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Chapter 1. Learning to EvaluateFrom Administrative Burden to Refldmon
on Education and Research

1.1 Executive Summary

Romanian universities faculty members, students and administrators N3 Ol dz3 K GgoRB/dzyf R& Y S
of evaluations. There are no less than 10 different evaluation instruments at national level, often
complemented by evaluation procedures at university, faculty and deparahdevel. 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 privatefifor
universities, the Europeanisation of higher educatand 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 hlaspmlicy
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 Researct
Gouncil (CNCS), the National Council for Higher Education Funding (CNFIS), the Ministry of Education,
Scientific Research, Youth and Sports. It also contains recommendations for dew&iers in Romanian
universities as well as interested faculty and @ni$. 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 -sexton of deci®n-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 intemalise quality assurance and one on how Romanian universities construct the
YSFEYAYy3 2F Wjdzk t AGeQ Ay KAIKSNI SRdzOF GA2y YR NBas$s

We argue in this policy brief that the main problem is that the evaluations fail to achieve substantial
reflection on highe education and scientific researciMore 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. Thig$ented 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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National Level

practices cosa lot of
time and money.

The evaluabn
practices change too
frequently.

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

General Evaluations fail to achieve substantial reflection on higher education and
problem scientfic research
Specific 1. The current 2. Academics and students ¢ 3. Evaluation standardg
problem evaluation practices not feel ownership over are inconsistent.
are too bureaucratic evaluations.
Problem at| The evaluation The evaluations have been | Evaluations present an

designed for needs of policy
makers, rather than those of
academics and students.

inconsistent picture of
gKI G
how it should be

assessed and improved

Wij dzt £ A

Problem at
University Level

Too much weight is py
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
Wijdzr t AGRQ Y
education and research.

Table 11: The policy tree defining the problem of evaluation in Romanian universities.

Accordingly, ve provide three objectives for future poliapaking 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) applyingdJo O2 yaA ad Sy i
These are subdivided in five recommendations for the government and four recommendations for

universities, are presented in the table below.
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Policy 1. Simplify the 2. Allow professors and 3. Apply a more
Objective evaluation procedures,| students to decide on consistent and open
quality standards O2y OSLIi 27
Recommendations | 1.1 Reduce the numbe| 2.1. Focus on organising | 3.1. Reduce the number
at national level of evaluation the evaluations without | standards on which
instruments and pre-defining all the evaluations are to be
reports standards. 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 | 1.4. Foster informal 2.2 Enable a more flexiblg 3.2. Organise structured
at university and evaluation practices as approach to evaluations | discussions about the

departmental level | well as formal within departments meaning of quaty in
practices. faculties and
departments.

3.3. Develop professiona
networks between peoplg
working on evaluations.

Tablel.2: the proposed solutions to the policy problem.

These policy initiatives should be the responsibility of government, universitasleanics 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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1.2Introduction
The RomaniantwhJF NI FAE Y Wel f San FNRY LIKNEI D28 R SyS IO 6f S
F3SQ 2F O2YYdzyAaYd hyS 2F GKS&AS GFfSa NBO2dzyiaa
motorcade passing through the next day. The whole village is nervous about the preparationseinesrec
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 agoeoynd
for the night. It is said that thewere 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
O2YSRe FyR Odz2NNByid RSol GSa | 0 2Cdnternd §bderyuiality @ Searyy w2
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 mgormound of evaluationsThis policy brief

aims to present sora suggestions on how this menrgo-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 ageres tasked with evaluation (primarily UEFISCDI, ARACIS, CNCS, CNFIS, and)CNATDCU
We also present four recommendations to the universities, and interested faculty, students and other
stakeholders. While the primary audience of the policy brief is Romaimitsrnational organisations active

in Romania (EUA, the European Commission) may also take an infdrestore of our message is that (1)
evaluation procedures should be simplified, (2) students and professors should receive more control over
theevaldl 0A2ya FYR 0600 | Y2NB 2Ly FyR O02yaraidsSyd yz2i

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 generalN& = WS @I f dz2t GA2y Q> (2 RSy20S G§KS @I
the universities. These include accreditation, quality assurance (both internal and external), research
assessments, audits, and various other forms of assessing what universitiedeapdople working in
GKSYZ IINB R2Ay3Id LYy GKAA aSyaSsz ¢S F2tft2¢ GKS I OF
in university life(Power, 1997, Shore and Wright, 199%nhile this conceptual lumping may be confusing

for those workingin 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:

! The brief is an outcome a research project carried out in 2012/13, comprising o¥iiégklto five Romanian universities. During

these visits, 187 kdepth interviews were conducted with the management of the universities, members of quality assurance
bodies, professors, administrators and students. While the research project initddisessed quality assurance in Romanian
universities, this policy brief extends the recommendations to other fields of higher education governance d$hevetisearch

dzy RSNI @Ay3d GKS LRtAOE ONRST gl a 02y Rdznisigencd Based Rdicy Makiyigi S E(G 2
yS80Sa4alNE LINBYAAS T2NJ LINRPAINBaa Ay w2YlIyAlés NHzy o0& G(GKS 9ES
Innovation Funding (UEFISCDI) between 2012 and 2014.

2W 9CL{/5LO A& (KS O9ERGMM AHSYyIISEOEl NAKNI I 3IRSN2LIYSY G |y
w2YlFYyAlLy 13Sy0e F2N) vdzZ t AGe 1 aadzaNFyOS Ay | AIKSNI 9 RdzOhcil A 2
F2NJ I AGKSNI 9RdzOF (i A2y C dignBlCouaCH forlthg Recogritibn oft e drdes) Diplainasiafid Eertifitates.

L

R )
Y u
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Category Evduation Instruments Introduced in:
Quality assurance Institutional evaluation and | 2006 Law on Education Quality
accreditation Assurance
Programme evaluation and| 1993, changed in 2006 Law on
accreditation Education Quality Assurance
Evaluation of dodairal 2011 Law on National Education
schools (Art. 158)
Classification and ranking Institutional classification | 2011 Law on National Education
(Art. 193)
Programme ranking 2011 Law on National Education (A
.193)
Institutional evaluation 2011 Law on Btional Education (Ar
193.6)
Research assessment exercise Research evaluation 2011 Law on National Education
(Art. 195)
Standards for promotion Legal standards for 2011 Law on National Education
promotion (Art. 295)
Habilitation standards 2011 Law omNational Education
(Art. 300)
Audits by various national Audits of various managerig 2011 Law on National Education
agencies practices like ethics, (Art. 218219)
financing, promotions, etc.

