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Foreword by Peter Williams
The Bologna process has set European higher education on a new course. Governments,
Universities and other organisations are moving towards achieving increased mobility
of staff and students, the trans-national recognition of qualifications, and greater
transparency and comparability of quality and standards across the continent.
The publication of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the
European Higher Education Area (ESG) in May 2005 provided a landmark on this
journey. The ESG were drafted by the European Association for Quality Assurance in
Higher Education (ENQA) in consultation and co-operation with its European partner
organisations at the request of Ministers of the Bologna Process signatory states. The
ESG provide a framework for good practice for universities and all those involved in the
quality assurance of higher education. They are inspiring change across many higher
education systems in Europe.
Almost all countries of central and eastern Europe are integral members of the
Bologna process. The Central and Eastern European Network for Quality Assurance in
Higher Education (CEEN) has taken on the mantle of both representing the diversity
that exists across the national systems encompassed by its membership and taking
forward the desire of its members for alignment with the wider European agenda.
ENQA is pleased to publish this report as part of a series of occasional papers that
deal with developments in European quality assurance. The report uses the results of
member surveys conducted by CEEN to map the current activities of its members and
assess how far these match up to the good practice described in the ESG. This report
makes a significant contribution to the knowledge base of the current quality assurance
activities in central and eastern Europe and will, I believe, provide further impetus for
organisations and institutions to work together to achieve the Bologna goals.
I hope you find the results of this analysis enlightening and useful.
Peter Williams
President
ENQA
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1. Introduction
Across Europe, the external quality assurance of higher education has two main
aims: to contribute to the improvement of higher education and to provide reliable
information on the current quality of activities of higher education institutions
in regard to both teaching, and research. With the move toward a ‘European
Higher Education Area’, there is, however, also a drive for greater transparency and
comparability of quality and standards across Europe to facilitate the international
mobility of workers and the transnational recognition of qualifications.
The Central and Eastern European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher
Education (CEEN) has undertaken this survey of its members in order to map
their current standards, methods and practices against each other. The survey also
allows this status quo to be measured against the emerging European Standards and
Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) as
developed by the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
(ENQA) and its partner organisations. The CEEN’s aim is two-fold: on the one hand,
to achieve the necessary degree of comparability within the network; and, on the other
hand, to ensure compatibility with overarching “principles of good practice”.
As a convention of predominantly accreditation agencies from Central and Eastern
European countries, the CEEN first came together on 19 November 2000 in Budapest,
Hungary. It dates its foundation to the meeting in Krakow, Poland on 13 October 2001,
while it was formally established on 19 October 2002 in Vienna. Today, the CEEN
comprises twenty organisations from sixteen Central and Eastern European countries.
As a fairly young network, the CEEN is in a constant state of change; in 2004 the
network welcomed two new members. It undertakes continuing discussions about the
impact of the new legislation in the various national higher education systems. Last
but not least, the network is experiencing the impact of the European developments,
especially the formation of ENQA as an Association with clearly set membership
criteria. The latter were highlighted and strengthened by ENQA’s report prepared for
the ministerial summit in Bergen, May 2005 1.
In the light of these European trends and developments, the CEEN has tried to
identify its own unique contribution to quality assurance in order to protect those
regional variations which demonstrate the cultural richness and diversity in Europe.
This task, however, is not an easy one. Can a regional version of ”good practice” be
valid? Are there specific practices today that are the result of region-specific historical
antecedents? Should these be maintained, though they may hinder alignment with
developing international norms? In essence, what degree of change is necessary?
The CEEN position is quite clear in this respect: instead of avoiding change, the
CEEN agencies wish to take a proactive stance. In order to achieve integration within
a European Higher Education Area, the CEEN agencies support aligment with the
Bologna Process but see the need to allow individual agencies to evolve at their own
speed with the support of the CEEN. If all actors are supposed to be working towards
the same aim and yet they are beginning from very different starting points, the variety
of challenges faced needs to be taken into account.
1

Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area., Helsinki 2005; ISBN: 952-5539-04-0.

6

As the findings of this survey show, in some aspects there is a high degree
of convergence. In other aspects, there is a considerable degree of diversity. The
CEEN agencies show a high degree of convergence with respect to the conceptual
interdependence of the evaluation and accreditation procedure. In comparison, the
diversity in concepts and practices indicate differences in tradition and cultural
background. For example, the level of involvement of students varies significantly
between agencies; this may be a result of the range of understandings of the role of
young people in different societies.
Both differences and similarities need to be understood in context. The development
of a European Higher Education Area leads to a number of new challenges, most
of all for the higher education institutions themselves, but also for those agencies
accompanying, supporting and monitoring the success of the higher education
institutions in this endeavour. In this sense, the communiqué signed by 40 ministers
of education from across Europe in Berlin in September 2003 gave the direction as well
as the milestones for the further development of all quality assurance practices and
systems in Europe. This became increasingly obvious in the follow-up-process to this
summit. Therefore, the CEEN agencies wish to be charted on the European map.
1.1 The Emerging European Higher Education Area
“The quality of higher education has proven to be at the heart of the setting up
of a European Higher Education Area,” stated the ministers of education at the
Berlin summit on 19 September 2003. While the primary responsibility for quality
lies with the higher education institutions themselves, the call for transparency,
comparability and compatibility of criteria and procedures of external quality assurance
has intensified in the emerging European Higher Education Area.
In accordance with the European ministers’ agreement, the European Association for
Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), together with the higher education
institutions’ associations EUA (European University Association) and EURASHE
(European Association of Institutions in Higher Education), as well as ESIB (National
Unions of Students in Europe) have debated and agreed on European standards
and guidelines for the internal and external quality assurance of higher education
institutions and quality assurance agencies and for the external review of quality
assurance agencies themselves. These European standards and guidelines (ESG) were
reported back to the ministers through the Bologna Follow-Up Group in preparation for
the summit held in Bergen, Norway on 18-19 May 2005.
The various declarations and communiqués of the European ministers for education
have developed and reaffirmed certain principles over time. With regard to the quality
assurance of higher education, these may be summarised as follows:
1. The sector wide structural convergence proposed through the Bologna Process
also covers the quality assurance of higher education (“Promotion of European
co-operation in quality assurance with a view to developing comparable criteria
and methodologies”, Bologna Declaration, 1999).
2. Whereas, in general, ministers defend the cultural diversity of educational
traditions and forms of provision, this is not the case for quality assurance, where
convergence appears to be the main aim. However, it remains to be seen if
structural alignment will be enough to overcome cultural, including “mental”,
differences and traditions.

7

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

The more general aim of structural convergence is increasingly accompanied by
procedural recommendations on how to achieve this goal.
In the course of the Bologna Process, the ministers have increasingly focused
on quality assurance, finally defining this action line as one of the three
“intermediate priorities” from Berlin 2003 to Bergen 2005 (Berlin communiqué,
2003).
The European quality assurance agencies have been preparing to meet these
challenges. They have formed a number of Europe-wide or regional cooperative
networks – the CEEN being one of these – which endeavour to find ways and
means of achieving comparability and compatibility. Though these initiatives take
different steps, they are moving in the same direction.
One common feature of the various networks is that they have themselves
developed procedural standards, which serve as a “code of good practice” (ENQA,
ECA, INQAAHE, et al.). These “self-imposed” principles of good practice can be
interpreted as moves to standardise the activities of quality assurance agencies in
the emerging European Higher Education Area.
The self-imposed principles, however, might lead to competition between
different “codes of good practice”. Consequently, some of the networks might
endeavour to establish a “club” of quality assurance agencies which mutually
recognise each other’s procedures, criteria, and/or decisions. Thus these distinct
“codes” could be a threat to those agencies that are not yet members of the club.
One solution to this would certainly be to come to an agreement between the
different networks on how to mutually recognise the varying “codes”, keeping
in mind that the ENQA standards and guidelines have been recognised by the
European ministers to be the overall framework of these various “codes”. It is
especially important for the agencies in the Central and Eastern European region
to have the opportunity to take part in the exchange of experience and expertise
with Europe wide networks.
The European ministers have given a mandate to ENQA to be coordinator of the
process of developing a European dimension to the quality assurance of higher
education. They also invited other quality assurance networks to contribute to
this process and ENQA has taken into account the expertise of these networks in
the formulation of the European standards and guidelines.
By requesting that ENQA cooperate with EUA, EURASHE and ESIB in the
development process, the ministers indicated that the future of the quality
assurance in higher education needed to be considered through a joint
initiative, with all major parties involved. Moreover, they stressed the primary
responsibility of higher education institutions themselves for quality in higher
education (Berlin communiqué, 2003).
As the ENQA Report to the Bologna-Follow-Up-Group shows, the milestones set
by ministers have had a visible impact on the level of collaborative work between
the quality assurance agencies and networks in Europe.
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1.2 Aims and objectives of this survey
The recent developments in the broader European context substantially influenced the
methodology of this survey, which sought to achieve some, if not all, of the following
aims:
1. By conducting a survey on concepts and practices of evaluation and accreditation
procedures, the CEEN wished to identify, on the one hand, common
denominators, and, on the other, differences and diversity. The first objective was
thus to map current activities.
2. This mapping has, however, always been linked to the overarching aim of mutual
recognition, as stated in the first CEEN survey questionnaire: “The purpose of this
survey is to get a picture of quality assurance practices in the member agencies
of the CEE Network. It is a first step toward exploring the possibilities for mutual
recognition on a bi- or multilateral basis”. How close are the CEEN agencies to
being able to achieve mutual recognition? At present, mutual recognition between
any of the agencies in different countries has not yet been achieved. As the
Accreditation Commission of the Czech Republic concludes: “All this is still in
the state of intentions.” Nonetheless, some of the agencies have already started
to conceptualise ways and means to achieve mutual recognition and are working
to remove obstacles to its achievement. Many have intensified their cooperation
with partner organisations in order to build mutual trust and to prepare for
the mid- or long-term objective of mutual recognition. The first steps that
may be envisaged taking place towards mutual recognition are the systematic
exchange of information; networking with the explicit purpose to achieve mutual
recognition; bilateral cooperation agreements; mutual participation in site-visits
with the status of observers; exchange of peer reviewers; and joint accreditation
(i.e. collaboration in all steps of the evaluation and accreditation procedure).
3. The practices of the CEEN agencies may aim at a thorough harmonisation of
practices within the network, though this alone will not suffice. As the creation
of the European Higher Education Area clearly demonstrates, regional solutions
might be necessary, but they will need to be measured against the overall
European standards, if not global ones. Therefore, the ENQA membership criteria
are to serve as a “benchmark” against which the CEEN agencies are encouraged
to assess their own progress. Accordingly, the second objective of this survey is
the comparison of CEEN agencies’ practises with the European standards. The
analysis will be combined with a frank and critical self-evaluation of the current
situation, including a self-critical SWOT-analysis.
4. Based on the outcomes of this analysis, the CEEN member agencies have agreed
to establish a specific action plan, which will support the members in the
achievement of the European standards. The CEEN agencies started with the
setting of strategic aims and objectives (i.e., the achievement of the ENQA
membership criteria) and continued with the management of change. Accordingly,
the general approach of the agencies contributing to this survey was to conduct
a critical self-analysis and not to present a mere “window-dressing”.
5. Finally, this survey can be viewed as providing feedback to ENQA and other
European networks. By giving a rough overview over the achievements and
developments in quality assurance in the Central and Eastern European region,
it may also give an idea about the feasibility of achieving the European standards
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in this part of the European Higher Education Area. The survey will under
no circumstances, though, replace the self-evaluation and external review to be
undertaken by each agency on a regular basis.

2. Methodological framework
2.1 Participating agencies
This survey is based on information collected by two separate questionnaires to which
15 CEEN agencies contributed. Each agency commented on its individual concepts
and practices of evaluation and accreditation. Hence, this survey follows the idea
that mutual recognition of both the procedural aspects and results of accreditation
procedures will be realised – internationally and interactively – between the individual
agencies. The international cooperation substantiates a network of quality assurance
agencies throughout Europe. Accordingly, a formal statement on the respective national
systems will explicitly not be given in this survey.
There are a number of national systems in Europe that comprise more than one
single agency and serve various aims and/or have various clients. In the cases of Poland,
Austria and Germany there are a number of accreditation agencies, and not all of
them will be presented here. In the case of Poland, the Polish University Accreditation
Commission is the only one of several profile agencies. The Polish State Accreditation
Committee, for example, is considered (by the Polish parliament, the minister of
education and other bodies) as the only agency validated by law.
The following CEEN agencies2 contributed to this survey:
(1) Albanian Accreditation Agency for Higher Education (AAAHE); council3:
Accreditation Council (AC) – Albania;
(2) Austrian Accreditation Council (AAC) – Austria;
(3) Austrian Fachhochschule Council (FHR) – Austria;
(4) Austrian Agency for Quality Assurance (AQA) – Austria;
(5) National Evaluation and Accreditation Agency at the Council of Ministers (NEAA
at the CM); council: Accreditation Council of NEAA (AC of NEAA) – Bulgaria;
(6) Accreditation Commission of the Czech Republic (ACCR) – Czech Republic;
(7) Accreditation, Certification and Quality Assurance Institute (ACQUIN) –
Germany;
(8) Hungarian Accreditation Committee (HAC) – Hungary;
(9) Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre (HEQEC); council: Higher
Education Council (accreditation of higher education institutions); Accreditation
Commission (accreditation of study programmes) – Latvia;
(10) Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education (CQAHE); council: Experts’
Council for Quality in Higher Education (regarding programmes) (10a); Council
for Assessment of Research and Higher Education Institutions (regarding
institutions) (10b) – Lithuania;
(11) Higher Education Quality Evaluation Agency of the Republic of Macedonia
(HEQEA); council: Board of Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions of the
Republic of Macedonia – Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia;
2

