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1 Introductions 

 

“Quality is never an accident. It is always the result of intelligent effort” 
  John Ruskin 

 
The Review – Evaluation of the Quality of the Activity conducted by ARACIS 
was drafted at the request of the ARACIS Board between January and April 
2017, through a survey in higher education institutions and among evaluators 
registered with the ARACIS Registry, for the purpose of evaluating the quality 
of the activity carried out as part of the external evaluation process and its 
impact in the academic environment. 
The main purpose of the research consists in bringing improvements to the 
higher education quality evaluation conducted by ARACIS and consolidation 
of quality management in higher education institutions. 
To reach the main objective of the review, two surveys were carried out, both 
representative at system level: 

a) a survey of the opinion of higher education institutions with regard to 
the quality of the activities carried out in the external evaluation 
process conducted by ARACIS; 

b) a survey of the opinion of the evaluators in the ARACIS Registry with 
regard to the role of the agency in the development of the higher 
education in the future.  

It is essential to have thorough knowledge of the perceptions of university 
management – the primary subjects of the institutional organization and 
development process and the perceptions of the evaluators in the ARACIS 
Registry concerning the opinion on the quality of the activity carried out by 
ARACIS and the identification of quality-related risks and trends in higher 
education in Romania, in order to make the internal/external evaluation 
process more efficient and to develop new standards/indicators/quality 
assurance procedures. 
For this purpose, two questionnaires were used, acknowledged both by the 
international academic environment and by the business environment: the 
HETQMEX model -  an evaluation tool for higher education and the 
SERVQUAL model – a service quality evaluation tool. 
A quality measuring tool for the activity of ARACIS1 was created starting 
from the dimensions of these two models, along with the development of 
items specific to ARACIS by the team of researchers. 
The logic succession of questionnaires, from particular aspects (leadership, 
teamwork, ownership of problems etc.) to general aspects (identification of 

                                                 
1
 This tool is the intellectual property of ARACIS.  
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quality-related risks and trends in higher education) gives the reader insight 
on the complexity of the evaluation and the expectations for the purpose of 
quality assurance in the national higher education system. 
The statistical analysis of the dimensions/ items obtained with the help of the 
two questionnaires provides an accurate perspective on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the Agency’s current activity and identifies the most significant 
correlations occurring among client satisfaction items. 
We hope that, by knowing the complexity and interdependency of the 
phenomena in the process of quality evaluation and assurance, the 
management structures of the higher education institutions and the 
evaluators in the ARACIS Registry will become better aware of the need to 
develop and internal quality culture and to be directly involved in the 
implementation of mechanisms to assure and increase the quality of 
education processes. 
We believe that the Review could be a useful guide and a findings tool meant 
to increase the efficiency of the quality evaluation process to contribute to the 
improvement of the National Higher Education System. 
 
The authors would like to thanks all those who contributed or will contribute 
to the improvement of the content and quality of this research, through 
suggestions or proposals.  
 
 

The authors 
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2 Methodological aspects  

The research dossier and the results of the organizational, technical and 
methodological process of the research reflect the following findings: 
 

Items Description 
Objectives of 
the research 

a) survey of the opinion of universities with regard to the 
quality of the activities carried out in the external 
evaluation process conducted by ARACIS; 
b) a survey of the opinion of the evaluators in the ARACIS 
Registry with regard to the role of the agency in the 
development of the higher education in the future.  
 

Method of 
observation 

Statistical survey 
Two mirroring questionnaires for: 
Batch A – for the management of the universities (Rectors, 

Prorectors, Deans) – external evaluation (Annex 1)2 
Batch B – for ARACIS evaluators (teachers and students), 

members of the RNE having participated in at least one 
evaluation –internal evaluation/ self-evaluation (Annex 
2) 3 

Size of sample The sample is representative for the higher education system.  
Batch A – 626 respondents from the University environment, 
validated questionnaires  – 576:   

- Public universities – 441 validated questionnaires out of 
466; 

- Private universities – 135 validated questionnaires out of 
160. 

Batch B – 328 respondents ARACIS evaluators, individuals 
participating in external evaluations, validated questionnaires  – 
303. 

- Evaluators - teachers – 277 / validated questionnaires  253; 
- Evaluators – students - 51 / validated questionnaires  50. 

Drafting of the 
questionnaires 

When drafting the questionnaires, the following models were 
used: 
the HETQMEX model – evaluation of quality management in higher 
education;  
the SERVQUAL model – evaluation of service quality.  

Observation/ 
Collection of 
data  

Information and distribution of the questionnaires (in a printed 
format and in an electronic format) to the two lots, by the ARACIS 
management. 
With the exception of the questionnaires issued by ANOSR and 

                                                 
2
 Annex 1. Questionnaire Batch A University Management 

3
 Annex 2. Questionnaire Batch B ARACIS Evaluators – teachers  
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UNSR students, the questionnaires of Batch A and Batch B – 
teachers, were sent to the respondents at cercetare@aracis.ro . 

 
Period of the 
research  

Period Activity 
10 Dec - 5 Jan 
2017 

Drafting of the questionnaires; 

6-10 Jan 2017 Testing of the questionnaires / data 
collection – minim eight individuals; 

16-17 Jan 2017 Informing the institutions and the presidents 
of the specialty commissions + RNE 
students;  

17– 31 Jan 2017 Follow-up on data collection at 
cercetare@aracis.ro ; 

1-27 Feb 2017 Centralization and processing of the data; 
1-30  March 
2017 

 

Analysis, interpretation and drafting of the  
research report; 

1-15 April 2017 Translation of the report into English. 

 
Research organization and coordination team 

Full name 
1. Bunoiu Mădălin – Member of the ARACIS Board 
2. Cherecheș Vlad – ANOSR Student, member of the ARACIS Board  
3. Cojocaru Dorian – Member of the ARACIS Board 
4. Gogu Emilia– Statistician, Evaluator of Committee 13 ID/IFR 

5. Mihai Florin – IT specialist,  Evaluator of Committee 13 ID/IFR 
6. Nicoleta Corbu – Member of the ARACIS Board 
7. Petrescu Iordan – President of ARACIS 
8. Simona Lache – Member of BEX - Coordinator 
9. Ștefan Stanciu – President of Committee 13 ID-IFR 
10. Tunsoiu Nicolae – UNSR Student , Member of the ARACIS Board  
 
Arguments in favor of submitting the questionnaires in a .doc format at the 
official address:   
Advantages related to the  fill-out of the questionnaires/ data collection: 

1. Ensuring that the questionnaires are filled out by the target group;  
2. Ensuring representativeness;  
3. Fill-out promptitude (two weeks); 
4. Facilitating the filling out of the questionnaires (friendly interface, possibility 

to return to fill-out, the habit of using the .doc format); 
5. Possibility of a broad elaboration on the responses to open-end questions;  
6. Possibility of better Batch monitoring; 
7. Possibility to verify the involvement of each of the permanent specialty 

commissions;  
8. Minimizing the risk of vandalizing of the database; 

mailto:cercetare@aracis.ro
mailto:cercetare@aracis.ro
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9. Consolidating/ improving the image of ARACIS, by direct involvement of the 
management in relation to the target groups (by email + by telephone). 

Disadvantages related to the fill-out of the questionnaires/ data collection: 
1. Semi-automated centralization, which requires time and human resources; 
2. An increased level of subjectivity from the respondents by over-appreciation of 

the activity of ARACIS, for “fear” of being identified4. On the other hand, this 
reluctance lead to a more careful reading of the open-end questions, more 
detailed responses, which resulted in a significant percentage of respondents – 
over 80%. Although the questionnaire was anonymous, almost 7% of those 
interviewed preferred to introduce themselves (full name, institution, personal 
signature etc.). 

The following was removed from the database: 

1. Questionnaires in which all items were assessed with a 10; 

2. Questionnaires where the deviations of the filter-questions was greater than 
+/- 5 (Q.1.6.45 -2*Q4.26 = maximum +/-5).  

The methodological and practical aspects used in this research  for the two types of 
analysis – quantitative and qualitative, are presented below. 

For this research, a typical selection (layered) was used, which is applied in the case 
of non-homogenous groups, of simple units, divided into groups (layers, sub-groups) 
as homogenous as possible, with highlighting of qualitative types (for example: Batch 
A – University management – regrouped per university of per ownership and Batch B 
ARACIS evaluators – regrouped per specialty committee).  

 

2.1 Techniques and methods used in the analysis of the HETQMEX and  
SERVQUAL dimensions 

Technics and statistical methods used in the analysis of the cardinal data: 
1. Average and variation sizes. Sections I and II of the questionnaire 

a. Average level per item/ dimensions; 
b. Homogeneity per items/ dimensions; 
c. Amplitude of variation – minimum and maximum lever per item / 

dimensions; 
d. Amplitude of variation - minimum/ maximum level per specialty 

committee/ university. 
2. Descriptive statistics; 
3. Simple/ multiple correlation method; 
4. The row method; 

                                                 
3 Taking into account the potential subjectivity of the respondents, the processing and analysis 

team used specific statistical methods and techniques, meant to minimise the risk.. 
5
 Q.1.6.4 Comments and recommendations in the external evaluation process lead to an increase in 

the quality of the education process. (from 1 to 10) 
6
 Q4.2. The activity conducted by ARACIS lead to an increase in the quality of the higher education 

system. (from 1 to 5) 
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5. The correlation matrix method; 
6. Structure sizes/ Respondent structure regarding identification data 

 

Data processing  according to the  dimensions of the HETQMEX model – 
Quality-focused management in ARACIS 

 
HETQMEX 
dimensions 

Statement 
/ Item  

Item average  Item 
average 
Gap 

Average Dimension  Dimension 
gap 

University 
Management  

ARACIS 
Evaluator  

 

Univ. 
Management 

ARACIS 
Evaluators 

1. Leadership 
         

  
  

       

2. Commitment 
         

  
  

       

3. Total 
Beneficiary 
Satisfaction 

       

    

4. Continuous 
involvement 

         
  

  

       

5. Training and 
education 

       
    

6. Ownership of 
problems 

       
    

7. Reward and 
recognition 

       
    

8. Error 
prevention 

       
    

9. Teamwork 
       

    
Average evaluation - HETQMEX:      

 

Data processing  according to the  dimensions of the SERVQUAL model – 
Quality of the services provided by ARACIS 

 
SERVQUAL 
Dimensions  

Statement / 
Item 

Item average Average 
Item  
Gap 

Average dimension  Dimension 
gap Teacher Student  Teacher Student  

1. Reliability 
         

  
  

       

2. Assurance 
         

  
  

       

3. Tangibles 
       

    

4. Empathy 
         

  
  

    

5. Responsiveness 
           

    

Average evaluation - SERVQUAL:      
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Figure 1. Gap between target groups (Batch  A and Batch B) 

Taking into account the respondents’ s potential subjectivity, the ranking method 
was used for the purpose of ensuring a concrete analysis in the evaluation of the 
services conducted by ARACIS to identify quality weaknesses and strengths. This 
method disregards the size of the values obtained, but presents a comparison of the 
perceived hierarchy of all dimensions. 
 

 

2.2 Methods of analyzing open-end questions  

The methodology provides analysis of the open-end questions provides for an 
analysis of the open-end questions in Section IV of the Questionnaire for the 
management of higher education institutions (referred to as  Batch A) and for 
ARACIS evaluators (referred to as Batch B). 
 
The questions were joint for all respondents in all lots. 
 
SECTION IV. Open-end questions 

1. Please indicate the aspects in the activity of the ARACIS evaluators which you 
would like to see improved. 

2. In your opinion, what are the trends in Romanian higher education in the field of 
quality assurance and management? 

 

Decalaj dimensiune 
Managementul 

universitar-Evaluatori 
ARACIS 

Decalaj scor mediu 
dintre subgruprile 

țintă 

Target group opinion 

Scorul mediu 
item/dimensiune  

Dimension 
evaluation 

Batch A University 
management 

Public 
HEI 

a 

Private 
HEI 

Gap 

IIS-IIP 

a 

Batch B ARACIS 
evaluators 

Teachers Students 

Gap 

CD-ST 

Gap 
Batches A-

B 
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The dimensions of the analysis are defined based on the study categories defined. The 
definitions of the dimensions are a result of the analysis of all opinions in which the 
main dimension is identified. 
Depending on the nature of the questions, the following methods were used in the 
analysis of the responses: 
 

A. Thematic analysis 
Thematic analysis is used in the question area „Please indicate the aspects of the 
activity of the ARACIS evaluators which you would like to see improved”, by also 
identifying the structure of the responses on different topics. 

 
B. Classification of the trends  

The analysis of the classification of the trends is done based on the question “In your 
opinion, what are the trends in Romanian higher education in the field of 
quality assurance and management? 
 

Trends  Positive 

Negative 

Proposals/ Suggestions 

Other aspects 

 

3 Analysis of external evaluation – University Management 

 
The processing and analysis of the data obtained from the Questionnaire for 
university management (Annex 1) was carried out in line with the five sections of the 
questionnaires. 
 
 

3.1 Section I. Evaluation of the quality of the services carried out by 
ARACIS 
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Question Q1. Average level of the items concerning quality-focused management and the gap between public and private HEI 

Dimension 

Statement /Item Item average Gap 
(Public-
Private) 

Public 
 

Private 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS’s methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

8,60 8,64 -0,04 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8,74 8,29 0,45 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the quality 
of the academic processes.  

8,41 8,07 0,34 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 8,79 8,56 0,23 

2. Commitment 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out.  

9,08 9,17 -0,09 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

9,26 9,28 -0,02 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9,31 9,02 0,29 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 9,00 8,96 0,04 

3. Total 
beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS’s standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 8,51 8,58 -0,07 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured.  9,15 8,48 0,67 
Within your university there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard to the 
results of the external evaluations.  

9,12 8,19 0,93 

4. Involvement  

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
their own activity.  

9,12 8,70 0,42 

The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity.  8,98 8,63 0,35 
Your university is intensely involved in quality assurance. 9,56 9,35 0,21 

5. Training and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment.  8,71 8,42 0,29 

ARACIS is organizing training and education (further development) programs for the 
academic environment.  

8,51 8,37 0,14 

The training programs are well organized and are efficient. 8,41 8,48 -0,07 
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6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure drafting/ updating of the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8,22 8,28 -0,06 

The drafting / updating of standards is in line with the expectations of the 
universities. 

8,14 8,05 0,09 

The evaluations and recommendations made by ARACIS in your institution lead to an 
increase in the quality of the education process. 

8,88 8,94 -0,06 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on the 
labor market, including at an international level. 

8,99 8,91 0,08 

ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities.  8,58 8,30 0,28 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation 
processes.  

8,68 8,07 0,61 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9,42 8,58 0,84 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and collegial attitude towards the universities.   9,28 8,67 0,61 
The ARACIS staff is receptive and operative with respect to the requests of the 
beneficiaries.  

9,26 8,89 0,37 

 General average  8,87 8,61 0,263 
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Figure 2. Average level of the dimensions concerning quality-focused management in ARACIS 

7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 

6. Ownership of problems 

5.    Training and 

education 

1.    Leadership  

7.    Reward and 

recognition 

3.    Total customer 

satisfaction 

2.    Commitment 

4.    Involvement  

8.    Teamwork 

8.41 

8.54 

8.63 

8.75 

8.93 

9.16 

9.22 

9.32 

Public  universities 

7.5 8.5 9.5 

1.    Leadership  

6. Ownership of 

problems 

5.    Training and 

education 

3.    Total customer 

satisfaction 

7.    Reward and 

recognition 

8.    Teamwork 

4.    Involvement  

2.    Commitment 

8.39 

8.42 

8.42 

8.42 

8.43 

8.72 

8.89 

9.11 

Private universities 
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According to the distribution above, all evaluated indicators had a high score, both for 
public higher education institutions (with an average score of 8.87, on a scale from 1 to 
10), and for private higher education institutions (with an average score of 8.61). The 
cumulated difference between the two types of institutions is of 0.263, significantly 
below the threshold for statistical relevance. This shows that there is a uniform and 
convergent vision among public and private higher education institutions, for all criteria 
analyzed. The highest scored were obtained for “your university is intensely involved in 
quality assurance” pertaining to the “involvement” dimension (9.56 for public HEI, and 
9.35 for private HEI). Although it is an item sensitive to the effect of social desirability 
(not stating its content is socially undesirable), although the very high score might be 
associated to the special importance paid by universities to reach and preserve high 
quality standards in their activity. 
 
At the opposite end, the aspects with the lowest scores (although still quite high - above 
8) are for both types of HEI “the projecting/ updating of standards is consistent with the 
expectations of the universities” (8.14, respectively 8.05), pertaining to the dimension 
“Ownership of problems”. The lowest score for this criterion reflects a slight discrepancy 
between the expectations of universities (public or private) and the drafting of the new 
criteria. This situation can be generated both by a deficient consultation of the academic 
environment, but also by alteration of the communication channels between the 
universities and ARACIS. 
 

 
Dimension 

Average 
dimension 
total HEI 

Average dimension  Gap  
(Public 

HEI – 
Private 

HEI)  

Public 
HEI 

Private 
HEI 

1. Leadership  8,58 8,63 8,39 0,24 
2. Commitment 9,15 9,16 9,11 0,05 
3. Total beneficiary satisfaction 8,81 8,93 8,42 0,51 
4. Involvement  9,14 9,22 8,89 0,33 
5. Training and education 8,51 8,54 8,42 0,12 
6. Ownership of problems 8,41 8,41 8,42 -0,01 
7. Reward and recognition 8,68 8,75 8,43 0,32 
8. Teamwork 9,18 9,32 8,72 0,6 
General average 8,81 8,87 8,60 0,27 
 
The cumulative analysis for each dimension reflects a situation that is very different 
between the public and private HEI. The highest score for public HEI was obtained for 
the dimensions “teamwork” (9.32), “involvement” (9.22), “commitment” (9.16), while for 
private HEI, the highest score were obtained for “commitment” (9.11), “involvement” 
(8.89) and “teamwork” (8.72). For both types of institutions, the same dimensions were 
ranked first, in a different order, which reflects the special importance granted to these 
indicators (relationship with ARACIS, interinstitutional communication, ownership of 
commitments between the university and the agency, etc.) 
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Figure 3. Average level of the dimensions concerning quality-focused management in 
ARACIS – Batch A - University Management 

Regression concerning the dimension Total beneficiary satisfaction, Batch A 

SUMMARY OUTPUT     
      

Regression Statistics     
Multiple R 0,879806     
R Square 0,774059     
Adjusted R Square 0,771388     
Standard Error 0,549761     
Observations 600     

      
ANOVA      

  df SS MS F Significance F 
Regression 7 612,98 87,569 289,7363 0,0000000 
Residual 592 178,9244 0,30223   
Total 599 791,908       

  
Coefficie

nts 
Standar
d Error t Stat P-value 

Lower 
95% 

Upper 
95% 

Intercept -0,0582 0,2539 -0,2291 0,8189 -0,5569 0,4406 
1. Leadership 0,3873 0,0387 9,9966 0,0000 0,3112 0,4634 

2. Commitment -0,0080 0,0396 -0,2031 0,8391 -0,0859 0,0698 
4. Involvement   0,2555 0,0439 5,8203 0,0000 0,1693 0,3418 
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5. Training and education -0,1027 0,0263 -3,9074 0,0001 -0,1543 -0,0511 
6. Ownership of problems 0,0876 0,0392 2,2326 0,0260 0,0105 0,1646 
7. Reward and recognition  0,1041 0,0381 2,7309 0,0065 0,0292 0,1789 
8. Teamwork 0,2752 0,0363 7,5873 0,0000 0,2039 0,3464 

 
The correlation matrix7 between the dimensions Quality-focused management 

  Dimension D.1 D.2 D.3 D.4 D.5 D.6 D.7 

D.1 3. Total beneficiary 
satisfaction 
(resultative variable) 

1       

D.2 1. Leadership 0,8054 1,0000      

D.3 2. Commitment 0,6586 0,6752 1,0000     

D.4 4. Involvement 0,7675 0,7015 0,6952 1,0000    

D.5 5. Training and 
education 

0,5580 0,6237 0,6124 0,6241 1,0000   

D.6 6. Ownership of 
problems 

0,7554 0,8287 0,6688 0,6988 0,6769 1,0000  

D.7 7. Reward and 
recognition 

0,7848 0,7833 0,6615 0,7353 0,6588 0,8303 1,0000 

D.8 8. Teamwork 0,7915 0,6831 0,6955 0,7836 0,6334 0,6852 0,7790 

 
Following the correlational analysis, the dimension “Total beneficiary satisfaction” has 
the strongest statistical association with the “Leadership” dimension and the weakest 
association with “Training and education” dimension. In other words, (i) improving the 
student training activity, (ii) ensuring objectivity and integrity of the evaluation process 
and (iii) existence of a high level of satisfaction concerning the results of external 
evaluation, are triggered, first of all by (iv) fairness and optimal conditions provided by 
the external evaluation procedures, (v) efficiency of the evaluation mechanism and (vi) 
efficiency of the flow of activities ensured by the organizational structure of ARACIS. 
 
 
3.2 Section II. Evaluation of the mission and role of ARACIS 

Question Q2. Evaluation concerning „the extent to which ARACIS fulfils its undertaken 
mission, with all its components”  
 
No. 
 

Components of the mission  Average scores General 
average   Public 

HEI 
Private HEI 

                                                 
7
 The Pearson correlation coefficient has values between  -1 and +1 indicating power (value of the 

coefficient) and direction (sign of the coefficient) of the linear correlation. 

Empirical interpretation rules for the correlation coefficient ry/x: 

ry/x -[-0.25 to  +0.25] → no correlation  

ry/x -(0.25 to +0.50] ∪ (-0.25 to -0.50] → direct/ reversed correlation  

ry/x -(0.50 to +0.75] ∪ (-0.50 to -0.75] → moderate direct/ reversed correlation  

ry/x -(0.75 to +1) ∪ (-0.75 to -1) → strong direct/ reversed correlation  

If r = 0.90→ R
2
 (determination ratio) independent variables explain 82% of the variability of the 

dependent variable  
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1.  To evaluate the capacity of the education 
providers and to satisfy beneficiary expectations  

8,95 8,71 8,90 

2.  To contribute to the development of an 
institutional culture of quality in higher education  

8,97 8,82 8,93 

3.  To ensure protection of the direct beneficiaries 
concerning the offer of study programs, by 
producing and disseminating systematic, 
coherent, reliable information, accessible for the 
public 

8,80 8,64 8,77 

4.  To propose to the line ministry strategies and 
policies to continuously improve the quality of 
higher education, in close correlation with the 
pre-university education 

8,61 8,34 8,54 

 
For all components of the ARACIS mission, very high scores were obtained (more than 
8.5, overall), for both types of universities. Although there are very few differences 
between the items, what should be noted is the existence of the same distribution in 
terms of scores obtained for the two types of universities: (1) development of an 
organizational culture (8.97 public HEI, respectively 8.82 private HEI), (2) evaluation of 
the capacity of education providers (8.95, respectively 8.71), (3) ensuring protection for 
direct beneficiaries by producing and disseminating systematic, coherent and reliable 
information (8.80, respectively 8.64), and (4) strategy and policy proposals to improve 
quality in higher education (8.61, respectively 8.34). 
 
Question Q3. What is your opinion on the following matters? 
 
Frequency of occurrence  - public universities  
No. Item To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither to 
a small 
extent, 
nor to a 

great 
extent 

To a 
great 

extent 

To a 
very 
great 

extent 

I don’t 
know/ I 

won’t 
answer 

 

1.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the higher 
education system. 

5 15 56 210 146 9 

2.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an increase 
in the quality of the higher 
education system. 

2 9 45 201 178 6 

3.  ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of 
decision-making. 

3 14 41 152 182 49 
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Figure 4. Structure of respondents in relation to the statement „ARACIS is an independent 

agency in terms of decision-making” – opinion of public HEIs 
 

Frequency of occurrence  - private universities 
No. Item To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither 
to a 

small 
extent, 
nor to a 

great 
extent 

To a 
great 

extent 

To a 
very 
great 

extent 

I don’t 
know/ I 

won’t 
answer 

 

1.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the higher 
education system. 

4 10 17 58 39 7 

2.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the quality of 
the higher education 
system. 

2 12 16 51 48 6 

3.  ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of 
decision-making. 

9 11 23 33 42 17 
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Figure 5. Structure of respondents in relation to the statement „ARACIS is an independent 

agency in terms of decision-making” – opinion of private HEIs 

 
Question Q3. What is your opinion in the following matters? 
 
No. Item Average  General 

average 
Gap  

(Public -
Private) 

Public 
HEI 

Private HEI 

1.  The activity carried out by ARACIS 
lead to the development  of the 
higher education system. 

4,1042 3,9219 4,0625 0,182 

2.  The activity carried out by ARACIS 
lead to an increase in the quality of 
the higher education system. 

4,2506 4,0155 4,1968 0,235 

3.  ARACIS is an independent agency 
in terms of decision-making. 

4,2653 3,7458 4,1451 0,520 

 

3.3 Section III. Trends and risks of the higher education system  

Question Q4. The respondents were asked to select and rank the first 5 trends which 
will influence higher education in Romania in the next 5 years.  
Following data centralization and processing, the following ranking was arrived at: 
 

Trend Votes Ranking 
A tighter cooperation between the higher education institutions and 
the social and economic environment  

417 1 
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Intensification of the internationalization process 353 2 
Increased use of IT & C in teaching, learning, evaluation, research, 
institutional management and internal and external communication 

329 3 

Implementation of the an approach based on competences and on 
the learning outcomes 

298 4 

Developing approaches based on quality criteria to increase 
financing of higher education  

286 5 

Strengthening university autonomy and increasing the responsibility 
of higher education institutions related to leadership 

273 6 

Strengthening the relations between the didactical process and the 
scientific research process  

272 7 

Diversification and increase in the number of continuous training 
programs  

219 8 

Boosting competition between higher education institutions and 
other initial and continuous training organizations  

207 9 

Increasing the alignment of the national education policies with EU 
policies  

199 10 

Implementing a multi-annual financing system or one based on 
study cycles 

182 11 

Increasing student autonomy in the learning process / Developing a 
student-centered education system  

174 12 

Increasing the mobility of the teaching staff internally and externally 165 13 
Increasing the mobility of the students internally and externally 148 14 
Increasing student involvement in scientific research projects 134 15 
Developing education support programs for students in the first year 
of study 

127 16 

Increasing student involvement in the decision-making process 114 17 
Increasing participation in the higher education process for groups 
that are poorly represented or lack representation (students from 
disadvantaged groups, students with disabilities, mature learners) 

105 18 

 
In the analysis of the higher education trends identified by the universities participating 
in the study, the issue that stood out is the issue of cooperation between higher 
education institutions and the social and economic environment (417). It does not 
represents only a permanent goal, but a sine-qua-non condition to ensure quality in 
higher education, and strong correlation with the profile, structure and expectations of 
the social and economic reality. This cooperation between the universities and the social 
and economic environment allows a more legitimate and more important positioning of 
the university in the life of the community, as it allows it to be connected to the flow of 
events, to the new social trends, to the solving of specific problems and, more 
importantly, to tracing community development directions. 
In addition, involving stakeholders from the social and economic environment (alumni, 
employers) in adjusting the university curricula to the realities of the labor market 
ensures better employability of the graduates and, implicitly, an increase of the public 
impact of the respective university. 
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Figure 6. Ranking of the top 10 trends which will influence higher education in 
Romania in the next 5 years 

  

A second trend with a large number of votes was the intensification of the 
internationalization process (353). This is also a natural condition for the 
transnational development of the components of the higher education system, which are 
more and more involved in professional, academic and scientific networks, resulted 
following the various projects carried out. 
Without increasing international mobility for teaching staff and for students, without an 
important representation in European scientific networks, it is difficult to design a 
higher education institution with high performance and quality standards. At the 
opposite end, the trends with the least number of votes was increase of the alignment 
the national education policies with EU policies (199). This is likely due to the fact that 
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it is perceived as a risk of uniformity and loss of institutional specificities of each 
learning system. 
 
Question Q5. The respondents were asked to select and rank the first 5 potential risks 
which will influence Romania in the following 5 years.  
 
