaluation (primarily UEFISCDI, ARACIS, CNCS, CNFIS, and CNATDCU2). 
We also present four recommendations to the universities, and interested faculty, students and other 
stakeholders. While the primary audience of the policy brief is Romanian, international organisations active 
in Romania (EUA, the European Commission) may also take an interest. The core of our message is that (1) 
evaluation procedures should be simplified, (2) students and professors should receive more control over 
the evaluŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ όоύ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǇŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘΦ  
 

1.3. Evaluations in Romanian universities 
The language surrounding evaluations in universities is a swamp. We try to wade through these murky 
grounds by adopting one general teǊƳΣ ΨŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǘƻ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ 
the universities. These include accreditation, quality assurance (both internal and external), research 
assessments, audits, and various other forms of assessing what universities, and the people working in 
ǘƘŜƳΣ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ǿŜ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ŀƴ ΨŀǳŘƛǘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ 
in university life (Power, 1997, Shore and Wright, 1999). While this conceptual lumping may be confusing 
for those working in different fields of evaluation, we think it is a useful way to describe a variety of 
instruments being used in the universities. 
 
The following table breaks down the different policy instruments that we would like to discuss in this brief: 

                                                           
1
 The brief is an outcome a research project carried out in 2012/13, comprising of field visits to five Romanian universities. During 

these visits, 187 in-depth interviews were conducted with the management of the universities, members of quality assurance 
bodies, professors, administrators and students. While the research project initially addressed quality assurance in Romanian 
universities, this policy brief extends the recommendations to other fields of higher education governance as well. The research 
ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōǊƛŜŦ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άIƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻn Evidence Based Policy Making: a 
ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀέΣ Ǌǳƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
Innovation Funding (UEFISCDI) between 2012 and 2014. 
2 Ψ¦9CL{/5LΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ CǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ Ψ!w!/L{Ω ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ/b/{Ω ƛǎ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ /bCL{ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻǳncil 
ŦƻǊ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ CǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ Ψ/b!¢5/¦Ω ƛǎ ǘƘŜ bŀǘional Council for the Recognition of Degrees, Diplomas and Certificates. 
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Category Evaluation Instruments Introduced in: 

Quality assurance 
 

Institutional evaluation and 
accreditation 

2006 Law on Education Quality 
Assurance 

Programme evaluation and 
accreditation 

1993, changed in 2006 Law on 
Education Quality Assurance 

Evaluation of doctoral 
schools 

2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 158) 

Classification and ranking Institutional classification 2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 193) 

Programme ranking 2011 Law on National Education (Art 
.193) 

Institutional evaluation 2011 Law on National Education (Art 
193.6) 

Research assessment exercise Research evaluation 2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 195) 

Standards for promotion Legal standards for 
promotion 

2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 295) 

Habilitation standards 2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 300) 

Audits by various national 
agencies 

Audits of various managerial 
practices like ethics, 
financing, promotions, etc. 

2011 Law on National Education 
(Art. 218-219) 

Table 1.3: Different instruments of evaluation in Romanian universities3 
 
¢ƘŜǎŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ΨŦŀƭƭ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƪȅΩΣ ōǳǘ ŀǊƻǎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ - albeit strongly contested 
- socio-political concerns. We believe that three developments have been particularly important. The first is 
the privatisation of Romanian higher education in the early 1990s. Since the founding of CNEAA in 1993, 
evaluations have aimed to provide some control over the quality of education (especially of private-for-
profit institutions), from the perspective of consumer protection (Tomusk, 2000). Secondly, the 
Europeanisation process has put several pressures on Romanian universities (Wodak and Fairclough, 2010). 
The Bologna Process has shaped the successor of the accreditation system through its influence over the 
quality assurance and accreditation agency, ARACIS. Moreover, initiatives in the European Research Area 
have led to the creation of various research evaluations, led by the agency for the funding of scientific 
research, CNCS. Thirdly, there has been a continuous concern with plagiarism and academic malpractice 
over the last two decades, most notably at the level of political discourse. As several scandals have made it 
to the (international) press in recent years, many of these evaluations have been legitimated as part of a 
strǳƎƎƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘ ΨƻƭŘ ƎǳŀǊŘΩ (cf. Abbott, 2013).  
 

                                                           
3 Sources: Law 87/2006 on the approval of the Government Emergency Ordinance No. 75/2005 regarding the education quality 
assurance, Law 01/2011 on National Education, Art 295-297 and subsequently Ministerial Ordinance OMECTS nr. 6560/2012 and 
draft amendments to OMECTS nr. 6560/16.07.2013. 
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As each of these three developments has a strong normative connotation, it is hard to imagine that these 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜ ΨǿƛǎƘŜŘ ŀǿŀȅΩΦ wŀǘƘŜǊΣ ǿŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
instruments inside the universities.  
 
It is important to note that the table above only mentions the evaluations that are legally required to be 
undertaken by universities. Some of these instruments are not (yet?) operational, since no methodology 
has been agreed upon. This is the case for the evaluation of doctoral schools as well as the national 
research assessment exercise. However, some universities have already started the implementation 
process in anticipation of legal action, organising projects to implement these instruments, or carrying out 
their own evaluations in line with national regulations. Other instruments are fully operational and produce 
a variety of activities and practices at the university level, such as those resulting from programme 
evaluation and institutional accreditation. The following table gives an overview of the variety of structures 
and practices found in the universities: 
 

University level  Faculty and Department level  

Administrative structures, such as vice-rector 
positions for academic quality and scientific 
research, a department on teaching quality, a 
department on scientific research, a commission 
on quality and evaluation (CEAC) and various 
senate commissions on quality. 

Administrative structures, such as a faculty 
commission on quality and evaluation, specific 
positions for vice-deans. 

Internal reviews, such as institutional reviews, 
internal programme reviews, research reviews and 
financial audits. 

Evaluations of faculty, such as peer reviews, self-
evaluations and managerial evaluations. 

Documents, such as a quality policy, quality 
reports and an internal research strategy. 

Documents, such as a faculty-level quality policy, 
quality reports, publication lists, etc. 

Surveys, such as alumni questionnaires or student 
questionnaires. 

Formal deliberation, such as discussions on 
curricula and research. 

 Informal deliberation, such as discussions at the 
coffee machine or in class. 

Table 1.4: The various evaluation structures and practices in Romanian universities. 
 
This table shows that the instruments mentioned above lead to various activities in the universities, 
faculties and departments. For example, universities have created different structures to provide statistics 
and reports to governmental agencies, ranging from senate commissions to specialised quality assurance 
departments and committees. Even for the people involved in these structures, it is quite hard to figure out 
what they are supposed to do and why.  
 
The numerous evaluation instruments pose several challenges in the implementation process within 
universities, despite addressing quite legitimate concerns. These are discussed in the next section.  
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1.4 The Policy Problem 
In our fieldwork, we encountered three major problems with the implementation of evaluation 
instruments, which we describe below.  
 
1. Evaluations are too bureaucratic and too easily changed 
The first problem with the national legislation is that it creates a bureaucratic workload. This bureaucracy 
dominates current evaluation practices; professionals see such practices as being disconnected from their 
daily activities of teaching and research. This results in a sort of resignation and task avoidance, which is 
one of the reasons why evaluations cannot be internalised.  
 
This bureaucracy costs both time and money. Many of our interviewees, particularly those we see as 
decision-makers (rectors, vice-rectors, deans, vice-deans, senate members) are faced with an enormous 
pile of papers each day. In the words of some of them: 

άώ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘϐ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ǿƻǊƪing twice for the same thing. Why do I need to have a faculty report and a 
v! ǊŜǇƻǊǘΚ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΚ ²Ƙȅ Řƻ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳŀǘǎΚέ 
(Decision-Maker, Professor, Male, RS0503).  
ά¢ƛƳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǿŀǎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ǳǎŜƭŜǎǎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎέ 
(Decision-Maker, Lecturer, Male, KG075).  
ά¢ƘŜ v! ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ƘǳƎŜ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƭǳŎƪȅ 
that the Vice-5Ŝŀƴ ŦƻǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ŎŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎέ ό5Ŝcision-Maker, 
Professor, Male, RS0604).  
 