The list of participants is in alphabetical order following the names of the respective countries. The agencies will be referred to with
the same numbering throughout the whole survey.
3
In cases where the “Council” as the agency’s decision-making body is institutionally separate, both insititutional units are listed here.
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(12) University Accreditation Commission (UAC) – Poland;
(13) National Council for Academic Assessment and Accreditation (NCAAA) –
Romania;
(14) National Accreditation Centre of the Russian Federation (NAC); council:
Accreditation Council of the ministry of education – Russian Federation;
(15) Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic (ACSR), Advisory body of the
government of the Slovak Republic – Slovak Republic.
2.2 Course of the survey
On the CEEN Steering Committee’s initiative, the first questionnaire4 was sent out
to all CEEN members in November 2003. Out of the then 18 member agencies, 12
responded within three months. The answers provided by the CEEN agencies were
collected and analysed in a comparative approach. The author submitted her findings
to the CEEN Steering Committee and discussed these during a Steering Committee
meeting in Budapest in April 2004. The Steering Committee endorsed the initiative
and suggested to extend the draft survey by validating the achieved results as well
as by adding complementary information. The interim results were then presented
to the CEEN General Assembly in Prague on 23-24 October 2004. All agencies
endorsed the results and the value of this project as well as the decision by the
CEEN Steering Committee to ask the author to complete this project. Under the
influence of the modified Regulations of ENQA5, the need for an updated version of the
questionnaire became evident. The CEEN members were asked to update and validate
the information which they had provided during the first round of the survey, and,
in addition, to answer new questions arising from the ENQA membership criteria in
the light of the emerging European standards for quality assurance agencies in higher
education. Three more member organisations of CEEN took the opportunity and joined
the project. Their contributions allowed for an even more complete insight into the
status quo as well as the trends in the Central and Eastern European region.
A. FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Concept of accreditation (15 questions).
2. The accreditation and assessment framework (5 questions).
3. Requirements set for the external assessments (9 questions).
4. Bologna Process (1 question).
ANALYTIC SUMMARY AND COMPARISON
VALIDATION BY AGENCIES THEMSELVES
B. SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Questions related to ENQA membership criteria (6 questions).
2. Additional questions related to the survey (8 questions).
3. SWOT-analysis.
4. Standards and criteria applied by the agency.
ANALYTIC SUMMARY AND COMPARISON: ANALYSING THE
CEEN AGENCIES AGAINST THE ENQA CRITERIA
VALIDATION BY AGENCIES THEMSELVES
4
5

The questionnaires can be found as appendixes to this survey.
This study refers to the ENQA regulations of 4 November 2004. Since then, some new, slight modifications have been introduced.
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2.3 Specificities and limitations of the approach
The limitations and restrictions of this survey are as follows:
1. The subject of discussion is the practice of external quality assurance in the
Central and Eastern European region in the light of recently developed European
standards and guidelines. These standards and guidelines themselves, which are
based on normative assumptions and an “ideal” reference model, will not be
questioned.
2. The focus of this survey is on the external quality assurance practices and
mechanisms of the respective CEEN agencies. In the Central and Eastern
European region and consequently in the CEEN, accreditation is the predominant
procedure.
3. The aims and objectives of the external quality assurance practices are certainly
complex ones. Especially in those countries, which have witnessed a mushroom
growth in numbers of private higher education institutions in the last decade,
the external quality assurance procedures will lay a stronger emphasis on quality
assurance than on quality enhancement.
4. One limitation of this survey may be in its summarising approach. It will not
be possible to really analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the individual
cases. Since, in the end the individual agencies are assessed against the ENQA
membership criteria, the survey on the CEEN as a whole will only provide
orientating answers and indicate general trends.
5. The above-mentioned limitation, for its part, emphasises the intended character
of this survey: It is meant as a collective description of the status quo, with
an attempt to create a SWOT analysis in the light of European trends and
developments. The agencies’ answers will be taken at face value and they will be
compared with the set objectives, i.e. the ENQA membership criteria, as such.
6. The tension between subjectivity and objectivity remains deliberately unresolved.
It is the individual CEEN agency that takes the responsibility for the content of its
answers presented in this survey.
7. The use of two rather detailed questionnaires with a majority of open, i.e.
explorative questions, offered the author an insight into a number of very detailed
processes and procedures. The content and quantity of the CEEN agencies’
responses, however, varied to a certain degree. Therefore it was necessary to
extract the crux of the answers in order to present a simple and structured
overview of the general situation in the network.
8. This survey is a real cooperation project of the CEEN agencies. Not all agencies,
however, were able to answer all questions posed in the survey. The Austrian
AQA, a member of the CEEN since October 2004 with an observer status, has
not worked in accreditation so far. Therefore the first questionnaire was neither
relevant nor adequate for AQA’s purposes. The Bulgarian NEAA currently faces
a lot of fundamental changes regarding its legal framework. In this state of
motion, the NEAA was not yet in a position to anticipate the results of these
changes, nor to answer to the second questionnaire.

12

3. Findings
3.1 ENQA criteria set European standards
Comparing the individual approaches of the European Association for Quality
Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), of the European Consortium for Accreditation
(ECA) as well as of the European University Association (EUA), the high degree of
similarities becomes immediately obvious (see synopsis in appendix).
The major difference – and this must not be neglected – lies in the expressive
requirement brought forward by both EUA and ECA, that the external quality
assurance procedures “must be geared at enhancement of quality” as is also generally
stated in the basic principles of the ENQA report. It is interesting to note that EUA
stresses diversity and protection of individual profile and institutional specificities for
the benefit of higher education institutions. At the same time there is a discernible
pressure for more standardisation and homogenisation of the quality assurance
procedures as well as of the organisation of those agencies responsible for the external
evaluation (if – according to EUA – the external procedures will be organised by
specific agencies).
The ENQA membership criteria correspond to the results of the ENQA working
group on an adequate peer review system for quality assurance agencies, established
on the basis of the Berlin communiqué of 2003. As a substantial part of the report
submitted to the Bologna-Follow-Up Group in preparation of the European conference
that took place in Bergen in May 2005, these criteria had been widely discussed within
ENQA as well as within EUA, EURASHE and ESIB, all of them having formulated
their own positions on quality assurance in higher education. Due account had been
taken of statements of other European networks, such as the CEEN and the European
Consortium for Accreditation, as well as of the European Commission’s Proposal
for a Recommendation of the Council and of the European Parliament on further
European cooperation in quality assurance in higher education (as of 12 October 2004).
The experience and expertise within the International Network of Quality Assurance
Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE), which has been discussing “Guidelines of
Good Practice” on a global scale, were also useful in the preparation of the report.
Any quality assurance agency wishing to become a full member of ENQA will
need to meet the criteria set down in the ENQA regulations, which means that it
has to comply with the European standards. Those agencies having already obtained
full ENQA membership will need to demonstrate their compliance to the membership
criteria on a cyclical basis. Moreover, these criteria have been planned to form a
reference system for the European Register of quality assurance agencies operating
in Europe, a proposal submitted to the Bologna Follow-up Group together with the
Standards and Guidelines.
The criteria cover a wide range of aspects regarding regional and political aspects
(Bologna countries) as well as the agencies’ activities, official status, resources, aims
and objectives (mission statement). They also have to do with the agencies’
independence, the quality assurance processes and procedures carried out by them,
their own accountability procedures, and a number of criteria concerning the individual
agencies’ professionalism in practice as well as regarding their role in ENQA.
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3.2 CEEN agencies in the light of the ENQA criteria
On 24 October 2004, the CEEN General Assembly accepted unanimously the ENQA
criteria for membership that were submitted to the ENQA General Assembly on 4
November 2004. “The CEE Network in principle agrees with the ENQA criteria for
membership […] If the criteria are accepted […], the CEE Network has to work in
various ways to achieve the criteria. The members of the CEE Network are ready to help
each other to achieve the criteria. […]” 6
3.2.1 INTERNATIONALISATION THROUGH NETWORKING AND PROJECTS
For most of the CEEN agencies it is a declared aim to become a recognized member of
ENQA and to contribute to the creation of the European Higher Education Area.
Networking seems to be a central internationalisation strategy of all agencies.
NCAAA, for example states, that “the international involvement has not been very
strong, but in the last year, we increased our foreign activity”. At the same time,
internationalisation is a necessary prerequisite and factual preparation for mutual
recognition. It is also an achievement of the objectives, as stated above. In order to
strengthen the formal as well as informal networking, the agencies attempt, in the
first place, to become permanent and active members of established networks and,
secondly, to enhance and intensify their international contacts by specific joint learning
experiences (i.e. projects). ENQA provides an important orientation for the CEEN
members in this respect.
The membership of the fifteen agencies in international networks is as follows:
• All agencies are members of the Central and Eastern European Network of Quality
Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (CEEN).
• Thirteen of the fifteen agencies contributing to this survey are members of
the International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education
(INQAAHE).
• Seven agencies hold a full membership and one holds a candidate membership
of the European Association of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education
(ENQA).
MEMBERSHIP

CEE Network

all agencies, 4 with observer status

INQAAHE

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15

ENQA

2, 3, 4 (candidate), 6, 7, 8, 11, 15

Internationalisation means to most partners an active contribution and participation.
Projects funded by the European Commission such as TEMPUS, PHARE and Leonardo
da Vinci, for example, provide the opportunity to work together with partner
institutions, to pursue common objectives and to share expertise and experience
both in the fields of higher education and research. Therefore, most of the agencies
have gained considerable knowledge of how to initiate, how to supervise and how
to contribute and learn most from such inter- or transnational projects. In such
projects, agencies collaborate with other agencies, with higher education institutions
and Rectors’ Conferences, etc.
6

“The CEE Network Position as accepted by the CEE Network General Assembly in Prague on 24 October 2004 concerning the
ENQA Criteria for Membership set down in the Draft Regulations that were submitted to the ENQA General Assembly on 4
November 2004.” In the following chapters, these criteria serve as a reference point for discussion.
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There are systematic networking projects – such as the European Consortium for
Accreditation (ECA) – in which three of the agencies participate (2, 3, 7) as well as
the Joint Quality Initiative (3). Another agency is, consequent to its national functions,
a member of ENIC/NARIC (10).
Both hosting as well as participation in international conferences is another way to
get to know other systems and approaches to quality in higher education.
ENQA criterion 4.6
Full membership of the Association is open to quality assurance agencies in the field of
higher education, from Bologna Process signatory states, which fulfil all of the criteria 7
contained in paragraphs 4.7.–4.20. below.
All CEEN agencies – in fact all and not only those contributing to this survey – are from
Bologna countries. And all of them work in the field of higher education.
3.2.2 IN THE FLUX OF THE BOLOGNA PROCESS
All CEEN agencies are aware of the impact which the Bologna Process will have
on their own activities. The Bologna Process seeks to establish the European Higher
Education Area by 2010. This ambitious project requires a close and ubiquitous
cooperation of all institutions concerned with higher education. The recurrent meetings
of the European ministers of education – most recently the meetings in Berlin,
(September 2003) and in Bergen (May 2005) – build important milestones in a highly
dynamic process.
The Berlin communiqué certainly had a strong impact on the agencies’ activities
as well as on the circumstances of their activities. The quality issue in this context
gained importance, or in the words of the Albanian Accreditation Agency for Higher
Education, there was an “awareness increase about the importance of quality in our
higher education institutions.” The Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic
concludes that “by strengthening the compulsory character of both institutional and
programme accreditation for all higher education institutions regardless their legal
status, quality assurance has become even more important.”
Seen as a strong reaffirmation of the commitment of the European nations to
proceed and, in fact, to strengthen and deepen the Bologna Process in general, the
Berlin communiqué implied profound changes. These changes served the purpose to
generate and assure, to enhance and manage quality in higher education. Qualityoriented changes need to be carried out on the levels of:
• national quality assurance system;
• national legislation;
• work conducted by the accreditation agencies;
• higher education institutions.
The agencies listed a number of steps which they have already initiated and taken in
order to achieve the objectives set in the Berlin communiqué. Working groups have
been established and accreditation procedures are being readjusted in accordance with
the proposals and/or requirements given in the Berlin communiqué. The steps have
been taken “in order to involve the students in accreditation procedures, to publish the
7

Wording of the new version of the ENQA regulations: […] which meet the criteria contained in […]
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final accreditation reports on the Internet and to establish programme accreditation
including Bachelor/Master level accreditation” (National Accreditation Centre of the
Russian Federation, 14).
In the Berlin communiqué, the ministers had stated that the “primary responsibility
for quality lies with the higher education institutions themselves”. Accordingly, the
National Evaluation and Accreditation Agency at the Council of Ministers (Bulgaria,
5) will put “a greater stress on internal quality assurance of the higher education
institutions through the introduction of post-accreditation monitoring and review.”
A number of agencies highlight their international activities, namely the cooperation
with quality assurance agencies in other countries, which are being intensified in
the motion of the Bologna Process (e.g. 9, 11, 12). The Hungarian Accreditation
Committee has outlined the principle for this increased international orientation:
internationalisation means “becoming more active in mutual recognition schemes.”
3.2.3

QUALITY ASSURANCE FOR ALL SECTORS IN THE FIELD
OF HIGHER EDUCATION
The Bologna Process aims at the construction of a European Higher Education Area.
Each reporting agency works in the field of higher education. In general, the agencies
cover every sector of the respective higher education system, i.e.
• all types of higher education institutions – universities, Fachhochschulen
(universities of applied sciences), colleges, non-university higher education
institutions;
• all types of funding – state/public, private and foundation funding.
There are, however, some exceptions that indicate differences in the national
organisation of quality assurance:
• The National Accreditation Centre of the Russian Federation (NAC, 14) states that
apart from the general (tertiary) higher education sector, secondary professional
education will be an additional focus of its work.
• The Lithuanian Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education (CQAHE, 10)
groups its work around two main functions: (a) the assessment of higher education
and research institutions and (b) the evaluation of qualifications concerning
higher education (the Centre is the local ENIC/NARIC contact point).
• In Austria accreditation does not apply to public universities (i.e. 90% of all higher
education institutions), but to Fachhochschulen and private universities only. The
Austrian Agency for Quality Assurance (AQA, 4) acts as an evaluation body for all
types of higher education institutions. AQA coordinates external evaluations for
higher education institutions either in view of accreditation/recognition or as an
element of institutional quality development. The Austrian Accreditation Council
(AAC, 2) has its focus specifically and exclusively on private universities, whereas
the Austrian Fachhochschulen Council (FHR, 3) is exclusively oriented towards
Fachhochschulen (universities of applied sciences).
• The Polish University Accreditation Commission (UAC, 12) covers only a segment
of the overall higher education system.
Most agencies restrict their quality assurance activities to the respective national higher
education system. The Austrian FHR (3) states clearly: ”As the FH Council is publicly
financed, there are no plans to accredit or assess programmes in other countries.” But
there are exceptions where the agencies see a need for cross-border activities:
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(a) in joint degree programmes; and (b) in assessments of branches of national higher
education institutions abroad. AQA (2) states that by its mission the agency may carry
out evaluations in any other country. ACQUIN (7), for its part, reports on completed
evaluation and accreditation procedures abroad.
ENQA criterion 4.7: Activities
The agency undertakes external quality assurance processes (at institutional or
programme level) on a regular basis. These may involve evaluation, review, audit,
assessment, accreditation or other similar activities and are part of the core functions
of the agency.
All CEEN agencies undertake external quality assurance processes at programme and
partially on institutional level on a regular basis. With one exception, the predominant
activity is accreditation, which is preceded by evaluation.
3.2.4 COMMON OBJECT OF ACCREDITATION
All agencies assess the quality of study programmes; this is a specific feature of the
external quality assurance mechanisms in place in the Central and Eastern European
region. Of the fifteen agencies:
• seven state that they are undertaking institutional accreditations/evaluations in
addition to the programme accreditation (in parallel) (1, 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11);
• four declare that the programme accreditation is being fully intertwined with an
institutional approach (combination) (2, 6, 13, 14);
• two of the agencies accrediting exclusively programmes state that institutional
aspects are being integrated in the assessment (7, 12).
• one of the agencies following the programme approach states that it will pursue
a combination of programme and institutional accreditation from 2005 (15).
PROGRAMME