Following data centralization and processing, the results arrived at are the indicated 
below: 

Potential risks Votes Ranking   
Underfinancing of the education system  413 1 

Reduction in the number  of student places financed from the state 

budget 
236 

6 

Decrease of the quality of the didactical process  294 3 

Steep decrease in the number of high school graduates and high 

school graduation examination graduates 
340 

2 

Reduction in the number  of youngsters in the rural area enrolling in 

higher education  
149 

9 

Increase of school dropout rate 246 5 

Reduction of enrolments, below the threshold required for the 

organization and operation of certain studies programs 
197 

8 

 Unbalance between the education demand and offer (more 

candidates than available places) 
116 

10 

Decrease of the absorption of graduates on the labor market  274 4 

Increase in the number  of graduates choosing to work abroad  204 7 

Increased insertion of graduates in other fields than their field of 

training  
187 

9 

Other risks, please indicate ………………………….. 16  
 
 
With respect to the risks perceived by higher education institutions (both public and 
private), the main risks identified were the risk of underfinancing (413) and the risk of 
demographic decline (340). These two problems that are directly related reflect a 
major risk of the national higher education system, related to its financial sustainability 
given the decrease in the number of high school graduates that can be recruited in a 
university training program. In the absence of proper financial support, preserving 
quality standards in the didactical and research work is becoming a very difficult task for 
the universities. 
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Figure 7. Ranking of the top 10 risks which will influence higher education in 
Romania in the next 5 years 

  
 

3.4 Section IV. Analysis of open-end questions 

3.4.1 Question Q6. Opinions concerning the activity carried out by ARACIS 
evaluators 

 

The opinion of university managers in relation to question Q6 Please indicate 
aspects regarding the activity of the ARACIS evaluators which you would like 
to see improved, was analyzed as follows: 
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3.4.1.1 Organization of evaluation activities and the evaluation 
environment  

 

3.4.1.1.1 Strengths of ARACIS 

 

The statements by university managers reveal that “we are pleased with the 
professionalism of the ARACIS evaluators” (AN Ct) and “the activity of the ARACIS 
evaluators is in line with the mission undertaken” (ULB Sb). 
There is a significant number of responses underlining the quality of the activity carried 
out by ARACIS “the evaluators carried out an exemplary activity” (UMF Tg. M), “in all 
evaluations carried out – at institutional level or for studies programs – the activity of the 
evaluators was beyond reproach” (AN Ct) and “it is  remarkable how prompt they respond 
to certain requests”) (UT Bv). 
The communication between the evaluators and the representatives of the universities 
“was very good” (AP B), and “the activity of the ARACIS experts was one of great 
professionalism and objectivity” (AN Ct). “I appreciated the prompt responses to various 
requests, an objective and well-intended communication” (UT, Bv). “The activity of the 
ARACIS evaluators is carried out accordingly” (U CB Pitesti). “The conduct of the ARACIS 
evaluators was extraordinary” (UMF B), “beyond reproach” even (AN Ct), there is no 
reason to want to change their activity (ULB Sb, UEM Rt). 
The experience of the universities “was extremely positive in relation to the activities of 
the evaluators” (UNM B, UO). They “observed the program and the objectives of the visits.” 
– which is something to be maintained, without any need for improvements. (AP B, AN 
Ct). 
It was appreciated that the “activity of the ARACIS evaluators was always carried out 
according to the programs of the visits, and all evaluation norms were observed” (AP B). 
“We’ve only had positive interactions with the ARACIS evaluators” (UO) 
 

3.4.1.1.2 Opportunities and development directions for ARACIS 

 

University management identified a series of opportunities which ARACIS can capitalize 
on in the future. Therefore an important goal is the “continuous increase of performance 
in higher education in Romania by maintaining and adapting the specific legislation” (AN 
Ct). 
On the other hand, “even if it is not related to the activity of the evaluators, I believe the 
ARACIS standards should focus more on employability – a criterion which is essential for 
the *existence and utility* of a higher education institution in a society. Currently, there is 
no policy at a national level related to the demand for labor force and the supply of the 
public universities” (AN Ct). 
“For the accreditation of an academic major, the opportunity and sustainability of the 
program should be taken into account very seriously.” (UT C-N). “Studies programs, 
subjects and their content should be established by the university community in 
collaboration with the representatives of the economic environment” (UT C-N). It was said 
that it is necessary to have “well defined mechanisms through which to ensure design/ 
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update of the standards in correlation with the demand on the labor market (UA Is). “It 
would be useful for the evaluators to have access to the employee registry at national level 
to do a general verification, not just a local one, related to the university or program under 
analysis” (UT Bv). 
It was mentioned that in the evaluation of the new studies programs it is necessary “to 
take into account the European framework of qualifications in higher education” (USAMV 
Is) and “the priority of the international legislation to which Romania is a signatory party” 
(UM Ct). On the other hand, it is necessary to “correlate the ARACIS evaluation criteria 
with the criteria of the top international universities” (ASE). 
It would be necessary “to make available for universities a clearer methodology 
concerning the drafting of self-evaluation files” (ULS Sb), and for it to “be simplified, but to 
cover all evaluation criteria” (USAMV C-N). Aside from this, the methodology should  
„only contain relevant criteria“ (UA Is, UDJ Gl). On the other hand, „some standards could 
be quantified“ (UT Bv). 
One of the requirements of the managers responding to the questionnaire is the 
transparency of the evaluations. Starting from information transparency – “the 
procedures are accessible on the website, but they are not summarized” (ULB Sb, U B), they 
are requesting “transparency in decision-making with regard to the drafting of the quality 
standards” (UT Bv, UDJ GJ). It would be useful to “restructure the information on the 
ARACIS website with regard to the procedures” (SNSPA) and to “increase the receptivity 
and operativity of the ARACIS employees concerning beneficiary requests.” (UT BV). In 
addition, there was a request to “ensure a longer period for public analysis of the 
modification of the ARACIS standards” (UT Bv). 
An interesting opinion refers to the need for the “external evaluation to be carried out 
only for temporary authorization and upon first accreditation”, while re-accreditation, or 
“monitoring the evolution of the quality of the program should be left for the internal 
evaluation structure” (UT Bv). 
In this context, it appears necessary to “shift the accent from regulation to consolidated 
quality management practices” (UPM Tg. M). “More responsibility, more dedication, more 
dedication and quality and less formalism are required” (UPM, Tg. M.). In addition, a 
request for “a more pronounced differentiation in the evaluation of studies programs and 
universities in Romania”, based on the opinion that “I don’t believe that almost all 
universities deserve the qualifier High confidence level” (ASE) 
It is also necessary to “consolidate the monitoring mechanisms for the evaluation activity” 
(SNSPA) and to “implement a real-time monitoring mechanisms concerning the 
observance of the specific standards and the recommendations made by ARACIS in the 
period between the evaluations” (U Cv). In addition, it was noted that there is “a 
permanent improvement of the recommendations made by the evaluators, with the 
purpose of increasing the quality of the learning process. (U Lugoj) 
“Pertinent quality improvement solutions” are expected “with the reduction of the 
financing and with openness to the problems indicated by the university during the visits” 
with “objectivity and connection to the current realities”(U CB Pitesti). 
ARACIS should organize “debates in the reunited commissions to harmonize requirements 
and quality standards in all studies programs” (UPM Tg.M). 
An aspect that could be improved is the “dissemination of the results of the evaluations, in 
general, but also, drafting good practice guides, on subjects and majors” (ULB Sb). 
ARACIS must undertake “permanent shut-down of studies programs or even universities 
that do not observe the required criteria, even after several evaluations” (USAMV Tm). 
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“To create a ranking of the universities it is required to have a more in-depth evaluation of 
the content of the didactical process, which involves the presence of several evaluators 
from the respective field.” (UNA B). 
“In the analysis of the learning process, the category *student-centered education* 
shouldn’t be just another tick box, as the conventionalism of the didactical process, the 
unfortunate predominance of old didactical solutions are problems often disregarded” (U 
Partium). 
 
“It is necessary to increase the independence of policies, normative acts, strategies and 
evaluation activities carried out by ARACIS in relation to the political factor.” (U PM Iași). 
The same opinion was expressed by a representative of U Partium. 
 

3.4.1.2  Evaluation of the studies programs and institutional 
evaluation 

 

3.4.1.2.1 Positive aspects 

 

What should be noted is “the constructive attitude of the evaluators concerning 
corrections and potential improvement brought to the studies programs under evaluation”, 
as well as the open attitude in relation to the ARACIS methodology (UT Bv). Along the 
same lines, respondents appreciated the “appropriation by ARACIS of the proposals made 
by the universities with respect to the standards under public debate” (AFT Sb). 
There was also an opinion according to which “the most rigorous evaluation is the 
institutional one, which provides an overall perspective on all studies programs and on 
the real education capacity.” (UMF C-N). 
 

3.4.1.2.2 Problems and development directions  

 

A first direction of development refers to the need to disseminate good practices. 
Therefore, “evaluating studies programs should be an experience based on sharing good 
practices”, but also on offering solutions to contribute to ensuring and constantly 
improving education quality. (UVA Bc) 
The respondents proposed “removing the information published on the website of the 
university introducing the institution, from the self-evaluation report of a studies program, 
as they should be preserved only in the case of institutional evaluation.” (U Pet). 
The respondents indicated that they want “an increased inclusion of the proposals 
submitted by universities in the documents (standards) in public debate” (AFT Sb). 
Many of the respondents talked about the need to understand and observe the 
specificities of the studies programs in the evaluation. “Understanding the military 
specificities of the institutions within the national defense and public order system” (AFA 
Bv) is an important goal, and so is “the need to adapt the quality standards to the basic 
domain of the evaluation” (SNSPA). In addition, the respondents stated that “the biggest 
problem is the rigid judgment of the studies program, which eliminates, to a large extent, 
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the specificities of each university and its university autonomy” (UP B) and that there are 
“too many limitations concerning optional subjects” (SNSPA). It was stated that 
“evaluators are “restricted by the rigidity of the ARACIS standards, which disregard the 
realities” (U B). They indicated the need for “a realistic evaluation applied in relation to 
the specificities of each field of study.” (UMF Cv). 
In the opinion of the colleagues from UMF C-N, “recognition and acceptance of 
institutional particularities, which cannot be entirely and simultaneously in line with the 
ARACIS norms and with the legislation on education correlated with the legislation in the 
fields of professional insertion for the graduates (for example, clinical/ medical practice for 
students in medical school, according to the requirements of ARACIS and Law 95/2006).” 
At the same time, there was a focus on the idea of peer-review. Thus, “the evaluation 
conducted by the ARACIS experts should be done according to the guide drafted by ARACIS 
in 2006”, which states that  “external evaluation is a peer-review evaluation, not a hunt for 
deficiencies lead by the technical staff of ARACIS. (U Athenaeum). The activity of the 
evaluators should “contain a collaborative component and should rely on good practice 
exchange” (USH B). 
To increase the quality of the program evaluators, the expectations are to “establish 
clearer indicators, eliminate redundancies and supplement the visit sheet with a column of 
recommendations from the evaluation team” (UPM Tg.M). 
With reference to the size of the evaluation, “a simple evaluation, based on analysis of the 
education plan, the subject sheets, a visit in the locations where the didactical activities are 
carried out (random selection of several labs) and a short interview with the students and 
the teaching staff should be enough” in order to give a clear verdict (UT Bv.). “In order to 
obtain a more real perspective on the functioning of a university, the evaluation process 
should include more interactive elements, such as discussions with various categories of 
teaching staff, administrative staff and students.” (U Partium). 
On the other hand, evaluators are asked to show “exigence in applying the ARACIS norms” 
(ULB Sb). 
It is necessary to “understand the real trends in education and the institutional capacity 
based on objective phenomenon, not simple, non-functional indicators” (U Apollonia). With 
respect to the standards, several opinions were expressed, which were not always 
similar. For example, some respondents requested “a unified approach of the specific 
standards, per fields of study – bachelor’s or master’s degree, and of the content of the 
learning process during the external evaluation visits for authorization/ accreditation”. 
(UMF Tg.M). 
On the one hand, one respondent requested an analysis of the self-evaluation report 
“based on performance indicators and supporting documents drafted at the filing of the 
report”) (UT C-N), and on the other hand, another respondent proposed to “take into 
account the documents presented during the visit, if they reveal a situation different from 
the situation initially introduced” (UO Ct). 
To ensure accuracy of the evaluations, there was a proposal to “standardize the list of 
documents requested for the accreditation of a studies program” (UP B) 
Evaluators are asked to have “a flexible interpretation of the standards, because, often, 
there is an accent on the wording of the standards, in disregard of their intended meaning” 
(UT Is), which is also pointed out by the representative of UV Tm. In addition, there was 
a request to increase the “flexibility in interpreting, adapting and increasing the efficiency 
of generic standards for Arts, in particular, music” (UA Is). The same approach is 
requested with regard to the “structure and the content of the education plans and 
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adapting the decisions undertaken by the management of the universities through 
university autonomy”  (UT C-N, UAI). It was stated that “increased autonomy must be 
given to studies programs in the incipient stages” (UTC B). 
With regard to communication during the evaluation, there were suggestions for the 
“attitude of the evaluators to be constructive and to take into account the mission and the 
regional role of the universities” (UEM Rt), the purpose of the evaluation being to 
“improve the activity of the university” (UM Ct) by exhibiting a “positive, open and collegial 
attitude” (AP B), which is in agreement with the opinion of a representative of AFT Sb. 
It is necessary for ARACIS to “clarify the standards and disseminate the information 
better” 
(U Partium). 
Evaluating the same studies programs from different universities should be done “using 
on the same measurement” (UM Ct, UV Tr) “irrespective of the name of the university 
where the evaluator is coming from” (UAV A). 
For successful evaluations there was a proposal to “involve a larger number of evaluator 
in institutional evaluations” (USAMV Tm) and more specialists in the respective fields. 
(UNA B). 
 

3.4.1.2.3 Aspects concerning the technology of evaluating studies programs  

 

Automation of the evaluations is an important goal, whether it refers to “electronic files” 
or “evaluation platforms” (U B). “Uploading supporting documents pertaining to the self-
evaluation report on a platform managed by ARACIS” (UT C-N) is the way to ensure 
“transparency of the institutional evaluations” (U Cv). In addition, one can introduce “the 
electronic signature for documents in the self-evaluation reports and eliminate the 
compulsory signature and stamp on each page of the report.” (UT C-N). 
The activity of the evaluators could be simplified by developing “an on-line application 
such as a database, to allow higher education institutions to introduce data from the self-
evaluation files in pre-defined fields. To eliminate uncertainties, this database should be 
interconnected with the databases of the universities” (U Cv). 
There was a proposal to “remove the information published on the websites of the 
universities regarding the presentation of the institution from the self-evaluation report” 
(UT C-N). 
“There should be a database accessible to the evaluator, to allow the expert to monitor the 
implementation of the recommendations made with the team of evaluators during the 
previous visit” (U Cv). 
The managers considered that it was necessary to have “transparency, systematization 
and improvement of ARACIS’s website in order to avoid long searches” (U Emanuel). 
During the evaluation visit, the use of IT solutions should be verified, as being “authentic 
and real”. This includes the “plagiarism detecting software, which should be used for every 
graduation thesis and dissertation” (U Partium). 
 

3.4.1.3 Aspects concerning the evaluation procedures for studies 
programs 
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3.4.1.3.1 Evaluation visits 

 

In the opinion of the university managers, a central point is organizing and conducting 
the evaluation visit. It was stated that “a better preparation of the evaluation visit [should 
include] submitting to the institution where a studies program will be evaluated, the 
elements requiring clarifications (giving an appropriate time to solve or correct any 
omissions  or errors arising in the self-evaluation documents)” (UT Is). Of course, the 
evaluators must “review the files carefully before the visit” (UDJ Gl). Prior to the visit, it 
would be necessary to have “a documentation evaluation stage” for the evaluator to raise 
comments or make requests for documents, and after they are submitted, the actual visit 
should take place. (UPM Tg.M). 
Another problem is the very large number of documents for the accreditation of a 
studies program, leading to “excessive increase in bureaucracy”, to the detriment of 
quality of the actual didactical act. (UP B, U CB Pitești). 
Other remarks were related to the relevance of the criteria based on which the 
evaluations are carried out. There was a focus on excessive increase in bureaucracy, the 
need for coherent criteria and the need for clear rules. 
It is preferable to have “an evaluation focused on the didactical activity and the research 
activity, and less on formal, bureaucratic, collateral matters” (ULB Sb). On the other hand, 
what is also important is the “manner of evaluation of the scientific research activity” (U 
CB Pitesti) 
“The evaluation file contains redundant information”, and the content should be 
simplified. “Accent should be placed on concrete findings, during the visit” (UT Bv). 
“Reducing documentation by summarization” (ASE) is a necessary measure, because the 
“self-evaluation report is much too dense” (UT Bv). 
The evaluation files should be less dense and “better focused on fewer objectives, 
describing the actual situation more objectively” (USAMV C-N). Respondents referred to 
“the very many irrelevant details” (UMF B) and request the elimination of the trend to 
focus on “forms without content” (ULB Sb). 
There was a request to “strictly indicate the documents which the external evaluation 
commission may request copies of”, because, currently, each team doing a visit “may 
request copies of any documents, for which there is sometimes no justification” (UT Is) 
It is necessary to design a visit sheet “without redundancies, to mirror the coherent 
algorithm of the evaluation process” (UT Bv). 
Evaluations carried out now “take into account the bureaucratic part too much (existence 
of proof and supporting documents) and the evaluation of the actual quality – didactical or 
scientific – of the studies program remains of a lesser importance” (UB). “The evaluations 
carried out by the ARACIS experts should not represent a hunt for deficiencies and 
irregularities, but a way to establish some dysfunctionalities and to present measures for 
the improvement of education quality, in all cases when no infringements of the law are 
identified.” (U Athenaeum). 
“The format of the evaluation documents should be reconsidered”, to make them more 
conclusive, and to “simplify the bureaucratic aspects of evaluations” (UPM Tg.M). 
“The quality of the didactic process must prevail, it must be checked more carefully” 
(UNEFS, UNA B), including through monitoring during the visit of the didactical activity, 
“in particular in labs and the research activity carried out by teams which include 
students” (UT Is). 
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It is recommended to “reduce the focus toward formal aspects and to focus on understand 
the overall organization/ program under evaluation.” (UM Ct), as well as to achieve “a 
clearer identification of the particularities of the higher education institutions” (ANI). 
During the visit, discussions with students are important, in order to capture the quality 
of the teaching, and for this a “specific questionnaire” should be drafted. (UT Is). 
Last but not least, it is necessary to “capitalize on the feed-back provided from the higher 
education institutions in order to improve the efficiency of their activities” (U Pet). 
 

3.4.1.3.2 The time factor and duration of the visit  

 

The evaluators must allocate “more time to study the documents for the purpose of the 
evaluation” (UP B) and to “allocate more time to the actual visit”(ASE, ULB Sb, UO Ct). 
In the case of institutional evaluations carried out at big universities, “the visit should be 
schedules to take several days” (UT Bv). 
There was a proposal for the evaluators “to inform in advance – 20 days before the visit – 
the requirements or problems raised by the file submitted by the university” to allow time 
to solve the findings until the visit (UP B). It is believed that “ARACIS’s missions should be 
announced long before the actual visits” (UT Is). 
Last but not least, there was a request to “reduce the time period between the acceptance 
of the external evaluation request and the issue of the report concerning the evaluation.” 
(UT C-N) 
  

3.4.1.3.3 Quantitative or qualitative evaluation? 

 
One first comment was related to the need to have an in-depth evaluation. “There is a 
tendency to increase the bureaucracy, for the purpose of limiting the liability of the 
evaluators. Almost nothing you see for yourself is relevant  unless supported by a detailed 
document, which makes the work of the evaluators more robotized than peer-review” 
(USM Sv). 
In addition, one respondent commented that “focusing the visit on sterile verification of 
documents, centered mostly on form-related aspects, is deficient, in terms of the evaluation 
methodology” (AN Ct). The evaluators must “seek to understand the activity beyond 
standards and files” (UCDC) 
In the opinion of the university managers, “a greater importance needs to be paid in the 
evaluation work to the quality of the learning-education process” to the detriment of the 
analysis of documents presented by the university during the visit (AP B). In other 
words, “the evaluation of the professional training of students” should prevail “with a 
focus on didactical work” (UMF C-N and “irrelevant indicators” should be eliminated. (U 
Apollonia) 
The activity of the ARACIS evaluators should “focus first of all on the quality of the 
education process” (U Cv), it should be “centered more on the efficiency of the education 
act” (UO) and on “evaluating the content of the didactical process” (UNM B, UO), 
potentially using “analysis tables” (UV Tm). 
There is need for an evaluation that is more qualitative, and that captures the essence of 
the didactical and research processes. 



 Review – Evaluation of the quality of the activity of ARACIS  

 

Page 34 / 127                                               The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education  

“The importance of inspections based on evaluating procedures and forms should be 
greatly reduced; there are many inspections where the content is lost to form. This way 
problematic programs can “pass”, appearing brilliant.” (U Partium). 
“Conducting an evaluation based on standards should be supplemented with qualitative 
appreciations related to the specificities of the studies program or of the university under 
evaluation” (UPG PI). Therefore, it is necessary to have “a more careful approach, with 
maximum availability of the concrete situations, specific to the studies program under 
evaluation” (UT Bv), as well as “a more in-depth documentation on the specificities of the 
activity and of the particularities of the field” by “taking into account the number of 
candidates in relation to the available places”, but also aspects such as the period 
between the evaluations, the number of graduates working in the field of their training 
etc. (UNEFS). 
“A system based on objective scoring” would lead to ensuring objectivity of the evaluation. 
(U Apollonia).  
Some comments referred to the distinction between the didactical and the research 
dimension. It is necessary to “focus more on the research activity”, because in the absence 
of this work, university education would be at a loss. (ULB Sb). “More accent should be 
placed on the evaluation of the teaching work vs. scientific research, given the role of the 
universities/ study programs in the reginal development, giving up stereotypes and 
preconceived ideas in the evaluation process etc.” (U CB Pitesti).  
There was a recommendation concerning “the approach with maximum objectivity of 
aspects potentially more sensitive, related to temporary situations, concerning certain 
components of the evaluated studies program, but with potential in the future and with 
high demand on the labor market.” (UT Bv). 
There was a proposal to introduce a qualitative criteria “satisfaction of employees of the 
respective institution, evaluated based on multiple criteria” (UCDC) . 
 

3.4.1.3.4 Innovative aspects 

 

A few comments from the university representatives referred to nuances of problems 
already presented. One responded demanded “higher availability and flexibility in 
approaching problems into context, while capturing local particularities and specificities” 
(UV Tr).  
For successful evaluations it is necessary to “understand the military specificities of the 
institutions within the national defense and public order system” (AP B). The ARACIS 
evaluators must “take into account the specificities of the evaluated studies program and 
the organizational culture of the evaluated education institution” (AP B). 
It is necessary to “carry out training activities for the evaluation teams, prior to the visits, 
to familiarize the members with the specificities and particularities of the respective 
process” (AN Ct). 
“Students and employers should be part” of the visit teams. (USAMV B). 
ARACIS should “disseminate the recommendations and possible solutions to the frequent 
deficiencies identified during the evaluation missions” (USAMV B). 
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3.4.1.3.5 Communication in the evaluation process  

 

Communication is both a means and a precondition for the collaboration between the 
evaluators and the representatives of the university. The level and the quality of the 
communication are considered very good (UV Tm), “excellent” even (UNM B). In 
addition, a respondent stated that “the collaboration with the ARACIS evaluators was a 
very good one” (AFA Bv). The attitude of the evaluators was “calm, responsible and 
collegial” (USM Sv), which resulted in successful evaluations. 
There was a proposal “for the evaluators to also act as mediators, to negotiate aspects 
specific to each studies program, depending on each university, given the requirements for 
professional competencies for students.” (UNATC B). 
Respondents underlined the need for “a broader interaction with the staff of the 
evaluated institution” (AN Ct). The evaluators should have “individual discussions or 
discussions per departments with (all members of the) teaching staff in the institution for 
the purpose of ensuring objective and comprehensive feedback” (AFT Sb). 
“The peer community must go from theory to practice” (U B) through a “constructive 
approach” in the discussions with the evaluated institutions (UAI), and “the need to have 
a to-the-point dialogue” related to the aspects tackled in the evaluation (UO). “The lack of 
dialogue is unacceptable” (U Athenaeum). “Better communication and transparency 
during the external evaluation process” is one of the ways to ensure quality of the 
evaluations (UCDC) and (UVG Arad). 
There needs to be “constant real dialogue with the universities for the purpose of adapting 
the evaluation standards to the trends and needs of the education system” (U B). 
The communication dimension refers both to the relationship between evaluators and 
universities and to the one from within the evaluation teams. 
During the visit there must be real collaboration between the ARACIS evaluators and the 
evaluated university, thereby eliminating individual work  for the ARACIS team, because 
otherwise wrong conclusions concerning the didactical process might be drawn. (UM 
Ct). 
There was also a comment that “a permanent relation with the evaluators would allow the 
universities to overcome the invisible barrier which sometimes creates communication 
deadlocks or a deformed perception concerning the role of the evaluator, which is to 
support (and not to sanction) improvement of the quality of student training.”(UCDC) 
It is deemed necessary to have “an active collaboration between the students (as 
independent observers) and the ARACIS evaluators” (UBV C-N) 
The evaluation should rely on a “better, constructive dialogue, to lead to quality in the 
education process” (USH B). On the other hand, “communicating with those involved in the 
evaluated studies programs should be based on mutual understanding, seeking a 
convergence of opinions, harmony and agreement, with the end goal  of perfecting the 
quality of education, in everyone’s best interest.” (USH B). 
 