In terms of money, we calculated for a large university that the costs associated to undergoing quality 
ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ whb мΦмслΦфлл όŀǇǇǊƻȄΦ ϵ нруΦлллύ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ4. This is most likely 
a conservative estimate, since it does not include the costs for the (usually quite substantial) involvement 
of non-technical personnel in evaluation activities. Nor does it involve any other costs than those for 
complying with the quality assurance and accreditation procedures. While some may argue that these are 
legitimate costs for improving the quality of education and scientific research, we have our doubts that 
these costs can be justified as such.  
 
We believe that one of the reasons why many of these evaluations are seen as bureaucratic is that they are 
too often and too easily changed. One interviewee described the situation as such: 

άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƳΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
are not coherent. We are constantly on stand-by. This creates confusion and we cannot plan for the 
ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Professor, Female, NS0302). 
 

Indeed, universities do not have a consistent set of rules to follow when it comes to evaluation 
instruments. This creates confusion (since it is difficult to keep up-to-date with the latest legislative 
modifications) and prevents them from engaging in long-term planning. While the law on quality assurance 
has remained more or less in place since 2005, there have been many subsequent legal changes following 

                                                           
4 This is based on a calculation of costs of all the programme evaluations and the institutional evaluation (official costs ARACIS) as 
well as information provided to us by the university. While the university faces a discount through European funds, these are 
included in the total price, since they provide a cost to the public.  
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the 2011 law on education, the classification exercise and associated legislation related to the evaluation of 
research centers (UEFISCDI 2010). Each of these changes has led to a build-up of frustrations about 
evaluations procedures and their supposed remedies among many academics. 
 
Another reason why these procedures are perceived as bureaucratic is that they overshadow more 
informal practices to improve. Yet, discussions at the coffee machine or a simple personal exchange 
between colleagues are often the most efficient ways to solve a problem. One of our interviewees said 
that: 

ά¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ /ƻllegial visits could help, but please do not try to 
ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦȅ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέΦ ό!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊΣ CŜƳŀƭŜΣ YDлслнύΦ 
 

When it comes to students, it may be much easier to hear their problems through informal channels. As 
one student told us: 

άCŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŦŀŎŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛŦ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘΦ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ 
ǳǇ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΦέ ό{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ CŜƳŀƭŜΣ b{лтлнύΦ 
 

Taken as a whole, we can perhaps conclude that these policy instruments try to achieve too many things 
at the same time: applying minimum standards for curricula, matching curricula to labour market needs, 
introducing pedagogic innovations, improving the management of the universities and faculties, and lifting 
wƻƳŀƴƛŀΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǳǇ ǘƻ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦ !ƴŘ ƛŦ this is not enough, they also 
intend to rid the universities of plagiarism and corruption. The combined effect is that these policy 
instruments achieve very few specific intended results. But they also have some unintended consequences. 
The next two sections will try to show that bureaucracy is not the only concern.  
 
2. Academics and Students do not feel ownership over evaluations 
A problem closely related to the frustration over the evaluation procedures is that actors in the university 
feel little ownership over what is being evaluated, for whom and how. The people in the universities 
express it as such: 

ά¢ƘŜ v! ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ŀƴŘ !w!/L{ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ - there is no point 
ǘƻ ƘƛŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀŎǘέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Associate Professor, Male, AM1201).  
ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ !w!/L{Σ 9¦!Σ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎǳŎƘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
Maker, Professor, Male, AM0202). 
 

This understanding highlights that evaluation procedures are implemented mainly to comply with the law 
and governmental regulations rather than to actually improve institutional quality. For instance, 
evaluations related to quality assurance are viewed as something imposed from the outside, through 
ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ Ψǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ.  
 
While students participating in administrative structures typically felt slightly more involved than academic 
staff, not all students feel that they are being listened to, even if they are being heard. Indeed, in practice 
many barriers exist that hindeǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  



 

 

 
    12 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘΣ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƘƛƴƪέ ό{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ tƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜΣ CŜƳŀƭŜΣ 
KG0603). 
ά! ōƛƎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀȊƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦ !ōƻǳǘ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ŝ-
ƳŀƛƭǎΦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ ό{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ tƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜΣ aŀƭŜΣ YDлулнύΦ 
 

²ƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŀƴȅ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ this lack of ownership, the end-result does present some 
unintended consequences. Since the evaluation process is not seen as legitimate, people display strategic 
ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ΨƎŀƳƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ 
system (cf. Hood, 2006). This seems to range from trying to avoid consequences from evaluations 
(especially with regard to the ranking exercise) to outright plagiarism in order to meet research 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ όƻǊ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎύΦ The paradox is thus that the evaluations may reinforce the 
very gaming behaviour they are meant to address! 
 
Another unintended consequence is visible in scientific research. Many interviewees mention that the 
current assessment framework for scientific research is heavily biased towards the sciences for which 
international journals exist (with an interest for Romanian science). Although it seems pointless to reward 
research in the humanities or legal research in the same way as theoretical physics, yet this is precisely 
what is being done. The framework thus hardly acknowledges that publication practices differ widely 
between disciplines in terms of how often one can publish, whether one has access to international 
journals and with whom one collaborates. The unintended consequence is that only a few scientific fields 
ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ΨǎŜǊƛƻǳǎΩ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊǘƘȅ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘǳǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 
medium-term production of scientific research (as well as the Romanian interests and/or cultural heritage) 
more than is being realised currently. 
 
3. Evaluations are based on inconsistent criteria 
This gaming behaviour is reinforced by the fact that the evaluations are all based on different standards 
and performance indicators. Below is the same table that we showed above, now displaying the different 
indicators used in each instrument. In the programme evaluation and accreditation organised by ARACIS, 
there are 43 different performance indicators. In the programme ranking, on the other hand, there are no 
less than 80 variables on which the programmes are evaluated. These are not just complementary, but also 
quite different. Whereas the quality assurance and accreditation scheme focuses on education and training 
as well as the internal quality assurance procedures of the university, the classification emphasises research 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ όǎŎƛŜƴǘƻƳŜǘǊƛŎǎύ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ǘƻ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƻǳǘ 
what the standards really are. 
 
If we take a more detailed look, we can see that the instruments are based on different underlying ideas 
ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ. The quality assurance scheme is based on minimum standards for all universities, whereas the 
classification is based on nominal categories for universities. In other words, the quality assurance and 
accreditation is based on the idea that there are common (minimum) features to all universities, whereas 
the classification is based on the idea that there are different kinds of universities. The ranking, on the 
other hand, is baǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊΩ ƻǊ ΨǿƻǊǎŜΩ ǘƘŀƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ 
Moreover, the ranking instrument places these universities and programmes on an ordinal scale. 
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What is important about these inconsistent criteria is that they lead to a confusing picture for the 
academics, let alone for students. A university can receive, in principle, high trust in the accreditation 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ōǳǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ Ψ/Ω ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΦ 
To achieve a higher ranking, it may have to shift resources away from education to scientific production, 
which may in turn lower its status in the accreditation system. In other words, these different instruments 
send confusing messages to the universities about what is required from them, and do not help the wider 
Romanian society to understand what is going on in the field of higher education and research.  
 

Instruments Quality standards defined in: 

Institutional evaluation and 
accreditation 

3 areas, 14 criteria, 16 standards, 43 performance indicators5 

Programme evaluation and 
accreditation 

3 areas, 14 criteria, 16 standards, 43 performance indicators as 
ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ΨǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎΩ6 

Evaluation of doctoral schools Unclear, draft mentions 3 areas, 14 criteria, 65 performance 
indicators7 

Institutional classification 4 criteria, 11 standards, 91 variables8 

Programme ranking 4 criteria, 10 standards, 80 variables9 

Institutional evaluation 4 central questions10 

Research evaluation 4 criteria, 11 indicators 11 

Legal standards for promotion Unclear, standards to evaluate personal scientific work12 

Habilitation standards Unclear, standards to evaluate personal scientific work13 

Audits by various national agencies Unclear 

Table 1.5: The different criteria used in each policy instrument. 
 