INSTITUTION

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

parallel

(2) AAC (Austria)

combination

(3) FHR (Austria)

parallel

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

consequently, programme follows institutional

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

combination

(8) HAC (Hungary)

parallel*

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

parallel

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

parallel

(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)

consequently, programme follows institutional

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

combination with separate procedures

(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

combination; programme may be accredited separately

(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

from 2005 combination

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(12) UAC (Poland)

integrated
**

integrated

= accreditation object
* combination for institutional accreditation, separately (programme) for preliminary accreditation,
programme only for parallel accreditation of a discipline
** only masters’ programmes.
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3.2.5 DEFINITIONS FOR ACCREDITATION
The agencies provide the following definitions for accreditation that have a set of
common features:
– accreditation is concerned with quality of programmes and/or institutions
(objects);
– it implies clearly defined consequences (sanctions), and in most cases a formal
licensing (recognition, right to award degrees), that result from formal decisions;
– accreditation follows transparent rules and regulations.

ACCORDING TO THE INDIVIDUAL AGENCIES, ACCREDITATION IS:

1

The final act of decision-making about a new or existing HE structure, programme, degree, which is
based upon the results of a prior evaluation through self-evaluation and peer review.

2

There is no explicit definition in the Austrian Accreditation Act but it can be described as a
procedure providing a quality label, the permission to run a recognized private university and to confer
recognized academic degrees.

3

The FH Council regards accreditation as a formal and independent decision, indicating that a
programme offered is meeting certain standards; it ends with a positive or negative decision, including
a possible request by the FH Council to take certain measures to increase the quality of the
programme. The purposes are to assure that the institutions meet their responsibility for the quality of
the programmes offered as well as to guarantee students, society and employers that the educational
offer has to undergo a quality assurance procedure before it has been approved or re-approved.

4

Accreditation is recognition by NEAA of the degree awarding powers of higher education institutions
in specified fields of study through evaluation of the quality of higher education provision (Article 75 of
he HEA). The purpose of accreditation is to strengthen institutional capabilities to enhance and assure
their quality (Article 76 of HEA).

5

According to the 1998 Act, all types of study programmes are subject to accreditation. The award of
accreditation to a study programme is a task within the competency of the ministry of education,
youth and sports, which involves state agreement with the way the programme is to be delivered,
including the right to award appropriate academic degrees. In the case that a study programme is not
accredited, no applicants can be admitted, no lectures may be held, no examinations can be held, and
no academic degrees may be awarded. Accreditation is based on evaluation of a study programme by
the Accreditation Commission and its statement (yes or no). No accreditation decision can be issued
without or against the standpoint of the Accreditation Commission.
Accreditation of a study programme is granted for a limited period of time, for a maximum of two
times the standard length of the programme. In the case of doctoral study programmes, accreditation
should not be awarded for more than ten years (usually it is awarded for 8 years). A higher education
institution or a unit of such an institution may carry out procedures for habilitation (venium docendi)
and procedures for the appointment of professors only on the basis of accreditation. A similar
mechanism to that used for study programmes also applies in the case of these procedures.

6

ACQUIN’s definition of accreditation follows those of CRE (predecessor of EUA) and/or Council for
Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) respectively:
“Accreditation is a formal, published statement regarding the quality of an institution or a programme,
following a cyclical evaluation based on agreed standards”, CRE, 2001.
“Accreditation is a process of external quality review used by higher education to scrutinize colleges,
universities and higher education programmes for quality assurance and quality improvement”, CHEA,
2000.
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7

Higher Education Act, Section 124/E; in the application of this Act
a) Accreditation is the attestation of educational and research activity conducted in higher education
institutions and in their faculties, and the attestation of the results of these activities in respect of
quality.

8

Accreditation of higher educational establishments is an examination of the organisation of work
and the quality of resources in an educational establishment as a result of which an establishment is
awarded the state recognition.
Accreditation of a study programme - quality assessment of a study programme which results in
awarding the study programme with national recognition.

9

Term accreditation in Lithuanian legal acts is used in relation to study programmes, meaning
fulfilment of requirements set by legal regulations (Decree of the Minister of March 18th, 2002 on
Procedure of Passing Resolutions on the Assessed Study Programmes in Higher Education approved
by the Order of Minister).

10

The Board determines whether requirements regarding the higher education activity performed have
been met: standards for definition of study programmes, for space and equipment, for the teachers and
for the collaborators; norms for sustainable level of funding and for qualitative bank guarantee, etc.
(For each accreditation there is a Commission established for that specific field of accreditation that
gives an opinion on the project).

11

Accreditation is a formal decision after self-assessment and external review and evaluation.

12

The accreditation represents a full certification for a programme, faculty or a whole higher education
institution to organise higher education studies and to issue diplomas. This certification is recognised
by the Romanian ministry of education.

13

Accreditation is the evaluation of educational quality, state recognition for the term of five years and
the establishment of state status (university, academy, institute).

14

Accreditation of a study programme is a process within the framework of which the Accreditation
Commission shall assess at the request of a higher education institution its capacity to implement the
study programme. After the statement of the Accreditation Commission the minister may grant to the
higher education institution the right to award the graduates of this study programme the appropriate
academic degree. The study programme for which the higher education institution achieved this right,
is the accredited study programme. Only accredited study programmes can be offered to the students
(and financed).

3.2.6 CONCEPTUAL LINK: EVALUATION AND ACCREDITATION
The great majority of the agencies describe the relationship between accreditation and
evaluation in terms of their own procedural approach. They conceptualise a multilayered quality assessment according to which:
• evaluation precedes accreditation;
• evaluation presents results and recommendations
• evaluation follows clear set criteria and/or standards and procedural rules
(e.g., self-evaluation plus external evaluation);
• in comparison to evaluation, accreditation is defined as the act of decision-making
(as a yes-/no-decision);
• accreditation decision has defined consequences;
• accreditation as decision-making is based on the results of the evaluation,
“especially in the case of re-accreditation” (3);
• accreditation itself may precede the act of ministerial recognition.
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The Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic (15) highlights the specific role
of evaluation in institutional accreditation; its aim is to evaluate complex activities of
the higher education institution.
The Austrian Accreditation Council (2) relates the topic of evaluation to the
institution being accredited itself; in that case the quality management of the
institution is being monitored.

EVALUATION

(1) AAAHE (Albania)
(3) FHR (Austria)
(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)
(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)
(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(8) HAC (Hungary)

ACCREDITATION

• evaluation precedes accreditation
• evaluation provides results and
recommendations
• evaluation follows clearly set
criteria and/or standards and
procedural rules (e.g., selfevaluation plus external evaluation)

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)
• accreditation is decision-making
(a yes-/no-decision)
• accreditation is based on the
results of the evaluation
• accreditation may be followed by
ministerial recognition, i.e. a formal
approval

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)
(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)
(12) UAC (Poland)
(13) NCAAA (Romania)
(14) NAC (Russian Federation)
(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

institutional accreditation

(2) AAC (Austria)

quality management

(4) AQA (Austria)

evaluation preceding accreditation or recognition, evaluation as an
element for institutional quality development

ENQA criterion 4.8: Official status
The agency is formally recognised as an organisation with responsibilities for external
quality assurance by competent European national or regional public authorities and has
an established legal basis.
In fact, all CEEN agencies state to rely on an established legal basis. In most cases this
is going back to the 1990s. This survey does not, however, include an analysis of these
legal frameworks. The question remains, whether the legislation will be up-to-date to
the recent developments initiated by the Bologna Process.
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3.2.7 LEGAL FRAMEWORKS
The accreditation activities of all agencies are legitimised by national law, national
acts and/or state agreements. The following list gives an overview of the relevant legal
documents. Unfortunately, it was not possible to identify from the statutes when the
respective accreditation systems had been established or to know whether amendments
of the respective legal requirements were being prepared at the time when this survey
was being drafted.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND/OR REGULATIONS

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

1. Law n. 8461 on Higher Education in the Republic of Albania of 25
February 1999.
2. Governmental Decision n.303 on Establishment of Accreditation
System for Higher Education in the Republic of Albania of 1 July 1999.
3. Governmental Decision n. 156 for Higher Non-public Schools in the
Republic of Albania of 22 March 2001.
4. Governmental Decision n. 611 of 4 December 2003 for a modification
of the Decision for the Establishment of the Accreditation System for
Higher Education n. 303 of 1 July 1999.

(2) AAC (Austria)

Universitäts-Akkreditierungsgesetz (UniAkkG, University
Accreditation Act).

(3) FHR (Austria)

The Fachhochschule Studies Act (FHStG) which became effective
on 1 October 1993. Regarding to the accreditation procedure the
General Rules for Administration Proceedings have to be applied.
The Fachhochschule Council is under the supervision of the federal
ministry for education, science and culture and controlled by the court
of auditors. The supervision of the federal ministry for education,
science and culture is limited to the observance of laws and regulations
and the fulfilment of the Fachhochschule Council’s duties.

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

1. Higher Education Act (HEA) passed in December 1996, amended and
supplemented in July 1999 and May 2002.
2. July 2002 state requirements of training for educational and
qualification degree.
3. A classifier of the fields of study, July 2002.

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

Act on Higher Education, 1998.

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)

Gesetz zur Errichtung einer Stiftung “Stiftung zur Akkreditierung von
Studiengängen in Deutschland“ of 15 February 2005;
Beschluss des Landtags Nordrhein-Westfalen; In-Kraft-Treten of 26
February 2005.

(8) HAC (Hungary)

Higher Education Act in 1993; a new Act in 2005.

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

1. Law on Higher Educational Establishments [(institution in charge:
Saeima (parliament of Latvia)];
2. Accreditation Regulations for Higher Educational Establishments
(institution in charge: Cabinet of ministers of the Republic of Latvia);
3. Agreement between ministry of education and science and HEQEC.
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(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

Total number of legal acts that pertain to all activities of the Centre is
more than 20, of these, the most important concerning evaluation and
accreditation are the following:
• Laws issued by the parliament:
– Law on Higher Education, adopted by the parliament on 21 March
2000 (last rev. 22 April 2003);
– Law on Education, adopted by the parliament on 25 June 1991 (last
rev. 17 June 2003);
• Decisions made by the Government:
– The Order of Establishing Higher Education Institutions and
Issuing Licenses to Conduct Studies (September 2003);
• Orders of the minister of education and science:
– Rules for Assessment of Institutions of HE and Research (adopted
in June 2001, revised in November 2004);
– The Order of Issuing Decisions regarding Evaluated Study
Programmes of Higher Education (August 2001);
• Authorisation for Experts’ Council (1999):
– Order of the minister of education and science (March 1999):
appointment of members;
– Activity Regulations approved by the head of higher education
department of the ministry (July 1999). Authorization for council
for assessment (2004) and for Experts’ Council (2004) was given by
the minister of education and science, order of 8 November, 2004.

(11) HEQEA (Rep. of
Macedonia)

1. Law on Higher Education.
2. Bylaw for the norms and standards for establishment of higher
education institutions and performing of higher education activities.
3. Bylaw on the work, methodology and Board procedure for
accreditation of the higher education institutions.

(12) UAC (Poland)

Ministry of national education – State Accreditation Commission:
The Act concerning Higher Education – September 1, 2001.
University Accreditation Commission:
1. Agreement of the Polish Universities Concerning the Quality of
Education, October 18, 1997.
2. Resolution of the Conference of Rectors of Polish Universities
(CRPU), January 31, 1998, concerning the principles of accreditation
procedures.

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

The Law 88/1993 established the functioning of NCAAA.

(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

Laws
1. “About Education” in 1992.
2. “About Higher and Post-graduate Education” in 1996.
3. “Regulations of accreditation of Higher Education Institution,”
ratified by the Resolution of the Government of the Russian
Federation in 1999.
4. Act of the ministry of education of the Russian Federation about
foundation of National Accreditation Centre in 1995.

(15) Slovak Rep.

The Law No. 131 of 21 February 2002 on Higher Education and on
Changes and Supplements to Some Laws.
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3.2.8 COMPULSORY ACCREDITATION
Twelve out of fifteen agencies state that accreditation is compulsory in their respective
national system of higher education. Only one agency works on a voluntary basis,
offering “Membership in a Club of the Highest Education Quality” (12). In the case
of the National Accreditation Agency of Russia (14), the higher educations institutions
face a compulsory validation, whereas they may opt for an accreditation on a voluntary
basis.
No matter whether accreditation is compulsory or voluntary, all institutions
undergoing these procedures obviously benefit from them if they succeed. There are
a number of prevalent benefits from positive accreditation decisions:
• right to offer the study programme;
• right to award degrees;
• in general, acknowledgement of the programme’s or institution’s quality;
• right to receive funding;
• right to award student grants.
ACCREDITATION IS COMPULSORY

BENEFITS

(1) AAAHE (Albania)
Accreditation is compulsory both
for private and public HEIs

(1) enhancement of the internal quality system
(2) right to award nationally recognised degrees

(2) AAC (Austria)
Accreditation is compulsory for
all private providers of university
education.