3.4.1.4  Aspects concerning the evaluators and their work  
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3.4.1.4.1 Strengths 

 

Many of the teachers holding management positions in the universities had positive and 
very positive comments about the evaluation process. 
“The behavior of all evaluators running visits in our faculty was beyond reproach” (U B) 
“I was pleased with the evaluators participating in the evaluations of the university” (UPG, 
PI) 
“In my experience so far, I am not aware of any aspects which would require improvement 
regarding the activity of the ARACIS evaluators” (UEM Rt). 
“So far, I’ve had no reason to want to see a change in the work of the evaluators” (ULB Sb). 
“I hold the utmost respect for the activity of the ARACIS evaluators who visited our 
university” (UCDC) 
“The experience with the ARACIS evaluators was positive – they are professional, respectful, 
etc.” (IT Baptist). 
“I believe that there is nothing to improve.” (AFA Bv) 
“I have a positive opinion about the activity carried out by the ARACIS evaluators within 
the academy. They showed professionalism, fairness and objectivity in all evaluations 
conducted in the institution, fully in line with the provisions of the evaluation procedures” 
(AFA Bv) 
“There are no negative aspects related to the activity of the evaluators, fully observing the 
schedule and the objectives of the evaluation visits” (AP B). 
“So far, the activity of the ARACIS evaluators during their visits to our university was 
characterized by fairness and professional competence” (UCDC). 
“I believe the activity of the evaluators is suited to their purpose” (UO), “their work is very 
good” (AN Ct), respectively “satisfactory” (UMF Tg.M). 
“During the evaluations carried out in our faculty, the evaluators showed professionalism, 
transparency and objectivity, all which I want to continue to see.” (UDJ Gl) 
 

3.4.1.4.2 Weaknesses and development directions 

 

The aspects that could be improved in the evaluation process are aimed mainly at the 
objectivity and transparency, competencies and experience of the evaluators, a greater 
need for understanding and collegiality, as well as the need for standardization for the 
purpose of ensuring the quality of the evaluators. 
“ARACIS evaluators should be teachers who know the realities of higher education in 
Romania and what it means to be in line with European education” (UMF Cv) “they should 
be more open to new ideas expressed by the universities, given the quick changes in the 
social and economic environment” (UA Tg. M) and “to be more focused on correlating 
ARACIS requirements with specific problems, real problems, which higher education 
institutions have to cope with.” (UA Is) 
Evaluators should show “objectivity” (UV Tr, ATM B, UO Ct, USAMV Tm) and 
“professionalism” (ULB Sb). “Their competence, their availability and their approach are 
often very different, from case to case.” (U B) 
It is necessary to “remove subjectivity and unitary observance of some rules and principles 
previously established within ARACIS” (UT Is). Evaluators must “observe the 
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methodologies and procedures with strictness,” and “must express their opinion with 
sincerity, neutrality and impartiality” (UO) 
“Objectivity” and “transparency” (UV Tr), as well as “an increase in professionalism are all 
things that we must encounter in all evaluators” (USAMV Is). “Objectivity, good faith, 
sharing good practices” (UD Galati), “transparent decision making” (U Apollonia), “focus 
on operativity” (UCDC), “encouraging transparent decision making” and “collegiality” (U 
Bioterra) are objectives to reach to boost the quality of the evaluations and the image of 
the evaluators. 
Evaluators must prove more “objectivity and collegiality”, “must eliminate preconceived 
ideas” (U Tibiscus, U Ecologica) and must show more “transparence in the analysis of the 
indicators subject to evaluation” (U Lugoj). On the other hand, more “objectivity from the 
students during the evaluation” is required (U Tibiscus). There was an opinion that the 
activity of the evaluators should “be fair, professional and supportive” (USH B). They are 
supposed to “have a fair, positive, open and collegial attitude towards the universities” 
(UBV C-N). 
With respect to the competence and experience of the evaluators, the managers made 
the following comments: 
“If you’ve never coordinated a studies program, you should not undertake to evaluate 
programs organized by others.” (AN Ct). 
“The experience of the evaluators in the ARACIS teams should be as close as possible to the 
field or studies program being evaluated” (UT C-N). 
Among the traits that evaluators should posses are “competence” (UT Bv), “collegiality, 
professionalism and objectivity” (UT Is), “fairness” (U Cv), “punctuality of the student – 
evaluators” (UT Bv), “politeness” (UV Tm) etc. The evaluators must prove “exigence in 
applying the ARACIS norms” (ULB Sb), and “their recommendations must be clear, concise, 
to be of actual help to improve education quality.” (SNSPA) 
“Given that external quality assurance must observe the objectives and specificities of the 
university, the evaluators must pay more attention to these objectives and specificities.” (IT 
Baptist). 
“The evaluation of higher education institutions must be focused on the quality of 
education, and visits must be characterized by objectivity and sincerity, and they must 
deliver accurate information from the evaluated university environment.” (AN Ct). 
Given this context, suggestions were expressed with regard to the specific standards 
“Evaluators are often bound by the rigidity of the ARACIS standards, [because] they do not 
account for realities.” Therefore, “for certain fields, the ARACIS standards are not well 
designed – for example Environmental science”. In addition, “for certain field there must be 
a certain flexibility with regard to the percentages related to classifying subjects in the 
fundamental classes” and with regard to “the ratio between the number of hours of 
theoretical lessons and the lab/ seminar hours.” (U B) 
The evaluators are asked to have a more “flexible attitude, given that the specific 
standards are so detailed and rigid” (U B). In addition, there is a need for more “openness 
in evaluating new studies programs” (UMF C-N) and for “better knowledge of the 
interdisciplinary specificities of the studies program proposed for evaluation” (UDJ Gl). 
“The evaluators are not always specialists in the field of study they are evaluating” (UBB) 
and sometimes “they don’t understand what indicators they are supposed to check and 
what they are used for” (UBB). One respondent stated that evaluators must prove “better 
knowledge of the normative acts regulating activities specific to higher education” (UTM 
B). 
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The evaluators is required to “understand the specific aspects related to private and 
vocational education” (IT Baptist). And in this context, there was an emphasis on the 
need to understand and observe the specificities of the evaluated programs. “There is a 
tendency to render uniformity, per categories and per types of education, in the curriculum 
requirements and the education plan” (IT Baptist). As a consequence, we need “more 
openness, both in terms of the approach to situations, and also in terms of understanding 
the specificities of each university.” (UBV C-N) 
It is necessary for evaluators to show “better understanding of the realities of small 
universities (U Lugoj), and to be sensitive to the indicated identity of each university – in 
this case of universities of a confessional nature.” (U Emanuel). In addition, evaluators are 
asked to “understand the specificities of confessional and private universities, without 
negotiating the quality standards, taking into account the level of insertion of the 
graduates and employer satisfaction” (U Emanuel) 
Evaluators are required to “take into account the particularity, role and importance of 
each higher education institution under evaluation, in the social and geographical context 
of operation, and, also, to take into more consideration the size of each university, the 
financial potential and the geographical region they are part of” (U Lugoj) 
There is “a tendency to give a subjective nature to the evaluation based on the 
specialization of the evaluators, in the sense of recommending the introduction in the 
education plan of subjects closer to their training, but without a major impact on the 
evaluated program” (UPG PI), but also “imposing standards which are not in line with the 
ARACIS standards” (UMF Is). 
In terms of objectivity, it was stated that, currently “there is a relative level of subjectivity 
generated by the fact that the evaluator is from a certain higher education institution” and 
there is “a risk that the evaluation is not 100% objective” (UPG PI). “For some evaluators, 
formalism and presentation of supporting documents during the visit, are more 
important than the program itself. (USAMV B). “Some ARACIS evaluators strive too hard 
to find problems even when there aren’t any, just to justify their mission” (UT Bv). In 
addition, there are significant differences between the manner of interpretation and 
verification of the evaluators, which leads to an non-unitary application of the 
regulations” (USM Sv). Sometimes “there is no common opinion of the team of evaluators, 
with regard to the performance indicators and the supporting documents” (UT C-N), which 
is also something stated by the representative of UVA Bc. 
“Transparent decision-making, collegiality, non-discrimination toward state universities, 
lack of prejudice, independence in establishing the qualifier” (U Biottera) are aspects 
which can contribute to increasing the quality of the program evaluation and of the 
institutional evaluations. Also, there is a demand for “transparency in the analysis of the 
indicators subject to the evaluation” (U Lugoj), “transparency in establishing the final 
qualifiers” (U Apollonia), but also in “objectively achieving the evaluation for the purpose 
of increasing the quality of education” (U Apollonia). “The information sent by the ARACIS 
evaluators need to be as accurate and as transparent as possible” (U Bioterra). 
One comment made by university managers referred to the attitude and conduct of the 
evaluators during the visits. The attitude of the evaluators should be “open, positive and 
collegial” (USM Sv), the evaluators must be “objective and not arrive with an already 
formed opinion about the institution” (UM Ct), they must express opinions in line with the 
regulations in force (UT C-N), “they must be less rigid and must pay less attention to form 
and more attention to the substance.” (USM Sv). 
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It was mentioned that what is required is “realism in evaluation and correlation with the 
general standards and practices, not just by comparison to cases of excellence.” (U 
Ecologica). 
“The evaluation activity must be carried out in a collegial and constructive manner, and 
not as an excessive control, meant to highlight only non-compliances and to overlook 
achievements” (U Athenauem) 
On the other hand, “evaluators should have an overall perspective of the specific situations 
within each education institution” (USAMV Is), to avoid “making comparisons between 
processes and activities in the evaluated institution and the institutions of origin of the 
evaluators” (ULB Sb) and “to take into account the criteria and standards and not evaluate 
an institution/ a studies program based on the experience in the university of origin or due 
to opportunity reasons with respect to the institution of origin.” (UB) 
The same opinions were expressed by the representatives of (UPM Tg.M, USM Sv). In other 
words “standards should be applied as they are drafted, not in the spirit of the universities 
of origin of the evaluators” (UEM Rt) “There are standards that must be applied unitarily, 
irrespective of the type of university” (UB Bc) and (U Athenaeum). 
The need for coherence and unity at system level was expressed which means that 
“minimum requirements per fields/ studies programs should be the same, irrespective of 
the structure of the team of evaluators” (UT C-N). Some evaluators “try to impose the 
model of their universities of origin, without taking into account the social, economic or 
regional context of the evaluated universities” (UT C-N).  “The evaluators should learn the 
standards of ARACIS, as reference models” (U B), and to improve their knowledge about 
the regulations in the field of quality assurance and quality improvement. (U Pit). They 
should not “make recommendations about topic that were not discussed during the visit” 
(SNSPA). 
There are explicit recommendations to move away from the experience of the 
evaluator’s university of origin as a point of reference. Evaluators should “cover the 
specificities of the disciplines also in terms of content” (ANI) and “to have international 
experience” if possible (UV Tm). Evaluators should not express personal opinions such as 
“In our institutions, this is how we do it, since there are unitary standards and unique 
legislation!” (UB Bc). 
“They need to stop saying “in our university, we do it like this”. Things cannot be handled 
globally, but for each individual program” (UCDC). 
There was a comment that “using a larger number of evaluators” would lead to 
increasing the quality of the evaluations (UDJ Gl. UNATC B). 
Evaluators should be focused on “important activities” and “significant aspects” leading 
to an increase of the quality of higher education in Romania. (U Artifex). 
In addition, it is recommended to “promote non-discrimination of competing universities” 
(U Bioterra) and to pay attention to carrying out evaluations by evaluators in state 
universities, because their opinions are often “very different and subjective from one 
evaluation to another during the evaluations carried out in private universities” (U 
Ecologică). 
Last but not least, “universities should make recommendations concerning who becomes 
an ARACIS evaluator”, because currently, “any teacher can become an ARACIS evaluator, 
without asking the university where they are working” (UPM Tg. M). In addition, it is 
necessary to “permanently update the CVs of the expert evaluators” (U Cv.). 
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3.4.1.4.3 Training and education for evaluators 

 

Several universities made a recommendation concerning the periodical training of the 
evaluators. “Constant training of the evaluators” (UP B, USAMV B), including through “on-
line courses” (UMF Tg. M) and “ensuring periodic training” are all realities and goals in 
quality assurance both for institutional and for program evaluations. This requirement 
was expressed by numerous representatives of the universities (ULB Sb, UDJ Gl, UT Bv, U 
Cv and UNEFS) 
Systematic work to “inform evaluators on the best practices identified following the 
evaluations” (UPM Tg.M, USH B), “professional training in the field there are evaluating” 
(AN Ct), “organizing qualification internships in universities with tradition in quality 
assurance and evaluation” are clear lines of action. (UAC C-N). 
Organizing more “trainings for more evaluators” (ASE), more “specific training sessions” 
(U Cv) and more “debates on case studies” (UT Is) are means to make evaluations more 
efficient. Evaluators must “participate in more training sessions, before become directly 
involved in the evaluation activity” (UPM Tg. M). 
Although the need for permanent training is real, respondents indicate that “ARACIS 
evaluators have reached a high level of professionalism” (USAMV Tm). 
Last but not least, evaluators must have access to improvement and support services 
(UAV A) and there is also need to “standardize the training”. (UBV C-N). 
Representatives of UV Tm remind us that “self-improvement in matter related to quality 
assurance” is a necessary method of life-long learning. 
 
 

3.4.1.4.4 Issue regarding evaluator delegation 

 

When putting together the visit teams, attention should be paid to ensuring conformity 
between the studies program to undergo evaluation and the expertise and experience of 
the evaluators. “Professional competence and knowledge of the fundamental principles of 
the evaluation process” should take priority (UP B). Similar opinions were expressed by 
the representatives of UT C-N, UO Ct și UT Bv. In addition, evaluators should “be part of 
accredited programs at least equal to those they are evaluating” and “their appointment 
should be made exclusively based on professional competence criteria” (UP B). “It would be 
desirable for the evaluation of studies programs to be made by specialists in the same field, 
not in similar or related fields” (UO Ct). “Evaluators should be experts in the fields 
undergoing evaluation, not in related fields” (U B). “A more careful training of the experts 
is required (including permanent experts) and better preparation of the missions, to ensure 
a unified perspective on standards, without personal interpretation.” (UP B) 

Another issue raised by universities has to do with using more evaluators by rotation, 
for the evaluation of the studies programs.  

“Selecting evaluators for visit teams should be done transparently, based on criteria of 
professional deontology” (UV Tr). It is compulsory to involve all evaluators in the 
Registry in evaluations, by rotations, because some evaluators were never asked to be 
part of evaluation teams. (AFT Sb, UO, UT Is și U Cv) “There are ARACIS evaluators who 
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never participated in any evaluation, although they’ve been members for over 10 years” 
(UO). “By rotation, all evaluators in the specialty commissions must be part of evaluation 
missions. We are not challenging their experience, but the participation of all ARACIS 
experts in evaluation missions is democratic and necessary.” (U Pit). 

Conflict of interests was mentioned by university representatives in several cases. “More 
attention should be paid to the delegation of ARACIS evaluators to competing universities, 
to limit subjectivism” (UVG Arad). In addition, “teachers from neighboring university 
centers should not be appointed presidents of evaluation committees, because sometimes 
there is a tendency to compete.”  (UO) 

“For evaluation missions concerning studies programs, the evaluation committee should 
include only evaluators from the respective specialty commission, not those from related 
commissions. These evaluators know very well the specificities of the evaluated studies 
program and can carry out an objective evaluation” (U Pit) 

The visit teams should include “students and employers – including the studies program 
evaluation committees” (USAMV B). 

It is necessary to “increase the transparency of ARACIS concerning selection criteria for 
the specialists in the studies program evaluation committees” (UV Tr). 

 

3.4.1.4.5 Ethics issues 

 

Evaluators should show “transparency and professionalism” (UTC B), and should have “a 
conduct based on respect” (USAMV B), and “there should be no conflict of interests 
between them and the representatives of the evaluated studies program.” (USAMV B). 
“Transparency” (UV Tr, UNEFS), “professionalism” (UMF B) and “fairness” (U Cv, UDJ Gl) 
are at the foundation of an objective evaluation. 
It was also stated that evaluators should ensure “more transparency with regard to the 
documents drafted during the visit” (UAV A). 
One ethic issue is that “there are evaluators interfering in a prohibited way in the 
organization / internal problems of the faculty or institution they are evaluating.” (U B) 
“One thing to improve would be observance of the code of ethics” (U Tibiscus). Last but not 
least, “the relationship between the evaluators and the teaching staff of the institutions 
undergoing evaluation should observe the requirement of professional deontology” (U Cv). 
 

3.4.1.5 Special matters 

 

There were some isolated comments which indicated some matters to monitor in the 
future. “There was a proposal to approach cooperation between ARACIS evaluators and 
higher education institutions based on trust, with a common goal: developing the 
institutional capacity to provide education for graduates to meet the expectations of 
beneficiaries. There is a close connection between the level of trust and the probability of 
cooperation. Only norms based on trust shall last, fostering cooperation at the same time.” 
(U Athenaeum) 
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There is a comment that it would be necessary to “reduce the institutional evaluation fee, 
for various reasons: there are very many experts during the visit, which doesn’t justify the 
three days of the visit; removal of the foreign expert, whose activity isn’t justified for the 
three days of the visit, considering the travel expenses.” (U Athenaeum) 

“For more objectivity, the evaluators should be from outside the higher education system” 
(UDJ C;). On the other hand, the evaluators should be suspended from teaching during 
their activity within ARACIS” (UVA Bc). 

It was also stated that “it is necessary to broaden the provision of advisory services for 
university structures with regard to certain quality assurance issues” (AFT Sb). The same 
idea can be identified in a response received from (USM Sv.) 

 

3.4.2 Question Q7. Opinions on the tendencies of the Romanian higher 
education in the field of quality assurance 

Question Q7 "In your opinion, what are the tendencies of the Romanian higher 
education in the field of quality assurance and management? at the level of the 52 
state institutions and 19 private ones, over 570 opinions were collected. 
 
Based on the classification of these opinions, the following table resulted:  
Aspects Batch A 

Total out of which: Public HEI Private HEI 

Positive trends 128 100 28 

Negative Trends 145 115 30 
Proposals/Suggestions 267 218 49 
Other aspects 35 25 10 
Total  575 458 117 
 
In the explicit form, they contain the following message: 

3.4.2.1 Positive trends 

Approximately 130 responses were received from respondents belonging to higher 
education institutions. These responses led to the identification of positive trends in the 
Romanian higher education on quality assurance and management. 
Some of the responses are simple and direct findings:  

"In general, the quality of the higher education system will be promoted" (AN Ct).  

"Considerable attention is paid to quality issues as compared to the 1990s" (UT Is). 

"The tendencies of the Romanian higher education in terms of quality assurance and 
management are on a clear ascending trajectory" (USAMV Tm). 

"Great efforts are being made, but also important steps in this direction" (U B) or 
"There is an increasing trend in quality assurance" (U Emanuel). 

There are responses that link the positive trend to the impact of ARACIS:  
"Most universities are trying to align to the ARACIS standards on quality assurance 
in higher education. There are universities that are advanced in the process of 
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implementing quality management systems and others that are in a process of 
improving their own quality management system. The overall trend is to improve 
activities and align to the standards in this field"(UPB).  

"Quality assurance processes have been improved through the work of ARACIS, at 
least regarding the formal aspect of their documentation. Quality assurance is 
included in quality management, which furthermore I consider to be on some trend 
to improve the quality culture in universities "(UPM Tg.M). 

"The trend is to meet the ARACIS standards" (UVG Arad). 

Remarks were made on the adaptation of quality management systems to European 
trends and labor market requirements:  

"The trends in the Romanian higher education in the field of quality assurance and 
quality management are: adapting to the requirements established by ENQA, 
adapting to the changes that take place in the education, training and advancement 
processes of the personnel with attributions in the field of quality; strengthening the 
quality management systems in universities, developing the social function of the 
university, and increasing the concern to ensure the quality of the study programs is 
achieved by focusing on covering the explicit and implicit needs of the society and the 
easy insertion of the graduates into the labor market"(AN Ct). 

"In the Romanian higher education special efforts are made in order to implement a 
culture of quality that will enable it to create well-defined mechanisms to ensure the 
design/update of standards in correlation with the labor market requirements and 
European practices" (UNEFS).  

"The Romanian higher education will be aimed at the alignment with the policies of 
the European Union also in the field of quality assurance and management. In 
particular, it will aim the correlation with the standards and guidelines on quality 
assurance in the European Area of Higher Education” (IT Baptist). 

"A closer correlation with the labor market demands due to the competition between 
universities" (U Partium).  

"The quality assurance and management in the Romanian higher education are on 
the right track, as there are prerequisites for carrying out a process connected to 
international trends" (UCB Pitesti). 

Positive trends have been identified in the quality management systems of 
universities - this is a major goal for all ARACIS actions:  

"Accountability of institutions regarding quality" (UNEFS).  

"Improving the  management quality of higher education institutions in the country" 
(UCv).  

"The culture of quality has already fell in place in Romania. The concepts have 
already been understood and assimilated, and the academia is co-interested in 
applying them on all levels that make up the whole"(USAMV C-N). 

"Functional quality assurance mechanisms have already been established in the 
Romanian universities, and there is the premise of transferring more attributions 
from the external evaluation to the internal one" (UNA Buc).  

"Important steps have been taken regarding the institutionalization of quality 
assurance in the Romanian higher education. I appreciate that, due to the increased 
competition between higher education institutions, between them and other initial 
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and continuing training organizations, the concerns about quality assurance and 
management in the Romanian higher education will be intensified"(U Athenaeum). 

Positive trends are sometimes limited by various factors that ARACIS can act on:  
"There is a tendency to level the evaluation criteria, although each field has different 
peculiarities. However, we appreciate the willingness of the evaluators arriving at 
our institution to understand the specifics of our study programs"(UNA Buc). 

"The attempt to balance the autonomy of higher education institutions and the 
exercise of central authority" (UNA Buc).  

"Quality assurance and management will be permanently be adjusted 
according to the requirements and standards imposed by the continuous 
modernization of education, but with the risk of creating discomfort to the 
beneficiaries if there is no continuity of the educational process" (U Lugoj). 

3.4.2.2 Negative Trends 

More than 145 responses have been received from more than 50 public and private 
higher education institutions that led to the identification of some negative trends in the 
Romanian higher education on quality assurance and management. 
 
A negative trend is related to the formalism and bureaucracy that characterize some 
quality assessment activities (multiple responses): 

 "Too much bureaucracy and too many formally implemented processes" (UPB). 

"The need to centralize and report something all the time is what makes our work 
harder and takes too much of the time that should be invested in teaching, writing 
books, research" (UT Bv).  

"The trends I see are: Bureaucratization, focus on indicators, rigidity in 
implementing standards"(UB). 

"Unfortunately, often these efforts include too many formalisms and heavy 
bureaucracy that lead to opposite effects than the desired ones. It would be 
appropriate to identify a few objectively assessed improvement directions. In 
particular, I perceive an increasing risk that quality standards are used to the benefit 
of certain categories of higher education institutions, thus losing their objective and 
positive value"(UPM Tg.M). 

"I am afraid of the accentuation of the 'form without substance’ trend in which 
universities 'cover’ themselves with procedures and documents, but without these 
things leading to an increase in the quality of higher education" (ULB Sb). 

"The trend towards "disregarding criticism” and dual behavior. On the one hand, 
there is a tendency to show disregard towards the criticism coming from the public 
sector, employers, audit reports and evaluations; partly substantiated criticism that 
we must take into account, partly non-substantiated criticism that must be fought 
against in the public space to avoid erroneous understanding and damage of the 
Romanian higher education image. At the same time, there is a tendency towards 
dual behavior,via which we accept criticism and at the same time we criticize the 
system, but we do not want to change anything because there is also a personal risk 
involved"(USM Sv). 
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"Excessive bureaucracy, elitism, abstraction, lack of connection with the practice" (U 
Bioterra).  

"The quality of higher education might decrease in the following context: emphasis 
on quantity rather than on quality, rather on form than on substance; diversification 
and unjustified development of fields of study, based on the same origin field, without 
a theoretical or practical utility; increase of the bureaucratic trend which is 
administrative, time, human and financial resources consuming to the detriment of 
the teaching process and scientific research"(U Athenaeum).  

Many of the responses received link the negative trends to the financing of the 
Romanian higher education:  

"Decrease in quality due to underfunding" (UM Ct). 

"Unfortunately, the Romanian funding system forces universities to deviate from the 
principles of quality" (UT Is).  

"If there is no normal funding for the higher education system, there is a risk of the 
obvious impossibility of ensuring an efficient management. In fact, it is impossible to 
do so"(UO).  

"Quality assurance and its management can not be imagined without proper funding 
befitted to the requirements of modern education. In this respect, if the current trend 
to under-finance education continues, the degradation of the didactic act will 
continue as well, with all its ensuing consequences"(UO Ct). 
"Trends relate to the degree of subsidisation of education" (UMF Cv). 

"Fewer graduates will want to pursue an university career, out of two reasons, the 
salary level for juniors and the fact that they are required to enroll for a Ph.D. before 
partaking in a competition for the assistant professor position" (U Lugoj). 

The influence of the global system in which the quality management activity is carried 
out is cited among the causes for the negative trends:  

"The risk for universities to present a picture of quality different from the reality. 
Incapacity to adapt to the labor market requirements, unless the Ministry of 
Education develops and implements a strategy for allocating the number of 
scholarships per fields, universities, regions according to the real needs"(UPM Tg.M). 

"Very hard to design a vision because of the multiple changes over the last 20 years" 
(UV Tm).  

"The tendency to implement Western practices without having the basics of the 
system: the involvement of private companies, of the local and county councils, etc. in 
study programs, financing, absorption of graduates” (UVA Bc). 

"The quality management trend that must be avoided is that of shifting towards a 
corporate/business quality management type. I believe that quality management 
must be of an academic nature similar to that used by Anglo-Saxon universities"(UT 
Bv).  

"Similar to other countries, the higher education in Romania has the characteristics 
of managing a business. Hence, the higher focus on the student's needs, but with a 
lower interest in the quality and level of knowledge conveyed” (UNEFS).  

"Copying international standards and procedures that often do not match the reality 
and specificity of our national education" (U Bioterra). 

The drop in the level of preparation of young people, pupils and students is directly 
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linked to the negative trends in quality assurance:  
"However, in the context of decreasing the number of candidates and the quality of 
their preparation, there will be universities/faculties that decide to "sacrifice"quality 
in order to keep on existing" (AN Ct).  

"Quality decreases if the number of places available at university is higher than the 
number of high school graduates, on the one hand, and the funding per student 
dependence does not allow for a good selection and rigor throughout the studies" 
(USAMV B).  

"The development of mass higher education and the concomitant reduction in the 
number of students due to the demographic decline, especially in some suddenly 
outdated specializations, led to a "student hunt” and lack of exigency and 
superficiality of the didactic evaluation, etc." (U Partium). 

There have been negative trends related to the implementation of internal quality 
systems in universities:  

"Some of the measures are still formal and, above all, there are no obvious measures 
to be taken for non-compliance. The point is that we want to apply regulations, but 
we do not have the infrastructure or staff that is trained and paid for a number of 
activities” (USAMV B). 

"The failure of all universities to meet the quality standards of the learning, teaching 
and research process, and the lack of sanctions for these issues creates a climate of 
mistrust in the institutions responsible for verifying and contributing to the 
development of the higher education quality" (U B).  

"The emphasis is still on quantity to the detriment of quality. Quality committees 
generally perform formal, superficial and irrelevant evaluations. There should be 
very precise legislation on quality standards for each field. Distinguishing between 
value and non-value is the key to real progress in the Romanian higher education” 
(UA Is).  
"Excessive formalization and bureaucratization of quality assurance, emphasis on 
formal fulfillment of quality standards and less attention paid to the quality of 
teaching" (U Athenaeum).  

Universities claim there is unfavorable uniformity of the quality assessment criteria:  
"The tendency to homogenize the curriculum of similar study programs in the 
country, implicitly loss of identity" (UT Bv).  
"There is a tendency to uniform the evaluation criteria, not taking into account 
sufficiently the particularities of each field. On the other hand, the new ARACIS 
standards offer greater leeway in curriculum design, emphasizing more the 
university autonomy” (UNM B).   
"The tendency to impose identical rules (useful, up to a certain point) for all 
universities will inevitably lead to the homogenization of the training process and 
the elimination of the distinct features that now differentiate them. And I think it is a 
good thing not to homogenize training methods and techniques, but to leave allow 
instructors to express their creativity” (UT Is).  
"The highest risk is the leveling of the educational offer as a result of "standards” 
templates with a high degree of generality to such extent that they do not match the 
particular aspects that bring value to areas where creativity plays an important role 
(vocational education: medicine, art, etc.)” (UNATC Buc).  
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"In the last period we have seen a strong tendency of standardization and 
centralization in all Romanian higher education which leads on the one hand to a 
higher control in the system, but on the other hand, to a stiffening of the intra and 
inter-university system" (UVG Arad). 

The decrease of the weight given to the evaluation of the didactic process in the 
evaluation of the academic system has received criticism:  

"Unfortunately, the Romanian higher education is misguided towards too much 
research and less didactic activity. This trend will affect the quality of graduates on 
the long run"(ESA).  
"Quality management is focused on the material infrastructure and neglects the 
quality of the learning process" (ULB Sb). 
"Marginalizing the didactic component in favor of the research component" (USM 
Sv).  
"The main tendency is to decrease the teaching process quality due to the decrease of 
the teaching process quality in the secondary education" (UPG Pl).  

3.4.2.3 Proposals/Suggestions 

More than 265 responses have been received from more than 70 public and private 
higher education institutions. These responses propose methods or measures for quality 
assurance and management. 
The quality indicators defined in the ARACIS standards are identified as an important 
means. If they are well selected and defined than they can enhance the higher education 
quality:  

"Increasing quality standards and formulating new indicators for quality 
assessment" (USAMV B).  

"Process Orientation" (UB).  
"Higher standards imposed on teaching staff both in teaching and scientific 
research" (UT Bv).  
"Quality assessment should also include qualitative criteria" (UNEFS). 
"Indicators must be measurable, quantifiable and comparable" (UPM Tg.M).  
"Shifting evaluation activities from quantity (number of subjects, factsheets, teaching 
materials, etc.) to quality (content, correlation, etc.)" (UPM Tg.M).  
"The enforcement of performance indicators that are quantifiable and comparable" 
(USAMV Tm).  
"Increasing quality standards, increasing the emphasis on good practices in the field" 
(UMF C-N).  
"There are unjustified differences in the compulsory minimum standards for teaching 
positions (depending on the teaching committee corresponding to the subjects that 
have vacancies open for competition). In some committees, the emphasis is on 
didactic and professional activity, and in others on scientific activity. I believe that 
these differences do not lead to an increase in the educational management quality” 
(AFA Bv). 
"To develop very precise performance indicators" (U Ecologica). 