Tablel.3: Different instruments of evaluation in Romanianuansities

¢KSaS fS3rt AyadNdzySyda RAR y2i( WTdbeitfstrogghziontested (i K S
- sociapolitical concerns. We believe that three developments have been particularly importantir3tie

the privatisation of Romanian higher educatioin the early 1990s. Since the founding of CNEAA in 1993,
evaluations have aimed to provide some control over the quality of education (especially of fforate

profit institutions), from the perspective of consumer protectidiTanusk, 2000) Secondly the
Europeanisation procedsas put several pressures on Romanian univergiésdak and Fairclough, 2010)

The Bologna Process has shaped the successor of the accreditation system through its influence over the
guality assurance ahaccreditation 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, CNCShirdly, there has been a continuous concern wilagiarism 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

srdzZ33€ 8§ gAGK | QRANMGHZNI) W2t R JdzZd NRQ

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, Art295 andsubsequently 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
L2 f A08 AyaidNHz¥Syida Oly aAYLXe o0S WgAAKSR lgleQo
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 ho methodology
has bea 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 projectsnglement 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 viceector | Administrative structures,such as a facult
positions for academic quality and scientil commission on quality and evaluation, spec
research, a department on teaching quality,| positions for vicedeans.

department on scientific research, a commiss
on quality and evaluation (CEAC) and vari
senate commissions on quality.

Internal reviews such as institutional reviewy Evaluations of facultysuch as peer reviews, se
internal programme reviews, research reviews g evaluations and rmnagerial evaluations.
financial audits.

Documents such as a quality policy, quali Documentssuch as a facultevel quality policy

reports and an internal research strategy. guality reports, publication lists, etc.
Surveyssuch as alumni questionnaires or stud¢ Formal deliberation, such as discussions ¢
guestionnaires. curricula and research.

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

Tablel.4: The various evaluation structures and practices in Romanian universities.

This Bble 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 freemate 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 chgls in the implementation process within
universities, despite addressing quite legitimate concerns. These are discussed in the next section.
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1.4The Policy Problem
In our fieldwork, we encountered three major problems with the implementation of evilnat
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; peskionals 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 costsoth time and moneyMany of our interviewees particularly those we see as

decisionmakers (rectors, vicesctors, deans, vicdeans, senate membergyre faced with an enormous

pile of papers each dayn the words of some of them:
G w2 S y S SR 8 ingit@ice dofi tRelshme #hiNg. Why do | need to have a faculty report and a
v ! NBLR2NIK ! NB (KSe y20 GKS alFryYyS (KAy3IK 2Ke
(DecisiorMaker, Professor, Male, RS0503).

~ z I

G¢AYS YIylFr3ISYSyt ySSR&aS (@l H60R2FX Sl ofSZil SRP U8 Y

(DecisiorMaker, Lecturer, Male, KG075).

G¢KS v! LINRPOS&aa A& OKIFNIOGSNRT SR o0& Kdz3$S |jdzy

that the Vice5 Sy F2NJ vdzr f Adeé al ylF3aSYSyid disiopMaer, O NB
Professor, Male, RS0604).

In terms of money, we calculated for a large university that the costs associated to undergoing quality

88 dz2NF YOS SOl tdd GA2ya | Y2dzyd (2 |+ NB déyTRis isvhost likelypm ¢ n ¢

a conservative estimate, since it does not inigithe costs for the (usually quite substantial) involvement

of nontechnical 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 argtlecte 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 bureaucratichieyttzaet
too often and too easily changed. One interviewee described the situation as such:

awS3dzA FiA2ya NB O2yaidlydte OKFy3IAy3d FyR Al A

are not coherent. We are constantly on stand This creates cordgion and we cannot plan for the
F dzii dzNB ® éMaker; BBaessariFengale, 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 keegowgate with the latest legislative
modifications) and prevents them from engaging in leagn 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 COE$$ &RA
well as infomation 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 a education, the classification exercise and associated legislation related to the evaluation of
research centerqUEFISCDI 2010kach of these changes has led to a bujdof frustrations about
evaluations procedures and their supposed remedies among many academics.

Another reason why these procedures are perceived as bureaucratic is that they overshadow mor
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:
G¢KS O2y il OG @A 0K Llegiddists caubl help2bit pleakebipiNdito y G & / 2
jdzt yGATFE ljdzr tAGeédd 0! 3a20A1FGS t NPFSaaz2zNE CSYI f

When it comes to students, it may be much easier to hear their problems through informal channels. As
one student told us:
GCIHOS (2 TR@FAO2WBSKREINGSNI AT a2YSGKAYy3I ySSRa i
dzLJ 2y GKA& FSIGdaNBPé o6{ GdzRSyiG> CSYFEST b{nTtnHbo

Taken as a whole, we can perhaps conclude that these policy instruments try to achieve too many things

at the same time applyingminimum standards for curricula, matching curricula to labour market needs,
introducing pedagogic innovations, improving the management of the universities and faculties, and lifting
wW2YlFYyAlIQa &aO0ASYUAFTFAO LINRRdAzOG A 2y thizlis nat BnoudyhS they &Ikl 9 dz
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 seatins 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 ownesship over what is being evaluated, for whom and how. The people in the universities
express it as such:
G¢KS v! aeadasSy gla 2yte ONBLIGSR A ythewdlhsnbJowita S G 2
G2 KARS (i KA-Bakdr, A€ dciate BrafeasOviala, AF1201).
G2S FTNBE FT2NOSR o0é& |ff GKS&aS RATFTFSNBYyOG Ay-aiAaiadz
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
LINE OSRdzZNBa YSIFyd 2 FNIUAFAOALFEtE ONBFGS + Wljdz € Ad

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 existthat hind& & 1 dzZRSy 6aQ | OGA DS LI NILAOALNI GA2Yy Ay 0
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G¢CKSNBE Aa yz2id | t20 2F FTNBSR2Y 2F &LISSOKP ¢ KS
a1 SR (2 &LISI]1 2d2NJ YAYRS y2i0 +tt268SR (2 are &I
KG063)