(1) right to award recognised degrees
(2) students of private education institutions obtain the same rights as
students of public universities

(3) FHR (Austria)
Accreditation is compulsory for all
FH programmes

right to award recognised degrees

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

(1) right to operate and to conduct training in accordance with the grade
received
(2) accreditation outcomes are taken into account when forming the
policy of the state towards the higher education institution

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

(1) financing by the ministry of education, youth and sports
(2) rights: student admission, state examinations, awarding diplomas

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
varying throughout the 16 Länder

acknowledgement and funding

(8) HAC (Hungary)

right to issue degrees, conduct education, etc; as a consequence to a
negative decision, an institution or programme may be closed

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

(1) right to award recognized degrees
(2) right to award state guaranteed loans to students

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

right to award recognized degrees

(11) HEQEA (Rep. of
Macedonia)

No details given.

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

right to issue diplomas for the accredited speciality
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(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

(1) right to issue state recognition diplomas
(2) right to use the seal with State Emblem of the Russian Federation
(3) right to use benefits provided by the Legislation

(15) Slovak Rep.

only accredited study programmes may be offered (and financed)

ACCREDITATION IS VOLUNTARY

(12) UAC (Poland)

BENEFITS

achieve “Membership in a Club of the Highest Education Quality”;
students obtain a special enclosure to their diplomas showing that they
graduated the accredited course of studies

ENQA criterion 4.9: Resources
The agency has adequate and proportional resources, both human and financial, to enable
it to organise and run its external quality assurance process(es) in an effective and efficient
manner, with appropriate provision for the development of its processes and procedures.
3.2.9 RESOURCES ENDANGERED
Two out of fifteen agencies claim frankly that their resources are not sufficient
(3, 10). The remaining twelve agencies declare their resources to be adequate. The
additional comments however make obvious that most agencies find themselves in a
situation where the following new expectations and requirements are permanently and
increasingly addressed to them:
• need for targeted information;
• need to provide (all) information in the English language;
• need for new and innovative quality assurance procedures;
• need for representation of quality assurance experts in both national and
international higher education arenas.
Some of the CEEN agencies have applied successfully for a third party funding (7, 8)
in order to support their own profile building. For a real analysis of this problem, the
agencies’ sources of income would need to be discussed as well.
ENQA criterion 4.10: Mission statement
The agency has a publicly-available statement, describing the goals and objectives of its
quality assurance processes, the division of labour with relevant stakeholders in higher
education, especially the higher education institutions, and the cultural and historical
context of its work. The statement will make clear that external quality assurance process
is a major activity of the agency and that there exists a systematic approach to achieving
its goals and objectives. There is also documentation to demonstrate how the statement
is translated into a clear policy and management plan.
3.2.10 MISSION AND VISION
All CEEN agencies state that they have a mission statement or are about to complete
it. The mission statements will usually be provided in native language, in most cases
English translations are not yet provided. The mission statements serve the function
of public information. Hence, they will usually be available on the agency’s website.
The Lithuanian agency points out the broad participation of every staff member in
the process of formulating the mission statement. The opportunity to contribute to the

24

formulation process is supposed support the ownership and the identification with the
agency’s strategy.
In this context it remains an open question, whether the mission and principles of
the respective agency will be adequate in the sense of “fitness of purpose”. Secondly,
the translation of the mission statement in concrete management or action plan – as
“fitness for purpose” – will need to be discussed in each individual case.
ENQA criteria 4.11/4.12: Independence
The agency is independent to the extent both that it has autonomous responsibility for its
operations and that the judgments made in its reports cannot be influenced by third parties
such as higher education institutions, ministries or other stakeholders.
In order for the agency to meet this criterion, it will need to be able to demonstrate
that:
• its operational independence from higher education institutions and governments
is guaranteed in official documentation (e.g. instruments of governance or
legislative acts);
• the definition and operation of its procedures and methods, the nomination and
appointment of external experts and the determination of the outcomes of its
quality assurance processes are undertaken autonomously and independently from
governments, higher education institutions, and organs of political influence;
• while relevant stakeholders in higher education, particularly students/learners,
are consulted in the course of quality assurance processes, the final outcomes of
the quality assurance processes remain the responsibility of the agency.
3.2.11 INDEPENDENCE
All CEEN agencies believe in their full “independence“. However, a number of
agencies draft a picture where the individual agency finds itself in tension between
governmental authority (ministry) and (individual) higher education institutions.
But what is actually meant by independence? Whom should one not depend on?
The answers provided indicate that a conceptual clarity concerning the relation of
dependence (definition and identification of dependencies) and independence does not
really exist. Independence may have various aspects in the sense of self-governance,
objectivity, institutional autonomy, personal independence and integrity, budgetary
independence, etc. The respective ENQA criteria serve as reference points, since they
provide an attempt to define an operationalisation of “independence” in this context.
The following two examples of financial independence demonstrate that the
situations vary from country to country: (a) “The FH Council is a publicly financed
agency and does not receive any money from higher education institutions or any other
body”(3). (b) “The ministry of education and science does not finance the activities of
the centre. Higher education institutions under accreditation pay for the procedures”
(14).
Independence of agencies is guaranteed by Law on Higher Education, by statutes and
by regulations. However, it needs careful attention. Accordingly, the Hungarian HAC
“has created a Code of Ethics (in English at http://www.mab.hu/english/doc/ethics.doc)
to preclude a potential conflict of interest between its members and the issues decided
upon. The Code also calls for members’ independence, impartiality, neutrality and

25

transparency” (8). The Macedonian Evaluation Agency explains that “the bodies are
independent, but sometimes there is influence, a kind of pressure by the ministry, but
until now it has had no impact on the decisions made by the bodies” (11).
Independence concerns all steps of the evaluation and accreditation procedure.
According to the CEEN members, independence is guaranteed by organisational
structures and by rules and procedures for the appointment of peers and council’s
members and for decision-making, which will be further explored in the following
chapters.
3.2.12 AUTHORITY AND OWNERSHIP
The ownership of the agencies as well as their establishment and the possible decision
of dissolution lie in the great majority of cases within the national governmental forces,
i.e. within the ministry, the parliament, etc. As regards the ownership and authority
from the government, two of the CEEN agencies are completely independent: the
German ACQUIN and the Polish University Accreditation Commission.
OWNERSHIP

ESTABLISHED BY

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

ministry of education and
science with a relative
administrative and financial
independence

law on higher
education and
government

(2) AAC (Austria)

responsibility of supervision:
national law
minister of education

(3) FHR (Austria)

responsibility of supervision:
government
minister of education

(4) AQA (Austria)

association the members of
which are: Rectors’
conference, Fachhochschul
Council, Association of
private universities, student
union, ministry of education

(6) ACCR (Czech
Republic)

government according
technically, the Accreditation
to the 1990 and 1998
Commission is a unit of the
laws on higher
ministry of education
education

(7) ACQUIN
(Germany)

ACQUIN is an association
of more than 100 higher
education institutions in
Germany, Austria,
Switzerland, Hungary and
the US+ professional
organisations

(8) HAC (Hungary)

responsibility of supervision
regarding legality of
procedure:minister of
education

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

6 legal persons: ministry of
education + 5 largest higher
education institutions

the members of the
association

DECISION ON
DISSOLUTION BY

Austrian parliament

general assembly

general assembly

under the provision of
the Higher Education
Act

parliament/law
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(10) CQAHE
(Lithuania)

responsibility for
organisation of activities and
implementation of objectives ministry of education
and science
lies with the director of
the centre (appointed by
ministry)

(11) Republic of
Macedonia

law, government

(12) UAC (Poland)

Polish Universities;
Conference of Rectors of
Polish Universities

(13) NCAAA
(Romania)

reports to parliament

(14) NAC
(Russian Federation)

responsibility lies with the
director of the centre
(appointed by ministry)

(15) ACSR
(Slovak Republic)

ministry of education
and science

ministry of education
and science
founded by law;
formed by government
on the basis of
cannot be dissolved
nominations from
higher education
institutions and other
stakeholders

3.2.13 MEMBERS OF THE DECISION-MAKING BODY
Independence in decision-making is one of the strong requirements upheld by ENQA.
According to the definition provided for the survey’s purpose, the agency’s decisionmaking body is called “council”. The members of the respective accreditation councils
are mostly academics. The accreditation council as a decision-making body of the
respective accreditation agency is constituted by various stakeholder groups as follows:
• Nine of the CEEN accreditation agencies involve representatives from the labour
market or the professional bodies respectively in the decision-making process
(1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14,15).
• Four agencies have representatives of national academies of science in their
council (5, 6, 8,15).
• Only two of the agencies state to involve (at least) one quality assurance expert in
the decision-making process (2, 10b).
• Two agencies involve educational organisations other than the higher education
sector (9, 8: “one full HAC member delegated by secondary education council”).
• One agency has representatives from the ministry of education in its decisionmaking body (5).
• Students are being represented in four accreditation councils (7, 8, 9, 10a; in the
case of the Hungarian Accreditation Council a non-voting student representative
is included by law).
Internationalisation and the endeavours of the Bologna Process are major objectives
of the CEEN. Therefore it is quite interesting to see that foreign members are being
represented merely in five accreditation councils (2, 6, 7, 9, 15). In one case, the foreign
members must hold the majority in the council (9).
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There are altogether three “purely academic” decision-making bodies (11, 12, 13) – all
of them constituted by national experts.
ACADEMICS

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

5

(2) AAC (Austria)

7

(3) FHR (Austria)

8

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

6

(6) ACCR
(Czech Republic)

(7) ACQUIN
(Germany)

STUDENTS

PROFESSIONS/
LABOUR MARKET
REPRESENTATIVES

2

OTHER

“FOREIGNERS”

ministry
of education
and science

no

QA expert

4

8

11*

1

no
2 academy
representatives,
2 ministry
representative,
1 minister

no

8 academics,
1 secondary
education
representative

*thereof 3

4 from FH
+ 4 from
universities

2

2

yes

(8) HAC (Hungary)

yes

1 non-voting
+ 1 PhD
non-voting
(not required
by law)

yes

no

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

yes

yes

majority

education
organisations

at least one
academic
from each
study area

1

>1

possibly
(researchers,
teachers with
QA experience,
civil servants)

(10b) Lithuania
Council of Assessm.

yes

>1

yes

renown public
figures,
civil servants

(11) HEQEA
(Rep. of Macedonia)

yes

(12) UAC (Poland)

yes

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

yes

(14) NAC
(Russian Federation)

yes

yes

(15) ACSR
(Slovak Republic)

yes

yes

(10a) Lithuania
Experts’ Council

majority

no

no
no
scientific
associations

yes
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3.2.14 ACCREDITATION COUNCIL: TERMS OF APPOINTMENT
The members of the accreditation councils are being appointed in a defined procedure:
• The majority of accreditation councils is appointed by the government, the prime
minister, the ministry of education, and/or the parliament (1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 13,
14, 15). Herewith, these agencies have a strong governmental legitimacy.
• Some of the accreditation councils are appointed by stakeholders – primarily by
the higher education institutions themselves, but also by professional bodies and
chambers (7, 8, 12).
• In one case, the members of the accreditation council will be appointed by both
the government as well as the higher education institutions (11).
Even though this categorisation may indicate a clear polarisation – on the one hand
governmental, i.e. state-near, appointment, and from the other more autonomous, i.e.
deregulated and self-governed appointment (from the universities’ perspective) – the
line drawn between the two categories seems rather blurred. Thus, the appointments by
government are based on the higher educations institutions’ (partially exclusive) right to
nominate candidates for the accreditation councils.
The very great majority of members in the respective accreditation councils work on
a part-time basis. The size of the accreditation councils varies from 8 to 44 members.
The members of the accreditation councils are appointed for a 1-to-6-year term.
Some agencies have specific provisions for the terms of appointment, for example,
as regards reappointment. The advantage of a six-year term appointment is that the
members of the accreditation council have the opportunity to gain in-depth experience
and expertise. In order to safeguard continuity of the accreditation council, three of
the agencies have established a rotational appointment procedure: “One third of the
council members is changed every 2 years” (10a, 10b, 13, 15) in order to safeguard an
“institutional memory” (10a).