The idea of reconsidering the weight (in the sense of maximizing)of the results of the 
educational pedagogical activity is favored:  

"We seem to be missing the point that the role of education is to form the new 
specialist, and this is less taken into account compared to other criteria, and teachers 
are becoming more and more researchers (it is logical to focus on what is necessary 
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for career planning) to the detriment of their didactic activity that has a lesser 
weight and seems to “get in the way” according to  Professor Academician Radu 
Voinea (UPB).   

"Quality assurance to focus on the educational outcomes that higher education 
institutions achieve" (U Cv).  

"Criteria for evaluating the performance of the teaching staff as appropriate to their 
skills must be established. We can not expect remarkable teaching and research skills 
at the same time. I propose different standards for the two categories so that not 
only research (which, if we are to be realistic, did not become an engine of the 
national economy after 1990) would bring points to the classification of universities 
but also the quality of the didactic act” (UPG Pl).   

"It is important to develop pedagogical methods appropriate to the requirements of 
the new generation of students, taking into account the characteristics of the 
generation X" (U Partium). 

Increasing the accountability of internal quality assurance systems is frequently 
identified as one of the main goals of the entire activity in this area:  

"The involvement of universities in the implementation of a quality culture across the 
entire academic community" (AN Ct).  

"Improving quality in higher education institutions" (USAMV B) or "The tendency of 
the Romanian higher education in the field of quality assurance and management 
will depend on the level of alignment of the national education policies to the policies 
of the European Union and the level of involvement of the decision makers in the 
development of a institutional culture” (AN Ct).  

"Quality management must be implemented by the management of universities as a 
priority, because there is no generalized interest in this direction at individual level. 
(ASE)  

"Enhanced reliability on the internal evaluation performed by academic institutions" 
(UPM Tg.M).  

"Increasing the responsibility of universities in ensuring the quality of the 
educational process" (ULB Sb).  

"Universities that have earned the rating "high level of trust” as a result of an 
external evaluation, during its validity, will provisionally authorize/accredit/re-
accredit through internal decisions, fields and study programs" (UT CN) or " develop 
quantitative analysis systems with measurable, quantifiable and comparable 
indicators, with an emphasis on the overall assessment of the results obtained” (UV 
Tr).  

"It is necessary to generalize quality assurance in all departments of a university" 
(UTM B). 

"Ensuring continuity in organizing the quality assurance system, as well as 
diversifying the activities and responsibility of the teaching staff involved in quality 
management" (U Lugoj). 

Performance-based financing is considered a possible solution for improving the  
performance in quality assurance and management:  

"The main problem is under-financing per student (that is why in international 
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classifications where the budget is an essential point we are clearly losing 10 to 40 
times compared to universities in other countries" (UPB).  
"Multi-annual funding (per education cycles) will be one of the factors that can 
increase the higher education quality" (USAMV B).  

"Developing quality-based approaches for increasing the level of higher education 
funding" (UT Bv).  

"Ranking of universities with financial consequences" (UTC B).  

"Developing quality-based approaches for increasing the level of higher education 
funding, implementing a funding system per study program" (U Cv). 
 
  

"In my opinion, these tendencies are closely related to the financing of education, in 
general, starting with the secondary level. Thus, teachers who are motivated to 
achieve performance with their pupils will be interested in entering the education 
system. These pupils will become students who will include on their value scale the 
education and culture of the study and they will further share these values in their 
fields of work. Based on the ecosystems governing principles, added value will be 
generated in the higher education quality, and the valedictorians may be tempted to 
pursue a career in education instead of emigrating” (UT Is).  
"Ranking study programs by quality and differentiated funding according to these 
criteria" (UMF C-N).  
"A quality culture is required in the Romanian education and the development of 
funding lines accessible to young researchers and master students for scientific 
researches" (UO Ct). 

Better use of information technologies is proposed:  
"The development of computer systems that support quality assessment processes" 
(UT Bv) or "digitization" (ASE).  
"Increased use of information and communication technologies in teaching, learning, 
evaluation, research processes, institutional management and internal and external 
communication" (UA Is).  
"The supporting documents and performance indicators will be reported on-line on a 
platform managed by the institutions responsible for the external evaluation of the 
higher education and the evaluators, via field visits, will check the compliance" (UT 
C-N). 
"Computerization of the quality assessment processes" (UV Tr). 

Improving the adaptation to the requirements of the beneficiaries (the labor market) is 
one of the important levers for the increase of the Romanian education system quality:  

"Alignment to the European and international occupational standards and 
connecting to the labor market requirements, changing the focus from delivering 
skills to skills developement" (AN Ct).  
"Linking education to labor market demand" (UT Bv).  
"Meet the demands generated by employers" (UM Ct).  
"A certain level of adaptability to the needs of the labor market should be ensured by 
easily adapting/adopting subjects from the curricula to the needs of the market" (UT 
Is).  
"Interest to ensure the study programs quality by focusing on meeting the implicit 
and explicit needs of the society and inserting graduates into the labor market" (UO).  
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"The Romanian higher education should focus more on the creation of skills in line 
with the requirements of the labor market" (UVA Bc).  
"Well defined mechanisms to design/update standards in correlation with  the labor 
market requirements" (UT C-N).  
"Continue to apply quality assurance measures in the higher education in line with 
the labor market requirements" (ATM B).   
"Increasing importance for graduates employability" (U Artifex). 
"Correlation of higher education programs with the needs of the labor market" (U 
Apollonia). 

A correlation with the international quality standards is strongly suggested:  
"Modeling evaluation procedures in line with those in the higher education of 
countries with well-positioned higher education systems in international rankings" 
(UPB). 
"Aiming at international accreditation of study programs" (UNEFS).  
"Harmonize the curricula with the study programs in the national units and bring 
them to the level of the EU ones" (UT Bv).   
"Promoting mobility of students and teaching staff, curricular innovation, promoting 
interdisciplinarity, adapting to the common reference framework for qualifications 
at national and European level, adapting to the labor market requirements" (UAI).   
"Harmonization of the evaluation practices with those of the European countries 
with a tradition in the field" (UM Ct).  
"Alignment with the European Union policies" (U Cv).  
"Greater alignment with international standards should be achieved" (UDJ Gl).  
"Aligning national educational policies with the European Union policies" (U Pit).   
"Continuing the process of harmonization with the provisions of the European 
legislation" (UPM Tg.M).  
"Make it compatible with the EU education by implementing more and more 
European requirements" (USAMV Tm). 
"Compatibility of national policies in the field of quality assurance and quality 
management in education with the policies of the European Union" (UAV A). 
"I believe that the alignment of national policies with EU policies in the field of 
quality assurance and management is a mandatory and inevitable trend. Quality 
assurance and management must be carried out with reference to SR ISO IWA 
2:2009 Quality Management Systems. Guidelines for the implementation of the ISO 
2001 standard in education organizations and of the standards and guidelines for 
quality assurance in the European higher education area (ESG) endorsed at the 
Ministerial Conference in Yerevan, May 14-15, 2015” (AFT Sb).  
"Highlighting the integration of national educational procedures within the 
academic standards of the European Union" (UBV C-N). 

Student engagement  in the academic activity must be improved:  
"Increasing the students engagement in scientific research projects, implementing 
the competence and learning outcomes based approach, intensifying the process of 
internationalization" (AN Ct).   
"Student involvement in the evaluation processes" (UT Bv).   
"Student centered education, ensuring skills to graduates" (USM Sv).  
"Using student-centered teaching and learning methods and techniques" (ULB Sb).  
"Effective quality management and student-centered education" (UNA Buc).  
"Developing student-centered education" (USAMV Is). 
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The academic system must continue to rely on ARACIS as an already validated means for 
quality improvement, even if improvements are needed in the Agency's work: 

 "ARACIS should establish the necessary structures and procedures for actively 
monitoring the quality of the private and public higher education system (not only 
based on the university's request and not only at accreditation/authorization)" (AN 
Ct).  
"In my opinion, it would be very good to find a way to achieve an open and sincere 
dialogue, not based on the fear of not being accredited, and the role of ARACIS in the 
educational process to deliver the long-awaited fruits" (UT Bv) . 
"Transparency in nominating program evaluation teams and avoiding the allocation 
of certain programs only to certain people" (UAIC Is). 
"Connecting ARACIS with ANC, DGIS and CNRED for a common approach to 
certifications" (AN Ct).  
"I would like the reopening of  the platform that allows those interested to enroll as 
evaluators and the criteria for designating the evaluators should be in line with the 
standards for lecturers and professors for each field. It is absurd to have the research 
activity in a faculty evaluated by a person who has never published an indexed article 
in international databases, for example!" (UCDC).  
 

Conclusions: 
 The number, distribution and content of the responses indicate the 

respondents' interest in the subject. 
 The correspondence between evaluators, teachers, students, and university 

representatives responses support the confidence in the usefulness of the 
information obtained. 

 There is a tendency to identify (mistake?!) the issues related to evaluation 
and quality management with the general issues of the higher education. 

 There are many responses that identify desiderata, but not all provide 
concrete solutions for achieving them. 

 ARACIS is perceived as an important stakeholder for the future in improving 
quality assessment and improving management in the field, provided it 
improves some of its own methods and practices. 

 

3.5 Section V. Identification data  

Question Q8. In which areas/fields does your university have study programs? 
Field (DFI) Public HEI Private HEI Total 

No. 
universit

ies 

No. 
responde

nts 

No. 
universit

ies 

No. 
responde

nts 

universit
ies 

responde
nts 

10 Mathematics and natural 
sciences 

23 185 1 21 24 206 

20 Engineering sciences 33 277 1 18 34 295 
30 Biological and 
biomedical sciences 

25 176 1 26 26 202 

40 Social sciences  29 262 13 119 42 381 
50 Humanist sciences and 
arts 

33 231 2 40 35 271 
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60 Sports sciences and 
physical education 

19 168 1 15 20 183 

Total  52  19  71  

 
Question Q9. Institution size 

Intervals  Public HEI Private HEI No. 
respondents 

a) under 5.000 students 152 110 262 
b) 5001 -7.500 students 71 16 87 
c) 7.501 - 10.000 students 31 9 40 
d) 10.001 - 12.500 students 36 0 36 
e) 12.501 - 15.000 students 41 0 41 
f) 15.001 - 17.500 students 21 0 21 
g) 17.501 -20.000 students 31 0 31 
h) Over 20.000 students 58 0 58 

Total 441 135 576 
 

 

Figure 8. Respondents structure by institution size 
 

Question Q10. Are you enrolled in the ARACIS National Register of Evaluators? 
Version  Public HEI Private HEI No. 

respondents 
Structure % 

a) Yes 141 16 157 27.26 
b) No 300 119 419 72.74 
Total  441 135 576 100 

sub 5.000 stud. 
46% 

5001 -7.500 stud. 
15% 

7.501 - 10.000 
stud. 
7% 

10.001 - 12.500 
stud. 
6% 

12.501 - 15.000 
stud. 
7% 

15.001 - 17.500 
stud. 
4% 

17.501-20.000 
stud. 
5% 

Peste 20.000 stud. 
10% 

Structura respondenților după mărimea instituției 
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 Specialty Commission Public 
HEI 

Private HEI Total 

C1: Exact Sciences and Natural Sciences   10 1 11 
C2: Humanist Sciences and Theology   15 0 15 

C3: Judicial Sciences   15 1 16 
C4: Social and Political Sciences   1 1 2 

C5: Administrative and Educational Sciences and 
Psychology   

1 1 2 

C6: Economic Sciences I   4 4 8 
C7: Economic Sciences II  6 7 13 

C8: Arts, Architecture, Town Planning, Physical 
Education and Sport   

20 0 20 

C9: Agricultural and Forest Sciences and Veterinary 
Medicine   

17 0 17 

C10: Engineering Sciences I  18 0 18 

C11: Engineering Sciences II  26 1 27 
C12: Health   6 0 6 
C13: Distance learning   2 0 2 

 Total  141 16 157 

 
Question Q11. Type of  institution 

Type of  institution No. respondents Structure % 
a) Public  441 76.6 
b) Private 135 23.4 

Total 576 100.0 
 
Question Q12. What is your seniority in higher education? 

Age groups Public HEI Private HEI Total 
a) under 10 years 16 14 30 
b) 10-20 years 159 76 235 
c) 21-30 years 200 34 234 
d) 31-40 years 51 6 57 
e) over 40 years 15 5 20 

TOTAL 441 135 576 
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Figure 9. Structure of respondents by seniority in higher education 

 

4 Analysis of self-evaluation – ARACIS Evaluators 

Similar to Batch A, the processing and analysis of the data obtained from the 
Questionnaire for ARACIS evaluators- teaching staff and students-Batch B (Annex 2) was 
carried out in line with the five sections of the questionnaires.  The processing of 
indicators at the level of each specialty commission is presented in Annex 3. 
 

4.1 Section I. Evaluation of the quality of the services provided by ARACIS 

Average level of the items and dimensions concerning quality-focused management 
Batch B - ARACIS Evaluators  
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
Average   

Respondents  
303 

Item  Dime
nsion   

1 Leadership 

ARACIS’s methodologies and standards are relevant for 
external evaluation of the quality of higher education. 

8.68 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and 
fair implementation of the studies programs evaluation and 
of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8.88 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in 
terms of measuring the quality of the academic processes.  

8.54 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of 
the flow of activities. 

9.00 

The specialized staff is optimally selected for conducting the 
external quality evaluation. 

8.97 

Grupe de 
vârstă 

0% 

under 10 years 
[PERCENTAGE

] 

10-20 years 
[PERCENTAGE

] 
21-30 years 

[PERCENTAGE
] 

31-40 years 
[PERCENTAGE

] 

Structure of respondents by seniority in higher 

education 
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2 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well 
correlated with the reality of the Romanian higher 
education system. 

8.66 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation 
undertaken by ARACIS are always carried out.  

8.83 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation 
undertaken by the university are observed. 

8.36 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and 
transparent. 

9.33 

The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a 
timely manner. 

9.17 

3 Total 
beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS’s standards lead to an improvement in the student 
training activity. 

8.67 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of 
the process are ensured.  

9.30 

Within the evaluated institution there is an increased level 
of satisfaction with regard to the results of the external 
evaluations.  

8.57 

4 
Involvement 

The ARACIS management is constantly concerned with 
increasing the efficiency of its own activities. 

9.18 

8.90 

ARACIS experts have a high degree of professionalism and 
objectivity. 

9.13 

The evaluating students present relevant analyzes and 
reports. 

8.63 

Assessed universities have made significant efforts in 
quality assurance. 

8.67 

5 Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanism to ensure training and 
support for its evaluators and for the academic 
environment.  

8.67 

8.68 
ARACIS is organizing constant training and education 
programs for the ARACIS  evaluators 

8.64 

The training programs are well organized and are efficient. 8.72 

6 Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanism to ensure drafting/ 
updating of the standards in relation to labour market 
demands and European practices. 

8.41 

8.49 
The drafting / updating of standards is in line with the 
expectations of the universities. 

8.18 

The observations and recommendations made by 
ARACIS in your institution lead to an increase in the 
quality of the education process. 

8.87 

7 Reward 
and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the 
degrees and qualifications on the labor market, including at 
an international level. 

9.04 

8.78 ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher 
education institutions to improve the efficiency of its 
activities.  

8.82 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust 8.49 
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in the external evaluation processes.   

8 Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair 
and constructive. 

9.26 

9.32 

ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and collegial attitude 
towards the universities.   

9.43 

ARACIS provides support to universities in developing 
internal quality assurance mechanisms. 

9.09 

At ARACIS, working meetings are conducted in a friendly 
and engaging environment.   

9.51 

 General average   8.86  
 
The perceptions of the 303 respondents, who are ARACIS evaluators, related to the 
average level of quality centered management items and dimensions, allow for a ranking 
of the eight dimensions analyzed, the most appreciated dimension being Teamwork, 
evaluated with the maximum grade (9.32). All items on which teamwork was evaluated 
have average grades above 9.  
Except for Teamwork, the respondents' perceptions on the other seven dimensions 
evaluated are relatively homogeneous, with average grades ranging between 8.49 (for 
Ownership of problems) and 8.90 (for Involvement).  
From the grades based ranking, we can ascertain that for two of the dimensions 
analyzed, Education and Training, respectively Ownership of problems, the respondents 
gave average grades below 9 for all their items of appreciation.  
As resulted from the presented data, the item evaluated with the maximum grade (9.51) 
is  
 
"At ARACIS, there is a friendly working and engaging climate during working sessions" and 
the one rated with the minimum grade (8.18) refers to "Designing/updating standards in 
line with the expectations of universities".  
Question Q1.  
Average levels of dimensions HETQMEX Model to Q1 Question. "As an ARACIS evaluator, 
please evaluate with grades from 1 to 10 the quality-centered management within 
ARACIS". 
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Specialty Commission 1. 

Leadersh
ip 

2. 
Commit

ment 

3. 
 Total 

beneficiary 
satisfaction 

4. 
Involve

ment 

5. 
 Training 

and 
education 

6. 
Ownership 

of 
problems 

7.  
Reward and 
recognition 

8. 
Teamw

ork 

Average 
per 

commis
sion  

C1: Exact Sciences and Natural 
Sciences  

9.20 9.40 9.15 9.12 9.17 8.87 8.96 9.49 9.17 

C2: Humanist Sciences and 
Theology  

9.25 9.33 9.09 9.29 8.90 9.05 9.30 9.70 9.24 

C3: Judicial Sciences  8.62 8.77 8.72 8.74 8.00 8.13 8.55 8.96 8.56 
C4: Social and Political Sciences  8.70 8.85 9.11 9.00 8.94 8.11 8.76 9.38 8.86 
C5: Administrative and 
Educational Sciences and 
Psychology  

8.81 8.86 8.73 8.83 8.71 8.56 8.85 9.35 8.84 

C6: Economic Sciences I  8.39 8.85 8.60 8.89 8.73 8.10 8.59 9.21 8.67 
C7: Economic Sciences II  8.74 8.76 8.80 8.80 8.52 8.39 8.97 9.43 8.80 
C8: Arts, Architecture, Town 
Planning, Physical Education 
and Sport  

9.20 9.16 9.15 9.18 9.26 9.06 9.14 9.69 9.23 

C9: Agricultural and Forest 
Sciences and Veterinary 
Medicine  

9.27 9.13 9.12 9.16 8.98 8.78 8.91 9.39 9.09 

C10: Engineering Sciences I  8.78 8.89 8.76 8.76 8.69 8.68 8.74 9.35 8.83 
C11: Engineering Sciences II  9.01 9.08 8.75 9.05 8.84 8.47 8.63 9.50 8.92 
C12: Health  9.13 9.12 9.14 9.15 8.97 9.00 9.31 9.65 9.18 
C13: Distance learning  9.15 9.15 9.10 9.09 9.27 8.84 9.19 9.74 9.19 
L 1 Evaluators ANOSR 7.31 7.23 7.64 7.54 6.69 6.79 7.10 7.93 7.28 
L 2 Evaluators ANOSR 8.66 8.47 8.82 8.91 8.47 8.46 8.77 9.08 8.70 
Item average 8.81 8.87 8.85 8.90 8.68 8.49 8.78 9.32 8.84 

Legend: 

 Minimum level  
 Maximum level  
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According to this distribution, there are small differences between the averages for each 
commission, from the maximum score given by C2 Human Sciences and Theology (9.24) 
to the minimum given by ANOSR evaluators (7.28). For both groups at the extremes of 
the evaluation, the most favorable aspect is teamwork  (9.70 C2 respectively 7.93 
ANOSR) and the most unfavorable aspect is Education and Training (8.90 C5 and  
respectively 6.69 ANOSR).  
Grades under 9 were given for Ownership of problems and Reward and recognition, by 
the respondents from the field of sciences as well as by those in humanities.  The Legal 
Sciences field is characterized by responses evaluated under 9 to all eight dimensions 
that characterize the quality-centered management within ARACIS. The responses of the 
specialist committees C4, C5, C6, C7 and C10 could be included in the same category. The 
lowest grade is given by ANOSR evaluators. The UNSR evaluators generally do not have 
grades higher than 9. The minimum average level is for the Ownership of problems 
dimension, which should be an institutional priority for ARACIS.   
The most appreciated dimension, by all respondents, is Teamwork. The differences 
between commissions reflect both the specificities of each field and the specific 
situations encountered during the evaluations carried out. Overall, the very high scores 
across all dimensions (over 8) for all committees (excluding ANOSR Evaluators) reflect a 
high level of quality-centered management within ARACIS. 
 
A ranking of ARACIS attributes on quality-centered management, consistent with the 
feedback from evaluators in all domains, is shown below. 

 
Figure 10. The average level of quality-centered management within ARACIS 

8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 

6. Ownership of problems 

5.    Training and education 

7.    Reward and recognition 

1.    Leadership  

3.    Total customer satisfaction 

2.    Commitment 

4.    Involvement  

8.    Teamwork 

8.49 

8.68 

8.78 

8.81 

8.85 

8.87 

8.9 

9.32 

The average level of quality-centered management within 

ARACIS  
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Following the ranking of the criteria, there is a significant difference between the best-
rated aspect, Teamwork (9.32) and the lowest rated one, Ownership of problems(8.49). 
Teamwork received the highest score for all committees, this is due to the fact that the 
evaluation activity is conducted in teams and also due to the peer attitude of ARACIS in 
relation to universities.  
On the opposite side, the lowest score recorded by Ownership of problems is a correlation 
problem between the ARACIS standards, on the one hand, and the expectations of 
universities and the specificity of the labor market, on the other. This problematic issue, 
though extremely important, is obviously difficult to optimize due to its placement over 
a medium and long-term horizon (it is risky and hasty to change these long-term 
standards according to the semi-annual or annual labour market dynamics). 

 
The correlation matrix8 between the dimensions Quality-focused management 

 
  Dimension Col.1: Col.2: Col.3: Col.4: Col.5: Col.6: Col.7: 

Col.1: 
3 Total beneficiary 
satisfaction  9 1       

Col.2: 1 Leadership 0.9433 1      
Col.3: 2 Commitment 0.9181 0.9530 1     
Col.4: 4 Involvement 0.9546 0.9499 0.9558 1    

Col.5: 
5 Training and 
education 0.9303 0.9156 0.9342 0.9437 1   

Col.6: 
6 Ownership of 
problems 0.9042 0.9638 0.9158 0.9161 0.8967 1  

Col.7: 
7 Reward and 
recognition 0.9402 0.9308 0.9116 0.9429 0.9074 0.9500 1 

Col.8: 8 Teamwork 0.9186 0.9381 0.9439 0,9438 0,9585 0,9315 0,9602 

 
Matrix of correlations resulted by analyzing the Pearson quantitative direct correlation 
based on responses (see rules above). It obviously contains the correlation coefficients 
for the eight dimensions of quality-centered management, where the resulting variable 
is considered to be the Total Beneficiary Satisfaction. 
As a result of the link intensity determination, the Total Customer Satisfaction is most 
strongly influenced by Continuous Involvement (0.9546) and Leadership (0.9433) and 
least influenced by Ownership of problems (0.9042). This statistically based association 
reflects a natural situation of efficient organization of the inter-institutional evaluation 
and interconnection activity. The lowest association value was recorded between 
Ownership of problems and Training and Education. The adjustment of ARACIS standards 

                                                 
8 The Pearson correlation coefficient has values between -1 and +1 indicating power (value of the coefficient) and 

direction (sign of the coefficient) of the linear correlation. 

Empirical interpretation rules for the correlation coefficient ry/x: 

ry/x -[-0.25 la  +0.25] → no correlation   

ry/x -(0.25 la +0.50] ∪  (-0.25 la -0.50] → direct/ reversed correlation  

ry/x -(0.50 la +0.75] ∪  (-0.50 la -0.75] → moderate direct/ reversed correlation  

ry/x -(0.75 la +1) ∪  (-0.75 la -1) → strong direct/ reversed correlation  

If r = 0.90→ R2 (determination ratio) independent variables explain 82% of the variability of the dependent 

variable  
9 Resulting variable–  Beneficiary satisfaction  
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to the expectations of universities and the labor market does not depend on the 
professionalism of the evaluators.  

Rank method 
As
pe
cts 

Dimension 
Specialty 

Commission C
1

: 

C
2

: 

C
3

: 

C
4

: 

C
5

: 

C
6

: 

C
7

: 

C
8

: 

C
9

: 

C
1

0
: 

C
1

1
: 

C
1

2
: 

C
1
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: 

L
1

1
0
 

L
2

1
1
 

F
in

al
 

ra
n

k
 

R
an

k
 

av
er

ag
e CV % 

S
tr

o
n

g
 8 Teamwork 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 0.0 

4 Involvement 6 4 3 3 4 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 7 3 2 2 3.6 37.6 
2 Commitment 2 2 2 5 2 3 5 5 4 2 2 6 5 5 6 3 3.7 43.5 
1 Leadership 3 5 5 7 5 7 6 3 2 3 4 5 4 4 5 4 4.5 32.1 

W
e

a
k

 

3 Total beneficiary 
satisfaction  

5 6 4 2 6 5 4 6 5 5 6 4 6 2 3 5 4.6 30.5 

7 Reward and 
recognition 

7 3 6 6 3 6 2 7 7 6 7 2 3 6 4 6 5.0 38.5 

5 Training and 
education 

4 8 8 4 7 4 7 2 6 7 5 8 2 8 7 7 5.8 37.0 

6 Ownership of 
problems 

8 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 7 8 7 8 8 7.7 5.9 

 
Although Commitment ranks third, the respondents' opinion cannot be validated because 
this dimension has a variation coefficient of 43.5%, thus the average is not 
representative  for the series, the opinions are uneven. Idem, opinions are divided on 
Continuous Involvement, Training and Education, Reward and recognition, the variation 
coefficients being over 35%. 
Extreme ranks (Teamwork-rank 1 and Ownership of problems- rank 8) display a 
unanimously accepted/valid opinion at the level of the 13 committees + the evaluating 
students.  
 
Overall, the links between the dimensions have a strong and direct intensity. 
 

Specialty Commission 

Average of items by dimension: INVOLVEMENT 

Averag
e size 

The ARACIS 
management 
is constantly 

concerned 
with 

increasing the 
efficiency of 

its own 
activities 

ARACIS experts 
have a high 
degree of 

professionalism 
and objectivity 

The 
evaluating 
students 
present 
relevant 
analyzes 

and 
reports 

Assessed 
universities 
have made 
significant 
efforts in 

quality 
assurance 

C1: Exact Sciences and 
Natural Sciences  

9.429 9.188 8.857 9 9.12 

C2: Humanist Sciences and 
Theology  

9.625 9.393 9.125 9.037 9.30 

C3: Judicial Sciences  9.308 8.867 8.25 8.538 8.74 
C4: Social and Political 9.6 8.833 8.4 9.167 9.00 

                                                 
10

 L1 –Evaluating students ANOSR 
11

 L2 –Evaluating students ANOSR 
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Sciences  
C5: Administrative and 
Educational Sciences and 
Psychology  

9.053 9.136 8.643 8.476 8.83 

C6: Economic Sciences I  9.25 9.3 8.429 8.6 8.89 
C7: Economic Sciences II  8.789 9.16 8.571 8.68 8.80 
C8: Arts, Architecture, Town 
Planning, Physical 
Education and Sport  

9.556 9.526 8.6 9.056 9.18 

C9: Agricultural and Forest 
Sciences and Veterinary 
Medicine  

9.533 9.235 8.875 9 9.16 

C10: Engineering Sciences I  9.167 9.154 8.333 8.4 8.76 
C11: Engineering Sciences II  9.412 9.143 9 8.636 9.05 
C12: Health  9.526 9.474 8.563 9.05 9.15 
C13: Distance learning  9.688 9.316 8.444 8.905 9.09 
L1: Evaluators ANOSR 6.897 7.966 8.483 6.828 7.54 
L2: Evaluators ANOSR 8.864 9.227 8.818 8.727 8.91 

Item average 9.180 9.128 8.626 8.673 8.902 
 

The correlation matrix  between the dimensions Involvement 
  Item   Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 

Column 1 The ARACIS management is constantly 
concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
its own activities. 

1   

Column 2 ARACIS experts have a high degree of 
professionalism and objectivity. 