At the level of the universities, there is much complaint, yet little reflection about the standards. While a 
few universities have defined their own standards for evaluation, this has not yet trickled down to the 
faculties and departments. We have not found a single faculty where there exists a systematic plan to 
improve teaching and learning practices or to experiment with pedagogic innovations14. Similarly, we have 

                                                           
5 ARACIS. 2006. Methodology.  
6  Ibid, ARACIS. 2006. Specific standards of specialist committees. Available at 
<http://www.aracis.ro/uploads/media/Standarde_specifice_ale_comisiilor_de_specialitate.zip>.  
7 The methodology for the evaluation of doctoral schools exists only in draft form and has, until now, only been piloted. The draft is 
available at <http://administraresite.edu.ro/index.php/articles/16691> 
8 Ministerial Ordinance OMECTS nr. 4174/13.05.2011 
9 ibid. 
10 9¦!Φ нлмнΦ Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΥ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΦ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άwŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘŜΣ ǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŀŘŘǊŜss 
the local needs. Quality and diversity of Romanian UniversitiesέΦ .ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΥ 9¦!Φ 
11 UEFISCDI. 2010. Romanian Research Assessment Exercise (RRAE) General Assessment Methodology. Bucharest: UEFISCDI. 
12 Law 01/2011 on National Education, Art 295-297 and subsequently Ministerial Ordinance OMECTS nr. 6560/2012 and draft 
amendments to OMECTS nr. 6560/16.07.2013. 
13 Ministerial Order. OMECTS 5691/27.10.2011 on the CNATDCU Habilitation Thesis. 
14 We have found one department that was engaged in pedagogical innovation. Perhaps unsurprisingly, this was a department of 
pedagogy.  

http://www.aracis.ro/uploads/media/Standarde_specifice_ale_comisiilor_de_specialitate.zip
http://administraresite.edu.ro/index.php/articles/16691
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found very few instances of faculty-level attempts to improve scientific research production. Indeed, there 
are many individual initiatives to achieve this, but this is not done very systematically. 
 
Can these instruments lead to a reflection on education and scientific research? 
We think it is important to remind policy-makers that evaluations do not replace action. If you allow us 
the metaphor, evaluations are diagnostic instruments; they are not the medicine to cure the patient. In 
fact, we (and our interviewees) found it quite hard to attribute follow-up activities to each of the 
evaluations carried out. We cannot put it better than one of our interviewees: 

I do not believe that even 100 laws will increase quality in the system. Most people respond with 
maximum attention to forms, but the best way to learn on how to have a quality education system 
is by learning from [other] teachers. That is how we learned before (Decision-Maker, Professor, 
Male, RS0903). 

 
In line with this statement, we think that the government and the universities should strengthen the 
common-sense discussions about quality of education and scientific research. We will present our 
recommendations to achieve this in the next sections. 
 

1.5. Recommendations for national policy-makers 
To address the previously outlined general problem and its causes we propose to move from an 
administrative burden to systematic reflection on key dimensions of education and research.  
 
Objective 1: Simplify the procedures 
Recommendation 1.1: Reduce the number of evaluation instruments and reports. 
At the moment several evaluations are being undertaken across universities in Romania that absorb lot of 
money and time. Therefore, we suggest for national level actors to integrate the existing evaluation 
instruments (see table 3) into a comprehensive evaluation scheme that will satisfy the need for quality 
assurance, quality improvements, and comparative quality analysis across institutions. A single (or at least a 
reduced number of) evaluation(s) will indisputably reduce the amount of administrative and paperwork 
conducted at the moment by universities, and make the standards and their assessments more transparent 
for professionals. Failing to do so, or increasing the number of evaluations, is likely to further increase the 
bureaucracy that universities deal with on a daily basis. 
 
Recommendation 1.2: Evaluate the evaluation procedures as a whole every five years. 
Evaluation procedures can never be perfect instruments to assess all aspects of the quality of higher 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ they cannot be improved. Higher education as other aspects of 
society change from time to time. As new priorities and structures emerge, new ways for evaluating them 
should be developed. Consequently, we suggest the holistic assessment of the evaluation practice(s) on 
national level every 5 years. This time interval would give enough stability for the evaluation practices to be 
understood and effectively carried out by institutions, but also provide an opportunity for national level 
stakeholders to make small improvement where needed. Moreover, involving universities in this process is 
crucial, since they are the ones who deal with quality assurance regularly.  
 
Recommendation 1.3: Create new policy instruments to deal with gross misconduct. 



 

 

 
    15 

Evaluation instruments are not very effective in dealing with misconduct. In these cases, the problem is not 
so much the lack of reflection, but the simple abuse of power.  We think that it would be wise to separate 
these problems from the objective to improve and reflect upon education and research. Instruments that 
would be more effective in dealing with misconduct should aim at distributing power within the university. 
Policy-makers can fight plagiarism by providing anti-plagiarism software to review previously published and 
new scientific publications. Cases of corruption can be dealt with more effectively by providing external 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ όŘƛǎǎŜǊǘŀǘƛƻƴύ ǿƻǊƪΦ aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ 
universities can fire people after cases of gross misconduct. 
 
Objective 2: Allow professors and students to set the standards for evaluation 
Recommendation 2.1: Focus on organising the evaluations without pre-defining all the standards. 
At the moment ARACIS offers a set of minimum standards, and a set of reference standards. Other 
evaluation practices prescribe similar ς or even higher - levels of performance based on which institutions 
and people are assessed. While these are often meant as thresholds, they also reduce the ability of 
universities to define quality according to their own terms and standards. However, allowing professors and 
students to set the standards would encourage organisational actors to conceptualize quality and engage in 
a search for relevant benchmarks. Reducing the amount of standards is also likely to change the 
predominantly quantitative nature of assessment, to one, which relies more on feedback and identifying 
possible improvements. Failing to involve professors and students in the definition of standards, will likely 
lead to perverse incentives where individuals will be encouraged to trick the system and hence the 
numbers will lose their meaning. 
 
hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ оΥ !ǇǇƭȅ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ 
Recommendation 3.1: Reduce the number of criteria on which evaluations are to be carried out. 
Every evaluation has its own preconceptions of what quality is. This preconception is reflected in the 
criteria or standards set by the external agency who is in charge of carrying out the activity. The criteria 
vary across the evaluation procedures applied in Romania, which results in an unwanted level of confusion 
among universities and individuals. Besides, the more criteria are defined, the more limited the possibility 
of universities to supplement the assessment of quality with additional aspects, tailored to their own needs 
Hence, the reduction of criteria on which evaluations are carried out can reduce the existing formal 
inconsistencies, why simultaneously broadening up the discussion on the meaning of quality. 
 

1.6. Recommendations for the universities 
Objective 1: Simplify the procedures 
Recommendation 1.4: Foster informal evaluation practices as well as formal practices. 
Current evaluation practices put too much weight on formal assessment methods, such as questionnaires 
and reports. However, many times quality assurance happens in a less formal environment, without explicit 
planning or measurement behind it. Such informal practices have been present in universities for a long 
time, and in some cases continue to be the most important evaluation method. Therefore, we suggest, that 
informal assessments should be also accounted for, by encouraging individuals to constantly assess the 
quality of their own work and that of their institution, and providing formal ways to share this knowledge 
between professors and students. 
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Objective 2: Allow professors and students to set the standards 
Recommendation 2.2: Enable a more flexible approach to evaluations within departments. 
Criteria set at the national level can rarely be assessed truthfully across a number of different departments. 
Many fields of knowledge are so specific, that the meaning of the criteria gets easily distorted, which 
reduces its validity and reliability. This requires a more flexible approach at the institutional level to 
evaluations. Particularities of the teaching and research traditions of each department should be allowed to 
influence and change the outcome of the assessment. In contrary, institutions risk to produce results on the 
pre-set criteǊƛŀΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 
 
hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ оΥ !ǇǇƭȅ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ 
Recommendation 3.2: Organise structured discussions about the meaning of quality in faculties and 
departments 
Individuals tend to define the quality of academic practice differently. Nevertheless, without structured 
discussions on this topic among academics, the existing practices will likely remain superficial or technical. 
Promoting organized deliberations on the quality of work at the university, the quality of teaching and 
research, the quality of administration and management, and so forth, is essential for developing a shared 
understanding on what quality is in the context of a particular institution. These events should be initiated 
on a regular basis by the top-management of the institution and be open to professors, students, 
employers, and representatives of the wider community. 
 