NUMBER OF
MEMBERS

FULLTIME

PARTTIME

TERM (IN YEARS)

APPOINTED/
NOMINATED BY

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

9

not regulated

government

(2) AAC (Austria)

8

5

federal government, 4 are
nominated by Austrian
University Chancellors’
Committee

(3) FHR (Austria)

16

3 (one reappointment
possible)

federal minister for
education, science and
culture

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

11

6 (50 % renewable
after 3 years)

prime minister

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

21

4-6

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)

12

2

1

10

general assembly; i.e.
higher education
institutions, professional
organisations etc.
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(8) HAC (Hungary)

30

3 (once renewable)

rectors’ conferences,
professional organisations,
chambers, academy of
science

(9a) Latvia
Higher Education Council

12

4

different national
organisations, incl.
students approved by
parliament

(9b) Latvia
Accreditation Commission

10

4

different national
organisations, incl.
students; approved by
ministry

(10a) Lithuania
Experts Council

9-15

individual
appointment up
to 4 years; one
reappointment

nominated by the centre
and approved by
the minister

(10b) Lithuania
Council for Assessment

9-15

individual
appointment up
to 6 years; possible
reappointment
after 3 years

nominated by the centre
and approved by the
minister

(11) HEQEA
(Rep. of Macedonia)

15

4 once renewable

4 nominated by
government, 9 by
interuniversity
conference, 2 by academy
of science

(12) UAC (Poland)

19

3

general assembly, i.e.
universities

19-21

1/3 renewed
every 4 years

parliament

(14) NAC
(Russian Federation)

47

1/3 renewed
every 3 years

minister

(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

21

6(every 2 years
1/3 renewed)

government;
nomination by higher
education institutions
and stakeholders

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

Chair

3.2.15 STUDENT INVOLVEMENT
The ministers of education gathered in Berlin committed themselves to support
further development and enhancement of quality assurance at institutional, national
and European level. In their agreements, they also earmarked a couple of guiding
principles, some of them setting clear objectives for further progress of the Bologna
Process. Among others, the ministers agreed that the participation of students should
be systematically introduced in the evaluation of programmes and/or institutions.
(Berlin communiqué 2003).
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All agencies involve – or will soon do so – students in the evaluation and/or
accreditation processes. However, as can be seen from the following, the form of
participation of students in the activities of various CEEN agencies is obviously quite
diverse:
• Seven agencies state that students are involved in the assessment procedures as
interview partners on the side of the higher education institutions (1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 10,
12); four of these agencies see the students exclusively in this role.
• Six agencies stress the role of student participation in the internal quality
assurance procedures of the higher education institutions themselves (3, 6, 10, 11,
13, 15). They especially highlight the involvement of students in the self-evaluation
exercise.
• Three agencies involve students in the accreditation council, i.e. in the decisionmaking (7, 9, 10a/10b). In the council of the Hungarian HAC, students have been
represented since 1993, though without voting right.
• ACQUIN systematically includes students as members of the review team and
provides student participation on almost every level of the assessment procedure
(7). The Hungarian HAC states that students would participate as members of the
review team from 2004 (8); the Russian NAC plans the involvement of students as
members of the review teams and as interview partners from 2005 (14).
SELFEVALUATION
in the higher
education
institution

EXTERNAL EVALUATION
(peer review)
representative of the
higher education
institution /
interview partner

peers/
experts

DECISIONMAKING
accreditation
council

(1) AAAHE (Albania)
(2) AAC (Austria)
(3) FHR (Austria)
(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)
(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)
(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(8) HAC (Hungary)

no voting

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)
(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)
(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)
(12) UAC (Poland)
(13) NCAAA (Romania)
(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

*

(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)
= student involvement

* = from 2005

*
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3.2.16 ACCREDITATION COUNCIL VERSUS MINISTRY
There is a distinct tension between what is called the accreditation council (cp.
glossary) and the respective minister/ministry of education in terms of authority and
decision-making.
A simple categorisation shows that:
• in eight* cases, the accreditation council takes the final decision (1, 2, 3, 5, 7,
9b, 11, 14);
• in five cases, the minister or the ministry of education respectively that take the
final decision (6, 8, 10, 13a, 15);
• in other cases, it is either the parliament (13b), the rectors’ conference (12), or the
higher education council (9a) making the final decision.
In the cases of Latvia and Romania two answers were given.
In those systems, where the minister/the ministry of education takes the final
decision, the agencies underline the formal character of this decision:
• “The minister of education makes only a formal act of approval” (1).
• “The minister can ask the accreditation commission to change its standpoint in
case of doubts (compliance with legal procedures, etc.) or disagreement expressed
by the accredited higher education institution but the minister cannot force the
accreditation commission to do it” (6).
• “The minister has to explain the reasons why he/she did not follow the
recommenda-tion of the accreditation council” (15).
ACCREDITATION
COUNCIL

MINISTER/MINISTRY

OTHER

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

approval

government approval

(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

approval

(2) AAC (Austria)

right to refuse approval

(3) FHR (Austria)

right to refuse approval

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)
(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(9b) Latvia
study programme
(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)
(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

following council
decision

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

proposal

(8) HAC (Hungary)

proposal

(13a) Romania
in the case of accredited institution

proposal

32
(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

proposal

(9a) Latvia
in the case of accredited institution

higher education council

(12) UAC (Poland)

rectors conference of
Polish universities

(13b) Romania
in the case of a new institution

parliament

3.2.17 QUALITY FRAMEWORK SET BY THE DECISION-MAKING BODY
In fourteen out of fifteen cases the quality framework is under the auspices of the
accreditation council, as follows:
• Nine agencies state explicitly that their accreditation council decides upon the
quality framework while supervising the compliance of these reference points
with the respective legal requirements (1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14).
• Even though the other three agencies do not make such a statement, they also
lay the decision-making upon the quality framework in the hands of the decisionmaking body, i.e. the accreditation council (5, 6, 15).
Two agencies have chosen a different policy:
• The University Accreditation Commission (Poland) states that it is in the first
place the evaluation team (peer group) which decides upon the quality framework.
• The Latvian accreditation agency HEQEC delegates the final decision upon the
quality framework to experts.
ACCREDITATION
COUNCIL

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

OTHER

i.e. national quality standards

(2) AAC (Austria)
(3) FHR (Austria)
(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(8) HAC (Hungary)
(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)
(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)

final approval by minister
minister approves legal acts; centre approves
methodical recommendations for evaluation.
standing committee of the board of accreditation

(13) NCAAA (Romania)
(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

minister approves legal acts; centre approves
methodical recommendations for evaluation.

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

HEA, NEAA & higher education institutions

33
(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

accreditation council & expert committees

(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

accreditation council proposes, higher education
institution representation comments,
ministry formally approves

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

experts; based on recommendation of HEQEC

(12) UAC (Poland)

peer group

= accreditation council decides on the basis of legal requirements
= accreditation council decides

3.2.18 DEFINITION OF SUBJECT-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
What is the quality of a study programme and/or an institutional unit in relation to
the standards of the respective discipline, i.e. the subject “benchmarks”? In a more
procedural sense, does the agent (or agency’s unit) have both the competency as well
as the legitimacy to develop such subject-specific standards or criteria?
In principle, the experts used by the CEEN agencies have the expertise in the
respective subject fields.
1. A number of accreditation agencies embrace in their organisation (subject-specific)
standing expert committees, which in the following are listed as “internal
experts” (7, 8, 13).
2. In comparison, the “external experts” are in general those participating in
the external evaluation, i.e. in the peer review of the evaluation/accreditation
procedure (2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 12).
3. In one case, it is the academic association that formulates the subject criteria (14).
In another case, an (external) expert group is being appointed by the Rectors’
Conference (15).
4. In two cases, the criteria/standards are not academically marked: (a) as state
requirements, they may (or may not) have been developed by academics (5); (b) as
professional standards, they may (or may not) have been developed by professional
bodies (9).
5. Regardless of which actor has developed the specific subject criteria/standards,
in a number of cases they will be approved by the state (9, 10, 14, 15).
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ACCREDITATION
ORGANISATION

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

EXTERNAL
EXPERTS/PEERS

OTHER

mixed group:
international
consultation
included

(2) AAC (Austria)

peers

(3) FHR (Austria)
(4) AQA (Austria)

state requirements
(public universities)
accreditation requirements
(Fachhochschulen, private
universities)

expert committee

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

state requirements

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

peers

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)

expert committees

(8) HAC (Hungary)

expert committees

peers

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

professional standards;
state approved

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

ministry together with
agency and experts

(11) HEQEA (Rep. of Macedonia)
(12) UAC (Poland)
(13) NCAAA (Romania)

peers
expert committees

(14) NAC (Russian Federation)
(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

academic assoc.;
state approved
expert committees

peers

3.2.19 SELECTION OF EXPERTS
There is no clear cut definition of what an “expert” is. Agencies rather trust the
experience and expertise of their own bodies, selecting, nominating, and appointing
the experts. The selection of experts is done by standing expert committees that
guarantee full objectivity in decision-making; or by the accreditation council. Proposals
given by the institution to be accredited will usually be recognised.
The experts’ key features are closely connected with their academic status, i.e. their
academic reputation and expertise.
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(15) ACSR/Slovak Republic

(14) NAC/Russian Federation

(13)NCAAA/Romania

(12) UAC/Poland

(10) CQAHE/Lithuania

(11) HEQEA/Rep. of Macedonia

(9) HEQEC/Latvia

(8) HAC/Hungary

(7) ACQUIN/Germany

(6) ACCR/Czech Republic

(5) NEAA/Bulgaria

(3) FHR/Austria

(2) AAC/Austria

(1) AAAHE/Albania

WHAT KIND OF EXPERIENCE/ EXPERTISE IS REQUIRED FROM THE EXPERTS?

high (academic) reputation & expertise
independence/external status/impartiality
residence/” foreigness”
expertise/experience in quality procedures
professional position high professional level
specialisation in the subject field
stakeholder status
WHO IDENTIFIES/SELECTS THE EXPERTS?

higher education institutions
ministry
professional societies
experts selected from a database
standing/expert committees
accreditation council
crucial

possible

ENQA criteria 4.13-4.15: Quality assurance processes and procedures
The processes and procedures used by the agency are pre-defined and publicly available.
These processes and procedures will normally include:
• a self-assessment or equivalent procedure by the subject of the quality assurance
process;
• an external assessment by a group of experts, and site visits as decided by the agency;
• publication of a report, including any judgements, recommendations or other formal
outcomes;
• a follow-up procedure to review actions taken by the subject of the quality assurance
process in the light of any recommendations contained in the report.
The agency may develop and use other processes and procedures for particular purposes.
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The CEEN agencies have processes and procedures in place which will be briefly
summarised in the following. Not only the processes and procedures are pre-defined,
but also the possible format of results of an accreditation decision and their (legal)
consequences. The publication of the results is handled differently in the different
systems. In the quality assessment the CEEN agencies apply quality criteria which show
a discernible degree of convergence.
3.2.20 VISIBILITY OF PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES
All agencies confirm that both their assessment criteria and their processes and
procedures are publicly available. This information will usually be published on the
website of the respective agencies. For general overview visit the CEEN website:
http://www.ceenetwork.hu. All CEEN agencies are aware that they should provide the
above mentioned documents in English, even if they have not accomplished this yet.
3.2.21 BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS
A comparison of the brief descriptions of the respective accreditation processes shows
a high convergence towards a four-step approach:
1. step: self-evaluation plus self-evaluation report provided by the higher education
institution
2. step: external evaluation (usually a site-visit)
3. step: evaluation report
4. step: decision-making by accreditation council (in some cases to be approved by
the ministry)
Still, there are some interesting variations, three of which follow:
(a) In preliminary accreditation, where programmes are granted the right to begin
operation, the Hungarian Accreditation Committee has an external evaluation
procedure for study programmes to be established or launched that does not
include a site-visit: “New programmes to be established or launched are evaluated
via a written application package” (8).
(b) The National Council for Academic Assessment and Accreditation (Romania)
offers distinct procedures for different purposes:
• “provisional operation license (authorisation) for the newly established
programmes or institutions;
• proper accreditation (3 years after a study cycle from the moment of getting the
provisional operation licence);
• periodic quality evaluation every five years for the accredited institutions (13)”
(c) The Austrian Fachhochschule Council (FHR) has installed separate accreditation
procedures both for the accreditation of new programmes and the reaccreditation of existing programmes, the main difference being the assessment
of the implementation of recommendations for quality enhancement.
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statement on the report and comments by
the expert committee
ACCREDITATION PROCEDURE

preparation of a final report (statement)
by the agency
presentation of all documents to the
accreditation council meeting for the decision
publication of results (decision)
reporting to the ministry about the process
and the decision
final approval of decision by rectors’ conference
final approval of the decision by the minister
of education, or the prime minister resp.
final decision by minister

(15) ACSR/Slovak Republic

report sent to the institution for comments

(14) NAC/Russian Federation

external report

(13)NCAAA/Romania

external evaluation without site visit

(12) UAC/Poland

external evaluation: site-visit

(11) HEQEA/Rep. of Macedonia

development of programme specific standards

(10) CQAHE/Lithuania

nomination of peers

(9) HEQEC/Latvia

studying of self-evaluation report

(8) HAC/Hungary

presentation of self-evaluation report

(7) ACQUIN/Germany

EVALUATION PROCEDURE

(6) ACCR/Czech Republic

project presentation

(5) NEAA/Bulgaria

consultation

(3) FHR/Austria

request from the higher education institution
or ministry of education for evaluation

(2) AAC/Austria

(1) AAAHE/Albania

PREPARATORY PHASE
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3.2.22 ASPECTS CONSIDERED IN THE EVALUATION OF INSTITUTIONS
What are the aspects considered in evaluating the quality of institutions? There are
both horizontal and vertical differences, i.e. between the agencies and the aspects,
which can be derived from the visualisation in the table. Moreover, this analysis of
aspects considered in the evaluation of institutions provides some hints concerning the
underlying quality concept of the agencies, which would be worthwhile to be further
explored, for example:
• Even though most of the agencies do consider mission statements as such, the
degree of realisation of mission and goals is not a really prevalent issue. Hence, the
concept of “quality as fitness for purpose” does not seem to be the predominant
one.
• Only five out of ten agencies do consider “stakeholder satisfaction” when
evaluating institutions. However, all agencies do consider students to be a highly
important stakeholder group to be considered in the evaluation.
The mere listing of aspects considered in the evaluation of the quality of higher
education institutions, as done here, does not really provide sufficient information for
the description of differences and similarities. It would be necessary to analyse the
aspects that at a first glance seem similar against those that seem different in order
to decide which ones are really decisive for the mutual recognition of procedures and
results.
(15) ACSR/Slovak Republic

not considered

(14) NAC/Russian Federation

considered

(13)NCAAA/Romania

satisfaction of stakeholders

The agency does not carry out institutional accreditations

funding

(12) UAC/Poland

degree of realisation of mission and goals

(11) HEQEA/Rep. of Macedonia

quality of research

(10) CQAHE/Lithuania

research policy and organisation

(9) HEQEC/Latvia

policy and decision making

(8) HAC/Hungary

quality of educ. activities

The agency does not carry out institutional accreditations

quality assurance mechanism

(7) ACQUIN/Germany

quality of staff

(6) ACCR/Czech Republic

management

(5) NEAA/Bulgaria

mission statement

(3) FHR/Austria

students

(2) AAC/Austria

(1) AAAHE/Albania
development, management, organisation of
educational activities
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In addition to the aspects and topics offered in the questionnaire, three of the agencies
gave additional comments:
• The Albanian Accreditation Agency for Higher Education listed additional
aspects considered in the evaluation procedure: “the admission policy, ECTS,
international cooperation, logistic and teaching infrastructure, etc.”
• The Austrian Accreditation Council pointed out differences between a first ex-ante
accreditation, and succeeding ex-post re-accreditation procedures: “Many outputcriteria are of relatively low relevance for the first accreditation procedures since
the AAC is faced with the situation that most of the accreditation procedures
are ex-ante, i.e. the institution does not yet exist and can only start when the
accreditation is granted. In the case of re-accreditation a stronger focus will be
laid on output-criteria.”
• The Hungarian Accreditation Committee refers to a shift of focus in its procedure
from a relative input orientation towards a stronger process and output/productorientation: “Most stress is on staff qualifications, curriculum structure and
content. In the second round of institutional accreditation, which was beginning
in 2004, more stress would be laid on institutional-level aspects, such as
management, quality assurance mechanism, decision-making, attained skills and
competencies, etc.” (8).
3.2.23 ASPECTS CONSIDERED IN THE EVALUATION OF PROGRAMMES
What are the aspects considered in evaluating the quality of study programmes? Again,
there are both horizontal and vertical differences, i.e. between the agencies and the
aspects considered.They can be seen in the table below.
Concerning the underlying quality concept of the agencies, there is a reaffirmation
that “client satisfaction” is not a relevant quality concept for the agencies. There
certainly is still some room to consider further elaboration and improvement of the
methodology (aspects and criteria) applied. For example, the “average graduation time”
is obviously not yet a common success indicator. However, considering the average
graduation time in the evaluation of the quality of a study programme may reveal
serious problems of mismanagement, of student advice etc. It may also reveal problems
in the employment perspectives of the graduates on the academic labour market. Again,
it would be necessary to analyse the applied criteria at the level of each individual
agency by an analysis of the evaluation guidelines, for example. The overview provided
here gives only a glimpse on the surface:
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student population (selection, recruitment,
preliminary education)
level of the programme (bachelor or master)
goals and aims of the programme
pass rate and drop out
domain-specific requirements/ standards
orientation: applied or scientific
didactic concept, didactic philosophy
internationalisation of the curriculum
international bench marking of the programme
average graduation time
opinion of the students about the programme
opinion of the staff about the programme
opinion of the alumni
opinion of society at large
considered

not considered

(15) ACSR/Slovak Republic

study load

(14) NAC/Russian Federation

expected qualifications

(13)NCAAA/Romania

teaching methods

(12) UAC/Poland

achieved standards

(11) HEQEA/Rep. of Macedonia The agency is about to start the accreditation of study programmes.