0.8353 1  

Column 3 The evaluating students present relevant 
analyzes and reports. 

0.1871 0.3131 1 

Column 4 Assessed universities have made significant 
efforts in quality assurance. 

0.9444 0.8452 0.2724 

 
According to these distributions, the item ARACIS Management is constantly concerned 
with the efficiency increase of its own activity scored highest (9.180), being unanimously 
appreciated by all committees. On the opposite side, the item The evaluating students 
present relevant analyzes and reports was the least appreciated (8.626), a situation that 
also reflects an obvious discrepancy between the profile of the teaching staff with 
significant experience in the evaluation process and the  evaluating students that have a 
transient presence in this role. 
 
Question Q2.  
The quality of services provided by ARACIS evaluated by ARACIS evaluators presents 
the following values: 
  Dimension Quality service features/items   Item 

averag
e 

Average 
dimensi

on 

1. Assurance  
 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external 
evaluations. 

9.41 
9.30 

The evaluating peers are fair and equitable. 9.35 
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The evaluating students are well trained and 
professional. 

8.88 

The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.54 

2. Empathy 
 

The ARACIS management understands the needs 
of higher education institutions by giving them 
personalized attention. 

9.27 

9.32 

The evaluating peers encourage and motivate 
their own institution in enhancing the quality of 
education. 

9.20 

The evaluating students show a peer attitude 
towards the students in the evaluated institutions. 

9.30 

The ARACIS staff  has a positive attitude towards 
higher education institutions. 

9.49 

3. Responsive
ness 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the 
challenges of higher education institutions. 

9.28 

9.35 

The evaluating peers have a sincere interest in 
solving problems.  

9.34 

The evaluating students are operative in the 
evaluation processes.  

9.19 

The ARACIS staff  is easy to contact and is 
receptive. 

9.58 

4. Reliability 
 

There is coherence and consistency in the 
application of ARACIS standards. 

9.07 

9.24 The services provided by ARACIS are accurate and 
transparent. 

9.36 

ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.28 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 9.03 

8.93 

The databases are appropriate and the ARACIS 
website is permanently updated and provides the 
necessary information. 

8.82 

The technical-material and financial facilities 
available to ARACIS are appropriate for the work 
carried out. 

8.95 

 
Legend: 

 Minimum level  
 Maximum level  
Regarding the perception of the responding evaluators on the quality of the services 
provided by ARACIS, it can be noticed that four of the five evaluation dimensions 
received average grades above 9 and the fifth dimension subject to evaluation ranked 
behind at an extremely small gap (0.07 points) .  
The most appreciated dimension was Receptiveness, assessed with the maximum 
average grade (9.35), the respondents appreciating the promptness with which the 
ARACIS management meets the problems of the higher education institutions, the 
interest shown by the peer evaluators in solving the problems, the efficiency of the 
evaluating students in the processes of evaluation and, in particular, the fact that the 
ARACIS staff is responsive and easy to contact.  
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Regarding the items based on which the Tangibles dimension was assessed, two of them 
("The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is permanently updated and 
provides the necessary information", respectively "The technical and material facilities of 
ARACIS are suitable for the activity carried out") are among the few rated with average 
grades below 9,thus being an element that needs to be considered in the future to 
improve the quality of the services provided by ARACIS.   
 

4.2 Section II. Evaluating the mission and role of ARACIS 

Question Q3.  
The evaluation of "to what extent ARACIS fulfills its assumed mission with all its 
components" is  as follows (Scale 1-10): 
No.  

 
Components of the mission   General 

average   

1.  
To evaluate the capacity of the education suppliers and to satisfy 
beneficiary expectations  

9.01 

2.  
To contribute to the development of an institutional culture of quality in 
higher education  

9.15 

3.  
To ensure protection of the direct beneficiaries concerning the offer of 
study programs, by producing and disseminating systematic, coherent, 
reliable information, accessible for the public 

8.98 

4.  
To propose to the resort ministry strategies and policies to 
continuously improve the quality of superior education, in close 
correlation with the pre-university education 

8.57 

 
Responding evaluators assessed, by giving grades from 1 to 10, the items regarding the 
extent to which ARACIS fulfilled its assumed mission. The maximum average (9.15) was 
obtained for the component "Contribution to the development of an institutional culture 
of quality in higher education", the minimum (8.57) being attributed to the component of 
"proposals made to the line ministry, regarding policies and strategies to permanently 
improve the quality of higher education, in close correlation with the upper secondary 
education". An intermediary position, closer to the maximum average,is taken by the 
component that reflects ARACIS's mission of "assessing the capacity of education 
providers and meeting the expectations of the beneficiaries". 
 
Question Q4. To what extent do you assess the following? 
Frequency of appearance Evaluators - Teaching staff 
No. Item To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither 
to a small 

extent, 
nor to a 

great 
extent 

To a 
great 

extent 

To a 
very 
great 

extent 

I don’t 
know/ I 

won’t 
answer 

 

1.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the 
higher education system. 

0 5 21 111 113 3 

2.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an 

1 6 11 109 125 1 
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increase in the quality of 
the higher education 
system. 

3.  ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of 
decision-making. 

0 7 15 77 129 25 

 

 
Figure 11. Respondents' structure on "ARACIS is an independent decision-making agency". 

  The opinion of teaching staff-evaluators 
 
Statistical indicators on "How do you assess the following" (Scale 1-5) - Evaluators- 
Teaching staff 
No. Item Average Standard 

deviation 
Variation 
coeficient 

% 

1.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the higher education system. 

4.328 0.764 17.64 

2.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the quality of the higher education 
system. 

4.393 0.720 16.39 

3.  
ARACIS is an independent agency in terms of 
decision-making. 

4.439 0.751 16.93 

 
 
Occurrence frequency- evaluating students 

to a small extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

Neither to a small 
extent, nor to a 

great extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

To a great extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

To a very great 
extent 

[PERCENTAGE] 

I don”t know/I 
don”t answer 

[PERCENTAGE] 

Respondents' structure on "ARACIS is an independent 
decision-making agency". 

  The opinion of teaching staff-evaluators  
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No. Item To a 
very 

limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither 
to a 

small 
extent, 
nor to 
a great 
extent 

To a 
great 

extent 

To a 
very 
great 

extent 

I don’t 
know/ 
I won’t 
answer 

 

1.  

The activity carried out 
by ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the 
higher education 
system. 

0 6 11 18 16 0 

2.  

The activity carried out 
by ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the quality 
of the higher education 
system. 

1 4 8 22 16 0 

3.  

ARACIS is an 
independent agency in 
terms of decision-
making. 

1 5 11 18 16 0 

 

 
Figure 12. Respondents' structure on "ARACIS is an independent decision-making agency". 

Opinion of the evaluating students 
 
Statistical indicators on "How do you assess the following" (Scale 1-5) - evaluating 
students 

To a very limited 
extent 

[PERCENTAGE] 
To a small extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

Nerther to a small 
extent, nor to a great 

extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

to great extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

to very grat extent 
[PERCENTAGE] 

Respondents' structure on "ARACIS is an independent 
decision-making agency". Opinion of the evaluating students  
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No. Item Average Standard 
deviation 

Variation 
coefficient 

% 

1.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead to 
the development  of the higher education 
system. 

3.863 1.000 25.90 

2.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the quality of the higher 
education system. 

3.941 0.988 25.07 

3.  
ARACIS is an independent agency in terms 
of decision-making. 

3.843 1.046 27.23 

 
Question Q4. How do you assess the following? (Scale 1-5) –Total BATCH B 
Occurrence frequency  
No. Item To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither 
to a 

small 
extent, 
nor to 
a great 
extent 

To a 
great 

extent 

To a 
very 
great 

extent 

I don’t 
know/ 
I won’t 
answer 

 

1.  

The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the higher 
education system. 

0 11 32 129 129 3 

2.  

The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an increase 
in the quality of the higher 
education system. 

2 10 19 131 141 1 

3.  
ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of decision-
making. 

1 12 26 95 145 25 

 
Statistical indicators per total BATCH  B 
No. Item Teaching 

staff (TS) 
average 

Students 
(S) 

average 

General 
Average 

Gap 
(TS-

s) 

1.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead 
to the development  of the higher 
education system. 

4.328 3.863 4.249 0.465 

2.  
The activity carried out by ARACIS lead 
to an increase in the quality of the 
higher education system. 

4.393 3.941 4.317 0.452 

3.  
ARACIS is an independent agency in 
terms of decision-making. 

4.439 3.843 4.330 0.596 

 
From ranking resulted based on the scores given by the respondents to the importance 
of some activities performed by ARACIS, on a scale of 1 to 5, the most appreciated 
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activities are those that led to an increase in the quality of the higher education system 
(average 4.317) the agency's independence in decision-making (average 4.33) is also 
appreciated.  
 

4.3 Section III. Trends and risks of the higher education system 

Question Q5.  
The ARACIS evaluators were asked to select and prioritize the top 5 trends that will 
influence the higher education in Romania over the next 5 years.  
Following centralization and data processing, the following ranks were obtained: 

Trend No. 
options 

Rank 

Implementing an approach based on competences and learning 
outcomes 173 

4 

Development of the educational support schemes for first-year 
students 70 

16 

Intensification of the internationalization process 175 3 
A tighter cooperation between the higher education institutions and 
the social and economic environment  202 

1 

Increasing competition between higher education institutions and 
other initial and continuing training organizations 107 

12 

Increased use of IT & C in teaching, learning, evaluation, research, 
institutional management and internal and external communication 163 

5 

Diversification and increase in the number of continuous training 
programs  118 

9 

Strengthening university autonomy and increasing the responsibility 
of higher education institutions related to leadership 122 

8 

Developing approaches based on quality criteria to increase financing 
of higher education  178 

2 

Strengthening the relations between the didactical process and the 
scientific research process  131 

6 

Increasing student involvement in scientific research projects 77 15 
Increasing the mobility of the teaching staff internally and externally 83 14 
Increasing the mobility of the students internally and externally 85 13 
Increasing participation in the higher education process for groups 
that are poorly represented or lack representation (students from 
disadvantaged groups, students with disabilities, mature learners) 66 

17 

Increasing student involvement in the decision-making process 77 15 
Implementing a multi-annual financing system or one based on study 
cycles 124 

7 

Increasing student autonomy in the learning process / Developing a 
student-centered education system  108 

11 

Increasing the alignment of the national education policies with EU 
policies  116 

10 

Other trends, please list …………………………. 5 - 
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Figure 13. Ranking of the top 10 trends that will influence higher education in Romania 
over the next 5 years 

 
The statistical data in the table and graphical representation unambiguously 
demonstrate that, in the opinion of most respondent ARACIS evaluators, the first five 
selected and hierarchical trends will have a positive influence on Romania's higher 
education over the next five years.   
Out of the 303 options, 202 believe that closer cooperation between the higher 
education institutions and the socio-economic environment, with a positive impact on 
the higher education quality, will become operational in the next five years. 178 of 
respondents believe that funding for higher education may also be based on quality 
criteria in the near future.  
In the ranking carried out by the evaluators, positions 3, 4 and 5 include the 
"intensification of the internationalization process", "the implementation of the 
competence and learning outcomes based approach", respectively "the increased use of 
information and communication technologies in the teaching, learning, evaluation, 
research process, institutional management and internal and external communication", 
trends with a positive impact on the higher education, at least in the medium term.  
 
Question Q6.  

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

Strengthening university autonomy and … 

Implementing a multi-annual financing … 

Increased use of IT & C in teaching, learning, … 

Implementing an approach based on … 

Intensification of the internationalization … 

36% 

39% 

40% 

41% 

43% 

54% 

57% 

58% 

59% 

67% 

percentages out of the total  303 

Hierarchy of the first 10 tendencies that will influence higher 

education in Romania in the next 5 years  
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The ARACIS evaluators were asked to select and prioritize the top 5 potential risks that 
will influence the higher education in Romania over the next five years.  
 
Following centralization and data processing, the following ranking was obtained: 

Potential risks No. 
options 

Rank   

Underfinancing of the education system  278 1 
Reduction in the number  of student places financed from the state 
budget 136 

9 

Decrease of the quality of the didactic process  211 3 
Steep decrease in the number of high school graduates and high 
school graduation examination graduates 224 

2 

Reduction in the number  of youngsters in the rural area enrolling in 
higher education  100 

10 

Increase in school dropout rate 150 6 
Reduction of enrollments, below the threshold required for the 
organization and operation of certain studies programs 159 

5 

Unbalance between the education demand and offer (more 
candidates than available places) 79 

11 

Decrease of the absorption of graduates on the labor market  177 4 
Increase in the number  of graduates choosing to work abroad  144 7 
Increased insertion of graduates in other fields than their field of 
training  139 

8 

Other risks, please indicate …………………………..Other trends, please 
list ………………………….. 6 

- 

 

The respondents' perceptions on the risks that will influence the higher education in 
Romania over the next five years reflect that 91.75% of the total number of responses 
(303) identified the underfunding of the education system as the main risk. 73.93% of 
the responding evaluators believe that the Romanian higher education will face a sharp 
decline in the number of high school and baccalaureate graduates over the next five 
years and 69.64% of the total respondents identified another major risk for the higher 
education, the risk for the didactic process to decrease in quality.  

The risk of the decrease of the absorption rate of graduates by the labor market was 
identified by 58.42% of the respondents and the Reduction in the number  of students 
below the permissible threshold for organizing study programs was indicated in 52.48% 
of the total responses.  
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Figure 14. Ranking of  potential risks that will influence higher education in Romania over 
the next 5 years 

 

4.4 Section IV. Analysis of open questions 

4.4.1 Question Q7. Opinions on the work of ARACIS evaluators 

Question Q7. Please mention the aspects of the ARACIS evaluators' activity that you 
would like to improve. 
 

The study includes 303 responses from RNE responding evaluators - teaching staff (Batch 
B1) from the 13 ARACIS + Specialty Committees + evaluating students, on the two 
questions, their responses were coded as follows: 

Table 1 Participants origin 

Identification 
code 

Specialty Commission 

C1: Exact Sciences and Natural Sciences  

C2: Humanist Sciences and Theology  

C3: Judicial Sciences  

0% 50% 100% 

Unbalance between the education demand and offer 

(more candidates than available places) 

Reduction in the number  of youngsters in the rural 

area enrolling in higher education  

Reduction in the number  of student places financed 

from the state budget 

Increased insertion of graduates in other fields than 

their field of training  

Increase in the number  of graduates choosing to 

work abroad  

Increase in school dropout rate 

Reduction of enrollments, below the threshold 

required for the organization and operation of … 

Decrease of the absorption of graduates on the labor 

market  

Decrease of the quality of the didactic process  

Steep decrease in the number of high school 

graduates and high school graduation examination … 

Underfinancing of the education system  

26% 

33% 

45% 

46% 

48% 

50% 

52% 

58% 

70% 

74% 

92% 

percentages out of the total  303 

Ranking of  potential risks that will influence higher education 

in Romania over the next 5 years 
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C4: Social and Political Sciences  

C5: Administrative and Educational Sciences and 
Psychology  

C6: Economic Sciences I  

C7: Economic Sciences II  

C8: Arts, Architecture, Town Planning, Physical Education 
and Sport  

C9: Agricultural and Forest Sciences and Veterinary 
Medicine  

C10: Engineering Sciences I  

C11: Engineering Sciences II  

C12: Health  

C13: Distance learning  

ANOSR Evaluating students ANOSR 

UNSR Evaluating students UNSR 

 
The responses of evaluators teaching staff and students enrolled in the RNE to the 
question "Please mention the issues in ARACIS evaluators work that you would like to 
be improved" were analyzed on four subjects as follows: 

1. Organization of the evaluation activities and the evaluation climate 
2. Evaluation of the study programs and institutional evaluation 
3. Aspects regarding the study programs evaluation procedures  
4. Aspects regarding the evaluators and their activity 

4.4.1.1 Organization of the evaluation activities and the evaluation 
climate 

4.4.1.1.1 Strengths for ARACIS 

The statements of the evaluating teaching staff and students indicate that they 
appreciate the role of ARACIS and the quality of its activity. Thus, they "believe that all 
ARACIS evaluators understand the role of the agency and carry out properly the assigned 
tasks" (C12), and furthermore they believe that "the work of the evaluators reflects 
quality and responsible ownership of the evaluation process of the educational process, and 
it is done in accordance with current practices and standards "(C8). 
The evaluators believe that their work "is well-organized from a technical point of view 
(C1), one of the teachers saying that "I was very pleased with the framework in which I 
worked, both from the perspective of the ARACIS circumstances and the circumstances of 
universities"(C8). 
Regarding the evaluation they stated that "ARACIS has sufficiently high quality standards, 
which, by their mere implementation, lead to very good results" (C2), (C7) and (C11).  
The evaluators stated that their work "is objective and correct" (C8), that they "meet all 
the requirements" (ANOSR) and that they "are very well trained and self-confident" 
(UNSR). 
Although the evaluators were not explicitly asked about the positive aspects of the 
evaluation activities but only about the possible improvements of this process, they 
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spontaneously mentioned some strengths that mirror the good circumstances in which 
the ARACIS evaluations are carried out. 
 

4.4.1.1.2 Opportunities for ARACIS 

In order to maintain and develop a positive overall public image of the higher education, 
both ARACIS and the universities in Romania should take measures to ensure modern 
and efficient communication at the intra and inter-institutional level and, at the same 
time, to manage the information flow to the general public. As far as ARACIS is 
concerned, more attention needs to be paid in the future to external communication, 
with emphasis on promoting and explaining the procedures, criteria, standards and 
performance indicators used in accrediting and evaluating higher education programs. 
"The overall image of the higher education can be improved by ensuring the dissemination 
and transparency of information on the quality management of the study programs" (C2). 
In addition, it is believed that "ARACIS needs to be more involved in specific quality 
assurance projects and to periodically reassess standards in line with the labor market 
requirements and the national qualifications" (C4). "ARACIS is to develop quality 
management practices through the use of the qualitative indicators and the 
internationalization of the higher education in Romania" (C2). 

4.4.1.2 Evaluation of the study programs and institutional evaluation 

4.4.1.2.1 Positive aspects  

"ARACIS has constant concerns regarding the substantiation of the evaluations based on a  
methodology updated according to international trends" (C12), thus indicating a possible 
reform of the methodology and the external quality assessment standards (ANOSR), a 
reform that was pushed forward in the previous year. 
In the last year, ARACIS has called on specialized committees to develop new specific 
standards based on a broad consultation of universities. This objective has been 
achieved, providing the premise for increasing the quality of the evaluation process of 
the bachelor´s degree programs.   

4.4.1.2.2 Development directions 

An important aspect entailed by the activity carried out by ARACIS is to clarify the 
methodologies and the process of evaluating the bachelor degree programs for 
specialized fields that involve mixed committees (C2), but also to establish specific 
standards for the study programs in between fields (e.g.: theology - sacred art) (C8).  
As some evaluators (C2) have argued, the process of de-bureaucratisation in assuring and 
managing the quality of evaluation must be emphasized in the quality assessment process 
by shifting the emphasis from conceptual regulations to consolidated quality management 
practices based on qualitative  indicators and ensuring the correlation of quantitative and 
qualitative aspects (C2) and (C12).  
The inclusion of evaluating students in standing committees - a goal that has been 
achieved lately - will certainly lead to an increase in the quality of the study program 
evaluations, as is already the case with institutional evaluations. Certainly it will be 
decided that evaluating students should be part of the study programs evaluation teams 
(C12). 
Obviously,  the feedback received from the students of the study program under evaluation 
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is institutionalized in order to improve the quality of the educational act and this is a 
measure that will increase the quality and rigor of the evaluations (C11).  
The completion of the evaluation methodology of the master's programs is also an 
immediate direction for ARACIS. 

4.4.1.2.3 Aspects regarding the study programs evaluation technology 

ARACIS has a database of all universities meant to highlight the institutional capacity, 
the educational offer, the potential of the human, material and financial resources, the 
results of research, etc. (www.db.aracis.ro). On the other hand, on the website of ARACIS 
(http://www.aracis.ro/resultate-evaluari/evaluari/) there are reports on all bachelor 
and master study programs evaluated over time.  
The evaluators proposed to create a database of study programs belonging to the three 
levels, a database containing all the input data required in the visit worksheet (C12) and 
(C1), coupled with an on-line evaluation platform (C8 ), (UNSR) and (C13) which would 
allow a transparent evaluation and a permanent dialogue between the evaluator and the 
evaluated institution (C13) and (C11).  
The evaluators responded that the evaluation procedures and tools are generally good, but 
some applications could be inserted in the visit worksheet so that the evaluators and the 
representatives of the evaluated programs can upload, process and synthesize a set of 
quantitative information, rules, the conversion of education plans etc. (C13). 

4.4.1.3 Aspects regarding the study programs evaluation procedures 

4.4.1.3.1 Visit worksheet 

One of the most important tools in the evaluation process is the visit worksheet. Several 
important issues have been identified, which could be taken into account when 
designing the visit worksheets that should be adapted to the current standards: 

- the increasing complexity of visit worksheets (C2) and (C8); 
- the existence of redundant aspects (C13);  
- some low relevance aspects regarding quality (C11).  

The new visit worksheets must be in line with the future evaluation methodology and with 
specific standards (C3) and (C8).  
The bureaucratic part should be diminished, and the evaluation mechanism should be 
simplified by using shorter visit worksheets that focus on the quality of the teaching process 
and the correlation between study programs and the needs of employers, etc. (C11). 

4.4.1.3.2 The time factor and the duration of the visit 

There was a proposal to increase the time needed to study the evaluation dossiers (C13) 
and to allocate a longer visit time to provide evaluators with the opportunity to get 
familiarized with the program/institution evaluated (C3), (UNSR) and (ANOSR).  
On the other hand, there was a proposal to limit the evaluation of a study program to two 
days because the professional obligations prevent the teaching staff from being absent 
from the university for too long (C11). 
Another suggestion is to reduce the revaluation period of study programs from five to four 
years (C4). 
In addition, there was a proposal to reduce the time lapsed between accepting the request 
for external evaluation and the issuing the evaluation report (C1).  
Also related to the time factor, it is necessary to organize follow-up activities to see if the 



 Review – Evaluation of the quality of the activity of ARACIS  

 

Page  74 / 127                                               The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

measures accepted by the evaluated institution during the visit are really implemented, for 
example 1-2 years thereafter (C11) and (ANOSR). 
   

4.4.1.3.3 Correlations with previous evaluations 

The evaluation team of a study program should also consider the findings of the previous 
evaluation team in order to preserve the continuity of the evaluation process (C13). As a 
result, regular evaluation of study programs should start from the findings of the previous 
visit (C11) and (C13). 
In other words, it would be necessary to implement a system whereby the evaluator can 
track the way the recommendations made by the team from the previous visit (C1) have 
been carried out. In this way, the progress achieved and the implementation of the 
ARACIS recommendations could be monitored. Currently, this is mostly the case during 
institutional evaluations. 

4.4.1.3.4 Quantitative evaluation or qualitative evaluation? 

Openness to the specificity of each university degree program and flexibility in 
understanding the context in which it is carried out is a good starting point for the 
evaluation process (C11).  
It is necessary to create mechanisms for more efficient quantification of the findings made 
in the visit worksheet on performance standards so that they are better reflected in the 
conclusions of the visit and the qualifications are better substantiated(C3).  
Better quantification of quality is required. It is necessary to give a score and to create a 
national hierarchy, and the funding of higher education institutions should also take into 
account this hierarchy (C11). 
It was noted that, in general, during the visit for the evaluation of a study program, 
evaluators check more the existence of documents and less of evidences that the 
students had acquired the competences listed in the subjects sheets, and for the research 
activity "the quality of scientific publications should be checked, not their volume or 
number"(C11). 
Overall, there is a need to balance the quantitative assessment, with quantifiable and 
qualitative standards, centered on the idea of  quality of the learning process. 

4.4.1.3.5 Innovative aspects 

The evaluators have proposed to enrich the quality standards for IF form by 
corroborating them with the ID-IFR ones. Thus, the on-line teaching and learning 
activities, the availability of course materials in attractive formats, etc. are ways to 
increase the quality of learning (C13) and, in general, of the study programs. 
Some evaluators proposed to introduce the electronic signature for the documents in the 
self-evaluation reports (C1), to reduce the information required in these reports, especially 
in the case of periodic evaluations carried out in highly reliable institutions (C13).  
Also, it is necessary to directly involve student evaluators in awarding qualifications 
(UNSR). 

4.4.1.3.6 Communication in the evaluation process 

A very important dimension of the evaluation process is the communication between 
both the evaluators and the representatives of the universities as well as between the 
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members of an evaluation team. The quality of the evaluation depends on the 
effectiveness of communication at all levels. 
There appears to be a need for a more effective collaboration between the contact person 
in the evaluated institution and the evaluator, in order to ensure the quick access to the 
information requested by the evaluator in the self-evaluation file (C8) or, better, it is 
desirable that the self-evaluation file to be facilitated to the members of the evaluation 
committee, directly by ARACIS, at least ten days before the actual evaluation visit. 
Team members are expected to spend more time together, to discuss the issues assessed 
and to conclude the evaluation report (ANOSR).  
Improving the communication in the evaluation process (UNSR), increasing its 
transparency and increasing the interaction between evaluating students and the students 
of the evaluated university(ANOSR) are ways to significantly improve the quality of the 
evaluation. In addition, there is a need for better collaboration between evaluating 
students and other members of the visiting team (ANOSR).  

4.4.1.4 Aspects regarding the evaluators and their activity 

4.4.1.4.1 Strengths and development concerns 

Evaluators believe that they have demonstrated objectivity and intransigence throughout 
the evaluation process (C10), that they have the capacity to make qualitative evaluations, 
including on scientific research (C2), their work being professional.  
In addition, evaluators should put more emphasis on the interaction and communication 
with students (UNSR). 
In order to enhance the quality of the study program and institutional evaluations, we 
need to create more rigorous ways of selecting the evaluators, because the credibility and 
quality of the evaluation process (C1) depend on their authority, competence and 
professional prestige. For the same purpose, a better correlation between the competences 
of the evaluators and the field of the evaluated study program should be ensured (C2). It is 
expected that for the selection of evaluators their actual and recent experience in the field 
of the evaluated programs will be taken into account (C2). Last but not least, the selection 
of evaluating students should be more rigorous (UNSR). 
Evaluators need to have a background of training, experience and professional expertise 
relevant to the areas in which they have to operate (C8), to have a thorough understanding 
of ARACIS methodologies and to show greater flexibility throughout the evaluation (C2). It 
is necessary to increase the professionalism level of the evaluators (C13), including by  
evaluating them as well (ANOSR). In particular, evaluators must demonstrate the ability 
to operate with the ARACIS ID-IFR standards through periodic examinations (C13). The 
evaluators must prove "more responsibility and dedication, more honesty and quality and 
less formalism" (C2). 
The number of evaluators in the fields of dentistry, pharmacy, healthcare should be 
increased (C12) in all fields related to the Commission 8, with the exception of Physical 
Education and Sports (C8).  
It is necessary to increase the objectivity of the evaluators (UNSR) and (C13). The 
evaluators must have the courage to be objective (ANOSR), more responsibility and 
dedication, more honesty and quality and less formalism are required (C2). 
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4.4.1.4.2 Periodic training of evaluators 

Evaluators should  attend initial training to address both the content of the methodology 
and procedures, and issues related to the communication with the host university 
representatives, time management during the evaluation, etc. (ANOSR).   
Currently, the evaluators receive periodic training sessions that support their 
professional training on the quality assessment area.  
The increase of the offer of refresher trainings for evaluators (C11), the organization of 
regular training sessions (C3), (C7), (UNSR), (ANOSR) and the organization of annual 
meetings of all the evaluators in a field (C2) are measures that will ensure the 
improvement of the quality of program and institutional evaluations. 
Against this background, opinions were also expressed on the need for online trainings 
(C12), (C1) and (C2), workshops and exchange experiences (C2) and (C1 ), as well as 
trainings for information updating and continuous improvement (C1). 
Some evaluators consider that it is necessary to periodically inform them about the 
negative aspects of the evaluation work (C8), to share some particular situations 
encountered by some evaluators and how to deal with them in order to have 'best 
practices' (C11) ) and (C3). 
Also, it was suggested to organize regular meetings of all the evaluators in the specialized 
commissions in order to harmonize standards (C1) (C13) and (C8) and to be informed 
about the possible methodological changes (UNSR). ARACIS evaluators should be 
consulted at least every two years to update the evaluation strategy (ANOSR).  
Last but not least, the process of examining future evaluators should be more demanding 
and more concrete (ANOSR). 
It appears necessary to systematically request feedback from evaluators on the 
effectiveness of the standards of the committee they belong to (C1). 