Recommendation 3.3: Develop professional networks between people working on evaluations. 
In most of the cases evaluation exercises are carried out by professors, with the support of the institutions 
administrative staff. With time, these individuals build up extensive experience in carrying out evaluations, 
and some even develop innovative approaches to it. On the other hand many practical problems arise 
during implementation of particular evaluations. Organizing professional networks between people 
working on evaluations will help the institution to make good ideas travel from one organizational unit to 
the other, or to help the involved individuals to overcome some of the emerging challenges more easily. 
Certainly, the more isolated the involved parties remain from each other, the harder it becomes to organize 
evaluations across the university. 
 

1.7. Concluding remarks 
 
No single set of recommendations can address all the problems surrounding the use, misuse and abuse of 
evaluation procedures in Romanian higher education. The proposals in this brief have been put forward in 
response to specific problems identified in our research, as well as for their broad applicability to both 
national actors and higher education institutions. While the recommendations for the national level imply 
the alteration of the legal framework and various evaluation methodologies in higher education, those for 
universities are generic and can be implemented regardless of legislative requirements. When putting our 
proposals into practice, it is important to recognise that there is no straightforward recommendation that 
could solve all difficulties of the Romanian system overnight. Our main message is thus to shift focus from 
procedural aspects on how to carry out evaluations to the substantive results aimed to be achieved 
through the various instruments applied. In other words, these complex problems can only be solved if we 
recognise the brainpower of everyone in the universities. Only in this way can policy makers, university 
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leaders, faculty and students step off the merry-go-round of evaluations and start reflecting on the purpose 
and scope of existent practices, and subsequently act upon them.     
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Chapter 2: Why do Romanian universities fail to internalize quality assurance? 
 
 

 

2.1 Abstract 
  
Despite legal provisions in place since 2005, Romanian universities are considered to perform internal 
quality assurance only at a formal level, on paper, and usually in anticipation of external evaluations 
demanded by the government or other official institutions. This paper posits five hypotheses to explain this 
situation. We analyze 187 interviews with people in universities in order to evaluate these hypotheses. 
Only two hypotheses are confirmed by the data, allowing us to construct a narrative of policy failure. First, 
there are top-down failures resulting from unclear and inconsistent legal provisions that focus on 
multilayered evaluation procedures. Second, there are bottom-up failures related to the lack of ownership 
over internal quality assurance systems by the actors in the universities. Consequently, these tools are 
often seen as control-ǘƻƻƭǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻǿƴ 
goals and problems. Consequently, people on the ground passively try to subvert these tools by carrying 
them out in a ritualistic manner ς which is why quality assurance cannot become internalized.   
 

2.2. Introduction
15

  
Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƭŀƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ōǳǊŘŜƴǎ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜŦƻǊƳ ŦŀǘƛƎǳŜΩΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ ƻǾŜǊ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΩΦ !ƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллоΣ 
ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ό9¦!ύ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ άŀ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ όv!ύ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ 
Europe, based on the belief: that institutional autonomy creates and requires responsibility, that 
universities are responsible for developing internal quality cultures and that progress at European level 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇέ ό9¦! нллоΣ фύΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜ ƛŦ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ 
would not take this responsƛōƛƭƛǘȅΣ άǎƛƴŎŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 
ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎέ όtǊŀǘŀǎŀǾƛǘǎƪŀȅŀ ŀƴŘ {ǘŜƴǎŀƪŜǊΣ нлмлΣ оύΦ 
 
Underlying this idea is an implicit assumption that QA is in the best interest of universities because it 
fosters tƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 
ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘΣ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ όIŀǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴ мффоΣ мфύΦ .ȅ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ v! ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ 
universities would show the larger public that quality in general and quality improvement in particular is an 
ongoing concern for the governance of higher education institutions. Moreover, individual academics 
would continuously try to improve their scientific work and teaching, in line with the needs of employers 
and students.   
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In this light, an interesting empirical question is to ask why most universities ς and indeed most 
professionals in higher education ς do not internalize quality assurance. In fact, we can find quite a lot of 
resistance against this practice, both in the academic literature and in practice (Apple 2005; Ball 2003). In 
Romania, the topic has caught the attention of some scholarly debate, as universities are generally 
considered to fail to internalize quality aǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ όtŇǳƴŜǎŎǳΣ CƭƻǊƛŀƴΣ ϧ IŃƴŎŜŀƴ нлмнύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǇŀǇŜǊ 
asks why this is the case; in other words: why do Romanian universities not internalize quality assurance?  
 
We address the question by drawing up five different hypotheses as to why quality assurance is not 
internalized in Romanian universities. The hypotheses are taken from the public policy literature as well as 
the literature on post-communist transitions. They are then tested on empirical data consisting of national 
policy documents on quality assurance and 187 semi-structured interviews with around 327 people 
(managers, faculty members, administrators and students) in 5 universities. After an analysis of the 
evidence, we argue that there are top-down problems with the internalization of quality assurance, caused 
by ambiguous and inconsistent national regulations focused on multilayered evaluation procedures. At the 
same time, problems arise from the interpretation of quality assurance at lower levels of decision-making. 
These hypotheses are then used to construct a narrative of why Romanian universities fail to internalize 
quality assurance. 
 
The paper proceeds as follows. It starts with a short background of the history of QA in Romanian higher 
education, with an emphasis on difficulties encountered. In order to explain problems in the internalization 
ƻŦ v!Σ ǿŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƛǘǎ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ǾŀǊƛŀƴǘǎΦ bŜȄǘΣ ǿŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ŦƛǾŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎ Ŧor the failure 
to internalize QA in Romanian higher education institutions. After presenting our research design, we put 
forward the analysis of our empirical data and discuss its implications. 
 

2.3. Internal Quality Assurance in Romanian Universities - a Mere Formality? 
In the Romanian higher education system, QA exists as such since 2005, when the government passed an 
9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ hǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ 
IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ όнллрύΦ .ŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ Řŀǘe, the idea of quality management was limited to the accreditation 
of higher education institutions, regulated since 1993 in order to tackle the mushrooming of the private 
sector ς a common phenomenon in post-communist countries  (Scott 2002). Throughout the 1990s, a 
National Council for Academic Evaluation and Accreditation (CNEEA) was appointed by the Ministry of 
Education to run the accreditation process, and focused on staffing, infrastructure, management and 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ όtŇǳƴŜǎŎǳΣ CƭƻǊƛŀƴ, and Hâncean 2012, 317). The 2005 legislation created a new 
autonomous public institution ς the Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ARACIS) ς 
that took over the accreditation process and was entrusted with responsibilities in the authorization of 
study programs and external quality assurance more broadly. The law explicitly distinguished internal from 
external quality assurance, and specific provisions focused on external evaluations ς ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άƳǳƭǘƛ-
criteria examinations of the eȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ 
ό9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ hǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ трκнллрΣ !Ǌǘ оώнϐύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨŀǎǎǳǊŜŘΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ 
activities meant to develop the capacity of universities to elaborate, plan and implement study programs, 
ǘƘǳǎ ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ όLōƛŘΣ !Ǌǘ оώоϐύΦ aƻǊŜ 
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importantly however, external quality assurance was linked with the accreditation of universities, upon 
which ARACIS was to decide.  
 
Since universities depended on ARACIS for their legal survival, they formally complied with external 
requirements for quality assurance without necessarily developing systems of tƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ό±ƭŇǎŎŜŀƴǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 
2011, 25). As a result, universities failed to consider internal quality assurance (IQA) as a managerial 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ όtŇǳƴŜǎŎǳΣ ±ƭŇǎŎŜŀƴǳΣ ŀƴŘ aƛǊƻƛǳ нлммΣ олς31); 
instead, they viewed it as an auxiliary bureaucratic procedure mentioned in the organizational chart but 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Řŀƛƭȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ άƭƻŎŀƭ 
ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ό±ƭŇǎŎŜŀƴǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлммΣ нсύΣ Lv! ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ΨŜƳǇǘȅ-ǎƘŜƭƭΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ 
the Romanian higher education landscape, which came to be implemented without substantive effects. 
  