internal quality assurance procedures (1.11)

(10) CQAHE/Lithuania

quality of the facilities

(9) HEQEC/Latvia

quality of the staff

(8) HAC/Hungary

student assessments/examinations

(7) ACQUIN/Germany

student-work, research project,
practical training

(6) ACCR/Czech Republic

curriculum design

(5) NEAA/Bulgaria

coherence of the programme

(3) FHR/Austria

organisation of the programme

(2) AAC/Austria

(1) AAAHE/Albania

content of the programme
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The Albanian Accreditation Agency for Higher Education annotated to consider
additionally the following aspects: “access to the labour market and degree of
compliance of the graduates’ profile in terms of competences (degree) to the
labour market’s needs and expectations” (1). The Hungarian Accreditation Committee
commented: “Most stress was on staff qualifications and curriculum. Other aspects,
such as student opinion and graduation time were marginally considered. In the new
round that began in 2004, these and other output factors (e.g. alumni opinions) are
being considered more directly” (8).
The following table charts criteria related to the programme (and institutional)
assessment which might have an impact on the criteria as well as on the assessment,
evaluation and accreditation of degree programmes. Moreover, differences in the
application of these criteria and procedures may in turn have an impact on the
comparability and compatibility of the CEEN agencies’ activities.
(3) FHR/Austria

(6) ACCR/Czech Republic

(7) ACQUIN/Germany

(8) HAC/Hungary

(9) HEQEC/Latvia

(10) CQAHE/Lithuania

(12) UAC/Poland

(13)NCAAA/Romania

(14) NAC/Russian Federation

(15) ACSR/Slovak Republic

(11) HEQEA/Rep. of Macedonia

(2) AAC/Austria

(4) AQA (Austria)

(1) AAAHE/Albania

output criteria (%)

30

50

10

40

50

20

60

25

20

20

40

40

input criteria (%)

70

50

90

60

50

80

40

75

80

80

60

60

2

3

ex-post
ex-ante
distinction between professional vs.
academic institutions
distinction between professional vs.
academic degree programmes

1

National Qualifications Framework
Dublin descriptors
barchelor/master assesment
1

yes

no

only academic programmes
2
only Masters
3
in the near future
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The Bologna Process has influenced the structure in all CEEN national higher
education systems. As a consequence, all CEEN agencies are increasingly involved in
the assessment of the new Bachelors and Masters programmes.
The Dublin descriptors are in the majority of cases not (yet) the formal reference
point for the assessment of levels of degrees. A number of agencies state (a) that they
informally make use of them, (b) that the Dublin descriptors shall serve the programme
providers as reference points, (c) that the Dublin descriptors were taken into account
when the National Qualifications Framework was drafted, or (d) that the Dublin
descriptors serve as a reference point for the recognition of foreign degrees.
The European ministers of education committed themselves in Berlin, 18-19
September 2003, “to elaborate a framework of comparable and compatible
qualifications for their higher education systems, which should seek to describe
qualifications in terms of workload, level, learning outcomes, competences and profile.
They also undertake to elaborate an overarching framework of qualifications for
the European Higher Education Area. Within such frameworks, degrees should have
different defined outcomes. First and second cycle degrees should have different
orientations and various profiles in order to accommodate a diversity of individual,
academic and labour market needs. First cycle degrees should give access, in the
sense of the Lisbon Recognition Convention, to second cycle programmes. Second
cycle degrees should give access to doctoral studies.” As the CEEN agencies’ responses
make transparent, a number of national systems are currently developing a National
Qualifications Framework or will soon implement one (Albania, Austria, Germany,
Lithuania). Hungary has recently implemented a National Qualifications Framework
for the new Bachelors programmes. Where there already exists such a framework, its
function for quality assurance varies: in Poland, Romania and the Russian Federation
the compliance of programmes will be assessed against these (minimum) standards.
In the Czech Republic it serves so far only statistical and comparative international
purposes.
The distinction between a stronger professional/vocational/applied orientation and
a stronger scientific/academic/theoretical orientation is the only pertinent with respect
to degree programmes. In these cases, the respective CEEN agencies do not apply
different procedures or assessments, but they rather apply different requirements,
which are to be fulfilled by the respective programme. The Russian NAC is the only
agency applying different criteria for higher education institutions: “scientific/academic
institutions are comparable to universities and academies (university type), whereas
institutes (non-university type) refer to vocational institutions. The main requirements
for university type institutions are to carry out training and research activities and to be
the leading scientific centres in the sphere of their activities” (14).
Almost all CEEN agencies are involved in both ex-ante and ex-post evaluation and
accreditation activities. This finding corresponds with the analysis of the restricted
validity in time of accreditation decisions. In all those national quality assurance
systems, which have been established in the course of the Bologna Process, the CEEN
agencies do now undertake their first attempts in re-accreditation.
The ratio on input and output criteria is a somewhat difficult indicator. The purpose
of this question was to analyse in how far the CEEN agencies have started to
implement the “new” output/outcome orientation which is specifically emphasised by
some of the Bologna tools such as the ECTS. They have also started to consider the
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orientation towards employability as a category relevant to quality. The interpretation
of the information provided is accordingly difficult. However, the tendency towards
a stronger emphasis on input criteria becomes obvious in the self-description of the
CEEN agencies.
3.2.24 TYPES OF DECISIONS
The majority (eight) of the agencies provide three types of decisions:
(1) yes – accreditation
(2) no – non-accreditation
(3) conditional accreditation
ACQUIN provides the (fourth) possibility for a postponement of the final decision (7).
The Lithuanian agency has the possibility of a “restricted accreditation: the higher
education institution should present a plan of immediate measures for providing
students of the programme sufficient education. Admission of new students to such
programme is terminated. After the period of restricted accreditation the programme
itself is terminated” (10a).
Four agencies make a clear binary “yes/no” distinction. The Bulgarian NEAA
restricts this policy to projects, and awards the following grades for the accreditation of
programmes and/or institutions: “very good, good, satisfactory and unsatisfactory” (5).
The Albanian AAAHE states to use a flexible system for the formulation of decisions.
“Flexible decisions are used to change the status of higher education institution, to limit
an overcrowded institution, and to recommend to change within time limits, etc.” (1).
This is a procedure which seems quite similar to formulating provisos or conditions.

TYPES OF DECISIONS:

2, 3, 5 – for projects;
13 – in the case of accreditation

NO

YES
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12; 13 – in the case of period;
14 – assessment

CONDITIONAL

yes/no
(2) AAC (Austria)
(3) FHR (Austria)
(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)
(13) NCAAA (Romania)
yes/no/conditional
(6) ACCR (Czech Rep.)
(7) ACQUIN (Germany)
(8) HAC (Hungary)
(9) HEQEC (Latvia)
(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)
(12) UAC (Poland)
(13) NCAAA (Romania)
(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

44

3.2.25 CONSEQUENCES OF ACCREDITATION DECISIONS
The agencies have clearly defined sanctions in the case accreditation is being denied or
only awarded on conditional grounds.

CONDITIONAL ACCREDITATION

NON-ACCREDITATION

specific requirements set for a
certain deadline, which are then
reviewed on that ground: yes/no
decision

(6) ACCR
(CZECH REPUBLIC)

a positive accreditation combined
with clearly defined obligations
which the higher education
institution will have to fulfil within
a defined time-period

(7) ACQUIN
(GERMANY)

specific requirements set for a
certain deadline, which are then
reviewed

(8) HAC
(HUNGARY)

(accreditation for 2 years) higher
educational establishment receives
the same rights as after a yesdecision

(9) HEQEC
(LATVIA)

conditional accreditation:
(accreditation for 2-4 years) higher
educational establishment receives
the same rights as after a yesdecision
restricted accreditation:
HEI should present a plan of
immediate measures for providing
students of the programme
sufficient education. Admission of
new students to such programme
is terminated. After the period
of restricted accreditation the
programme itself is terminated

(10) CQAHE
(LITHUANIA)

restricted duration of
accreditation; request to repair
shortcomings

(14) NAC
(RUSSIAN FEDERATION)

neither funding
nor state acknowledgement of the
study programme (neither
enrolment nor examinations)
in general, neither funding
nor state acknowledgement of the
study programme

institution or programme may be
closed.
reorganisation or liquidation

termination of study programme
and elimination from state register
of teaching and study programmes

non-state higher education
institution: does not get rights
provided by legislation;
state higher education institution:
change of management or
reorganisation into branch of
another state higher education
institution
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(15) ACSR
(SLOVAK REPUBLIC)

ministry will suspend their validity
and shall invite the higher
education institution to
immediately take measures to
remove the shortcomings and to
submit a report of their results
within 1 year (or: denial of rights)

(2) AAC
(AUSTRIA)

institution is not allowed to
operate as university

(3) FHR
(AUSTRIA)

programme is not allowed to start
operation

(5) NEAA
(BULGARIA)

institutions (failing for the second
time) are not eligible for state
subsidy; may be closed down

(12) UAC
(POLAND)

no formal consequences because of
the character of the accreditation;
the aim of our accreditation is to
promote the education quality level
higher than the average

(13) NCAAA
(ROMANIA)

cancellation of the possibility to
organise and enrol students in the
study process, for the first year of
study, with the beginning of next
academic year
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3.2.26 RESTRICTED TIME VALIDITY
All agencies follow the principle of restricted validity. Hence, accreditation is a system
of recurrent quality assurance.
In general, the agencies make a distinction between institutional accreditation and
programme accreditation. In the case of programme accreditation; most agencies award
an accreditation for a 5-year period.
Depending on the accreditation decision, in the case of conditional accreditation
most agencies apply validity for a shorter period in time (e.g., if conditions still need
to be met).
NUMBER OF YEARS

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

depending on type of school (5 years max.)

(2) AAC (Austria)

first extension

(3) FHR (Austria)

5 years max.

(5) NEAA (Bulgaria)

2-5 years dep.
on grade

(6) ACCR
(Czech Republic)

max. 2 x reg. duration MA/MSc once 4-6 years

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)

5 years

(8) HAC (Hungary)

8 years max.for institutional accreditation; deadline for fulfilment of provisos

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

once

programme accredit.

(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

cond. + restrict.
2–4 max.

8 years full accreditation

(11) HEQEA
(Rep. of Macedonia)

5 years

(12) UAC (Poland)

cond. 2

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

5 years

(14) NAC
(Russian Federation)

max. 5 years

(15) ACSR
(Slovak Republic)

cond. 2

5 years

6 years

BA/BSc6-8 y.s
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3.2.27 REPORTING AND PUBLICATION
Every evaluation (procedure and result) is documented in a final report. All agencies
require a specific format for the final reports – some use checklists (e.g. 12), others
suggest and/or require the fulfilment of a specified table of contents (1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11,
12, 14), one agency requires a formal approval by vote (13).
The publication of results, however, is not very common. According to the
publication policies provided in this survey
• six agencies do not make the assessment results publicly available; the reports
will be exclusively transmitted to a defined audience such as the higher education
institutions themselves, the ministry, etc. (2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15)
• seven agencies do publish the assessment results (3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9) three of which
do so only partially by so far (e.g. only positive accreditation results or a summary
publicly available: 3, 7, 8, 10). In the new cycle, which began the time this report
was being drafted, the HAC publishes a full report (8).
• the Austrian Fachhochschule Council has found an interesting solution for the
publication of reports: it will publish the evaluation results on the basis of the
consent of the course providing body. If there is no consent, the FHR will publish
the information indicating that the result of the evaluation is not public because
there is no consent from the course provider (3).
One of the agencies not publishing the reports refers to “legal restrictions” that prevent
publication (2).
The majority of agencies state explicitly that the report will be handed over to the
evaluated higher education institution.
Full
No
Partial