4.4.1.4.3 Issues related to the appointment of evaluators 

For the accuracy of building teams, it is necessary to develop a guide (C11) that can be 
used to ensure the transparency of the evaluators selection process (C4). It is very 
important to improve the process of setting up the panel of expert evaluators (ANOSR) and 
the fair distribution of visiting dossiers among the evaluators from the same committee 
(C12). This practice is already implemented in most specialized committees. An 
electronic assignment of evaluators to the evaluation teams can be a solution (C3) and 
(C2). It is recommended to avoid cases in which some experts go on many missions a year, 
and others do not take part in any mission (C3), (C11) and (C2). Because the absence of 
some evaluators from the evaluation process can lead to lack of involvement and interest 
(C2). It has also been proposed that following the completion of a visit, the members of 
the team and the team coordinator should mutually asses their activity and behavior 
(C11). It is worth mentioning that this practice is in use in some of the committees. 

4.4.1.4.4 Proposals related to the remuneration of evaluators 

Some of the evaluators consider it necessary to increase their remuneration, taking into 
account the annual inflation index (C13), due to the complexity and risk of the evaluation 
activities (C2) and (C11) but also in correlation with the workload (C11). 

4.4.1.4.5 Ethical issues 

It has been argued that there is a tendency for universities to "pile up" documents, 
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without a real effect on quality assurance (C2). In these cases, the visiting teams should 
focus on verifying the quality of the didactic processes (C8) and (C11) and to prove 
objectivity (C2) regardless of the university name (C11) and (C13). Eliminating 
bureaucratic approaches is a step in ensuring the quality of the evaluation. Evaluators 
must be equidistant (C11), leaving aside the professional relationships they can have with 
the host university representatives (UNSR). 
Evaluators must show firm and ethical behavior by recording the real findings they 
make on the visit worksheet and, in addition, the qualification proposed by them in 
writing should be consistent with those findings. Ensuring a higher level of consistency 
in the evaluation activity is a necessary desideratum because sometimes there are 
significant differences between the findings and recommendations of the successive 
evaluation teams of the same program (C3). Peer evaluation also involves the help given to 
the evaluated university by identifying the vulnerable aspects in order to eliminate them 
(C11). 
Evaluators must honest and not blindfolded when it comes to non-compliances. To avoid 
such situations, there must be consultations between the evaluators during the visit 
(ANOSR). 
Rigor, professionalism, transparency and behavior must characterize both students (C1) 
and (UNSR) as well as teacher evaluators (C11) and (C8). 
The tendency to influence evaluators during the institutional or study programs evaluation 
should not be accepted as it entails the risk of compromising the accuracy of the evaluation 
(UNSR).  
The evaluation of a study program should be carried out objectively and impartially on the 
basis of the supporting documents prepared by the university prior to the visit, 
corroborated with the aspects identified during the visit (C1), by observing the ARACIS 
quality standards for the evaluated field (C12). 

4.4.2 Question Q8. Opinion on the Romanian higher education trends in 
the field of quality assurance 

According to the methodology (paragraph 2.2) when interpreting the trends resulting 
from the analysis of the question "In your opinion, what are the trends of the Romanian 
higher education in the field of quality assurance and management? The following 
emerged: 

Aspects Batch B 

Total out 
of which: 

Teaching Staff Evaluating 
students 

Positive trends 67 47 20 
Negative Trends 84 69 15 
Proposals/Suggestions 141 125 16 
Other aspects 16 13 3 
Total  308 254 54 

 

4.4.2.1 Positive trends 

At the level of the ARACIS Specialty Commissions, 67 responses were received that 
indicate a positive trend in the Romanian higher education in the field of quality 
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assurance and management: 47 from the ARACIS commissions (most of them from C5-
10) and 20 from the student organizations involved in the evaluation process (ANOSR - 
9, UNSR - 11). 
Some of the responses are simple and direct findings: 

"The trends of the Romanian higher education in the field of quality assurance and 
management have a positive evolution" (C1). 
"Positive and visible improvement" (ANOSR). 
 "The Romanian higher education tends to raise the standards of higher education 
quality and its assurance" (UNSR). 

 
There are responses that link the positive trend to the impact of ARACIS: 

"Certainly we can speak of a reinforcement of ARACIS that has contributed to a more 
objective evaluation process, in particular by clarifying criteria, standards and 
indicators so that they become measurable, quantifiable and comparable in terms of 
their results at different universities"(C7).  
"Trends are improving as ARACIS is doing its job very well, moreover ARACIS 
employees are very well trained and very objective" (ANOSR). 
"Trends indicate the adoption of quality assurance and management requirements" 
(UNSR).  

 
Remarks are made regarding the adaptation of quality management systems to 
European trends and labor market requirements:  

"Universities are much more concerned with providing education programs that 
provide the real skills required by the labor market at national and European level" 
(C4) or "Efforts are being made to become integrated into the European space and 
there is a tendency towards the quality of the whole  strategic management"(C8). 
"I believe that Romanian education is constantly adapting to the needs of the market, 
and the quality of the study programs conducted in the established universities is 
increasing" (C11). 
"There is an upward trend. It is quite important to observe the reality of the 
Romanian society and to ensure coordination with the demands on the labor market 
and the external requirements"(UNSR).  

 
Positive trends are identified in the quality management systems of universities, 
which is a major goal of all ARACIS actions:  

"There is a growing interest of universities in quality assurance and also the desire to 
find the right solutions" (UNSR). 
"Universities better understand the role of internal quality assurance" (ANOSR).  
"Most universities are trying to align to the ARACIS standards on quality assurance 
in higher education. There are universities that are advanced in the process of 
implementing quality management systems and others that are in a process of 
improving their own quality management system. The overall trend is to improve 
activities and align with standards in this field"(C10). 
"Considering the five attributes of the managerial process, I believe that in the past 
five years there have been improvements in forecasting, organization and 
coordination, but motivation and control are still not given due importance. We are 
currently in a consolidation phase and, as a trend, we envision consolidation doubled 
by professionalism for implementing a quality culture"(C7). 
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"Every accredited educational establishment has increased and improved the field of 
quality assurance and management" (UNSR). 

 
Positive trends are sometimes limited only to compliance with ARACIS standards in 
order to pass the evaluations:  

"The main trend is to try to respond to ARACIS requirements, to obtain the 
accreditation, re-accreditation, etc." (C2). 
"In the field of quality assurance and management, there may be stagnation or 
growth trends from university to university, depending on the time of the last ARACIS 
evaluation, and at national level, I hope that the trend in quality assurance and 
control will continue to make progress"(ANOSR). 

4.4.2.2 Negative Trends 

84 responses were received that indicate the negative trends in the Romanian higher 
education in the field of quality assurance and management: 69 from the ARACIS 
commissions (most of them from C10-12) and 15 from the student organizations 
involved in the evaluation process (ANOSR-11, UNSR-4). 
 
A negative trend is related to the formalism that characterizes the quality assessment 
activities (more than 10 responses):  

"At a first analysis I have the impression that the system focuses on the formal 
fulfillment of quality requirements. I hope that in the future, there will be a real 
concern to improve quality beyond the formal aspect"(C1).  
"There is a risk of a formalistic approach" (C5). 
"I think universities are making efforts to comply with the ARACIS standards, but 
unfortunately, to some extent, only at formal level" (C10).  
"The imposition of too many criteria will generate formalism, not substantive 
performance" (C13).   
"Descending. Quantity is preferred over quality (UNSR).   
"The trend in quality assurance and management in higher education is to meet 
standards mechanically without adding value to the quality of the educational act" 
(ANOSR).  

 
Many of the responses link the negative trends to the financing of the Romanian higher 
education:  

"The trends in ensuring the quality of Romanian education are negative due to poor 
financing at all levels (motivation and equipment)" (C1). 
"Limiting the financing of the higher education system to the dual system (part of the 
students does not pay tuition fees and the rest are full tuition fee payers), practiced 
only in Romania and Russia, except for the doctoral cycle (financing based on cost-
based grants), that represents an insignificant percentage"(C7).  
"As long as the quality of the higher education institution will not count towards 
obtaining funding, all this procedure will remain just an extra paperwork without 
any real effect or impact on the learning process" (C11).  
"Unfortunately, as long as the education system is underfunded and the scientific 
research in considered a priority over the didactic activity with the students, the 
results in the field of quality assurance and management of the Romanian higher 
education are little perceptible in the economic sector" (C13).  
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The influence of the political system through gaps in the legal provisions on the matter 
or the politicization of the education system are invoked among the causes for the 
negative trends:  

"It will depend on the political factor and as a result it will be unstable" (C6). 
"The quality assurance and management at the level of the Romanian universities 
will be increasingly influenced by the financial and economic aspects, but also by the 
legal conditions that are sometimes not correlated with the requirements of the 
society or of the educational services seekers" (C10). 
"There is the great danger of excessive politicization of the Romanian higher 
education. ARACIS must maintain its independence from the political factors and act 
objectively and equitably towards these factors"(C10). 

 
The drop in the level of education of young people, pupils and students is directly 
linked to negative trends in quality assurance:  

"The trends in higher education are on the decline, from the quality of education to 
the training of students who are involved in schooling" (UNSR).  
"The fact that many of the Romanian universities depend financially on the tuition 
fees received from the students has led to a decrease in the quality of the didactic act. 
This trend is accentuated by the growing number of students and the drop in their 
interest in acquiring real, not just scriptural skills "(C7).  
"Due to changes in the student population's characteristics (more mature students, 
high school graduates with knowledge gaps), in the classroom, the teaching staff will 
be faced with increased pedagogical requirements - to teach the subject at upper 
level to students who have difficulties in learning at this level"(C5). 
"Decreasing the quality of higher education due to the lack of selection (on the basis 
of examination) of the candidates for admission and the (high) number required for 
schooling" (C2). 
"Eliminating the admission examination at high school and replacing it with 
national assessments obliges universities to organize admissions on a dossier instead 
of the admission contest, with a negative impact on quality assurance" (C2). 
"The trend of universities is to lower quality due to the low level of knowledge of 
students" (C1). 

 
In relation to the external influences, both trends are reflected in the responses 
received: the shortcomings are caused by an insufficient coupling to the European 
procedures or, respectively, the external influences lead to a loss of the traditional 
qualities of the Romanian education system: 

"Reducing the number of study programs in a faculty. There are faculties that have 
more than 20 masters programs in the same field at the same faculty. There are 
cases where there are several bachelor degree programs, but the number of enrolled 
students is equivalent to one group per study program and only in the first year of 
studies. It is not financially efficient, but maybe the quality might be at the same level 
with what is happening in the EC"(C11). 
"On the one hand, the alignment with the European trends on standards but with 
great inertia in the effective implementation of these quality procedures or their 
formal implementation" (C13). 
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"The Romanian education tries and succeeds in imitating others, but in a totally 
wrong way. Sometimes we return to Titu Maiorescu and the theory of forms without 
substance. In terms of quality assurance and management, we have to learn from 
other countries because we are still implacable in this area, or we still do not have a 
template to improve or act on. We should look further and not just let ourselves be 
influenced by our neighbors, or imitate schools in Europe. (ANOSR)” 
"Disregarding Romanian publications by applying higher scores to foreign 
publications will reduce the visibility of the Romanian publications and their impact 
on the scientific and academic world" (C2). 
"Higher education and scientific research in general will continue to be subjected to 
aggression consisting in adopting methods, means, and standards not always 
effective and appropriate (paradoxically, for example, doctors and IT specialists 
trained in the Romanian schools are top specialists in their field, at international 
level, but the school that trained them "must" be reformed)"(C3). 
"The Romanian higher education, unfortunately, makes circular movements, slightly 
regressive, it does not identify a specific direction. I think it should try to meet the 
current and prospective needs of the Romanian society. For the time being, we 
measure performance by criteria that do not match Romania's major interests (see 
quality criteria, criteria for recognizing the merits of the teaching staff, promotion 
criteria). The efficiency and quality of the Romanian higher education should be 
measured by what it does for the Romanian society, by its contribution to the 
evolution of the society and not by scientific contributions, quoted as excellent, but 
that do not benefit anyone, neither the students nor the Romanian society"(C6). 
"Negative, due to internationalization and globalization (externally), non-financing 
of higher education and research, politicization and loss of credibility of institutions 
and bodies with a role in the field of university quality assurance and management- 
from universities to the line ministry (internally). Consequences: loss of the 
traditional values of the Romanian higher education (based on work, seriousness, 
profundity, dedication, recognition of values); superficiality, risk of future loss of the 
national identity of the Romanian higher education"(C9). 

 
There are negative trends related to the implementation of internal quality systems in 
universities:  

"However, as far as the understanding and implementation of internal quality 
assurance practices is concerned, it has not yet reached the stage where 
professionalism prevails, in the sense that universities of Romania (in a generic 
sense) do not use these standards for their own development" ( 7).  
"The development of an institutional quality culture is still a goal to be achieved in 
many of Romania's higher education institutions" (C10).  
"Some educational establishments seem to get stuck , they reach a level, and they are 
satisfied with that level" (UNSR). 
"If we are referring to the internal quality assurance, I do not see a significant 
evolution in the future, but rather an inert road. Unfortunately ARACIS puts too little 
emphasis on the functionality of the internal quality assurance mechanisms and has 
not contributed to the development of a culture of quality in universities"(ANOSR). 
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4.4.2.3 Proposals/ Suggestions 

141 proposals and/or suggestions for activity improvement in the field of higher 
education quality assurance could be selected from the set of answers received from the 
teaching staff and students involved in the evaluation process (126 teaching staff, most 
of which from C2-22, respectively 15 from students: 8 – ANOSR, 7-UNSR). The high 
number of responses (almost equal to the sum of responses from the previous two 
categories) proves the evaluators` involvement and interest in the process they are 
involved in. 
The quality indicators defined in the ARACIS standards are identified as an important 
tool. Better selecting and defining them could contribute to increase the higher 
education quality: 

 “The indicators should be more clearly defined and better correlated with the real 
situation. At the same time, it is necessary to motivate the higher education trainees 
to reach and exceed these indicators.” (C1) 
“The indicators should be measurable, quantifiable and comparable” (C2). 
“Update the quality standards in line with the labor market demands and with the 
European practices; develop a student-centered education system.” (C11) 
“The bar should be constantly raised. If today over 80% (maybe 90%) of the 
Romanian universities and study programs fully meet the quality standards set by 
ARACIS (high level of trust), we could only expect a downfall when it comes to 
motivation. Amending the standards by introducing mostly output and outcome 
indicators could be an option worth considering to relaunch the competition.” (C12) 
“Shift the focus towards result indicators” (ANOSR) or “Find a more efficient way of 
evaluation” (UNSR) 

The idea of reconsidering (that is, maximizing) weight given to the outcomes of the 
educational, pedagogical activity is supported. 

“Quality assurance should focus first on the educational outcomes achieved by 
universities” (C1) 
“I think that quality assurance should focus on the learning and training outcomes 
for students, and not so much on how the higher education institution works” (C2) 
“Education based on competences acquired and learning outcomes.” (C11) 
“Strengthening the link between the teaching and scientific research processes” 
(ANOSR) 
“Modernization of the teaching activity” (UNSR) 

Increasing the accountability of the internal quality assurance systems is quite often 
identified as one of the main goals of the entire activity carried out in this field. 

“The proper functioning of the internal quality assurance systems, which are actually 
the first responsible with the process quality in a higher education institution.” (C1) 
“First of all, internal quality assurance mechanism should be developed, as they are 
actually the first responsible with the quality of processes in a higher education 
institution.” (C2) 
“Develop quality management structures in universities.” (C5) 
“Introduce internal quality assurance mechanisms in all higher education 
institutions.” (C9) 
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“Professionalize the quality-related activities in faculties, through employees focused 
solely on quality-related activities: documents, monitoring compliances, the link with 
ARACIS, the university quality commission, etc.” (C10) 
“Develop an institutional culture for quality, within the education providers.” (UNSR) 

Increasing the university autonomy and performance-based funding have been 
identified as possible solutions for improving the outcomes in the field of quality 
assurance and its management: 

“Universities that acquired the high level of trust rating following an external 
evaluation, for as long as this is valid, will provisionally authorize/ accredit/re-
accredit, through internal decisions, study fields and programs” (C1) 
“Higher autonomy of higher education institutions when developing their study 
programs” (C2) 
“Ranking universities based on quality, both in terms of the teaching and of the 
research activity. “ (C11) 
“The solution would be the funding based on institutional performance, which would 
entail, first and foremost, setting education strategic priorities, that determine 
indicators for the university additional funding, based on the institutional 
performance in reaching them. To conclude, we could say that without the 
stakeholders` involvement and in the absence of significant changes in the Romanian 
education system, the public opinion`s distrust in the higher education system in 
Romania will increase even more, thus contributing to its collapse. That is why, in my 
opinion, it is necessary to intensify the debates on education and scientific research, 
conducted in full transparency and by consulting all stakeholders. Moreover, 
additional financial resources are needed, because without major investments made 
in equipping universities and, at the same time, without a significant increase in the 
teaching staff`s salaries, it will not be possible to increase the quality of the higher 
education system. Even if performance entails huge costs, on the long run the benefits 
will by far exceed the situation in which the current higher education system is not 
reformed.” (C2) 
“Introducing student co-payment would make them more responsible in the learning 
process.” (C2) 
“Quality is linked to properly funding education (6% of the GDP)” (C2) 
“Funding the quality assurance and project management activities.” (C5) 
“Changing the methodology for resource allocation to public higher education 
institutions; more diverse sources of revenue; improving management, financial and 
accounting practices in every university. The graduates` employment rates should 
become performance criteria for universities and, consequently, funding criteria.” 
(C7) 
“The quality of the higher education depends, to a large extent, on funding, in order 
to improve the material base and the endowment with high-end lab equipment. The 
scientific research carried out by the teaching staff depends on these.” (C11) 
“On the other hand, increasing funding would significantly speed up this process.” 
(ANOSR) 

The proposal is to better use the information technologies:  

“The documents in proof and the performance indicators will be electronically 
reported on a platform managed by institutions responsible with the external 
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evaluation of the higher education and the evaluators will check if what was 
declared complies with the realities, through field visits.” (C1) 
“A more efficient use of the ITC technologies in the teaching, learning, evaluation, 
research and institutional management processes.” (C2) 
“The progress of information and communication technologies, with a direct impact 
on traditional learning methods and on the academic processes carried out in 
universities – from registration to ongoing training.” (C3) 
“Develop the information technologies in universities.” (UNSR) 

Improving adaptability to the beneficiaries` demands (labor market) is an important 
levier to increase the quality of the Romanian education:  

“An education focused on developing cross-disciplinary competences.” (C2) 
“An education focused on developing cross-disciplinary competences that facilitates 
the fast absorption of graduates on the labor market.” (C3) 
“Better relevance of the leadership qualitative evaluation outcomes, at all levels (e.g., 
increase student internship, closely connected to their future profession). Study 
programs that meet the national and European qualification needs and the labor 
market demands.” (C4) 
“The need to have a better cooperation between higher education institutions and 
the socio-economic environment, as to ensure the quality of the education process.” 
(C8) 
“Acknowledgement of the qualifications acquired and access to post-university 
education, the possibility of using academic titles and facilitating labor market 
integration.” (C9) 
“Strengthen link between universities and the socio-economic environment, in view 
of increasing student absorption rate in the fields in which they acquired 
competences.” (C6) 
“Adapt to community`s needs, by increasing the diversity of study programs provided 
by universities. Strengthen link with the socio-economic environment, to learn the 
society`s real demands, the requirements in terms of training quality and 
competences needed for employment. Strengthen the beneficiaries` trust in the 
university`s capability to meet the quality standards.” (C13) 
“Better cooperation between higher education institutions and the socio-economic 
environment.” (ANOSR) 
“Education centered on the students and the labor market needs.” (UNSR) 

There is also a proposal to have a better correlation with the international quality 
standards: 

“Harmonization of the quality assurance standards, at national and international 
level.” (C2) 
“Ensure compatibility between the national policies in the field of quality assurance 
and management and the EU policies.” (C5) 
“Alignment to the international standards”  (C6) or “Alignment to the European 
standards and practices.” (C7) 
“Harmonize the standards, procedures and practices of Romanian universities with 
those in place in the EU Member States, as to have an automatic recognition on the 
European market of diplomas and titles acquired in Romania and ensure the free 
movement of people from Romania in the European area.” (C9) 
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“Romanian universities will submit their study programs for evaluation, both by 
ARACIS and by other European agencies, as to know their competitiveness at 
international level in terms of quality assurance and management.” (C13) 
“In order for the Romanian higher education to follow a progressive trend  in the 
field of quality assurance and management, it is important to observe the European 
standards and to integrate them in the Romanian education system.” (ANOSR) 
“Universities should focus on research and international students. Quality is ensured 
by the number of scientific papers published and their impact in the world.” (UNSR) 

Students` involvement  in everything related to the academic activity should be 
improved:  

”Increase student participation in the activities carried out by HE quality assurance 
and evaluation agencies.” (C7) 
“After reconsidering the student`s role, who becomes object, client, beneficiary and 
partner in the professional training process, the trends in the education process 
quality assurance are: switch from hierarchically organized education systems to 
flexible and mobile education systems, centered on customer satisfaction; focus on 
developing professional and social competences; use communication information 
technology in education, for designing the teaching process, organizing the learning, 
assessing the academic added value acquired by students; redesign the academic 
environment in view of creating an educational environment that fosters 
interactions, cooperation, fair competition, equity, exchanges of experience and 
opinions.” (C10) 
“Develop a quality culture, by having a quality commitment at all levels in the 
institution; designing study programs and predictability in aligning the acquired 
competences with the labor market demands; encourage students to hold an active 
role in the learning process; respect student diversity and monitor their needs.” (C12) 
“It is necessary to apply the principle of student-centered activities.” (C11) 
“Let`s shift the orientation, from research-centered to student-centered; so that the 
student becomes the focal point, without excluding research.” (C13) 
“Student-centered education; Increase students` involvement in scientific research 
projects.” (ANOSR) 
“New techniques, aimed at developing quality in universities, should be introduced, 
as to involve not only the students from the quality councils or commissions. All 
students should be involved to develop the university where they learn.” (UNSR) 

The academic system should continue to rely on ARACIS as an already validated means 
of increasing quality, although improvements are needed in the activity of the Agency: 

“Strengthen ARACIS` status (by continuing the quality policy for the staff and 
evaluators, professionalism, independence from the administrative and political 
factors, competitiveness in the likely competition with similar agencies from abroad, 
etc.” (C9) 
“Continuing the ARACIS activities for quality assurance and management is a pre-
requisite for the higher education.” (C10) 
“Integrated evaluation of the 3 university cycles – institutional evaluation. Increase 
importance of the internal quality evaluation. Evaluate the didactic, teaching, learning 
and appraisal processes for every study program.” (C13) 
“Reconsider the nomenclator of fields and specializations for the technical education, 
in view of avoiding overlaps, parallelisms and narrowing the knowledge, competences 
and skills of some Bachelor programs.” (C10) 
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“After 10 years of implementing quality assurance mechanisms, I feel that ways of 
simplifying the quality assurance mechanisms in higher education should be found, in 
universities, and not to increase bureaucracy, because over-bureaucracy could lead to 
the academia rejecting the quality assurance system. In the day-to-day activity of an 
university the bureaucracy and necessary documents should be a very simple way of 
assuring quality, and not its main objective.” (C11) 
 

4.5 Section V. Identification data 

Identification data on the evaluating teaching staff 
Question 9 Please state the number of the ARACIS commission you are part of 
  
After analyzing the data on the origin of the responding Evaluators - teaching staff from 
the 13 specialty commissions, we notice that most evaluators (29) come from C2 Human 
Sciences and Theology, the second position is occupied by C7 Economic sciences II (27 
responding evaluators), followed closely by C10 Engineering sciences I (26 evaluating 
respondents).  
The commission least represented in the sample was C4 Social, political and 
communication sciences, only 6 of the responding evaluators coming from it.  

 
Question 10 Are you a permanent member in the specialty commission? 

Specialty commission Permane
nt 

member 

RNE 
Evaluato

r 

No of 
responden

ts 

C1: Exact sciences and natural sciences   10 6 16 
C2: Human and theological sciences  11 18 29 
C3: Legal sciences   4 11 15 
C4: Social, political and communication sciences   3 3 6 
C5: Administrative, education sciences and psychology   10 12 22 
C6: Economic sciences I  6 5 11 
C7: Economic sciences II  9 18 27 
C8: Arts, Architecture, Urbanism, Physical education and 
sports   

8 12 
20 

C9: Agricultural, Forestry sciences and Veterinary 
medicine   

11 7 
18 

C10: Engineering sciences I  12 14 26 
C11: Engineering sciences II  8 14 22 
C12: Medical sciences   8 12 20 
C13: Distant and part-time learning  8 13 21 
L.1. ANOSR student evaluators - 28 28 
L.2. UNSR student evaluators - 22 22 
Total respondents 108 195 303 

 
In respect to the capacity as permanent member in the specialty commission, most 
evaluators (12) come from C10 Engineering sciences I, the second position is occupied , 
with the same number of evaluators (11), by C2 Human and theological sciences and C9 
Agricultural, Forestry sciences and Veterinary medicine, followed by other 2 commissions 
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with the same number of evaluators (10) - C1 Exact sciences and natural sciences and C5 
Administrative, education sciences and psychology.  
Even for this criterion, the commission least represented in the sample was C4 Social, 
political and communication sciences, only 3 of the responding evaluators coming from it.  

 
Question 11 How many years do you have as an ARACIS evaluator? 

Commission Years as ARACIS evaluator  
Total a) under 3 

years 
b)  3-6 
years 

C)  7-10 
years 

d)  over 10 
years 

Commission 1 0 1 12 3 16 
Commission 2 4 13 9 3 29 
Commission 3 1 7 6 1 15 
Commission 4 0 0 5 1 6 
Commission 5 1 8 9 4 22 
Commission 6 1 4 4 2 11 
Commission 7 2 9 10 6 27 
Commission 8 3 6 3 8 20 
Commission 9 0 7 9 2 18 
Commission 10 1 5 12 8 26 
Commission 11 0 7 9 6 22 
Commission 12 0 4 8 8 20 
Commission 13 5 3 10 3 21 
Total  18 74 106 55 253 
The statistical data in the table and the graphic representation show that out of all 
respondents that are evaluating teaching staff, registered in one of the 13 specialty 
commissions (253), 21.74% have been doing this for more than 10 years, 41.88% have 
an experience ranging between 7 and 10 years, 29.25% have an experience of 3-6 years , 
whereas evaluators with less than 3 years experience represent only 7.13%.  

 

Figure 15. Respondents` structure, based on their experience as evaluators 

under 3 
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[PERCENTA
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Identification data on the evaluating student 
Question 12 In how many institutional evaluations did you participate    

No 
evaluations 

No students Structure % 

1 16 32.0 
2 11 22.0 
3 9 18.0 

Over 3  14 28.0 
Total 50 100.0 

 
After analyzing the data on the number of institutional evaluations to which the 
respondents that are also evaluating students participated (50), we notice that 28% of 
them have attended more than three institutional evaluations, 18% attended three 
evaluations, 22% attended two evaluations and the highest percentage (32%) have 
participated so far only in one institutional evaluation.   
 
Question 13 How many years do you have as an ARACIS evaluator? 

Experience as evaluator  No students Structure % 
a) under 6 months 0 0 
b)  1 year 6 12.0 
C)  2 years 19 38.0 
d)  over 3 years 25 50.0 

Total 50 100.0 
 
The statistical data reveals that out of all respondents that are evaluating students (50), 
half have more than three years experience in this capacity, 38% have two years 
experience, whereas the evaluators with a one year experience represent only 12%.  
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5 Correlating the respondents` opinions - Lots A and B  

 
Table Average level of items for quality-centered management and the gap between Batch A (university management) and Batch B 

(ARACIS evaluators) 

Dimension 

Statement /Item Item average Gap 
(A-
B) 

Batch A 
576 

respondents 

Batch B 
303 

respondents 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of 
the quality of higher education. 