.ǳǘ ƛŦ v! ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ΨǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΩ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜΚ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ 
section reflects on this issue from a theoretical perspective.  
 

2.4Φ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ bƻǘŜǎ ƻƴ Ψvǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ 
From an analytical point of view, we suggest that the problem with the lack of substantive effects in the 
implementation of quality assurance stems fǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ 
the rules imposed by QA policy, without identifying with or believing in the underlying ideas behind it. 
More specifically, academics in Romanian universities - for whatever reasons - do not internalize the 
various policies and norms entailed in QA. Indeed, if all Romanian academics would believe in the necessity 
of QA-related evaluation practices, we would probably not be discussing this particular policy problem16. 
The present section expands oƴ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ψǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ Ŏƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ƛǘΦ  
 
What we mean with the concept of quality assurance is a variety of techniques tasked with the evaluation 
of higher education and research with the purpose of improving its quality. These practices have in 
ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ƻƴ ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǎŜƭŦ-ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǇŜŜǊǎ ŀƴŘκor professional 
evaluators. The concept thus includes, among others, institutional evaluations, the accreditation of study 
programs, or even league tables made by governmental bodies. However, it probably does not cover 
managerial attitudes with a different normative appeal (such as loyalty to superiors, or cut-throat 
ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜŜǊǎύ ƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎ 
such (e.g. peer review in academic publishing). Nevertheless, it is perhaps not so easy to draw clear 
boundaries around the technical and normative aspects of QA. The concept has been controversial as to 
how it can best be adapted to higher education, culminating in a variety of different approaches and terms. 
We thus see a mushrooming of ǿƻǊŘǎ ƭƛƪŜ ΨŀǳŘƛǘǎΩΣ ΨŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ΨǊŜǾƛŜǿǎΩ ŀƴŘ  ΨŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
ƳȅǊƛŀŘ ƻŦ ŀŎǊƻƴȅƳǎ ƭƛƪŜ Ψ9{DΩΣ ΨL{hΩΣ Ψ9CvaΩΣ Ψt5/!-ŎȅŎƭŜǎΩ ƻǊ Ψ¢vaΩ17  - each denoting different techniques 
ƻŦ ΨŘƻƛƴƎ v!Ω ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΦ  

                                                           
16 Unless, of course, these policies would produce some unintended consequences. In that case, we would probably turn around 
the question and ask why the academics are so eager to internalize the policies.  
17 ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŎǊƻƴȅƳǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǳǇ ŀƴȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΦ Ψ9{DΩ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
!ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ !ǊŜŀΩΤ Ψ9CvaΩ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ŀƴ 
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While many debate the differences between these instruments, we think it is important to analyze the 
shared ways of thinking behind them, their common procedures and the interaction between their various 
forms. In this sense, we aim to analyze the phenomenon ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŀǳŘƛǘ 
ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ ό{ƘƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ²ǊƛƎƘǘ мфффΤ {ǘǊŀǘƘŜǊƴ нлллύ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ŀƴ ΨŀǳŘƛǘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩ όtƻǿŜǊ мффтύΦ !ƴŀƭȅȊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
shared way of thinking behind these instruments is important, because some common conceptual 
distinctioƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŜŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨLƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ 
Ψ9ȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ŎƘƛŜŦ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅΥ 
άLƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉractices whereby academic institutions themselves 
monitor and improve the quality of their education provision, while external quality assurance refers to 
supra-institutional policies and practices whereby the quality of higher education institutions and programs 
ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳǊŜŘέ ό5ƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ .ŜŜǊƪŜƴǎ нлмлΣ пύΦ 
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ 
DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩΣ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ v! ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
educaǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό9bv! нллрύΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
make the same distinction18Φ .ǳǘ ƛǎ ƛǘ ǎƻ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩΚ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 
scholar, student or departmental coordinator can cƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ōƻǘƘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀǎ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩΦ 
LƴǎǇŜŎǘƻǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǘŀǘŜΩ ƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŎǘƻǊΩ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ aƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ v! ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻbject of 
ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƳǳŎƘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ v! ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ v! 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘƛǎŜƴǘŀƴƎƭŜŘ ǎƻ 
easily.  
 
A second ς and related ς conceptual distinction is often made between quality assurance for 
ΨŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 
aspect of QA, the second emphasizes the reflexive aspect (Bovens 2010). While this may seem a useful 
conceptual line, the border is also hard to draw in practice. Even the hardest forms of control are often 
justified through the language of improvement (Shore and Wright 1999). Therefore, the relevant question 
ǘƻ ŀǎƪ ƛǎΥ ΨŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳΚ ! ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 
methodology may be considered as an improvement by the government, and at the same time as regress 
by professionals, or vice versa.  
 
In sum, then, the theoretical discussion on quality assurance requires us to unpack distinctions and analyze 
what they mean for those involved in its various practices. The following section will continue this 
discussion and propose various reasons why Romanian universities do not internalize quality assurance.  
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
organization that has promoted a so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Ψ9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ-ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΤ Ψt5/!-/ȅŎƭŜΩ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ Ψtƭŀƴ-Do-Check-Act-
/ȅŎƭŜΩΤ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ Ψ¢vaΩ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ Ψ¢ƻǘŀƭ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩΦ 
18 This is at least the case for Emergency Ordinance 75/2005, the ARACIS Methodology, and Law 01/2011 on Education. These 
three texts can be considered as the reference texts on quality assurance in Romanian higher education. 
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2.5. Hypotheses on the Failure to Internalize Quality Assurance 
We present five possible hypotheses as to why quality assurance is not internalized in Romanian higher 
education. These are to be seen as complementary rather than contradictory, as they are derived from 
public debates on higher education as well as from public policy frameworks and political science literature 
applicable to higher education. The following table gives a schematic overview over our hypotheses. 
Although we probably cannot disprove any of them, we believe that the likelihood of each hypothesis can 
be reduced if we do not find any empirical evidence to support it. Each hypothesis is discussed in more 
detail below with reference to what type of empirical material we expect to find.  
 
 

Number Hypothesis 

H1 vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŀŎŜƴŎȅΩΦ 

H2 
Quality assurance is not internalized because of ambiguous and inconsistent national 
regulations. 

H3 
Quality assurance is not internalized becŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƭŀŎƪǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘΩΦ 

H4 
Quality assurance is not internalized because of institutional (communist) legacies from 
the past. 

H5 Quality assurance is not internalized because the market does not reward its operation. 

 
Table 2.1: a schematic overview over the hypotheses regarding the internalization of quality assurance in 

Romanian universities. 
 
 

2.5ΦмΦ ¢ƘŜ tǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ Ψ/ƻƳǇƭŀŎŜƴŎȅΩ  
The most straightforward explanation why quality assurance is not internalized is because actors in 
universities do not see its purpose, since they are content with what they are doing in terms of quality. The 
ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŀŎŜƴŎȅΩΥ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ 
they do, and as a result they do not think they need quality assurance (whether external or internal). For 
ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ !w!/L{ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ v! ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ άƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǘƻƻ ΨǎŜƭŦ-ƭŀǳŘŀǘƻǊȅΩ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎtanding of the role of self-criticism 
ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŦƻǊ v! ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ό!w!/L{ {ŜƭŦ-Evaluation Report 2013, p. 46).     
 
IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ мΥ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŀŎŜƴŎȅΩΦ 
If this hypothesis holds empirical value, we should find that people in universities are often self-praising 
about their activities while seldom reflecting critically about themselves, their colleagues, or their 
ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ !ŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƛǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ǿǊƻƴƎ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ΨǳƴŜǘƘƛŎŀƭΩΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ 
the activities of others.  
 