! o6A3 LINRofSY A& GKS fIrTAySaa 2F GKS &aiddz2RSy i
fao {GdzRSydGa INB Ffaz2z y20i OSNE Ayg2ft SR Ay

2 KAETS AG A& KIFNR (2 Inisdaék ofroyirership2tite 2rgbSult dogsPpesent Soma dzNB
unintended consequences. Since the evaluation process is not seen as legitimate, people display strategic
OSKIF@A2dzN) G26F NRaA GKS S@lfdad GA2yad ¢KAE YRANADR K S
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
NEIjdzZA NSYSy G a 02N Ay RBepdRaddx ¥ LidsRhgt $he evgliuatidbs mayirdinibasitiie ©

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 resgraiis 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, yepthisssly

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. Thaeintended consequence is that only a few scientific fields

FNE 4SSy Fa WaSNA2dzaQ aOASyOSa (KIG IINB g2NIKe 27
mediumterm production of scientific research (as well as the Romanian interests andtaral 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 thanse 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 iz 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 qualigssurance procedures of the university, the classification emphasises research
LINE RdzOGA@GAGE 6a0ASYGd2YSGUNRO&AOG FyR WSEGSNYyLFt NBtL
what the standards really are.

If we take a more detailed look, wean see that the instruments are based on different underlying ideas

2 T WI. dde gualilyd&as3urance scheme is based on minimum standards for all universities, whereas the
classification is based on nominal categories for universities. In other wihrelsjuality 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 bAaSR 2y (GKS ARSI (KIFd dzyA@SNBRAGASE | NB Ay
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 tocanfusing picture for the
academics, let alone for studentdA university can receive, in principle, high trust in the accreditation
LINPOS&daazr odzi OFGS3aA2NRAaSR Fa | W Q dzyA@SNBRAGE Ay
To achige 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 alvehat 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 3 areas, 14 critesi, 16 standards, 43 performance indicafors

accreditation

Programme evaluation and 3 areas, 14 criteria, 16 standards, 43 performance indicators

accreditation Sttt a WALISOATAO alGFIYRINRA

Evaluation of doctoral schools Unclear, draft mentins 3 areas, 14 criteria, 65 performance
indicators

Institutional classification 4 criteria, 11 standards, 91 variables

Programme ranking 4 criteria, 10 standards, 80 variables

Institutional evaluation 4 central questions

Research evaluation 4 criteria, 11 indicators®

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

Habilitation standards Unclear, standards to evaluate personal scientific wWork

Audits by various national agencieg Unclear

Tablel.5: The diferent 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 dowre t
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 innovétiG@isiilarly, we have

5 ARACIS. 2006. Methodology.

6 Ibid, ARACIS. 2006. Specific standards f o specialist committees. Available at
<http://www.aracis.ro/uploads/media/Standarde_specifice_ale comisiilor_de_specialitate.zip

7 The methodologyor the evaluation of doctoral schools exists only in draft form and has, until now, only been piloted. The draft is
available at ttp://administraresite.edu.ro/index.php/articles/166B>

8 Ministerial Ordinance OMECTS nr. 4174/13.05.2011

9 ibid.
09! 1 ®d wamMH® LyadAddziazylf 9@Ffdza GA2Y t NRIANIYYSY DAdARSEAYySa 7
the local needs. Quality and diversity of Romanian Univeréites . Ndzaa St ay 9! ! o

11 UEFISCDI. 2010. Romanian Research Assessment Exercise (RRAE) General Assessment Methodology. Bucharest: UEFISCDI.
12l aw 01/2011 on National Education, Art 2287 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.
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found very few instances of facultgvel dtempts 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 policymakers 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.
fact, we (and our interviewees) found it quite hard to attributellow-up activities to each of the
evaluations carried out. We cannot put it better than one of our interviewees:
| do not believe that even 100 laws will increase quality in the system. Most people respond with
maximum attention to forms, but the best wao learn on how to have a quality education system
is by learning from [other] teachers. That is how we learned before (DeMsiker, Professor,
Male, RS0903).

In line with this statement, we think that the government and the universities should gtfnen the
commonsense 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 poliesnakers
To address the previously outlined general [geon 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 aatibn scheme that will satisfy the need for quality
assurance, quality improvements, and comparative guality analysis across institutions. A single (or at least a
reduced number of) evaluation(s) will indisputably reduce the amount of administrative aperpork
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 déwith 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
SRdzOF A2y @ | 2 ¢S @S NIFheyichhoilibe Riprévady Higher ddichfibréas dtHéragpects 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 evaluatiice(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 safl 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.
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Evaluation ingsuments 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 reflepon education and research. Instruments that
would be more effective in dealing with misconduct should aim at distributing power within the university.
Policymakers can fight plagiarism by providing guiigiarism software to review previously pubkshand
new scientific publications. Cases of corruption can be dealt with more effectively by providing external
NEOASsa 2F alGdzRSydaQ OoRAAASNIIFIGAZ2Y0 62Nl ® a2NB20S
universities can fire people afteases of gross misconduct.

Objective 2: Allow professors and students to set the standards for evaluation

Recommendation 2.1: Focus on organising the evaluations withowtgfieing all the standards.

At the moment ARACIS offers a set of minimum standaatisl a set of reference standards. Other
evaluation practices prescribe similaior 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 #rmaount 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 standardkelyill |

lead to perverse incentives where individuals will be encouraged to trick the system and hence the
numbers will lose their meaning.

ho2aSOUABS oY !LILX & I Y2NB O2yaAradaSyid FryR 2Ly 02y
Recommendation 3.1: Reduce the number of crimisvhich 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 assessm 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 meaningityf. qual

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 assessmetihods, such s 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 comtie 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 formaays 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 canredy 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 approacheatnttitutional 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
presetcriteNRA | = g KAOK R2 y20 NBFfSOUG GKS (GNHzS ljdzZ ft AdGe 2

ho2SOGABS oY LI & I Y2NB O2yaAradsSyd FyR 2Ly 02y
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 qtlof 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 evikatsdsbe initiated

on a regular basis by the tapanagement 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 ewnaluati

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 innovativapproaches 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 oajamal 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 unisty.