8.62 8.68 
-

0.06 
The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair 
implementation of the studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at 
institutional level. 

8.52 8.88 
-

0.36 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring 
the quality of the academic processes.  

8.24 8.54 -0.3 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of 
activities. 

8.68 9.00 
-

0.32 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality 
external evaluation activity. 

- 8.97 - 

2. Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the 
realities of the Romanian higher education system. 

- 8.66 - 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by 
ARACIS are always carried out.  

9.13 8.83 0.3 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the 
university are observed. 

9.27 8.36 0.91 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 
9.17 9.33 

-
0.16 

The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 
8.98 9.17 

-
0.19 

3. Beneficiary ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 8.55 8.67 -
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Dimension 

Statement /Item Item average Gap 
(A-
B) 

Batch A 
576 

respondents 

Batch B 
303 

respondents 

satisfaction 0.12 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are 
ensured.  

8.82 9.30 
-

0.48 
Within your university there is an increased level of satisfaction with 
regard to the results of the external evaluations.  

8.66  - 

Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of 
satisfaction with regard to the results of the external evaluations. 

 8.57 0.09 

4. Involvement  

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the 
efficiency of their own activity.  

8.91 9.18 
-

0.27 
The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity.  

8.81 9.13 
-

0.32 
Your university is intensely involved in quality assurance. 9.46 - - 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports.  8.63  
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure 
quality. 

 8.67 0.79 

5. Training and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its 
evaluators and for the academic environment.  

8.57 8.67 -0.1 

ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the 
academic environment.   

8.44 8.64 -0.2 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 
8.45 8.72 

-
0.27 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards 
in relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8.25 8.41 
-

0.16 
Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of 
the universities. 

8.1 8.18 
-

0.08 
The evaluations and recommendations made by ARACIS in your 8.91 - - 
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Dimension 

Statement /Item Item average Gap 
(A-
B) 

Batch A 
576 

respondents 

Batch B 
303 

respondents 

institution lead to an increase in the quality of the education process. 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations 
lead to an increase in the quality of the education process. 

- 8.87 0.14 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and 
qualifications on the labor market, including at an international level. 

8.95 9.04 
-

0.09 
ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education 
institutions to improve the efficiency of its activities.  

8.44 8.82 
-

0.38 
In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external 
evaluation processes.   

8.38 8.49 
-

0.11 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 
9 9.26 

-
0.26 

ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the 
universities.   

8.98 9.43 
-

0.45 
The ARACIS staff is receptive and operative with respect to the requests 
of the beneficiaries.  

9.08 - - 

ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance 
mechanisms. 

 9.09 - 

During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging 
environment.   

 9.51 - 

 
General average  

8.74 8.86 
-

0.12 
 
Legend: 

 Minimum level  
 Maximum level  
 “Mirrored” question Lots A and B 



 Review – Evaluation of the quality of the activity of ARACIS  

 

Page  92 / 127                                               The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

The data in table Average level of items for quality-centered management and the 
gap between Batch A (university management) and Batch B (ARACIS evaluators) 
highlight the following: 
 Overall, all eight dimensions (Leadership, Commitment, Beneficiary 

satisfaction, Involvement, Training and education, Ownership of problems, 
Reward and recognition, Teamwork), based on which the quality-centered 
management was analyzed by Batch A (university management) and Batch B 
(ARACIS evaluators) have very close general averages (the average for Batch A 
is 8.74, whereas for Batch B 8.86), with an only 0.12 point gap in favor of Batch 
B.  

 If for Batch A (university management) the most appreciated item was “Your 
university is intensely involved in quality assurance”, receiving the highest 
score (9.46), for Batch B (ARACIS evaluators) the most appreciated item was 
‘During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging 
environment”, which received 9.51.  

 The biggest gap between the two lots (0.91) was recorded for item “The 
commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the 
university are observed”, Batch A (university management) scoring it at 9.27, 
whereas Batch B (ARACIS evaluators) giving it 8.36. 

 The item that received the lowest score, both for Batch A (8.1) and Batch B 
(8.18) was “Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations 
of the universities”, with just a 0.08 point difference between the two lots.  

 The difference in scores given to items of the “mirror” questions asked to 
respondents range from 0.09 (items associated to the “Beneficiary satisfaction” 
dimension) to 0.14 points (items associated to the “Ownership of problems” 
dimension). 

 
The question „To what extent is ARACIS achieving its mission, with all its 
components?” is as follows: 
No  

Mission components 
Average  Gap 

(A-B) 
Gen
eral 
ave
rag

e 

Mission 
achievement 

level %

100
10

4.
.5. 

Col
Col

 

BATC
H A 

BATC
H B 

Col.1. Col.2. Col.3=C
ol.1-
Col.2 

Col 4 

1.  
To evaluate the capacity of the 
education suppliers and to 
satisfy beneficiary expectations. 

8.90 9.01 -0.11 8.93 89.38 

2.  

To contribute to the 
development of an institutional 
culture of quality in higher 
education. 

8.93 9.15 -0.22 9.01 90.06 

3.  
To ensure protection of the 
direct beneficiaries concerning 

8.77 8.98 -0.21 8.84 88.42 
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the offer of study programs, by 
producing and disseminating 
systematic, coherent, reliable 
information, accessible for the 
public. 

4.  

To propose to the line ministry 
strategies and policies to 
continuously improve the 
quality of higher education, in 
close correlation with the pre-
university education. 

8.54 8.57 -0.03 8.55 85.50 

 
 
Average level of items on the role of ARACIS activity in SIS and its autonomy, and 
the gap between Batch A (university management) and Batch B (ARACIS evaluators) 
No Activity Average  Gap (A-

B) 
General 
average 

 

Indicator 
completion level 

% 

BATCH 
A 

BATCH 
B 

Col.1. Col.2. Col.3=Col.1-
Col.2 

Col 4 
100

5

4.
.5. 

Col
Col

 

1.  

The activity carried 
out by ARACIS lead 
to the development  
of the higher 
education system. 

4.0625 4.249 -0.1865 4.1277 82.55 

2.  

The activity carried 
out by ARACIS lead 
to an increase in the 
quality of the higher 
education system. 

4.1968 4.317 -0.1202 4.2388 84.78 

3.  

ARACIS is an 
independent agency 
in terms of decision-
making. 

4.1451 4.330 -0.1849 4.2105 - 
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6 Conclusions and proposals 

 
Overall, all eight dimensions of the process evaluating the quality-centered 
management in ARACIS (Leadership, Commitment, Beneficiary satisfaction, 
Involvement, Training and education, Ownership of problems, Reward and recognition, 
Teamwork),  have been positively evaluated both by the external and the internal 
environment (the average scores range between 8.1 and 9.51). 
 
The conclusions of the ARACIS activity evaluation study are presented as a SWOT 
Analysis. 

Summarizing the positive and negative things highlighted by respondents 

 BATCH A - University management  

Size STRENGTHS 
Score above the average 

WEAKNESSES 
Score below the average 

HETQMEX 
Model 

dimension 

 Teamwork 
 Commitment of the 

institution 
 Involvement 
 Reward and recognition 
 The evaluations and 

recommendations made by 
ARACIS in your institution 
lead to an increase in the 
quality of the education 
process 

 Beneficiary satisfaction 
 Leadership 
 Training and education 
 Ownership of problems 
 Designing / updating the 

standards is in line with the 
expectations of the 
universities 

ARACIS 
Mission and 

role 

 To contribute to the 
development of an 
institutional culture of 
quality in higher education  

 To evaluate the capacity of 
the education suppliers and 
to satisfy beneficiary 
expectations  

 To ensure protection of the 
direct beneficiaries 
concerning the offer of study 
programs, by producing and 
disseminating systematic, 
coherent, reliable 
information, accessible for 
the public 

 To propose to the line 
ministry strategies and 
policies to continuously 
improve the quality of 
higher education, in close 
correlation with the pre-
university education 

The 
evaluators` 

activity 

 The activity of the ARACIS 
evaluators matches the 
mission undertaken 

 Excess bureaucracy 
 Constant training for 

evaluators 
Trends   ARACIS is seen as an  Formalism and bureaucracy 
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important stakeholder, also 
for the future, to improve 
the quality of evaluation 
and the management in this 
field, provided some 
necessary further 
developments of methods 
and practices take place 

 Funding for the Romanian 
higher education 

 Lower level of training for 
young people, higher 
education students and pre-
university students 

 Reduced weight given to the 
evaluation of the teaching 
process, under the 
evaluation of the academic 
system 

 Implementing internal 
quality assurance systems 

 Increased school drop-out 
among students 

 OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 
HETQMEX 

Model 
dimension 

 Designing / updating the 
standards in line with the 
expectations of the 
universities 

 Ownership of problems, 
from both sides 

 Alternate communication 
channels between 
universities and the Agency 

ARACIS 
Mission and 

role 

 Propose  strategies and 
policies to improve the 
quality of higher education 

 Global context influence 
 Significant changes in the EU 

standards, compared to the 
national system. 

 The education system 
funding and the national and 
European regulatory 
framework  

 Difficulty in receiving a clear 
and relevant feedback from 
employers. 

 Significant changes in the 
education needs of the next 
generations of students. 
 

The 
evaluators`s 

activity 

 Evaluation centered on the 
teaching activity - research 
activity duo, and not so 
much on formal, 
bureaucratic, collateral 
aspects  

 Increase the evaluators` 
professional level 

 Ensure periodic evaluators 
training 

 Uneven approach for the 
evaluations in the same field 

 Develop teams of evaluators 
that are used to working 
together, thus running the 
risk of them becoming 
biased in their activity 
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Trends  Increase of the evaluation of 
the teaching process, under 
the evaluation of the 
academic system 

 The quality indicators 
defined in the ARACIS 
standards are defined as an 
important means and better 
selecting and defining them 
could contribute to increase 
quality in higher education 

 Performance-based funding  
 International quality 

standards 

 Maximize the weight of 
some  criteria linked to 
capitalizing research 
outcomes by publishing, 
compared to other 
capitalization criteria, such 
as the impact on the 
teaching - learning process.  

 Marginalize the didactic 
component, in favor of the 
research one 

 Highlight the differences 
between the outputs of the 
Romanian education process 
and similar European and 
global outputs. 

 Higher education diplomas 
have massively lost their 
value. 

 
Summarizing the positive and negative things highlighted by respondents 

 BATCH B- ARACIS Evaluators 
Dimension STRENGTHS 

Score above the average 
WEAKNESSES 

Score below the average 

HETQMEX 
Model 
dimension 

 Teamwork  
 Involvement  
 Commitment of the 

institution   
 Beneficiary satisfaction 
 The observations and 

recommendations from the 
external evaluations lead to 
an increase in the quality of 
the education process 

 Leadership  
 Reward and recognition 
 Training and education 
 Ownership of problems 
 Designing / updating the 

standards is in line with the 
expectations of the 
universities. 

SERVQUAL 
Model 
dimension  

 ARACIS management is to be 
trusted for external 
evaluations. 

 The ARACIS staff is 
professional and efficient 

 Peer evaluators show a real 
interest in problem solving 

 The services provided by 
ARACIS are fair and 
transparent 
 

 Evaluating students are well 
prepared and professional 

 The Peer evaluators 
encourage and motivate their 
own institution to increase 
the quality of education 

 The evaluating students are 
operative in the evaluation 
processes.  

 There is coherence and 
consistency when applying 
the ARACIS standards 
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 The databases are adequate 
and the ARACIS website is 
constantly updated and 
provides the necessary 
information 

ARACIS 
Mission and 
role 

 To contribute to the 
development of an 
institutional culture of 
quality in higher education 

 To evaluate the capacity of 
the education suppliers and 
to satisfy beneficiary 
expectations 

 To ensure protection of the 
direct beneficiaries 
concerning the offer of study 
programs, by producing and 
disseminating systematic, 
coherent, reliable 
information, accessible for 
the public 

 To propose to the line 
ministry strategies and 
policies to continuously 
improve the quality of higher 
education, in close 
correlation with the pre-
university education 

The 
evaluators` 
activity 

 Objectivity and 
intransigency in the 
evaluation process 

 Organizing periodic training 
sessions 

Trends  ARACIS is seen as an 
important stakeholder, also 
for the future, to improve 
the quality of evaluation and 
the management in this 
field, provided some 
necessary further 
developments of methods 
and practices take place 

 Adjusting the quality 
management systems to the 
European trends and the 
labor market demands 

 Positive trends in the quality 
management systems of 
universities  

 The formalism specific for the 
evaluation activities  

 Funding for the Romanian 
higher education 

 Political influences, through 
gaps in the legal provisions 

 Not enough alignment with 
the European procedures 

 The external influences lead 
to losing the traditional 
qualities  

 Implementing internal 
quality assurance systems 

 OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 
HETQMEX 
Model 
dimension 

 Designing / updating the 
standards in line with the 
expectations of the 
universities  

 Alternate communication 
channels between 
universities and the Agency  

SERVQUAL 
Model 

 Efficiency of the flow of 
activities ensured by the 

 There are some differences 
between directions 
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dimension  organizational structure of 
ARACIS 

implemented by universities 
and those targeted by the 
Agency. 

 Time management - 
inefficiency in managing the 
time assigned for the 
evaluation 

 Document management 
ARACIS 
Mission and 
role 

 Create an integrated 
evaluation framework for 
the three levels of university 
education: Bachelor, Master 
and PhD 

 Finalize updating the 
standards, methodologies 
and procedures 

 Global context influence - 
financing the education 
systems, national and 
European legal framework 

The 
evaluators`s 
activity 

 The quality indicators 
defined in the ARACIS 
standards are defined as an 
important means and better 
selecting and defining them 
could contribute to increase 
quality in higher education 

 Interaction and 
communication with the 
students  

 Formalize the activities of the 
internal quality assurance 
systems 

 Evaluators` subjectivity and 
their attempt to impose some 
specific standards in virtue of 
their superior positions 
arising from them belonging 
to the Agency 

Trends  Increase university 
autonomy and performance-
based funding 

 Continuing the ARACIS 
activities for quality 
assurance and management 
is a pre-requisite for the 
higher education 

 Better correlation with the 
quality standards used at 
international level 

 Students` involvement in 
everything related to the 
academic activity 

 The existence of 
complementary and 
alternative direction in the 
European area related to 
quality in various types of 
higher education institutions. 
 

Source:  Processing of the answers collected from employer questionnaires and surveys 
 

Consequently, several concrete measures aimed at increasing the quality of 
the ARACIS activity arise, namely: 
 Better structuring/fine-tuning the quality evaluation 

indicators/procedures in the internal and external processes of the higher 
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education system; 
 Increase the evaluators` professional level; 
 Ensure periodic evaluators training. 
 
In conclusion, it is deemed that any higher education institution, 
irrespective of type of ownership, size, field, geographic location etc., 
should offer its students a high-level of education, and ARACIS should 
support and develop a quality assurance mechanism in the higher 
education, set clear and transparent indicators and mechanisms, in view 
of protecting the beneficiaries of the education processes (students, 
universities, labor market, etc.) 
 
Given the complexity and the scope of the higher education quality 
assurance, in view of constantly improving the quality assurance system, 
ARACIS is open to all constructive ideas received from the stakeholders. 
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7 Acronyms and abbreviations 

ANOSR - Alianța Națională a Organizațiilor Studențești din Romania (National 
Alliance of the Romanian Student Organizations) 
ARACIS – Agenția Română de Asigurare a Calității în Învățământul Superior 
(Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education) 
IIS-  Instituții de Învățământ Superior (Higher Education Institute)  
MNE - Ministry of National Education 
RNE - National Register of Evaluators 
UNSR - Romanian Students` National Union 
 
List  of abbreviations in Q6, Q7 and Q8  
Abbreviation Description 

UPB Bucharest Polytechnics University 
UTCB Technical University of Civil Engineering Bucharest 

USAMV B University of Agronomic Sciences and Veterinary Medicine of 
Bucharest 

UB Bucharest University 
UMFB “Carol Davila” University of Medicine and Pharmacy Bucharest 

ASE Bucharest University of Economic Studies 
UNMB National University of Music Bucharest 
UNAB National University of Arts Bucharest 

UNATC B University of Theatre and Film “I. L. Caragiale” Bucharest 
UNEFS Physical Education and Sports University, Bucharest 
SNSPA National School of Political Science and Public Administration of 

Bucharest 
UAI “1 Decembrie 1918” University in Alba Iulia 

UAV A “Aurel Vlaicu” University in Arad 
UVA Bc “Vasile Alecsandri” University in Bacau 

UT Bv “Transilvania” University in Brasov 
UT C-N Technical University in Cluj-Napoca 

USAMV C-N University of Agronomic Sciences and Veterinary Medicine of Cluj-
Napoca 

UBB “Babes-Bolyai” University in Cluj-Napoca 
UMF C-N “Iuliu-Hatieganu” University of Medicine and Pharmacy in Cluj-

Napoca 
UAD C-N Arts and Design University in Cluj-Napoca 

UO Ct “Ovidius” University in Constanta 
UM Ct Constanta Maritime University  

U Cv Craiova University 
UMF Cv University of Medicine and Pharmacy in Craiova 

UDJ Gl “Dunarea de Jos” University in Galati 
UT Is “Gheorghe Asachi” Technical University of Iasi 

USAMV Is “Ion Ionescu de la Brad” University of Agricultural Sciences and 
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Veterinary Medicine, Iasi 
UMF Is “Gr. T. Popa” University of Medicine and Pharmacy  in Iasi 

UA Is “George Enescu” Arts University in Iasi 
U O Oradea University 

U Pet Petrosani University 
U Pit Pitesti University 

UPG Pl Oil&Gas Univerisyt of Ploiesti 
UEM Rt “Eftimie Murgu” University in Resita 
ULB Sb “Lucian Blaga” University in Sibiu 
USM Sv “Stefan cel Mare” University in Suceava 

UV Tr “Valahia” University in Targoviste 
UPM Tg.M “Petru Maior” University in Targu Mures 
UMF Tg.M University of Medicine and Pharmacy in Targu Mures 

UA Tg.M Arts University in Targu Mures 
USAMV Tm “Regele Mihai I al Romaniei” Agricultural Sciences and Veterinary 

Science University of Banat, in Timisoara 
UV Tm Timisoara West University 
ATM B Bucharest Military Technique Academy 

ANI “Mihai Viteazul” National Intelligence Academy, Bucharest 
AP B “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” Police Academy in Bucharest 

AFA Bv “Henri Coanda” Airforce Academy in Brasov 
AN Ct “Mircea cel Batrn” Naval Academy in Constanta 

AFT Sb “Nicolae Balcescu” Land Forces Academy 
UCDC “Dimitrie Cantemir” Christian University in Bucharest 

USH B “Spiru Haret” University in Bucharest 
U Bioterra “Bioterra” University in Bucharest 

U Ecologică Bucharest Ecologic University 
U 

Athenaeum 
Athenaeum University of Bucharest 

Artifex Artifex University of Bucharest 
UTM B “Titu Maiorescu” University of Bucharest 
UB Bc “Bacovia” University of Bacau 
UD Gl “Danubius” University of Galati 

IT Baptist Baptist Theological Institute of Bucharest 
UVG Arad “Vasile Goldis” West University of Arad 

UBV C-N “Bogdan Voda” University in Cluj-Napoca 
U Apollonia “Apollonia” University of Iasi 

U Lugoj “Dragan” European University of Lugoj 
U Emanuel “Emanuel” University in Oradea 
U Partium Partium Christian University of Oradea 

U CB Pitești “Constantin Brancoveanu” University of Pitesti 
Tibiscus “Tibiscus” University of Timisoara 
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8 Annexes 

8.1 Annex 1 QUESTIONNAIRE A University management 

Dear teacher,  
 
Between January 16th-31st, 2017 the ARACIS Council is conducting a study among higher 
education institutions.  
The main aim of this study is to improve the activity of evaluating the quality of higher 
education performed by ARACIS and to strengthen quality management in higher 
education institutions. 
Your collaboration in this study is extremely useful in view of getting an overall picture of the 
evaluation process and the evolution trends in respect to the quality of the Romanian higher 
education system.   
The estimated time for this questionnaire is 15 minutes. The responses are confidential.  Thank 
you for your availability, involvement and time.  

 
SURVEY 

for the management of the higher education institutions 
SECTION I. Assess the quality of services provided by ARACIS 
Q1. Please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality-centered management from ARACIS.  
Where:  1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer  

Dimension 
 

Statement /Item Grade   
1-10  

NS/ 
NR 

1.  Leadership ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for 
external evaluation of the quality of higher education. 

  

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and 
fair implementation of the studies programs evaluation and 
of the evaluation at institutional level. 

  

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in 
terms of measuring the quality of the academic processes. 

  

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of 
the flow of activities. 

  

2. Commitment The commitments concerning external quality evaluation 
undertaken by ARACIS are always carried out. 

  

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation 
undertaken by the university are observed. 

  

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and 
transparent. 

  

The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a 
timely manner. 

  

3.  Beneficiary 
satisfaction  

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student 
training activity. 

  

During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of 
the process are ensured. 

  

Within your university there is an increased level of 
satisfaction with regard to the results of the external 
evaluations. 
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4.  Involvement   The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with 
increasing the efficiency of their own activity. 

  

The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism 
and objectivity. 

  

Your university is intensely involved in quality assurance.   
5.  Training 

and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and 
support for its evaluators and for the academic 
environment. 

  

ARACIS is organizing training and further development 
programs for the academic environment.  

  

The training programs are well organized and efficient.   
6.  Ownership 

of problems 
ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ 
updating the standards in relation to labor market demands 
and European practices. 

  

Designing / updating the standards is in line with the 
expectations of the universities. 

  

The evaluations and recommendations made by ARACIS in 
your institution lead to an increase in the quality of the 
education process. 

  

7.  Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the 
degrees and qualifications on the labor market, including at 
an international level. 

  

ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher 
education institutions to improve the efficiency of its 
activities. 

  

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in 
the external evaluation processes.  

  

8.  Teamwork The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair 
and constructive. 

  

ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude 
towards the universities. 

  

The ARACIS staff is receptive and operative with respect to 
the requests of the beneficiaries. 

  

 

SECTION II. Assess the mission and role of ARACIS 
Q2. Please evaluate, from 1 to 10,  to what extent ARACIS is achieving its mission, 

with all its components: (Where: 1- not at all, 10 - fully), NS/NR - Don`t know/ 
Won`t answer  

No  
. 

Mission  Grade  
1-10  

NS/ 
NR 

1.  To evaluate the capacity of the education suppliers and to satisfy 
beneficiary expectations. 

  

2.  To contribute to the development of an institutional culture of 
quality in higher education. 

  

3.  To ensure protection of the direct beneficiaries concerning the 
offer of study programs, by producing and disseminating 
systematic, coherent, reliable information, accessible for the 
public. 

  

4.  To propose to the line ministry strategies and policies to   
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continuously improve the quality of higher education, in close 
correlation with the pre-university education. 

Q3. How do you appreciate the following? 
No Item  To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither to 
a small 

extent, nor 
to a large 

extent 

To a 
large 

extent 

To a 
very 
large 

extent 

Don`t 
know/ 
Won`t 

answer 
 

1.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the 
higher education system. 

      

2.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the quality of 
the higher education 
system. 

      

3.  ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of 
decision-making. 

      

 
SECTION III. Trends and risks of the higher education system 
Q4. Please select and arrange by priority the top 5 trends that will influence, in 

your opinion, the Romanian higher education in the next 5 years. (Rank 1, Rank 
2,.... Rank 5) 

Trend Rank 
no   

Implementation of the an approach based on competences and on the 
learning outcomes 

 

Develop education support schemes for students in the first year of study  

Intensification of the internationalization process  

A tighter cooperation between the higher education institutions and the 
social and economic environment  

 

Boosting competition between higher education establishments and other 
initial and continuous training organizations  

 

Increased use of IT & C in teaching, learning, evaluation, research, 
institutional management and internal and external communication 

 

Diversification of and increase the number of continuous training 
programs  

 

Strengthening university autonomy and increasing the responsibility of 
higher education institutions related to leadership 

 

Develop an approach based on quality criteria to increase financing of 
higher education  

 

Strengthening the relations between the didactical process and the 
scientific research process  

 

Increasing student involvement in scientific research projects  
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Increasing the mobility of the teaching staff internally and externally  

Increasing student mobility internally and externally  

Increasing participation in the higher education process for groups that are 
poorly represented or lack representation (students from disadvantaged 
groups, students with disabilities, mature learners) 

 

Increasing student involvement in the decision-making process  

Implementing a multi-annual financing system or one based on study 
cycles 

 

Increasing student autonomy in the learning process / Developing a 
student-centered education system  

 

Increasing the alignment of the national education policies with EU policies   

Other trends, please state them......  

 
Q5. Please select and arrange by priority the top 5 potential risks that will 

influence the Romanian higher education in the next 5 years. (Rank 1, Rank 2,.... 
Rank 5) 

Potential risks Rank 
no   

Underfinancing of the education system   

Reduction in the number of student places financed from the state budget  

Decrease in the quality of the didactical process   

Steep decrease in the number of high school graduates and high school 
graduation examination graduates (bacalaureat graduates) 

 

Reduction in the number of youngsters in the rural area enrolling in higher 
education  

 

Increase in school dropout rate  

Reduction of enrollments, below the threshold required for the 
organization and operation of certain studies programs 

 

Unbalance between the education demand and offer (more candidates than 
available place) 

 

Decrease of the absorption of graduates on the labor market   

Increase in the number  of graduates choosing to work abroad   

Increased insertion of graduates in other fields than their field of training   

Other risks, please state them......  

 
SECTION IV. Open questions 
Q6. Please indicate aspects regarding the activity of the ARACIS evaluators which 

you would like to see improved 
Answer: 
 

Q7. In your opinion, what are the trends in Romanian higher education in the field 
of quality assurance and management? 

Answer: 
 

Section V. Identification data 
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Q8. In which area/fields does your university have study programs?  

Fundamental domain (FDI) Tick 
x  

10. Maths and natural sciences  
20. Engineering sciences   
30. Biological and biomedical 
sciences 

 

40. Social sciences  
50. Human sciences and arts  
60. Sports science and 
physical education 

 

Q9. Institution size: 

Intervals  Tick x 
a) under 5,000 students  
b) under -7,500 students  
c) 7,501 - 10,000 students  
d) 10,001 - 12,500 students  
e) 12,501 - 15,000 students  
f) 15,001 - 17,500 students  
g) 17,501 -20,000 students  
h) Over 20,000 students  

Q10. Are you enrolled in the ARACIS National Register of Evaluators? 

a) Yes, please mention the name of the 
Commission  

No..... 

b) No  
Q11. Type of  institution 

a) Public   
b) Private   

Q12. What is your experience in higher education? 

a) under 10 years  
b) 10-20 years  
c) 21-30 years  
d) 31-40 years  
e) over 40 years  

Thank you for your involvement and your time. 
 

For additional information and questions, please contact us at 

the following email address: simona.lache@aracis.ro    
Please send the filled out form in WORD (.doc) at the email address 

cercetare@aracis.ro  by February 1st, 2017. 
  

mailto:simona.lache@aracis.ro
mailto:cercetare@aracis.ro
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8.2 Annex 2 SURVEY Batch B ARACIS Evaluators  

Dear teacher/ Dear evaluating student,  
 
Between January 16th-31st, 2017 the ARACIS Council is conducting a study among higher 
education institutions.  
The main aim of this study is to improve the activity of evaluating the quality of higher 
education performed by ARACIS and to strengthen quality management in higher 
education institutions. 
Your collaboration is extremely useful in view of getting an overall picture of the evaluation 
process and the evolution trends in respect to the quality of the Romanian higher education 
system.   
The estimated time for this questionnaire is 15 minutes. The responses are confidential. Thank 
you for your availability, involvement and time.  

 
SURVEY 

for the ARACIS evaluators12 
 

SECTION I. Assess the quality of services provided by ARACIS 
Q1. As an RACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality-centered 

management from ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ 
Won`t answer 

Dimension 
 

Statement /Item  Grad
e  

1-10  

NS
/ 

NR 

1. Leadership ARACIS methodologies and standards are 
relevant for external evaluation of the quality of 
higher education. 