2.5.2. Top-Down Policy Failure 
If the problem does not originate from complacency, then the failure to internalize quality assurance might 
originate from the policies themselves. Top-down approaches in implementation studies view the policy 
process as a linear model wherein policy-makers specify straightforward policy objectives which are then 
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put into practice at lower levels (Palumbo and Calista 1990). The underlying assumption is that actors at the 
top can control what happens in the implementation chain (Elmore 1978; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1989). 
By implication, policy failure can occur when central-level guidelines are not clear and consistent enough 
for implementers to follow (Van Meter and Van Horn 1975).  
 
Hypothesis 2. Quality assurance is not internalized because of ambiguous and inconsistent national 
regulations. 
If this hypothesis is correct, we expect to find that people in universities regard national frameworks on 
quality assurance as overregulated, difficult to disentangle for the purposes of implementation and 
changing too fast for them to have the necessary time to adjust.  
 

2.5.3. Bottom-Up Policy Failure 
A different, yet complementary perspective comes from the bottom-up approach in implementation 
studies, which argues that policy results are ultimately dependent on target populations and local 
deliverers (Berman 1978; Lipsky 1980; Matland 1995, 148ς150). Accordingly, the success of a policy does 
not lie at the macro level with the framing of legal requirements (which of course provide certain structures 
of incentives), but at the micro level ς where implementing actors need to be asked about their problems, 
goals and activities in order to identify relevant policies and ways to implement them (Hjern, Hanf, and 
Porter 1978).  
 
IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ оΥ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƭŀŎƪǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΩΦ 
If this hypothesis is accurate, then we should find discordance between the narratives at central level and 
those of actors inside universities. Importantly, we should encounter actors in institutions who (at the very 
least) express skepticism about the content and necessity of QA-related evaluation practices, suggesting 
that national policies have little legitimacy or relevance on the ground.  
 

2.5.пΦ tǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƛƴ hǾŜǊŎƻƳƛƴƎ Ψ[ŜƎŀŎƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ tŀǎǘΩ 
! ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎǘ ƭŜƎŀŎƛŜǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
generally prevent people from adapting to new approaches and mindsets (Kopstein 2003). In its more 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛȊŜŘ ŦƻǊƳΣ ǘƘƛǎ ΨƭŜƎŀŎȅΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŎƛƻǳǎ ŎƛǊŎƭŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƛǎǘǊǳǎǘƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ 
is not able or willing to engage with new institutional forms. In its more serious form, ΨƭŜƎŀŎȅΩ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ 
ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǇŀǘƘ-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩ ό¢ƘŜƭŜƴ ŀƴŘ {ǘŜƛƴƳƻ мффнΤ aŀƘƻƴŜȅ нлллύ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
deems the policy process as incremental and overall resistant to change (Hall and Taylor 1996, 941). Bruszt 
and Stark (1998), for instance, emphasize that transition in Eastern Europe consists of institutional 
innovations, although these are both enabled and constrained by earlier political choices. In this sense, 
failure to absorb the new institutional set-up is a function of both past failures and faulty design. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Quality assurance is not internalized because of institutional (communist) legacies from the 
past. 
LŦ ǎǳŎƘ ΨǇŀǘƘ-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩ ŜȄƛǎǘǎΣ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦƛƴŘ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ 
to influence actors today. In particular, we should find that academics refer to either formal or informal 
institutions with a long history that are still prevalent in the university. We should find that these 
institutions and historical practices stand in competition or simply overshadow the implementation of QA.   
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2.5.5. Logic of the Market for Higher Education 
In contrast to theoretical frameworks focused on path-dependence stands a well-known theory that 
emphasizes the logic of the market. Not only did post-socialist countries democratize, but some also 
imported a specific type of capitalism, namely neo-liberalism (Bohle and Greskovits 2012). Already in earlier 
discussions, some scholars highlighted that new market arrangements could erase both old structures and 
attempts at new institutional forms (Burawoy 2001). Although the market is also a typical institution that is 
subject to path-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΣ ǿŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇŀǘƘ-
ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀ ΨǇŀǎǘ-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩΣ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŦǳǘǳǊŜ-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ Ŏƻǎǘ-benefit analysis (ibid). 
 
Consequently, the market may both inhibit and encourage quality assurance practices depending on the 
individual preferences of actors (i.e. higher education institutions, students, professors, employers, etc.). 
On the one hand, the market may value less traditional academic standards of quality, while rewarding only 
the qualifications of graduates, which can lead to the cheap milling of diplomas. On the other hand, since 
the concept of quality management was pioneered in industry, the market may encourage a constant 
concern with quality assurance. Since we are concerned with answering why QA is not internalized, we will 
only discuss the former interpretation of the argument.   
 
Hypothesis 5: Quality assurance is not internalized because the market does not reward its operation.  
If this hypothesis holds empirical value, we expect to find that members of the university community do not 
perceive the market to reward quality assurance 19 Moreover, the internalization of QA should be perceived 
ōȅ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ Ψƴƻǘ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻƴŜȅΩΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
market rewards other type of activities, like popular study programs with little substance. 
 
Having outlined the possible explanations for the failure to internalize QA in Romanian universities, the 
next sections move to presenting the data and the main findings. Before that, some elements of research 
design are introduced.  
 

2.6. Research Design 

From a methodological standpoint, our research follows in the tradition of interpretive policy analysis, 
exploring both discourses and the effects of ideas on practices (Fischer and Forester 1993; Finlayson et al. 
2004). Within this framework, the purpose was to understand how actors in universities engage with 
quality assurance in terms of activities, effects and meanings associated with it (Milliken 1999). To this end, 
we examined three dimensions: a) what is being done at the university/faculty level under the heading 
Ψvǳŀƭƛǘȅ !ǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΩ; b) what these activities lead to, and c) how actors relate to this process.  
 
Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ άƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎέ (Yanow 2007, 410) with quality 
assurance, we used two primary methods - namely interviews and document analysis. Five field visits were 

                                                           
19 Of course, it is also possible that the market rewards a specific type of QA. In this case, we would expect to find that actors in 
universities will use it strategically to respond to market needs. 
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carried out between December 2012 and May 2013 to a representative sample20 of universities: the West 
University of Timisoara (UVT), the Babes Bolyai University in Cluj-Napoca (UBB), the Gheorghe Asachi 
Technical University (TUI) in Iasi, the Romanian American University (RAU) in Bucharest and the Lucian 
Blaga University (LBU) in Sibiu. During the visits (which followed a standard template), we conducted 187 
semi-structured interviews with a cross-section of the university population - including management in 
rectorates and faculties, QA commissions and departments, individual professors, and students (327 people 
in total). All interviews were transcribed, allowing for a structured analysis of transcripts. We then 
constructed a database on quality assurance in Romania, consisting of national-level policy documents in 
conjunction with documents originating from universities (institutional reports on QA) and the interview 
data. Each document was analyzed with a similar coding procedure used in the computer program 
Ψ!ǘƭŀǎΦ¢LΩ21. Inter-code reliability was ensured through a shared list of codes and mutual evaluations of 
coding practices. The coded material was later examined in light of the alternative hypotheses proposed. 
The findings are presented in the next section.  
 

2.7. Findings 

Table 2 below presents a concise summary of our findings. As shown in the table, hypotheses 2 and 3 were 
confirmed by the evidence gathered, while we did not find any support for hypotheses 1, 4 and 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
20  The sample ensured geographical variation, as well as variation between different types of university profiles 
(comprehensive/technical) and sizes (large universities with over 20,000 students, and smaller universities with less than 10,000 
students). A private university (RAU) was included in the sample in order to avoid an overemphasis on public universities. For 
individual interviews, faculty members and students were selected by the administration of universities. Although this process was 
probably not entirely random, care was taken to visit as many faculties as possible (usually 2-4 faculties with various departments). 
This selection had a predictable effect - those who were selected being more likely to have internalized QA more strongly, or at 
least to be more aware of discussions on the topic. In other words, the findings will probably have a positive bias (Dillman, Smyth, 
and Christian 2009).  
21 This coding process, as well as the resulting database is available (in anonymized form) for further research upon written 
request to the researchers. 
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No. Hypothesis 
 

Supported 
by evidence? 