ENQA Criteria 4.16/4.17: Accountability procedures
The agency will have in place procedures for its own accountability which include the
following:
1. a published policy for the assurance of its own quality, made available on its website;
2. documentation which demonstrates that:
• its processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance;
• it has in place, and enforces, a no-conflict-of-interest mechanism in the work of its
external experts;
• it has reliable mechanisms that ensure the quality of any activities and material
produced by subcontractors, if some or all of the elements in its quality assurance
procedure are subcontracted to other parties;
• it has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include an internal
feedback mechanism; an internal reflection mechanism; and an external feedback
mechanism in order to inform and underpin its own development and improvement
3. a mandatory cyclical external review of its activities at least once every five years
which includes a report on its conformity with the membership criteria of the
Association.
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The agency pays careful attention to its declared principles at all times, and ensures both
that its requirements and processes are managed professionally and that its judgements
and decisions are reached in a consistent manner, even if the judgments are formed by
different groups.
3.2.28 QUALITY ASSURANCE OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE AGENCIES
The quality assurance of the (external) quality assurance agencies has become a major
concern in the recent European debates. The agency’s own accountability will need to
be demonstrated in a reliable and transparent way. This ENQA criterion will certainly
have a strong impact on the agencies’ activities. The information provided makes it
clear, however, that the internal quality assurance mechanisms are closely connected
with agency’s processes and procedures, its information and publication policy, its own
management and strategy etc., that will be commented on in other paragraphs of this
survey. Accordingly:
• All CEEN agencies are aware of their own responsibility as regards the quality.
• All of them list individual mechanisms which they have in place in order to
avoid conflicts of interest, to ensure transparency and consistency in all of their
activities – notably in decision-making – to monitor their own achievements and
to receive internal or external feedback.
The German agency ACQUIN (7) has the following quality mechanisms:
“– organisational structure including feedback lines between various bodies of the
organisation;
– annual meetings of Standing Expert Committees (SEC) and Accreditation
Commission;
– no conflict of interest mechanisms regarding the external experts (higher education
institution may contradict before the external experts are nominated);
– annual reports to the general assembly and public;
– statement of higher education institutions after external assessment on adequateness
of peer group and assessment;
– statement by SEC after external assessment on adequateness of external assessment
and reporting
– transparent reporting on external experts, outcome of decision;
– regular supervision of fulfilment of conditions (internal databases and listing);
– cyclical external review by German Accreditation Council in German accreditation
system.”
• Some agencies do already have experience with self-evaluations and external
reviews (3, 8, 9, 14).
The Hungarian agency HAC (8) stated:
“The HAC conducted a detailed self-evaluation in 1999, then the next one in 2003.
In between, thorough informal and formal discussions were held in relation to
making the Strategic Plan in 2001-2002. In the Secretariat individual self-assessments
and also a satisfaction survey were made in 2003 (formal, documented). The next
staff survey is scheduled for end of 2004 – beginning of 2005. A full scale survey
among stakeholders (higher education institutions) was made in 1999.The HAC was
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evaluated by an external panel of experts organised by the CRE in 1999-2000. The
report, together with the self-evaluation, was published and made available on the
internet, too (http://www.mab.hu/english/doc/extevalh.doc ).”
• Another group of agencies plan their (first) external review for the near future
(2, 7).
• Most agencies indicate that they do not yet have a published quality policy (e.g.
on their website). These policies as well as other documents describing the quality
assurance system to be applied are now being prepared. The Polish University
Accreditation Commission and the Macedonian Evaluation Agency state to have
published their quality policy on their websites.
• The reporting to the general assembly is an important tool in the internal quality
assurance (7, 12, 13).
• The individual quality assurance mechanisms in place are partly formal, partly
informal, and partly documented (10).
• The CEEN agencies are in principle very much concerned with the quality of their
own work; the collaboration with so-called subcontractors is rather the exception
(possibility envisaged by 7).
According to the agencies self-perception, in most cases the individual measures –
though necessary and important for the quality of quality assurance –,do not constitute
a complete picture, i.e. a comprehensive quality assurance system. For the CEE network
the discussion and analysis of possible models of a comprehensive internal quality
assurance system will certainly be a valuable topic on the agenda in the near future.
ENQA-criterion 4.18: Appeal system
If the agency makes formal quality assurance decisions, or judgments which have formal
consequences, it has an appeal system. The nature and procedures of the appeals system
will be determined in the light of the constitution of the agency.
3.2.29 ELEMENTS OF AN APPEAL SYSTEM AND
ARRANGEMENTS FOR APPEAL
All agencies provide certain elements of an appeal system. The respective procedure
will always depend on the grounds for appeal. These grounds for appeal may in turn
cover all components of evaluation, as the Romanian NCAA stresses (13). In most cases,
the appeal to a court of justice will be the ultimate solution. In a number of cases the
appeal shall be presented to the respective ministry of education.
Regarding the adequacy of the appeal arrangements, the collaboration in the CEE
network may provide a good ground for exchange of experiences and practices.
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GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

(1) AAAHE (Albania)

PROCEDURES FOR APPEAL

No existing appeal system so far; complaints such as composition of
peer group, conflict of interest and peer review report will be
reflected upon.

(2) AAC (Austria)

Course providing body may
appeal to Supreme Court of
Administration or Constitution.

(3) FHR (Austria)

If institutions believe that the
approval decision of FH Council
is not in accordance with the law.

The – not yet final – negative
decisions will be forwarded to
institution for statement; course
providing body may appeal to
public court of administration
or constitution.

(6) ACCR (Czech Republic)

If institutions believe that
formal, legal aspects are the
issue of disagreement, legal
administrative procedures follow.

The ministry of education,
youth and sports is the
administrative body of appeal.
Comments of the institution
will be published with the
report.

(7) ACQUIN (Germany)

Composition of expert group;
conflict of interest; and
evaluation procedure/outcome.

Institutions are requested to
present their suspicion
regarding conflict of interest
before final nomination of
peer group.
Institution may comment on the
evaluation report (including
procedure and outcome);
standing expert committee will
on this basis comment on
adequacy of evaluation
procedure.
Objectivity of accreditation
commission in decision-making
guarantees fair results.
Appeal is possible on three
levels:
1. ACQUIN;
2. accreditation council;
3. court trial.

(8) HAC (Hungary)

Only on procedural grounds: if
actual procedure was perceived
not to comply to all regulations;
or judgement was made not
according to accreditation
criteria.

Addressed to the minister of
education and submitted to the
HAC, which forwards it to the
minister with all pertaining
documents. The minister can
require the HAC to repeat the
procedure.

(9) HEQEC (Latvia)

Conflict of interests; evaluation
procedure.

Higher education institution can
ask HEQEC to change experts
and to correct the report. It can
also ask the minister to change
the accreditation decision.
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(10) CQAHE (Lithuania)

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

PROCEDURES FOR APPEAL

The evaluation report (produced
by the experts) that does not
contain arguments.

There are several procedures for
appeal:
1. for new study programmes;
2. for establishment of new
higher education institution;
3. for external evaluation of
study programmes.

(11) HEQEA (Republic of Macedonia) expert panel
(12) UAC (Poland)

Conflict of interest is excluded:
the evaluated unit must accept
the chairman of the expert team
prior to procedure.

(13) NCAAA (Romania)

All the components of the
evaluation may be subjects of an
appeal: expert panel may be
revoked if an incompatibility is
proved, if procedures are not
followed, and if a conflict of
interest is indicated.

process

The procedures for appeal
include three levels:
1. NCAA;
2. ministry;
3. court trial.

(14) NAC (Russian Federation)

The higher education institution
receives evaluation report
before the discussion in the
Accreditation Board. If higher
education institution is not
satisfied with the report’s
results, it has the right to
withdraw the application for
accreditation.

(15) ACSR (Slovak Republic)

In the process of the assessment
the rector of the institution may
express opinion on it based on
the evaluation report. The
institution’s opinion must be
taken into account by law.

ENQA criteria 4.19-4.20 Membership
The agency agrees to abide by the regulations of the Association, and by the decisions of
the General Assembly and the Board.
The Agency is not in arrears with its subscription. Any agency in arrears of more than
months will be informed of this and requested to pay its subscription. An agency which
remains in default will be reported to the next meeting of the Board. The Board will decide
what action, if any, including exclusion from the Association, will be taken.
These two final ENQA membership criteria concern the membership of each individual
agency in the Association and will not be subject to this survey.
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4. Conclusions
In their statement on the Berlin communiqué, the CEEN members declared: “The
members of the CEE Network consider it their duty to work out a roadmap for setting
up the methodology for future mutual recognition of their respective accreditation
systems.”
The CEEN members now have to identify ways and means for the achievement of
this objective. “This requires a gradual harmonising of the standards and procedures
of evaluation and quality assurance, always taking into account the historical and social
context of the given country.”. The consequent convergence will therefore need to take
both the national background as well as the “external”, i.e. European developments
and discussions, into consideration. In the light of this, the mutual recognition within
the CEEN will be only one part of the journey. The mutual recognition of decisions
between all European agencies that fulfil the European standards will be the ultimate
destination.
The process of change – which is necessary for convergence – will need a clearly set
agenda, with set objectives and milestones. The fulfilment of the agenda, will take time.
“The CEEN emphasises that the pace of introducing procedures for mutual recognition
must be such that the standard of quality of the criteria and methodologies to be set
is not impaired.”
The CEEN may wish to use this survey in order to aid the identification of the
action lines to be followed. It will also be necessary for individual agencies to set their
own priorities for action. The CEEN agencies can support each other by giving advice
and exchanging experiences. This survey may serve as a “catalogue” of examples, from
which the CEEN agencies may gain new ideas and insights.
In the concluding CEEN workshop held in Poznan, 28-29 May 2005, the CEEN
members discussed this survey and agreed to intensify the Network’s actions towards
the achievement of the European standards adopted by the ministers in Bergen. The
CEE network proposed to the Board of the European Association for Quality Assurance
in Higher Education (ENQA) that the present survey would be published in the series
of ENQA occasional reports. The funding for the publication would come from the CEE
network. The ENQA Board approved the proposal.
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Appendices
1: GLOSSARY
The first questionnaire contained definitions of three technical terms, which were to
ensure the comparability of the agencies’ replies:
• The term “agency” refers to an administrative centre, which organises external
evaluation and accreditation.
“council” denotes the body taking evaluation and accreditation decisions.
The two bodies may constitute one organisation or two separate organisations.
• The term “evaluation” refers to the set of questions and procedures for
scrutinising the quality of institutions and/or study programmes, which may or
may not lead to an accreditation decision. “external evaluation” is carried
out by a body other than the evaluated institution or its unit, while “internal
evaluation” is done by the body itself to check and assure its own quality on a
one-time or ongoing basis.
• “accreditation” refers to the decision about the quality of an institution and/or
programme, which is based on evaluation. Accreditation is practised in all CEEN
member countries.
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2: FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE TO CEE ACCREDITATION AGENCIES
The purpose of this survey is to get a picture of quality assurance practices in the
member agencies of the CEE Network. It is a first step toward exploring the possibilities
for mutual recognition of agencies on a bi- or multi-lateral basis. The survey seeks to
chart the national concepts underlying quality assurance, specifically external evaluation
and accreditation, in each country, and to analyse the link between the concept and
the actual practice of evaluation and accreditation. Comparing the data from the
survey should provide an indication of the common denominators in evaluation and
accreditation practices and consequently about the feasibility of mutual recognition for
CEE Network member agencies.
Definition of terms
The term “agency” is used to mean the administrative centre, which organises
external evaluation and accreditation. “council” denotes the body taking evaluation
and accreditation decisions. The two bodies may constitute one organisation or two
separate organisations.
The term “evaluation” is used to mean the set of questions and procedures for
scrutinising the quality of institutions and/or study programmes, which may or may not
lead to an accreditation decision. “external evaluation” is carried out by a body other
than the evaluated institution or its unit, while “internal evaluation” is done by the
body itself to check and assure its own quality on a one-time or ongoing basis.
“accreditation” means the decision about the quality of an institution and/or
programme, which is based on evaluation. Accreditation is practised in all CEE
Network member countries.
Please read through the survey before answering.
Name of the agency:
Name of council (if separate):
Contact person:
Concept of accreditation
What sectors are covered by your council/agency (private HEIs, universities, non-university
institutions, private, public, etc.)?

What is the highest-level authorisation for conducting accreditation in your country and/or
your agency/council? Provide the name of the law, other legislation or agreement.
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How is the independence of the accreditation organisation assured? How is the
independence of the members of the accreditation council assured?

Who appoints the members of the accreditation council? How many members are in the
accreditation council? Are they appointed full-time or part-time? What is the term of
appointment (number of years)?

Are the members of the accreditation council only academics? If not, what sectors of society
and the economy are they from and how are they delegated and elected? Does it have
foreign members?

What is the decision-making hierarchy in your accreditation system (external evaluators,
standing expert committees, agency, council, ministry)?

Who makes the final accreditation decision (council and/or ministry/parliament, other)?
Are there legal or other limitations for a final decision if it is different than the council’s
decision?

Please provide a definition or description of accreditation in your context.

Object of accreditation: institutional accreditation, programme accreditation or a
combination?
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Describe the relationship between evaluation and accreditation at your agency/council?

Is there internal quality assurance in place in your system? If yes, what is the link with the
external evaluation/accreditation?

Do you involve students in your accreditation process? If yes, how?

Do you have an internal quality assurance/certification system for your agency?

Does your agency have any co-operation with other agencies concerning accreditation
(mutual recognition of accredited institutions or subjects, mutually agreed on procedures,
others)?

What is the international involvement of your agency (memberships, conference
participation of council members and/or staff, joint projects, feedback to council and staff)?

The accreditation and assessment framework
Does the accreditation framework/protocol have criteria or descriptors for the level
Bachelor/Master? If so, enclose a copy of the descriptors.

Does your accreditation distinguish between professional/ vocational/applied and
scientific/academic? What are the criteria to make the distinction?
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Are the domain-specific/discipline/subject standards formulated by the accreditation
organisation or is the formulation left to the peer/experts?

What are the aspects considered in evaluating quality:
a. for institutional accreditation? (Cross the aspects or topics that are looked for)
mission statement
management
policy and decision making processes
quality of staff
students
funding
development and management/organisation of educational activities
quality of the educational activities
research policy and organisation
quality of research
quality assurance mechanism
degree of realisation of mission and achieving goals
satisfaction stakeholders
other aspects:
If clarification is needed:

b. for programme accreditation? (Cross the aspects or topics that are looked for)
the level of the programme (Bachelor or Master)
the orientation of the programme (applied or scientific)
the domain-specific requirements/standards
expected qualifications
the goals and aims of the programme
the content of the programme
the organisation of the programme
the coherence of the programme
study load
the didactic concept, didactic philosophy
teaching methods
the curriculum design
student-work, research project and/or practical training
student assessments/examinations
the student population (selection, recruitment, preliminary education)
quality of the staff
the quality of the facilities
internationalisation of the curriculum
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international bench marking of the programme
internal quality assurance procedures
the achieved standards
pass rate and drop out
average graduation time
opinion of the students about the programme
opinion of the staff about the programme
opinion of the alumni
opinion of society at large
other aspects, namely:
If clarification is needed:

Who decides upon the quality framework (as marked in question 2.4)?