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 spafic 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 evalaatinethodologies 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 recommendéai@bn t
could solve all difficulties of the Romanian system overnight. Our main message is i focus from
procedural aspects on how to carry out evaluations to the substantive results aimed to be achieved
through the various instruments appliedn aher 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 megground of evaluations and start reflenti 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 g since 2005, Romanian universities are considered to perform internal
guality 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 posédifiyotheses 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 topdown failures resulting from unclear and inconsistent legal provisions that focus on
multilayered evaluation procedures. Second, there are botigmfailures related to the lack of ownership

over internal quality assurance systems by the actors in theeusities. Consequently, these tools are
often seen as contrefi 2 2f & 2F 3I2GSNYYSyidi> yR dzyRSNE(G22R | &
goals and problems. Consequently, people on the ground passively try to subvert these tools by carrying
them out n a ritualistic manneg which is why quality assurance cannot become internalized.

2.2. Introduction15

Ly NBalLkRyasS G2 fFrYSyda 02dzi FRYAYA&AOGNT GADS 0 dzNR:
Ottt SR F2NJ I LINA2MRIABRAN2Z yOS® 9PE NS NIBIED SNz € A |j dzl
GKS 9dzNRBLISIY | YyAGSNARAGE ! 23a20AF0A2y 09! 10 KIFa LN
Europe, based on the belief: that institutional autonomy creates and requires resgdipsilhat
universities are responsible for developing internal quality cultures and that progress at European level

AYG2t @Ay3 ff AdF]1SK2f RSNE Aa | ySOSaal NE ySEG ad
would not take this respods6 Af AG &> aaAyOS ljdztAde YIFylFr3asSySyidaz
F OFL REYAO 0SySFAGAE O6tNIGFAFGAGATI&E YR {d8yal SN

Underlying this idea is an implicit assumption that QA is in the best interest of universities because it
fosters KS RS@OSt2LIYSyid 2F LINRPOSRdIZNBSE FyR YSOKIFIYyAadaYa Y
YR YSIF&adzZNSRZ A& RSEAGSNBERe (2 GKS adl 1 SK2ft RSNA 0
universities would show the larger public that quality imgeal 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.

>\we would like to thank all our interviewees and the universities for their warm welcome and open conversations durinigl our fie
visits between December 2012 and May 2013. We would also like to thank the reviewers, Jamil Salmi and Ligia Deca for their
insichtful comments on an earlier draft of this chapter.
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In this light, an interesting empirical question is to ask why most universgiesd indeed most
professionals in higher educatiando not internalize quality assurance. In fact, we can find quite a lot of
resistance against this pracé, 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 qualit@iad dzZNJ y OS o6t Ndzy S&d0dzz Cf 2NRIFYy X 9 |
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 quatityasace is not
internalized in Romanian universities. The hypotheses are taken from the public policy literature as well as
the literature on postcommunist transitions. They are then tested on empirical data consisting of national
policy documents on quidy assurance and 187 sestructured 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 tafjpwn problems with the internalization of qlity 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 detialong.

These hypotheses ardien 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 difficultiesaauntered. In order to explain problems in the internalization

2T v!izI 6S (GKSYy LINRPGARS a2YS O2yOSLJidz f Of F NATAO
RATFSNByOSa 06SG6SSy AlGa WAYGISNYyLItQ | yRor¥hStailwd Ny I £ ¢
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 UniversitiesMere Formality?

In the Romanian higher education system, QA exists as such since 2005, when the government passed an
9YSNHSYyO& hNRAYlFIYyOS (2 0O2YLXeé ¢gA0K GKS WOdzZNRLISI Yy
| AIKSNI 9 RdzOl G A 2y e, therideaiop quatity mabagenied was Krited tofhke dccreditation

of higher education institutions, regulated since 1993 in order to tackle the mushrooming of the private
sector ¢ a common phenomenon in pesbmmunist countries (Scott 2002). Throughobe t1990s, 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
FRYAYA&AGUNT GA2Y OI LI abd HahcSaa 2042, N dpyTBes200dzgis@tioR didatedya new
autonomous public institutiorg the Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ARACIS)

that took over the accreditation process and was entrusted with responsibilities in ttr@m@zation of

study programs and external quality assurance more broadly. The law explicitly distinguished internal from
external quality assurance, and specific provisions focused on external evaluatRiBF A Y SR - & &)
criteria examinations of thele i Sy i (2 S6KAOK | KAIKSNI SRAzOF A2y Ay
09YSNASYyO&8 hNRAYIFIYOS TpkHnapX ! NI owHBOUD® ! OO0O2NRA
activities meant to develop the capacity of universities to elaborate, plahimplement study programs,

(KdA 3FAYAY3d 0SYSTAOAFINASAQ (NHAG GKFG GKS Ayadad
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importantly however, external quality assurance was linked with the accreditation of universities, upon
which ARAIS was to decide.

Since universities depended on ARACIS for their legal survival, they formally complied with external
requirements for quality assurance without necessarily developing systenf6 A NJ 2 6y 6 +f NaOS
2011, 25). As a result, universities failed to consider internal quality assurance (IQA) as a managerial
AYAaGaNYzySyad YSEyid G2 SyKFEyOS GKS ljdzr ft AGe 2@81):;SRdzO!I
instead, they viewed iais an auxiliary bureaucratic procedure mentioned in the organizational chart but
ASLI N GSR FTNRY (KS RFEAfe& FOGAOGAGASA 2F GSIOKAy3
Odzf GdzNB 27F ljdzr t Ade¢ o0+t NAOSINy dSHFABRE @ Ny &@hX(azo b2y
the Romanian higher education landscape, which came to be implemented without substantive effects.

.dzi AF v! 6SNB (2 KIFI@S WadomaidlyiAirAosS STFSodaq Fd
sedion reflects on this issue from a theoretical perspective.