Justification 

H1 Quality assurance is not 
internalized because of academic 
ΨŎƻƳǇƭŀŎŜƴŎȅΩΦ 

NO While there were a few isolated cases of complacency, most interviewees were well aware of 
problems facing their professional lives and the weaknesses of their university. In fact, most 
interviewees would be interested in improving the quality of their work. 

H2 Quality assurance is not 
internalized because of ambiguous 
and inconsistent national 
regulations. 

YES The legislation and the ARACIS methodology are seen by members of the university community to 
regulate too many activities without actually addressing teaching and learning in any substantive 
way. Moreover, the policy context was described by our interviewees as highly unstable and 
inconsistent, creating more problems than solutions for those working in universities.  

H3 Quality assurance is not 
internalized because it lacks 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘΩΦ 

YES Actors in universities often consider QA regulatioƴǎ ŀǎ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΩΦ 
Simultaneously, the multiple evaluation procedures are questioned by many actors in universities in 
terms of both content and necessity. Some people manifested a need for a bottom-up debate as to 
what QA should entail.    

H4 Quality assurance is not 
internalized because of institutional 
(communist) legacies from the past. 

NO ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ wƻƳŀƴƛŀΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎǘ ƭŜƎŀŎȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘƻǊ ƻŦ v! ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎΦ 
Neither have there been any such references to !w!/L{Ω ǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊ /b99!Φ ²ƘŜƴ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ 
ƎƛǾŜƴ ƻŦ ΨƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩΣ ƛǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ v! ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ нллр ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

H5 Quality assurance is not 
internalized because the market 
does not reward its operation. 

NO On the contrary, the market is often seen by members of the university community as a chief driver 
for QA-related activities. This was particularly so for the private university case. But even public 
universities increasingly started to link QA to their ability to remain competitive on the higher 
education market in the context of a declining number of students. 

 
Table 2.2: an overview over the hypotheses proposed and their empirical validation 
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The empirical evidence thus goes against some of the dominant explanations for why universities fail to 
internalize quality assurance. Although we cannot definitely reject hypotheses 1, 4 and 5, we have not 
found enough empirical material to support them. In fact, when it comes to hypothesis 1, we often 
encountered the opposite situation: rather than being complacent, most interviewees manifested 
ƛƴǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎΩ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŎƻǳǇƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
an evident desire for self-improvement. In a similar vein - in relation to hypotheses 4 and 5 - we discovered 
ǘƘŀǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎǘ ƭŜƎŀŎƛŜǎΩΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ 
by market mechanisms. Indeed, the university that was most dependent on the market (the private one) 
had strongly internalized the improvement values associated with quality assurance.  
 
Clearly, there is no single mechanism at play that prevents QA from being internalized in Romanian 
universities. The two hypotheses confirmed by empirical evidence are thus complementary rather than 
mutually exclusive ς ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎ н ŀƴŘ о ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ΨŦǳƭƭ 
ǎǘƻǊȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ v! ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŜŘΦ The heart of the problem, according to our data, lies in 
the nature of policy-making in Romanian higher education - which fails in both its top-down and bottom-
up dimensions. On the one hand, policy failure originates from unclear and inconsistent legal provisions 
that only result in a bewildering array of evaluation procedures and administrative structures considered 
burdening by actors in universities. On the other hand, policy failure derives from the exclusion of lower-
level actors from decision-making on QA policy; as a result, these actors feel no ownership over their IQA 
systems. On the contrary, they regard quality assurance as a tool of the government, imposed from above, 
with the purpose to control universities through various reporting mechanisms. As a form of passive 
dissent, they comply with QA requirements in a ritualistic manner - which is why the process fails to 
produce substantive quality enhancements. 
 
Based on an initial analysis of empirical evidence for each hypothesis in turn, we constructed a narrative22 
as to why Romanian universities fail to internalize QA. In line with hypotheses 2 and 3, we present the 
ΨǎǘƻǊȅΩ ōŜƭƻǿΦ  
 
2.7.1 Top-Down Problems 
The account starts at the macro level, with the design of national policies on quality assurance and higher 
education more broadly. Probably the most serious problem of the Romanian higher education system, as 
resulting from our data, comes from the unstable policy environment ς higher education policies change 
very frequently, and so do procedures to ensure quality. Universities do not have a consistent set of rules 
to follow on QA and other activities in general, which creates confusion (since it is difficult to keep up-to-
date with the latest legislative modifications) and prevents them from engaging in long-term planning. 
While the law on quality assurance has remained more or less in place since 2005, there have been many 
subsequent legal changes following the 2011 law on education, the classification exercise and associated 
legislation related to the evaluation of research centers (UEFISCDI 2010). Each of these changes has led to a 
build-up of frustrations about quality assurance and its supposed remedies among many academics. As 
expressed by one professor: 

                                                           
22 Lƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ άǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (Fischer and 
Forester 1993, 11) in an attempt to make sense of a socially constructed world. They play a key role in problem definition, providing 
άŀ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜέ (Fischer 2003, 161).  
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άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƳΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
are not coherent. We are constantly on stand-by. This creates confusion and we cannot plan for the 
ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Professor, Female, NS0302). 
 

The back-and-forth with the national classification system, whose legal status remains unclear23, was an 
oft-cited example of policy instability affecting the implementation chain. Specific to internal quality 
assurance, recent legislation obliged universities to separate QA commissions operating under the rector 
from curriculum and quality commissions at the Senate level, which was criticized by implementing actors 
as overlapping and counterproductive because they are sometimes doing the same thing (Decision-
Maker24, Professor, Male, AM0102).  
 
Since neither the law nor the methodology specifies the boundaries of QA, people tend to understand it 
according to their own agenda. For instance, managers at faculty level would often link QA with the 
enforcement of sanctions on their employees. In the absence of flexible labor legislation, some university 
managers claimed that they would like to use staff evaluations for command-and-control purposes, e.g. to 
fire people (Decision-Maker, Professor, Male, AM0203). While QA may very well have the role to keep track 
ƻŦ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ 
academic conduct. IQA may be the wrong tool to prevent violations of professional standards such as 
academic corruption, unmotivated absence from classes or defiance of basic student rights. This is where 
labor and even criminal law is supposed to come into effect. As one interviewee put it: 

ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻn to quality control - this does not mean quality 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Professor, Male, AM0202). 
 

In addition, the legal framework on QA is not straightforward to implement. For example, the ARACIS 
methodology emphasizes the production of documents outlining procedures rather than substantive 
performance indicators on teaching and learning. As one interviewee noticed:  

άaŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ v! ŀǘ !w!/L{ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǊŜ ŜƳǇǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΦ CƻǊ 
example, there is little in the way of ARACIS criteria that checks if teaching is suitable and relevant 
for the departments concerned. There is also little in the way of checking what actually happens in 
ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŜŎƪ ŦŀŎǘǎΣ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǇŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Professor, Female, 
RS0802).  

 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƛƳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΩ ŀƴŘ 
ΨǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΩΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 

                                                           
23 The hierarchization of study programs, whose legal basis lies in Ministerial Order no. 4174/13.05.2011, was a controversial 
measure introduced to classify higher education institutions in Romania according to teaching and research capacities and 
subsequently determine their financing. The funding effects of the classification were overturned by Emergency Ordinance 21/2012 
and a university in Suceava even won an appeal case against the Ministry on the matter (2013). The classification as such still stands 
legal, without implications for financing.   
24 Lƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻŘƛƴƎΣ Ψ5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-aŀƪŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ ǊŜŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǾƛŎŜ-rectors, deans, vice-dean, heads of department, senate members, 
senate/university-ƭŜǾŜƭ /9!/Τ Ψ!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ Assurance Departments or Faculty-level CEACs; 
ΨtǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎκ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎκ[ŜŎǘǳǊŜǊǎκ!ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴǘ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ƴƻǘ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ v!-related position, 
ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ Ψ{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ όōƻǘƘ a! ŀƴŘ tƘ5ύΦ 
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outcomes. Moreover, since universities rarely have QA-trained people to understand and apply the 
technical language from the national level, it is hard for them to relate to QA activities.  
 