Requirements set for the external assessments
If the evaluation preparing for your accreditation decision is done by another organisation, are
there requirements for the evaluating body (the EQA-agency)? If the evaluation is organised by
the accreditation organisation itself, what requirements are set to the evaluation?

What are the requirements concerning the expert teams? How do you select? How do you
assure independence, expertise and reliability of the committee? Are there international
experts involved?

Do you have specific requirements concerning the final report? Is all or part of it published?
If yes, by whom?

Briefly describe the accreditation process.
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Is accreditation compulsory? What are the consequences of the accreditation decision?

What decisions are made:
yes/no
yes/conditional/no
others:
What are the consequences of a no decision? What are the consequences of a conditional
decision?

How long is the accreditation valid?

Arrangements for appeal?

4. What is the impact of the Berlin Communiqué on quality assurance in your country on
the national level?
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3: SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE TO CEE ACCREDITATION AGENCIES
The purpose of this survey is to get a picture of quality assurance practices in the
member agencies of the CEE Network. It is a first step toward exploring the possibilities
for mutual recognition of agencies on a bi- or multi-lateral basis. One of the main
reference points will be the ENQA membership criteria as defined in the recent ENQA
Regulations (4 November 2004).
In order to validate and complete the first responses received from CEEN-members,
there are now three sets of questions to be answered for further clarification:
(1) questions arising from the recent ENQA membership criteria.
(2) questions arising from the first draft of the CEEN-survey.
(3) a request for a brief SWOT analysis (one or two pages max.)
Please read through the survey before answering.
Name of the agency:
Contact person: (name, email, phone-number)
Questions related to ENQA membership criteria
Do you have a publicly-available mission statement? Yes/No
– In which language is it available?
Under whose Authority was the agency founded/who has the ownership, i.e. who
establishes, who dissolve, who is responsible for the agency?

ENQA-membership will require that your agency is able to demonstrate the compliance to
criteria. One criterion relates to the “independence” of agencies: Where has your agency
faced problems concerning independence in the past? How will you overcome these?

THE ENQA MEMBERSHIP CRITERIA REQUIRE
The agency is independent to the extent both that it has autonomous responsibility for
its operations and that the judgments made in its reports cannot be influenced by third
parties such as higher education institutions, ministries or other stakeholders.
In order for the agency to be meet this criterion, it will need to be able to
demonstrate that:
• its operational independence from higher education institutions and governments
is guaranteed in official documentation (eg instruments of governance or
legislative acts);
• the definition and operation of its procedures and methods, the nomination and
appointment of external experts and the determination of the outcomes if its
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quality assurance processes are undertaken autonomously and independently from
governments, higher education institutions, and organs of political influence;
• while relevant stakeholders in higher education, particularly students/learners,
are consulted in the course of quality assurance processes, the final outcomes of
the quality assurance processes remain the responsibility of the agency.
Do you consider your agency’s both human and financial resources as adequate and
proportional to enable it to organise and run its external quality assurance processes in
an effective and efficient manner, with appropriate provision for the development of its
processes and procedures?
Yes/No/Comments
Are the processes and procedures used by your agency pre-defined and publicly available?
If yes, please state the source(s).

One question included in the CEEN-Questionnaire investigated the internal quality
assurance procedures. Question no 1.13: “Do you have an internal quality assurance/
certification system for your agency?” Please revise your contribution to the survey and be
more specific in how far you have adapted the mechanisms as described by ENQA. Please
list the elements of your internal QA system (you may characterize these as informal,
formal, documented, published etc.).

ENQA MEMBERSHIP CRITERIA STATE:
The agency will have in place procedures for its own accountability which include the
following:
1. a published policy for the assurance of its own quality, made available on its
website;
2. documentation which demonstrates that:
• its processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance;
• it has in place, and enforces, a no-conflict-of-interest mechanism in the work of
its external experts;
• it has reliable mechanisms that ensure the quality of any activities and material
produced by subcontractors, if some or all of the elements in its quality
assurance procedure are subcontracted to other parties;
• it has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include an internal
feedback mechanism; an internal reflection mechanism; and an external
feedback mechanism in order to inform and underpin its own development and
improvement
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3. a mandatory cyclical external review of its activities at least once every five years
which includes a report on its conformity with the membership criteria of the
Association.
CEEN-survey related additional questions
Which opportunities do you see with respect to the internationalisation of your activities?
In what way may your agency become active in the accreditations abroad?

Do you assess and accred new Bachelors and Masters programmes?
Yes
No
Do you make use of the Dublin descriptors?
Yes
No
Do you have a National Qualifications Framework and/or descriptors in your national
higher education system? How does it affect the accreditation criteria and/or procedure?
Yes
No
Do you have separate accreditation procedures and/or requirements for professional/
vocational/ applied and scientific/academic…
(1) …degree programmes?
(2) …institutions?
If yes, please give comments.

Yes
Yes

No
No

Please categorize your evaluation and accreditation activities:
• ex-ante evaluation/accreditation:
Yes
No
• ex-post evaluation/accreditation:
Yes
No
Please estimate your evaluation and accreditation criteria in terms of input versus output
(percentage):
• input criteria (e.g. number of staff, equipment etc):
%
• output criteria (e.g. number of graduates, employment of graduates, publications
etc.):
%
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Please do specify your arrangements for appeal:
• grounds for appeal (expert panel, evaluation procedure, conflict of interest etc.)
• procedures for appeal (process, structure, organisation, decision-making etc.)
SWOT-analysis
Please provide a brief, one or two page SWOT analysis of your agency. It should describe
your Strengths (what do you consider your achievements?), your Weaknesses (what
items or features of your agency would you like to improve?), Opportunities (what
are the internally and externally determined possibilities that you can take advantage
of?), and Threats (what internal and external constraints do you encounter?). Again,
please keep in mind the ENQA criteria as your terms of reference in answering these
questions.
Miscellaneous
To assist us in understanding your background and accreditation system we kindly ask
you to send us your standards and criteria, preferably in English, otherwise a translation
of sample sections plus the table of contents would be highly appreciated.
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4: CODE SYNOPSIS

ENQA CRITERIA FOR
MEMBERSHIP (4 NOVEMBER
2004)

EUA’S QA POLICY POSITION
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE
BERLIN COMMUNIQUÉ:
STANDARDS

Table of
contents

CODE OF GOOD PRACTICE
FOR THE MEMBERS OF ECA

1. The accreditation
organisation
2. The accreditation
procedures
3. The accreditation
standards (total: 17 Standards
+questions+points of
reference)

Target group

Full membership of the
Association is open to quality
assurance agencies in the field
of higher education, from
Bologna Process signatory
states, which fulfil all of the
criteria contained in
paragraphs 4.7. - 4.20. below.
The Board may modify the
details of the procedures at
its discretion.

Activities

4.7. The agency undertakes
external quality assurance
processes (at institutional or
programme level) on a regular
basis. These may involve
evaluation, review, audit,
assessment, accreditation or
other similar activities and
are part of the core functions
of the agency.

The accreditation
procedures:
13. Must be undertaken at
institutional and/or
programme level on a regular
basis.

Official status 4.8. The agency is formally
recognised as an organisation
with responsibilities for
external quality assurance by
competent public authorities
in the European Higher
Education Area and has an
established legal basis.

The accreditation
organisation:
2. Is recognised as a national
accreditation body by the
competent public authorities.

Resources

4.9. The agency has adequate
and proportional resources,
both human and financial, to
enable it to organise and run
its external quality assurance
process(es) in an effective and
efficient manner, with
appropriate provision for the
development of its processes
and procedures.

STANDARD 6: quality
assurance and accreditation
(QA & A) agencies will have
internal quality processes in
place and will have to go
through an external review on
a cyclical basis, in terms of the
adequacy of their resources
and their impact on
institutions.

The accreditation
organisation:
5. Has adequate and credible
resources, both human and
financial.
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Mission
statement

4.10. The agency has a publiclyavailable statement, describing
the goals and objectives of its
quality assurance processes,
the division of labour with
relevant stakeholders in higher
education, especially the
higher education institutions,
and the cultural and historical
context of its work. The
statement will make clear that
external quality assurance
process is a major activity of
the agency and that there
exists a systematic approach
to achieving its goals and
objectives. There is also
documentation to demonstrate
how the statement is translated
into a clear policy and
management plan.

Independence 4.11. The agency is independent
to the extent both that it has
autonomous responsibility for
its operations and that the
judgments made in its reports
cannot be influenced by third
parties such as higher
education institutions,
ministries or other
stakeholders.

4.12. In order for the agency to
be meet this criterion, it will
need to be able to demonstrate
that:
• its operational independence
from higher education
institutions and governments
is guaranteed in official
documentation (e.g.
instruments of governance or
legislative acts);
• the definition and operation
of its procedures and methods,
the nomination and
appointment of external
experts and the determination
of the outcomes of its quality
assurance processes are
undertaken autonomously and
independently from
governments, higher education
institutions, and organs of

The accreditation
organisation:
1. Has an explicit mission
statement.

STANDARD 4: QA & A
procedures will assure public
accountability by including
stakeholders in the process,
communicating the results to
the public. The QA procedures
should be independent, in
terms of their outcomes, of
governments, interest groups
and individual higher
education institutions.

The accreditation
organisation:
3. Must be sufficiently
independent from
government, from higher
education institutions as well
as from business, industry
and professional associations.

The accreditation
procedures:
12. Accreditation procedures
and methods must be defined
by the accreditation
organisation itself.
15. Must guarantee the
independence and
competence of the external
panels or teams.
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Independence

political influence;
• while relevant stakeholders
in higher education,
particularly students/learners,
are consulted in the course of
quality assurance processes,
the final outcomes of the
quality assurance processes
remain the responsibility of
the agency.

External
quality
assurance
processes
used by the
agencies

4.13. The processes and
procedures used by the agency
are pre-defined and publicly
available.

STANDARD 5: QA & A
procedures will follow guidelines that are transparent to
the public and higher
education institutions.
The QA processes will have
specified and fair appeals
procedures.

The accreditation standards:
17. Must be made public and
be compatible with European
practices taking into account
the development of agreed
sets of quality standards.

4.14. These processes will
normally include:
1. a self-assessment or
equivalent procedure by the
subject of the quality
assurance process;
2. an external assessment by a
group of experts, including,
as appropriate, (a) student
member(s), and site visits as
decided by the agency;
3. publication of a report,
including any judgements,
recommendations or other
formal outcomes;
4. a follow-up procedure to
review actions taken by the
subject of the quality
assurance process in the
light of any recommendations
contained in the report.

STANDARD 3: QA & A
procedures will be geared at
enhancement, which means
that they will prompt
institutions to develop internal
quality measures and will
emphasise self-evaluation as
a key step in the procedure.

The accreditation
procedures:
14. Must include selfdocumentation/-evaluation
by the higher education
institution and external
review (as a rule on site).

4.15. The agency may develop
and use other processes and
procedures for particular
purposes.

STANDARD 4: QA & A
procedures will assure public
accountability by including
stakeholders in the process,
communicating the results to
the public. The procedures
should be independent, in
terms of their outcomes, of
governments, interest groups
and individual higher
education institutions.

The accreditation
organisation:
9. Informs the public in an
appropriate way about
accreditation decisions.
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Accountability 4.16. The agency will have in
procedures
place procedures for its own
accountability which include
the following:
1. a published policy for the
assurance of its own quality,
made available on its website;
2. documentation which
demonstrates that:
• its processes and results
reflect its mission and goals of
quality assurance;
• it has in place, and enforces,
a no-conflict-of-interest
mechanism in the work of its
external experts;
• it has reliable mechanisms
that ensure the quality of any
activities and material
produced by subcontractors,
if some or all of the elements
in its quality assurance
procedure are subcontracted
to other parties;
• it has in place internal quality
assurance procedures which
include an internal feedback
mechanism; an internal
reflection mechanism; and an
external feedback mechanism
in order to inform and underpin its own development and
improvement
3. a mandatory cyclical
external review of its activities
at least once every five years
which includes a report on its
conformity with the membership criteria of the Association.
Miscellaneous 4.17. The agency pays careful
attention to its declared
criteria
principles at all times, and
ensures both that its
requirements and processes
are managed professionally
and that its judgements and
decisions are reached in a
consistent manner, even if the
judgments are formed by
different groups.

STANDARD 6: QA & A
agencies will have internal
quality processes in place and
will have to go through an
external review ,on a cyclical
basis, in terms of the
adequacy of their resources
and their impact on
institutions.

The accreditation
organisation:
8. Can demonstrate public
accountability, has public and
officially available policies,
procedures, guidelines and
criteria.
6. Has its own internal
quality assurance system that
emphasises its quality
improvement.
7. Has to be evaluated
externally on a cyclical basis.

The accreditation
organisation:
4. Must be rigorous, fair and
consistent in decision-making.
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4.18. If the agency makes
formal quality assurance
decisions, or judgments which
have formal consequences,
it has an appeal system. The
nature and procedures of the
appeals system will be
determined in the light of the
constitution of the agency.

STANDARD 5: QA & A
procedures will follow guidelines that are transparent to
the public and higher
education institutions. The
processes should have
specified and fair appeals
procedures.

The accreditation
organisation:
11. A method for appeal
against its decisions is
provided.

4.19. The agency agrees to
abide by the regulations of the
Association.
4.20. The agency is not in
arrears with its subscription.
The procedures for an agency
in arrears will be decided by
the Board.
International
collaboration

The accreditation
organisation:
12. Collaborates with other
national, international and/or
professional accreditation
organisations.

Quality
enhancement

STANDARD 3: QA & A
The accreditation procedures:
procedures will be geared at
16. Must be geared at
enhancement, which means
enhancement of quality.
that they will prompt
institutions to develop
internal quality measures and
will emphasise self-evaluation
as a key step in the procedure.
STANDARD 1: QA & A
procedures will promote
institutional autonomy and
diversity and foster innovation
by evaluating institutions
against their mission and
strategic plans.
STANDARD 2: QA & A
procedures will promote
organisational quality.