24p [/ 2y OSLIidzk £ b203Sa 2y Wvdz-ftAGe ! aadaNT yOSQ
From an analytical point of view, we suggest that the problem with the lack of substantive effects in the
implementation of quality assurance sterd2 ¥ G KS T+ OG GKFd dzyAGSNRBRAGASA
the rules imposed by QA policy, without identifying with or believing in the underlying ideas behind it.
More specifically, academics in Romanian universiiésr whatever reasons do not irternalize the

various policies and norms entailed in QA. Indeed, if all Romanian academics would believe in the necessity
of QArelated evaluation practices, we would probably not be discussing this particular policy ptablem

The present section expandyo (0 KS A &dadzS 2F WAYUGSNYyFLtAT FdA2yQ oeé
FaadzNF yOSQ YR (KS y2N¥IGAGS O2yy2GFGA2ya 0SKAYR

What we mean with the concept of quality assurance is a variety of techniques tasked with the evaluation

of higher educationand research with the purpose of improving its quality. These practices have in
o2YYZ2y (KLl G GKSe LJX I OS | Y2 NNYLNPDSS HIPaT | | y2R/, W
O2YYdzyAOIFI GA2Yy QY SYOSRRSR Ay LINE OSRdzNBa& prafdssional | NB
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 differénnormative appeal (such as loyalty to superiors, or-tbubat
O2YLISGAGAZ2Y S6AGK LISSNEUO 2NJ S@Ftdz GA2ya 2F aLISOAT.
such (e.g. peer review in academic publishing). Nevertheless, it is perhaps nostysdoedraw 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 6f2 NRa f A1S WIdZRAG&AQTE WSO fdzd A2y &aQ:
YeENAIR 2F | ONRyevYa f APS0O¥Sa00-»ANMoING dfferdtd tE€ohrag@eE Wt 5
2F WR2Ay3 v!IQ &a 6Stf a RAFFSNByld LIS2LIXS Ayg2t @§

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¢ KSaS | ONByevYa R2 y2i O02@SNJ dzlJ ye Ot SFNJ YSIyAydad Ww9o{DQ Aa
1 84dz2N> yOS Ay GKS 9dzNRPLISIFYy |1 A3IKSN) 9RdzOI GAz2y ! NBIFQT W9CvaQ &
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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 phenomeitd G Kl & a2YSGAYSa 6SSy N
Odzf G dzNBQ 6{ K2NB YR 2NRARIKG MdpdPT {GNF GKSNY HwHnnno
shared way of thinking behind these instruments is important, because some common conceptual
distinctioya Yl & y23G oS a Slae lFa GKS& aSSyod ¢KS RAad
WOEGSNY Lt vdzZ fAGe ! dadNF yOSQ A& 2yS OKAST SEIF YLX S
GLYGSNY It ljdzr £ Ad@ | &a dzNragficeSwhdiEo¥ fadBmiclingtituiloksah@see® f A O
monitor and improve the quality of their education provision, while external quality assurance refers to
suprainstitutional policies and practices whereby the quality of higher education institutions egtgms

Ad | aadaNBR¢ o5Aff YR .SSNJSya vwunmnI noo

¢tKAAd RAAGAYOUGAZ2Y A& N\BfSQI)/u 0SOldzasS 2yS 2F (KS
DdzA RSt AySa 2y vdzZ tAde ' 3ad2NF yOSQ> LX FO0Sa GKS YI |
educdi A2y AyalaAddziaAz2yaQ o69bv! wWnnpu® LYRSSRX (G(KS Yl
make the same distinctidfd . dzi Aa AdG &2 Sl aeée G2 &SLINIGS GKS Wi
scholar, student or departmental coordinator caf y’é)\I?SNJ 020K GeLlSa 27F ljdz f A
LY&LISOG2NE 6AGK | YFEYRFGS FNRBY (KS waidlisQ 2N FNP

A0FYyRINRA& YR LINYOUOGAOSad a2NB AYLRNII ydf GectlodSNKI LI
LJdzof AO LRftAOE® LYRSSRYX Al A& (KS LlzN1I2&aS 27F YdzOK
d2a0SY® LYy 20GKSNJ g2NRaz AG Aa AYLRNIFydG G2 l[jdzSada
easily.

A second¢ and rdated ¢ conceptual distinction is often made between quality assurance for

W O02dzy il oAt AlQ YR F2N) WAYLINROSYSYG QI NBALISOUA
aspect of QA, the second emphasizes the reflexive aspect (Bovens 2010). Whiteaghseem 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

G2 la]l AaveQUIHOOR I¥NYIONRE @EYSY(iQ F2N) gK2YK | &ALISO
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 dtyahssurance 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 gsalayees.

organizationthat has promoted a s® I f f SR WRRGS (X SyFOSlj dzl M@0t G daNd WOSackasez 8/ Wt £ |
/| 80t SQT CAylftar WevaQ adlyRa F2NI We20FLt vdza tAGe alylF3aSySyidQ
18This is at least the case for Emergency Ordinance 75/2005, the ARACIS NMmhpdod 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 contradictotiiepsare 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 carot 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 expedind.

Number | Hypothesis

H, vdzl f AGe@ FaadaNI yOS Aa y20 AYGSNYylFtAl SR
H Quality assurance is not internalized because of ambiguous and inconsistent n
2 regulations.
= Quality assurance is not internalized bedzda S A G I O1 & & dzLJLJ
3 IANR dzy RQ®
Quality assurance is not internalized because of institutional (communist) legacie
Ha the past.
Hs Quality assurance is not internalized because the market does not reward its operal

Table2.1: a schematic overview over the hypotheses regarding the internalization of quality assurance in
Romanian universities.

250M® ¢KS t NRofSY 2F ! OFRSYAO W/ 2YLJX | OSyOeQ

The most straightforward explanation why quality assurance is not internalized is deecators in
universities do not see its purpose, since they are content with what they are doing in terms of quality. The
NEFraz2yAy3a 6SKAYR AffdzaidNIGSa  F2N¥Y 2F I OFRSYAO
they do, and as a result tlgedo not think they need quality assurance (whether external or internal). For
AyaiulyoSz !tw!/L{ O2yaARSNA GKIFIG 2yS 2F (GKS YIAyY
Ayaluaadziazya 46 xdRe §RBIFIQA K v i@ 2 5 [taRdiMg BT Thé rkl@ of delffrificisth Y dzy F
O2yOSLJia F2NJv! FyR GKS | dzl f AEGaduatiGnyREJory20B 4G | OO A @

l @LRGKSaAad mY vdzZh tAGe | aadaNy yOS Aa y20 AyuSNyFft Al
If this hypothesis holdempirical value, we should find that people in universities are oftenpmaising

about their activities while seldom reflecting critically about themselves, their colleagues, or their
dy AGSNEAGE® 1 O1y26f SRIAAY I 68 |WSBKASE (AQr LSSBNIBIMSG & F
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. Fdpwn gproaches in implementation studies view the policy
process as a linear model wherein poliogkers specify straightforward policy objectives which are then
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put into practice at lower levels (Palumbo and Calista 1990). The underlying assumption isalaaatie
top can control what happens in the implementation chain (Elmore 1978; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1989).
By implication, policy failure can occur when centeafel guidelines are not clear and consistent enough
for implementers to follow (Van Meteand 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 assurace 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. BottomUp Policy Failure