Another macro-level problem refers to the requirement to establish several administrative structures 
layered on top of each other. Typically, an institution would have at university level a QA department 
(DMC) and a QA commission (University-CEAC) - both operating under the supervision of a vice-rector 
responsible for quality management. These structures are complemented by a department on scientific 
research (under the supervision of another vice-rector) and a Senate commission on curriculum and quality. 
At faculty level, there are quality assurance and evaluation commissions (Faculty-CEAC), usually headed by 
the dean or a vice-dean tasked with quality management. Within departments, specific people are 
sometimes appointed as QA responsible, but usually the tasks fall under the role of department heads. 
While all these structures are theoretically part of an integrated system, the relationship between them 
does not seem entirely clear to many interviewees. Usually, the Quality Assurance Department is the most 
active structure at university level, but the degree to which QA procedures are organized and followed up 
at faculty level is largely dependent on individual managerial initiatives.   
 
Owing to such complex institutional structures, there is a tendency to multiply procedures that are not 
always needed. Does the Senate really have to be involved in evaluating programs before ARACIS visits? Do 
faculties and departments really have to operationalize the strategic plan each year, and produce a report 
on their activities? There is a lot of frustration about the level of bureaucratization involved in running the 
IQA system:  

άώ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘϐ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘǿƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ ²Ƙȅ Řƻ L ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦŀŎǳƭǘȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
v! ǊŜǇƻǊǘΚ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΚ ²Ƙȅ Řƻ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳŀǘǎΚέ 
(Decision-Maker, Professor, Male, RS0503).  
ά¢ƛƳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǿŀǎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ǳǎŜƭŜǎǎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎέ 
(Decision-Maker, Lecturer, Male, KG075).  
ά¢ƘŜ v! ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ƘǳƎŜ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƭǳŎƪȅ 
that the Vice-5Ŝŀƴ ŦƻǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ŎŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, 
Professor, Male, RS0604).  
 

So far, the narrative presented reflects top-down aspects of the problems to internalize quality assurance. 
But our data shows that even if the national regulations would have been perfectly clear and consistent, 
they may not have been applied on the ground. There are significant bottom-up elements to consider, and 
they are presented next. 
 
2.7.2 Bottom-Up Problems 
Most significantly, our data suggests that members of the university community do not feel ownership over 
their IQA systems. Since there are direct links between external evaluations and the legal survival of 
universities, respondents seem to understand IQA as preparation for external inspection rather than 
internal reflection on teaching and learning: 

ά¢ƘŜ v! ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ŀƴŘ !w!/L{ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ - there is no point 
ǘƻ ƘƛŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀŎǘέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, Associate Professor, Male, AM1201).  
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ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ !w!/L{Σ 9¦!Σ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎǳŎƘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
Maker, Professor, Male, AM0202). 
 

This understanding highlights that IQA is implemented mainly to comply with the law and governmental 
regulations rather than to actually improve institutional quality. In this sense, QA is viewed as something 
ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ Ψǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩΦ .ǳǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
focus is on reporting (externally), the IQA system is regarded as a tool of government designed to control 
universities by invoking the argument of accountability - which is perceived especially by university and 
faculty management as infringing upon university autonomy. Further in the implementation chain, there is 
no wonder that people react strategically:  

άWe ǿŜǊŜ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƻƭŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΥ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǎ ōŜǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŦ-
evaluation too seriouslyέ ό!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊΣ aŀƭŜΣ !aлрлнύΦ  
 

Accordingly, people passively try to subvert this tool of government by carrying it out in a ritualistic fashion 
while hiding what they are really doing. Instead of open contestation, there is a sort of resignation and task 
avoidance, which is why QA cannot become internalized. For instance, most respondents believe that 
evaluation criteria are imposed from above by policy-makers with little experience in running a university: 

ά¢ƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ōȅ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ bƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƳŜŜǘǎ 
ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜέ ό[ŜŎǘurer, Male, NS0902). 
ά¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎΦ όΧύ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇŀǘƘ ǘƻ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ 
ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭέ ό5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-Maker, 
Associate Professor, Female, RS0105). 
 

Many problems are derived from here. One interviewee referred to the difficulty to comply with the 
recently-imposed research standards, given both the lack of resources (e.g. access to international 
databases) and expertise to conduct research at a European level. The unintended effect was that research 
quality probably decreased as a result:  

άώwŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎϐ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ΨǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎΩΦ .ƻƻƪǎ ŀǊŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ 
όǎƴŀǇǎ ŦƛƴƎŜǊǎύ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴέ ό!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘor, Assistant Professor, 
Female, KG0905).  
άL ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ L ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ ŘƻΣ ŀƴŘ L ƳŀȅōŜ 
get some papers from the research. It is maybe not so good, but both the student and I gain from 
ǘƘƛǎέΦ ό!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ trofessor, Male, KG0503) 
 

Simultaneously, assessment procedures do not account for differences between disciplines and fields of 
research. For example, in technical fields manuals are in great demand because of the fast-changing nature 
of the disciplines; however, their production is not counted as research (Decision-Maker, Associate 
Professor, Male, AM1003).  
 
Moreover, QA procedures are often perceived as disconnected from the actual problems and goals 
universities have: 

άv! ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜnt of quality: there has never been a bottom-up debate on what 
ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭέ όtƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ aŀƭŜΣ !aлтлмύΦ 
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For the average academic, QA has little utility in generating any type of change unless there is a personal 
desire for self-improvement. Without the connection between QA procedures and quality improvement, 
many academics see the QA process as purposeless and only taking important time from their teaching and 
research activities:  

άL ǿŀǎ ǘƻǊƳŜƴǘŜŘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ Ǌƻǿ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǇŜǊǿƻǊƪ ώŦƻǊ ARACIS evaluations]; when should you 
ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŀǎƪǎΚέ ό[ŜŎǘǳǊŜǊΣ aŀƭŜΣ !aмолмύΦ 

 
In the language of the bottom-up implementation literature, this discussion can be summarized by claiming 
that local implementers (individual academics) do not see IQA as responding to their institutional needs 
and goals, their understandings of quality and how this should be achieved. Although there are individual 
exceptions, IQA thus fails to produce the quality improvements stated as objective. 
 

2.8. Conclusion and Discussion 

Despite being wrapped in a technical, enhancement-driven discourse, the discussion on the internalization 
of quality assurance is in fact as multifaceted as it is politically sensitive. This paper has demonstrated that 
there is no straightforward way to understand why actors in universities fail to routinize QA practices in 
their activities and subsequently use them to generate quality improvements, since the mechanisms at play 
are manifold. The analysis of the Romanian case has shown that problems revolve around the process of 
policy-making, with underlying causes at both the macro level (top-down failure) and the micro level 
(bottom-up failure). Indeed, the inconsistency and ambiguity of national regulations ς not linked to 
teaching and learning in any substantive way - determine actors in universities to feel burdened by QA and 
confused as to how they should implement and make use of its activities. Moreover, there is some 
discordance between central-level narratives focused on quality enhancement and accountability and 
those of actors in universities, who generally feel no ownership over their IQA systems and fail to see the 
purpose of the multiple evaluation procedures. Therefore, actors on the ground reject QA practices as 
unnecessary and infringing upon university autonomy, which is why they subsequently perform them in a 
superficial manner ς as a form of passive dissent. In the end, there can be no talk of improving QA 
processes in the Romanian higher education system without direct involvement and support from the 
people for whom they are effectively designed. 
 
In light of the conceptual clarifications presented earlier in this paper, our findings may appear less 
surprising. Undeniably, it is difficult ǘƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜΦ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜ ŀƭƭ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ 
by governmental agencies/international bodies or their own institutions. At the same time, professional 
evaluators may miss the specificities of individual departments and disciplines, touching upon the 
sensitivities of local actors who thus become less open to move beyond ritualistic compliance with QA 
requirements. The issue hence returns to the second conceptual element mentioned, namely for whom is 
v! ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ΨŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩΚ CƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ Ψƴƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎΩΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ is seen as the main beneficiary 
of all evaluation procedures, followed perhaps by the university management to a lesser extent. As long as 
ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΣ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛȊŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
assurance - which as a result fails to deliver on the promised quality enhancement objective. 
