A different, yet complementary perspective comes from the bottom appoach in implementation
studies, which argues that policy results are ultimately dependent on target populations and local
deliverers (Berman 1978; Lipsky 1980; Matland 1995¢188). Accordingly, the success of a policy does
not lie at the macro level wh the framing of legal requirements (which of course provide certain structures
of incentives), but at the micro levelwhere implementing actors need to be asked about their problems,
goals and activities in order to identify relevant policies and waysnplement them (Hjern, Hanf, and
Porter 1978).

l @LI2GKSaAa oY vdz-fAdGe FaadaNI yoOS Aa y20 AYGSNYylF€Al
If this hypothesis is accurate, then we should find discordance between the narratives at tevdtaind

those of actors inside universities. Importantly, we should encounter actors in institutions who (at the very
least) express skepticism about the content and necessity ofe@@fed evaluation practices, suggesting

that national policies have tle legitimacy or relevance on the ground.

25n® t NPofSya Ay h@SNO2YAy3d W[ SAFOASE FTNRY (K¢
! LINEYAYSY(d YIFENNFGAGS Ay GKS OGNIXyaAdAzy € AGSNF Gdz
generally prevent people from adapting to neapproaches and mindsets (Kopstein 2003). In its more

LJ2 Lddzt F NAT SR F2N¥3X (GKAa WiES3aFrO0eQ Aa | a2NIl 2F OAOA
is not able or willing to engage with new institutional forms. In its more serious d¥inS 3 O Q A & (I
420A2f23A0FEt (8LRSPBYRYVEOID dza A Rt 6y WEW RK{ GSAYyY?2
deems the policy process as incremental and overall resistant to change (Hall and Taylor 1996, 941). Bruszt
and Stark (1998), for irshce, 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 seip is a function of both pagailures and faulty design.

Hypothesis 4: Quality assurance is not internalized because of institutional (communist) legacies from the
past.

LT & dzaRS LBWIRBK OSQ SEA&AGAT ¢S aK2dZ R FTAYR R2YAyYLlyl
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 compieti 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 patbpendence stands a wethown theory that
emphasizes the logic of the market. Not only did psstialist countries democratize, but some also
imported a specific type of capitalism, namely Aidaeralism (Bohle and Greskovits 2012). Already in earlier
discussions, some scholars highlighted that new market arrangements could erase both old struntures a
attempts at new institutional forms (Burawoy 2001). Although the market is also a typical institution that is
subject to pathRSLISY RSy OS> 4SS (GKAYyl Ad 6FNNIXydGa F aSLI N
RSLWISYRSYyO0SQ Aa GKFG 0KSYREEMYRS yOS QRELIS i R S Wwas dazs.
AYyTFEdzSyO0Sa 2LISNI A2ya Ay bensitdndBsyiBigfh.it ol aSR 2y G(KS

Consequently, the market may both inhibit and encourage quality assurance practices depending on the
individual peferences 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 @ theap 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 wil
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 univesaityenity do not

perceive the market to reward quality assuraric®loreover, the internalization of QA should be perceived

08 (GKSasS alryS IOG2NR Fa WwWyz2d @¢2NIK GKS GAYS |yR
market rewards other type of aciiies, 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 eleofigatearch
design are introduced.

2.6. Research Design

From a methodological standpoint, our research follows in the traditiornterpretive policy analysis,
exploring both discourses and the effects of ideas on pracfiessher and Forester 1993; Finlayson et al.
2004) Within this framework, the pumpse was to understand how actors in universities engage with
quality assurance in terms of activities, effects and meanings associated vititlikgh 1999) To this end,

we examined three dimensions: a) what is being done at the university/faculty level under the heading
Wy dzi £ A G &;b) what thedé agtiDitklead to, and ¢) how actors relate to this process.

Ly 2NRSNJ (2 Ay@SadAadalrasS Kz2g LIS2WHnEv 200Y,14108th gudity & S 2 T
assurance, we usevo primary methods namelyinterviewsand documentanalyss. Five field visits were

190f course, it is also possible that the market rewards a specific type of QA. In this case, we wouldoefipeédhat actors in
universities will use it strategically to respond to market needs.

L@fdﬂlll V Higher Education Evidence

HIGHER EDUCATION. RESEARCH, Based Policy Making
DEVELOPMENT AND

INNOVATION FIINDING

24



* X %

*
* *
*
* 5 * /
EUROPEAN UNION GOVERNMENT OF ROMANIA Innovation in Administration
European Social Fund Ministry of Regional Development Operational Programme

and Public Administration
”Administrative Capacity Development”

Project co-financed by the European Social Fund through the 2007 — 2013 Operational Programme
“Administrative Capacity Development”

carried out between December 2012 and May 2013 to a representative s&topleniversitiesthe West
University of Timisoara (UVT), the Babes Bolyai University ilN@bgca (UBB), the Gheorghe Asachi
Technical University (TUD lasi, the Romanian American University (RAU) in Bucharest and the Lucian
Blaga University (LBU) in Siburing the visits (which followed a standard template), we conducted 187
semistructured interviews with a crossection of the university populath - 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 dathase on quality assurance in Romania, consisting of natiemal 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 procedsed in the computer program
Wi { 21 @tertodeQreliability 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 ar@resented 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 univessitvith 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. Fo
individual interviews, faculty members and studentsre selected by the administration of universities. Although this process was
probably not entirely random, care was taken to visit as many faculties as possible (usti&gulties with various departments).

This selection had a predictable effedthose 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 positfizéibias, Smyth,

and Christian 2009)

21This 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 Justification

by evidence?

H; Quality assurance is ng NO While there were a few isolated cases of complacency, most interviewees were well aw
internalized because of acader problems facing their profgsional lives and the weaknesses of their university. In fact,
wo2YLX I OSyOe Qo interviewees would be interested in improving the quality of their work.

H, Quality assurance is ng YES The legiktion and the ARACIS methodology are seen by members of the university commu
internalized because of ambiguol regulate too many activities without actually addressing teaching and learning in any subst
and inconsistent nationg way. Moreover, the policy context was described by our interviewees gislyhiunstable anc
regulations. inconsistent, creating more problems than solutions for those working in universities.

Hs | Quality assurance is  n¢ YES Actors in universities often consider QA regulgida ' a RA@J2NOSR FTNRY
internalized because it lach Simultaneously, the multiple evaluation procedures are questioned by many actors in univers
& dzLJLJ2 NIi TNRY L terms of both content and necessity. Some people manifested a need for a bafpodebate as tqg
INRdzy RQ® what QA shoul@ntail.

H, |Quality assurance is nd NO ¢tKSNBE KIFI@S 06SSy y2 NBFSNByOSa (2 w2YIl yAl (
internalized because of institution; Neither have there been any such referencesitov! / L{ Q LINBRSOS&aaz2NJ /
(communist) legacies from the pas IABSY 2F WKAAG2NRBQX AdG dzadz-ffe& NBFSNNBR (2

Hs Quality assurance is n¢ NO On the contrary, te market is often seen by members of the university community as a chief ¢

internalized because the marki
does not reward its operation.

for QArelated activities. This was particularly so for the private university case. But even
universities increasingly started to link QA to their ability to remain petitive on the higher

education market in the context of a declining number of students.

Table2.2: an overview over the hypotheses proposed their empirical validation
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The empirical evidence thus goes against some of the dominant explanatiomgyouniversities 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 siation: rather than being complacent, most interviewees manifested
AyaSOdaNRGe Fo2dzi GKSANI LINPFSaaAazylft adliddza FyR | &
an evident desire for selinprovement. In a similar veinin relation tohypotheses 4 and 5we discovered
GKIFG ljdzr £t AdGe FaadaNFryOS Aa y23 RANBOGfE AYKAOAGSR
by market mechanisms. Indeed, the university that was most dependent on the market (the private one)
had strongly inernalized 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 complemeathaey than

mutually exclusive F & & dzOKX ¢S gAtft FAY (2 O2yadNHzOG | yI NN
ali2NRBQ 2F (KS NBI &2y dhe hedre of the problein, atdridlingAoyoiir g/ lies in T SR«
the nature of policymaking in Romanian higher educationwhich fails in both its topdown 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 adtnative structures considered
burdening by actors in universities. On the other hand, policy failure derives from the exclusion of lower
level actors from decisiemaking on QA policy; as a result, these actors feel no ownership over their IQA
systemsOn 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 ritualistianmer - 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 Rarrative
as to why Romanian universities fail to internalize QA. Inwite hypotheses 2 and 3, we present the
WAG2NEQ 0St200

2.7.1 TopDown 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 thedhian higher education system, as
resulting from our data, comes from the unstable policy environmghtgher 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
date with the latest legislative modifications) and prevents them from engaging intéomg planning.

While the law on quality assurance has remained maréess 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 cent@g&FISCDI 201@ach of these changes has led to a
build-up of frustrations about quality assurance and its supposed remedies among many academics. A
expressed by one professor:

2Ly AYOGSNLINBGAGS LltAde FylLfearazr yI NNI (§RPSAEOE NERsthdraim Sy £a L
Forester 1993, 11 an attempt to mak sense of a socially constructed world. They play a key role in problem definition, providing

G GASE 2F sKIG Kira G2 08 R2yS | (FifthesXd 1B1)0KS SELISOGSR O2vyasid
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are not coherent. We are constantly on stand This creates confusion and we cannot plan for the
T dzii dzZNB P éMakers Bddskar, Fangle, NS0302).

The backandforth with the national classification system, whose legal status remains uftleas an
oft-cited example of policy instability affecting the implementation chain. Specific to internal quality
assurance, recent légjation 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 sometimesgdibie same thing (Decision
Maker*, 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 AinkitQ 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 comraadatontrol purposes, e.g. to
fire people (DecisioiMaker, Proéssor, Male, AM0203). While QA may very well have the role to keep track
2F LINRPFSaaz2NARQ GSIFIOKAy3 FyR NBaSINOK | OGAGAGASAZ
academic conduct. IQA may be the wrong tool to prevent violations of gsaieal 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:
G2S KIS Y2@0SR FNRY qupliy dortrdl € thisSddds f ndel mean2 quality
AYLINR @3SYSy i SMakériProtesgsor,0Mal& AM0AR)2 v

In addition, the legal framework on QA is not straightforward to implement. For example, the ARACIS
methodology emphasizes the production dbcuments outlining procedures rather than substantive
performance indicators on teaching and learning. As one interviewee noticed:
dGalye 2F GKS GKAy3a RA&aOdzAaaSR 2y v! a4 !tw!/L{
example, there is litd 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
GKS OflFaaNR2Y® LG Aa AYLRNII Y (-Maket, PofesSof) Femald, Ol a X
RS0802).

I f K2 dz GKS tS3AratlriAzy |AvYa F2N GKS SyKIyOSYSy
WLINR OS

I K
RdZNBa Q> Al A& FFENI FNRY Of SINJ ¢KIG (GKS& | NF

23The 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 a

subsequently determine their financing. The funding effects of the classification were overturned by Emergency Ordindice 21/2

and a university in Suceava even won an appeal case against the Ministry on the matter (2013). The classificatiotillastanud$ s

legal, without implications for financing.

24Ly 2dzNJ O2RAYVISNEG SOV DA aaiRchors, deaBsO victiedl, headd ofOd8partment, senate members,

senate/universitt S@St /91 / T WI RYAYAadNI (2 Masrande NBpartndéngs Laf Facukéywel CEACY: 3 A Y

Wt NEFS&aaz2NBk! a FGS tNRPFTSaaz2NEk[ SOUGdzZNB NE k | & & A-elatéd ydsition, N2 F S a &
0 u

& A
gKSNBlFa W{iGdzRSyGaqQ OFy 0SS dzyRSNHEHNI RdzZF iS 2NJ LI2&G3INI Rdz GS 02
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outcomes. Moeover, since universities rarely have Qained people to understand and apply the
technical language from the national level, it is hard for them to relate to QA activities.

Another macrdevel problem refers to the requirement to establish several adstrative structures
layered on top of each other. Typically, an institution would haveiraversity levela QA department
(DMC) and a QA commission (Univer§igAC} both operating under the supervision of a vimetor
responsible for quality manageent. These structures are complemented by a department on scientific
research (under the supervision of another viegtor) and a Senate commission on curriculum and quality.

At faculty level there are quality assurance and evaluation commissions {iaCEAC), usually headed by

the dean or a vicelean 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 artheoretically 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 procedare®rganized 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 havkee 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 bureaucratizatieolved in running the
IQA system:

Go2S ySSR8 (2 adz2L) g2NJAy3 (64

S JGKS &l ys
vl NBLENIK ! NB GKSe y284 GKS &1 Y$S
Y

N

KAY3IK 2Ke |
(DecisiormMaker, Professoivale, RS0503).

G¢CAYS YIyFr3aSySyid ySSRa G2 o06S502
(DecisiorMaker, Lecturer, Male, KGQ75).

At KS v! LINEOS&da Aa OKIFNIOGSNARIT SR o6& Kdz3S |jdz vy
that the Vice5 Sty F2NJ vdzZft AGe alyl3asSySyd Gl {-Naker, OI NB
Professor, Male, RS0604).

So far, the narrative presented reflects tdpwn aspects of the problems to internalize quality assurance.
But our data shows that even if the nationaégulations would have been perfectly clear and consistent,
they may not have been applied on the groundhere are significant bottomp elements to consider, and
they are presented next.

2.7.2 BottomUp Problems
Most significantly, our data suggestsattmembers 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 inspeattwr than
internal reflection on teaching and learning:
G¢KS v! aeadasSy gla 2yte ONBIGSR A ythesdlsinbJowita S G 2
02 KARS (K A-Bakdr, lAsSdcite BrafeS0rA Male 2A0M1201).
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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 fitgtional quality. In this sense, QA is viewed as something
AYLR2ASR FTNRY (KS 2dziaiARST GKNRdAAK LINRPOSRIzZNB& YSIy
focus is on reporting (externallythe IQA system is regarded as a tool of governnuedigned to control
universities by invoking the argument of accountabilitwhich is perceived especially by university and
faculty management as infringing upon university autonomy. Further in the implementation chain, there is
no wonder that people ract strategically:
Weg SNBE S@Sy G2fR FTNRY (GUKS dzyAdSNEAGE fS@OStY &z
evaluationtoo seriousfy 0! 3a20A LGS t NPFSaa2NE alftSs !anpnH

Accordingly, people passively try to subvert this tool of governmgraasrying 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
evduation criteria are imposed from above by polimykers with little experience in running a university:
G¢KS aeaidsSy Aa RSaA3IYySR o0& 0dz2NBIF dzONYr Ga oK2 KI ¢
0KS SOSNEBRIE& NBItAGE 2rér,Mal§AELAR). 6 K2 (GNB (G2 02LIS
G! yYAOSNEAGASE ySSR G2 0SS ldzizy2yY2dzad oX0 (GKS@
N} §KSNJ GKIy 06SAy3 O2yaiNIAySR o6& SEOSQvmken 0SS NI
Associate Professor, Female, RS0105).

Many problems are derived from here. One interviewee referred to the difficulty to comply with the
recentlysimposed research standards, given both the lack of resources (e.g. access to international
databases) and expertise to conduct research at a Euroaah [The unintended effect was that research
guality probably decreased as a result:
GowSaSEkNOK AYyRAOF(G2NBRB KIFI@S alSR dza G2 0S02)
daylLla TFTAYISNBO 6A0GK2dzi NBTFE SOl AsistahyProfedsdr,i a K
Female, KG0905).
L G1F 1S AYF2NXYIGA2Y FNRY &dGdzRRSyida RALX 2YIlF  LINE
get some papers from the research. It is maybe not so good, but both the student and | gain from
0KA&é¢ @ dofessar2Valg, KA0S03)t

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-ifefaghg nature

of the disciplines; bwever, their production is not counted as research (Decidlaker, Associate
Professor, Male, AM1003).

Moreover, QA procedures are often perceived as disconnected from the actual problems and goals
universities have:
av!

A NE t | ni & guality:2heré Kas$ nevevbedd.R ihGa¥ Sebate on what
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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 selimprovement. 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:
aL ¢l a
K @S

G2NXYSYGSR &SI N&R A VARACIS MBlgationst wHerf should yoi & L
AYS F2NJ NBaSIkNOK ¢gKSy @&2dz KF@S |ttt GKS&S

In the language of the bottorap implementation literature, this discussion can be summarized by claiming
that local implemengrs (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 improvemerdtestas objective.

2.8. Conclusion and Discussion

Despite being wrapped in a technical, enhanceradmien discourse, the discussion on the internalization

of quality assurance is in fact as multifaceted as it is politically sensitive. This paper hastlatad 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 tife Romanian case has shown that problems revolve around the process of
policymaking, with underlying causes at both the macro level {dogn failure) and the micro level
(bottom-up failure). Indeed, the inconsistency and ambiguity of national reguist® not linked to
teaching and learning in any substantive waletermine 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 centrddvel 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 groumattr€A practices as
unnecessary and infringing upon university autonomy, which is why they subsequently perform them in a
superficial mannerg as a form of passive dissent. In the end, there can be no talk of improving QA
processes in the Romanian highedueation 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 difficut2 & SLI NI 0SS (GKS WAYISNYyIftQ FNRY (K
' 8&dzNF yOS® ! OF RSYA0a FINB AyOftAySR (2 LISNODSAQGS | ff¢
by governmental agencies/international bodies or their own institutionsth&® 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 issueehce returns to the second conceptual element mentioned, narf@yvhomis

v ! ddzLJJ2aSR G2 LINRPRdAzOS Wl OO02dzydloAfAGEQ YR WAYLJ
GKIFIG 6S OGAaAGSRY GKS yagSNI Aa ygednias thendin deaeficiry h y
of all evaluation procedures, followed perhaps by the university management to a lesser extent. As long as
iKS8 R2yQid &aSS Al Ay GKSAN) 6Sad AyUuSNBadsz | OG2NZ
assurance which as a result fails to deliver on the promised quality enhancement objective.
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