  

The external evaluation procedures ensure an 
optimal and fair implementation of the studies 
programs evaluation and of the evaluation at 
institutional level. 

  

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is 
efficient in terms of measuring the quality of the 
academic processes. 

  

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures 
efficiency of the flow of activities. 

  

The specialty staff has been optimally selected to 
perform the quality external evaluation activity. 

  

2. Commitment The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are 
well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

  

The commitments concerning external quality   

                                                 
12

 The survey is only for the evaluating teaching staff and students enrolled in 

RNE that participated in the external evaluations. 
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evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are always 
carried out. 
The commitments concerning internal quality 
evaluation undertaken by the university are 
observed. 

  

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair 
and transparent. 

  

The information submitted by ARACIS are 
provided in a timely manner. 

  

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction  

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the 
student training activity. 

  

During the evaluation, the objectivity and the 
integrity of the process are ensured. 

  

Within the evaluated institutions there is an 
increased level of satisfaction with regard to the 
results of the external evaluations. 

  

4. Involvement   The management of ARACIS is constantly 
concerned with increasing the efficiency of their 
own activity. 

  

The ARACIS experts have a high level of 
professionalism and objectivity. 

  

The evaluating students present relevant 
analysis and reports. 

  

The evaluated universities have made significant 
efforts to ensure quality. 

  

5. Training and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure 
training and support for its evaluators and for 
the academic environment. 

  

ARACIS is organizing training and further 
development programs for the academic 
environment. 

  

The training programs are well organized and 
efficient. 

  

6. Ownership of 
problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for 
designing/ updating the standards in relation to 
labor market demands and European practices. 

  

Designing / updating the standards is in line with 
the expectations of the universities. 

  

The observations and recommendations from 
the external evaluations lead to an increase in 
the quality of the education process. 

  

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition 
of the degrees and qualifications on the labor 
market, including at an international level. 

  

ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received   
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from higher education institutions to improve 
the efficiency of its activities. 
In the university environment there is a high 
level of trust in the external evaluation 
processes.  

  

8. Teamwork The relationship between the university and 
ARACIS is fair and constructive. 

  

ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-
peer attitude towards the universities. 

  

ARACIS supports universities in developing 
internal quality assurance mechanisms. 

  

During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a 
friendly and engaging environment.   

  

 

Q2. As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality-centered 
management from ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ 
Won`t answer 
  Dimension 
 

Features of the quality service/ items   Grade  
1-10  

NS 
/NR 

1. Assurance  
 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for 
external evaluations. 

   

The peer evaluators are fair and unbiased.   

Evaluating students are well prepared and 
professional. 

  

The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient.    

2. Empathy 
 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for 
external evaluations. 

   

The peer evaluators encourage and motivate 
their own institution to increase the quality of 
education. 

   

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude 
towards the students from the evaluated 
institutions. 

  

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude 
towards higher education institutions. 

  

3. Responsiveness 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the 
challenges of higher education institutions. 

   

The peer evaluators show a real interest in 
problem solving.  

  

The evaluating students are operative in the 
evaluation processes.   

  

The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is 
receptive. 

  

4. Reliability 
 

There is coherence and consistency in the 
application of ARACIS standards. 

  

The services provided by ARACIS are fair and   
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transparent. 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner.   

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment.   

The databases are adequate and the ARACIS 
website is constantly updated and provides the 
necessary information. 

  

The technical-material and financial facilities 
available to ARACIS are appropriate for the 
work carried out.  

  

 

SECTION II. Assess the mission and role of ARACIS 
Q3. Please evaluate, from 1 to 10,  to what extent ARACIS is achieving its mission, 

with all its components: (Where: 1- not at all, 10 - fully), NS/NR - Don`t know/ 
Won`t answer  

No 
. 

Mission  Grade  
1-10  

NS/ 
NR 

1.  To evaluate the capacity of the education suppliers and to satisfy 
beneficiary expectations. 

  

2.  To contribute to the development of an institutional culture of 
quality in higher education. 

  

3.  To ensure protection of the direct beneficiaries concerning the 
offer of study programs, by producing and disseminating 
systematic, coherent, reliable information, accessible for the 
public. 

  

4.  To propose to the line ministry strategies and policies to 
continuously improve the quality of higher education, in close 
correlation with the pre-university education. 

  

 

Q4. How do you appreciate the following? 
No Item To a 

very 
limited 
extent 

To a 
small 
extent 

Neither 
to a 

small 
extent, 
nor to a 

large 
extent 

To a 
large 

extent 

To a 
very 
large 

extent 

Don`t 
know/ 
Won`t 

answer 
 

1.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the higher 
education system. 

      

2.  The activity carried out by 
ARACIS lead to an increase 
in the quality of the higher 
education system. 

      

3.  ARACIS is an independent 
agency in terms of decision-
making. 
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SECTION III. Trends and risks of the higher education system 
Q5. Please select and arrange by priority the top 5 trends that will influence, in 

your opinion, the Romanian higher education in the next 5 years. (Rank 1, Rank 
2,.... Rank 5) 

Trend Rank 
no   

Implementation of the an approach based on competences and on the 
learning outcomes 

 

Develop education support schemes for students in the first year of study  

Intensification of the internationalization process  

A tighter cooperation between the higher education institutions and the 
social and economic environment 

 

Boosting competition between higher education establishments and other 
initial and continuous training organizations 

 

Increased use of IT & C in teaching, learning, evaluation, research, 
institutional management and internal and external communication 

 

Diversification of and increase the number of continuous training 
programs 

 

Strengthening university autonomy and increasing the responsibility of 
higher education institutions related to leadership 

 

Develop an approach based on quality criteria to increase financing of 
higher education 

 

Strengthening the relations between the didactical process and the 
scientific research process 

 

Increasing student involvement in scientific research projects  

Increasing the mobility of the teaching staff internally and externally  

Increasing student mobility internally and externally  

Increasing participation in the higher education process for groups that are 
poorly represented or lack representation (students from disadvantaged 
groups, students with disabilities, mature learners) 

 

Increasing student involvement in the decision-making process  

Implementing a multi-annual financing system or one based on study 
cycles 

 

Increasing student autonomy in the learning process / Developing a 
student-centered education system 

 

Increasing the alignment of the national education policies with EU policies  

Other trends, please state them......  

 

Q6. Please select and arrange by priority the top 5 potential risks that will 
influence the Romanian higher education in the next 5 years. (Rank 1, Rank 2,.... 
Rank 5) 

Potential risks Rank 
no   

Underfinancing of the education system  

Reduction in the number of student places financed from the state budget  
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Decrease in the quality of the didactical process  

Steep decrease in the number of high school graduates and high school 
graduation examination graduates (bacalaureat graduates) 

 

Reduction in the number of youngsters in the rural area enrolling in higher 
education 

 

Increase in school dropout rate  

Reduction of enrollments, below the threshold required for the 
organization and operation of certain studies programs 

 

Unbalance between the education demand and offer (more candidates than 
available place) 

 

Decrease of the absorption of graduates on the labor market  

Increase in the number  of graduates choosing to work abroad  

Increased insertion of graduates in other fields than their field of training  

Other risks, please state them......  

 

SECTION IV. Open questions 
Q7. Please indicate aspects regarding the activity of the ARACIS evaluators which 

you would like to see improved 
Answer: 
 

 
Q8. In your opinion, what are the trends in Romanian higher education in the field 

of quality assurance and management? 

Answer: 
 

 

SECTION V Identification data on the evaluating teaching staff 
Q9. Please state the number of the ARACIS commission you are part of   

 
 

Q10. Are you a permanent member in the specialty commission? 

a) Yes  

b) No  
 

Q11. How many years do you have as an ARACIS evaluator? 

a) under 3 years  

b)  3-6 years  
C)  7-10 years  
d)  over 10 years  

 

SECTION V. Identification data of the evaluating student 
Q12. In how many institutional evaluations did you participate    

 

No..... 

No..... 
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Q13. How many years do you have as an ARACIS evaluator? 

a) under 6 
months 

 

b)  1 year  
C)  2 years  
d)  over 3 years  

Thank you for your involvement and your time. 
 

For additional information and questions, please contact us at 
the following email address: simona.lache@aracis.ro    

Please send the filled out form in WORD (.doc) at the email address 
cercetare@aracis.ro  by February 1st, 2017. 

mailto:simona.lache@aracis.ro
mailto:cercetare@aracis.ro
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8.3 Annex 3 Benchmarking analysis, by ARACIS Specialty commission - A3 format  

Q1. SECTION I. Evaluate the quality of services provided by ARACIS   As an RACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality-centered management from ARACIS 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C1: Exact sciences and 

natural sciences  
C2: Human and 

theological sciences 
C3: Legal sciences General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 

Surveys 16/18 Surveys 29/31 Surveys 15/17 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

averag
es 

Variatio
n coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average  

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensio
n average 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

9.063 9.4 

9.2 

8.897 11 

9.25 

8.733 13.3 

8.62 

8.68 12.48 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8.933 7.9 9.345 8.2 8.733 12.6 8.88 10.67 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the 
quality of the academic processes. 

9 9.1 9.034 10.5 8.333 16.8 8.54 14.40 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 9.667 6.4 9.538 6.8 8.667 18.3 9.00 12.43 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality external 
evaluation activity. 

9.333 8.7 9.429 6.7 8.643 19 8.97 12.28 

2. 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

9.271 6.8 

9.4 

9.143 8.8 

9.33 

8.571 12.7 

8.77 

8.66 13.31 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out. 

9.333 9.5 9.458 7.6 8.786 13.5 8.83 12.24 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

9.231 10 8.63 13.3 8.5 8.9 8.36 14.69 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.688 7.3 9.828 4.8 9.133 13.6 9.33 11.15 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 9.667 6.4 9.571 7.2 8.867 16.4 9.17 11.57 

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 8.813 11.1 

9.15 

8.821 15.1 

9.09 

8.267 18.6 

8.72 

8.67 15.01 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured. 9.625 8.4 9.552 8.2 9.467 8.8 9.30 9.85 
Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard 
to the results of the external evaluations. 

9 10.5 8.889 10.5 8.429 9 8.57 10.96 

4. 
Involvement 

The management of ARACIS is concerned with increasing the efficiency of their own 
activity. 

9.429 9 

9.12 

9.625 6.7 

9.29 

9.308 15.4 

8.74 

9.18 13.17 

8.90 The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity. 9.188 9.1 9.393 6 8.867 13.4 9.13 10.15 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports. 8.857 12.1 9.125 8.8 8.25 20.1 8.63 16.27 
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure quality. 9 11.5 9.037 6.5 8.538 18.9 8.67 12.69 

5. Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment. 

9.214 9.7 

9.174 

9.037 9.5 

8.896 

7.867 21.9 

8.003 

8.67 15.25 

8.68 ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the academic 
evaluators. 

9.154 10.8 8.793 11.1 8 22.5 8.64 17.01 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 9.154 9.8 8.857 11.8 8.143 24.5 8.72 15.13 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8.727 5.4 

8.865 

9.107 9.6 

9.046 

7.857 21.1 

8.127 

8.41 16.08 

8.49 Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of the universities. 8.583 10.5 8.893 9.8 7.923 19.6 8.18 15.92 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations lead to 
an increase in the quality of the education process. 

9.286 7.8 9.138 9.6 8.6 16.9 8.87 12.83 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on 
the labor market, including at an international level. 

9.25 7.6 

8.964 

9.708 5.7 

9.3 

8.733 15.3 

8.55 

9.04 13.39 

8.78 ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities. 

9 10.5 9.364 6.2 8.417 21.2 8.82 13.89 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation processes.  8.643 11.7 8.828 10.5 8.5 11.1 8.49 13.49 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9.375 10.2 

9.491 

9.379 8.3 

9.698 

9.067 12.1 

8.958 

9.26 9.77 

9.32 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the universities. 9.625 6.4 9.778 5.2 8.933 17.2 9.43 9.35 
ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance mechanisms. 9.214 9.7 9.692 5.7 8.333 18.5 9.09 12.58 
During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging environment.   9.75 7.3 9.944 2.4 9.5 18.2 9.51 9.11 



Raport de analiză privind evaluarea externă și internă a calității activității ARACIS  

 

The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education       Page 115 / 127  

  
Dimension 

  
Statement /Item 

C4: Social, political and 
communication sciences 

C5: Administrative, 
education sciences and 

psychology 

C6: Economic sciences I General indicators ARACIS 
Commissions 

Surveys 6/6 Surveys 22/23 Surveys 11/14 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

averag
es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimen
sion 

averag
e 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensio
n average 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

8.667 9.4 

8.7 

8.727 8.8 

8.81 

8 15.8 

8.39 

8.68 12.48 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8.833 8.5 8.773 7.8 8.455 13.3 8.88 10.67 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the 
quality of the academic processes. 

8.333 12.4 8.636 10.4 7.909 14.4 8.54 14.40 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 9 12.2 8.909 12.4 8.778 11.1 9.00 12.43 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality external 
evaluation activity. 

8.667 11.9 9 9.7 8.8 11.7 8.97 12.28 

2. 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

8.833 11.1 

8.85 

8.864 10 

8.86 

8.364 14.4 

8.85 

8.66 13.31 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out. 

8.833 15 8.714 8.2 8.9 9.8 8.83 12.24 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

8.2 13.4 8.381 11.6 8.727 15.5 8.36 14.69 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.167 10.7 9.19 12.2 9.182 9.5 9.33 11.15 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 9.2 9.1 9.136 10.8 9.091 10.4 9.17 11.57 

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 9.167 8.2 

9.11 

8.364 7.9 

8.73 

8.3 18.9 

8.6 

8.67 15.01 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured. 9.167 8.2 9.5 7.1 9 11.1 9.30 9.85 
Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard 
to the results of the external evaluations. 

9 9.9 8.333 9.5 8.5 6.3 8.57 10.96 

4. 
Involvement 

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
their own activity. 

9.6 9.3 

9 

9.053 13.5 

8.83 

9.25 9.6 

8.89 

9.18 13.17 

8.90 The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity. 8.833 8.5 9.136 9.7 9.3 5.2 9.13 10.15 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports. 8.4 13.6 8.643 9.7 8.429 13.5 8.63 16.27 
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure quality. 9.167 8.2 8.476 11 8.6 9.8 8.67 12.69 

5. Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment. 

9.167 8.2 

8.944 

8.857 13 

8.714 

8.455 9.7 

8.727 

8.67 15.25 

8.68 ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the ARACIS 
evaluators. 

9 12.2 8.6 13.8 9 11.1 8.64 17.01 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 8.667 9.4 8.684 12.8 8.727 11.6 8.72 15.13 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

7.667 24.3 

8.111 

8.591 11.7 

8.557 

8.111 14.4 

8.104 

8.41 16.08 

8.49 Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of the universities. 7.5 24.9 8.381 11.6 8 6.3 8.18 15.92 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations lead to 
an increase in the quality of the education process. 

9.167 8.2 8.7 9.9 8.2 22.1 8.87 12.83 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on 
the labor market, including at an international level. 

9.4 5.8 

8.756 

9.167 8.6 

8.847 

8.727 10.4 

8.586 

9.04 13.39 

8.78 
ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities. 

8.667 9.4 8.9 10.9 8.667 8.2 8.82 13.89 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation 
processes.  

8.2 10.2 8.474 10.7 8.364 9.7 8.49 13.49 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9.5 5.8 

9.375 

9.136 9.1 

9.349 

9.273 9.8 

9.211 

9.26 9.77 

9.32 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the universities. 9.5 8.8 9.364 7.8 9.455 7.3 9.43 9.35 
ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance mechanisms. 9.167 8.2 9.364 7 8.818 9.9 9.09 12.58 
During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging environment.   9.333 6.2 9.533 5.4 9.3 8.9 9.51 9.11 
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Dimension 

  
Statement /Item 

C7: Economic sciences II C8: Arts, Architecture, 
Urbanism, Physical 

education and sports 

C9: Agricultural, Forestry 
sciences and Veterinary 

medicine 

General indicators ARACIS 
Commissions 

Surveys 27/29 Surveys 20/22 Surveys 18/21 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

averag
es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimen
sion 

averag
e 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

8.704 14.2 

8.74 

9 9.5 

9.2 

9.056 16.8 

9.27 

8.68 12.48 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8.815 11.8 9.15 8.9 9.333 16.3 8.88 10.67 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the 
quality of the academic processes. 

8.519 13.6 9 8.1 9.111 16.8 8.54 14.40 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 8.88 16.7 9.25 8.5 9.438 16.3 9.00 12.43 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality external 
evaluation activity. 

8.769 11.3 9.6 7.1 9.412 16.8 8.97 12.28 

2. 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

8.88 14.7 

8.76 

8.9 8.9 

9.16 

9.111 16.1 

9.13 

8.66 13.31 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out. 

8.739 8.6 9.2 8.3 9.267 17 8.83 12.24 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

8.25 10.3 8.75 12.2 8.933 18.8 8.36 14.69 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.154 16.6 9.65 6.1 9.222 18.8 9.33 11.15 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 8.8 18.8 9.3 7.9 9.111 18 9.17 11.57 

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 8.458 19.4 

8.8 

9.053 8.6 

9.15 

8.944 17 

9.12 

8.67 15.01 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured. 9.37 6.7 9.65 5.1 9.333 17.9 9.30 9.85 
Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard 
to the results of the external evaluations. 

8.577 10 8.737 8.4 9.083 17.3 8.57 10.96 

4. 
Involvement 

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
their own activity. 

8.789 22.9 

8.8 

9.556 6.4 

9.18 

9.533 17.4 

9.16 

9.18 13.17 

8.90 The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity. 9.16 8.7 9.526 6.4 9.235 17.6 9.13 10.15 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports. 8.571 35.8 8.6 13 8.875 22.2 8.63 16.27 
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure quality. 8.68 8.6 9.056 11.7 9 18.5 8.67 12.69 

5. Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment. 

8.4 22 

8.521 

9.316 8 

9.263 

8.944 18.2 

8.981 

8.67 15.25 

8.68 ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the ARACIS 
evaluators. 

8.538 22.3 9.263 10.7 9 18.4 8.64 17.01 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 8.625 21.6 9.211 7.7 9 17.7 8.72 15.13 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8.333 20.5 

8.39 

9 8.8 

9.063 

8.833 17.7 

8.782 

8.41 16.08 

8.49 Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of the universities. 8.115 18.9 8.889 9.4 8.278 18.6 8.18 15.92 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations lead to an 
increase in the quality of the education process. 

8.72 14.6 9.3 6.1 9.235 16.9 8.87 12.83 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on 
the labor market, including at an international level. 

9.286 22.6 

8.966 

9.118 9.4 

9.137 

9.25 17.7 

8.907 

9.04 13.39 

8.78 
ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities. 

9.056 11 9.294 9.1 9 18.9 8.82 13.89 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation 
processes,  

8.556 13.5 9 9.3 8.471 19.6 8.49 13.49 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9.385 8 

9.426 

9.75 4.6 

9.687 

9.333 18.4 

9.394 

9.26 9.77 

9.32 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the universities. 9.519 8.4 9.7 5.9 9.444 17.4 9.43 9.35 
ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance mechanisms. 9.154 11 9.632 5.1 9.2 19.2 9.09 12.58 
During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging environment.   9.647 6.3 9.667 6.1 9.6 18.8 9.51 9.11 

    C10: Engineering sciences I C11: Engineering sciences II C12: Medical sciences General indicators ARACIS 



Raport de analiză privind evaluarea externă și internă a calității activității ARACIS  

 

The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education       Page 117 / 127  

Dimension Statement /Item Commissions 
Surveys 26/29 Surveys 22/22 Surveys 20/22 Surveys 303/328 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimen
sion 

averag
e 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

8.654 11.3 

8.78 

8.591 9.3 

9.01 

9.15 10.2 

9.13 

8.68 12.48 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

8.808 9.1 9 8.4 9.55 7.2 8.88 10.67 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the 
quality of the academic processes. 

8.423 14.7 8.727 11.8 8.65 19.2 8.54 14.40 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 9.083 9.7 9.526 6.4 9.053 14.9 9.00 12.43 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality external 
evaluation activity. 

8.957 9.8 9.182 9.3 9.263 11.3 8.97 12.28 

2. 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

8.654 10.8 

8.89 

8.905 10 

9.08 

8.6 14.8 

9.12 

8.66 13.31 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out. 

8.913 10.1 8.95 11.7 9 10.1 8.83 12.24 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

8.125 15.5 8.476 15.2 9 9.5 8.36 14.69 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.5 7.4 9.591 6.2 9.65 7 9.33 11.15 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 9.28 8.5 9.5 8.4 9.368 12.9 9.17 11.57 

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 8.731 11.5 

8.76 

8.5 13.9 

8.75 

9.053 17.1 

9.14 

8.67 15.01 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured. 9.231 8.8 9.409 9.7 9.7 4.8 9.30 9.85 
Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard 
to the results of the external evaluations. 

8.333 9.8 8.35 8.9 8.667 12.5 8.57 10.96 

4. 
Involvement 

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
their own activity. 

9.167 10 

8.76 

9.412 9.2 

9.05 

9.526 9.5 

9.15 

9.18 13.17 

8.90 The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity. 9.154 8.6 9.143 10 9.474 10.2 9.13 10.15 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports. 8.333 28.5 9 8.7 8.563 18.1 8.63 16.27 
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure quality. 8.4 12.9 8.636 11.6 9.05 13.6 8.67 12.69 

5. Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment. 

8.654 12.6 

8.69 

8.737 10 

8.842 

8.95 15.6 

8.967 

8.67 15.25 

8.68 ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the ARACIS 
evaluators. 

8.72 12.6 8.9 13.1 8.95 15.6 8.64 17.01 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 8.696 12.2 8.889 10.8 9 17.3 8.72 15.13 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8.875 11.7 

8.681 

8.444 10.9 

8.466 

8.842 14.2 

8.997 

8.41 16.08 

8.49 Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of the universities. 8.36 13.3 8 11 8.75 12.8 8.18 15.92 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations lead to an 
increase in the quality of the education process. 

8.808 10.7 8.955 11.7 9.4 9.4 8.87 12.83 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on 
the labor market, including at an international level. 

9.091 12.7 

8.739 

9.353 9.2 

8.628 

9.353 10.7 

9.314 

9.04 13.39 

8.78 ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities. 

8.857 10.3 8.294 23.3 9.588 7.4 8.82 13.89 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation .  8.269 10 8.238 12.1 9 13.5 8.49 13.49 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9.154 8.6 

9.349 

9.409 9.7 

9.503 

9.7 4.8 

9.649 

9.26 9.77 

9.32 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the universities. 9.346 9 9.619 7 9.632 6.2 9.43 9.35 
ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance mechanisms. 8.957 22.3 9.421 8.9 9.45 10.6 9.09 12.58 
During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging environment.   9.938 2.5 9.563 6.6 9.813 4.1 9.51 9.11 

 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C13: ID/IFR ANOSR  UNSR General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 
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Surveys 21/23 Surveys 28/29 Surveys 22/22 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

averag
es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimen
sion 

averag
e 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimen
sion 

averag
e 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averag

es 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimensio
n average 

1. Leadership 

ARACIS methodologies and standards are relevant for external evaluation of the 
quality of higher education. 

8.95 10.30 

9.15 

7.17 24.50 

7.31 

8.82 13.40 

8.66 

8.68 12.48 

8.81 

The external evaluation procedures ensure an optimal and fair implementation of the 
studies programs evaluation and of the evaluation at institutional level. 

9.24 6.80 7.41 19.30 8.77 14.00 8.88 10.67 

The evaluation mechanism used by ARACIS is efficient in terms of measuring the 
quality of the academic processes. 

9.00 13.10 6.69 31.50 8.77 13.60 8.54 14.40 

The organizational structure of ARACIS ensures efficiency of the flow of activities. 9.29 9.90 7.59 21.00 8.36 15.90 9.00 12.43 
The specialty staff has been optimally selected to perform the quality external 
evaluation activity. 

9.28 8.10 7.69 24.60 8.59 18.20 8.97 12.28 

2. 
Commitment 

The commitments undertaken by ARACIS are well correlated with the realities of the 
Romanian higher education system. 

9.05 11.30 

9.15 

6.69 28.80 

7.23 

8.27 20.50 

8.47 

8.66 13.31 

8.87 

The commitments concerning external quality evaluation undertaken by ARACIS are 
always carried out. 

9.20 10.90 7.00 23.80 8.18 19.50 8.83 12.24 

The commitments concerning internal quality evaluation undertaken by the university 
are observed. 

8.43 13.30 6.10 30.10 7.73 22.70 8.36 14.69 

The information submitted by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.67 6.00 8.10 24.80 9.18 16.30 9.33 11.15 
The information submitted by ARACIS are provided in a timely manner. 9.38 9.20 8.28 21.90 9.00 7.70 9.17 11.57 

3. Beneficiary 
satisfaction 

ARACIS standards lead to an improvement in the student training activity. 9.14 15.20 

9.10 

7.45 28.20 

7.64 

8.96 14.40 

8.82 

8.67 15.01 

8.85 
During the evaluation, the objectivity and the integrity of the process are ensured. 9.38 7.10 8.00 26.50 9.18 9.30 9.30 9.85 
Within the evaluated institutions there is an increased level of satisfaction with regard 
to the results of the external evaluations. 

8.78 8.30 7.48 19.40 8.32 14.10 8.57 10.96 

4. 
Involvement 

The management of ARACIS is constantly concerned with increasing the efficiency of 
their own activity. 

9.69 6.20 

9.09 

6.90 39.20 

7.54 

8.86 13.20 

8.91 

9.18 13.17 

8.90 The ARACIS experts have a high level of professionalism and objectivity. 9.32 8.00 7.97 20.80 9.23 10.00 9.13 10.15 
The evaluating students present relevant analysis and reports. 8.44 10.40 8.48 12.80 8.82 16.70 8.63 16.27 
The evaluated universities have made significant efforts to ensure quality. 8.91 8.60 6.83 27.70 8.73 11.30 8.67 12.69 

5. Training 
and 
education 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms to ensure training and support for its evaluators 
and for the academic environment. 

8.95 15.20 

9.27 

6.69 36.90 

6.69 

8.77 18.30 

8.47 

8.67 15.25 

8.68 ARACIS is organizing training and further development programs for the ARACIS 
evaluators. 

9.24 14.50 6.24 45.20 8.23 21.20 8.64 17.01 

The training programs are well organized and efficient. 9.62 5.20 7.14 33.20 8.41 21.30 8.72 15.13 

6. Ownership 
of problems 

ARACIS has well defined mechanisms for designing/ updating the standards in 
relation to labor market demands and European practices. 

8.83 13.00 

8.84 

6.55 39.30 

6.79 

8.41 18.60 

8.45 

8.41 16.08 

8.49 Designing / updating the standards is in line with the expectations of the universities. 8.35 14.20 6.55 35.70 8.09 22.20 8.18 15.92 
The observations and recommendations from the external evaluations lead to an 
increase in the quality of the education process. 

9.33 7.80 7.28 27.20 8.86 13.60 8.87 12.83 

7. Reward and 
recognition 

ARACIS is concerned with ensuring recognition of the degrees and qualifications on 
the labor market, including at an international level. 

9.33 9.00 

9.19 

7.03 37.30 

7.10 

8.86 18.80 

8.77 

9.04 13.39 

8.78 
ARACIS capitalizes on the feed-back received from higher education institutions to 
improve the efficiency of its activities. 

9.33 6.60 7.14 35.70 8.68 19.60 8.82 13.89 

In the university environment there is a high level of trust in the external evaluation 
processes.  

8.90 14.50 7.14 30.60 8.77 15.30 8.49 13.49 

8. Teamwork 

The relationship between the university and ARACIS is fair and constructive. 9.67 6.80 

9.74 

7.72 19.80 

7.93 

9.05 10.50 

9.08 

9.26 9.77 

9.32 
ARACIS exhibits a positive, open and peer-to-peer attitude towards the universities. 9.76 5.50 8.52 17.60 9.27 10.60 9.43 9.35 
ARACIS supports universities in developing internal quality assurance mechanisms. 9.63 6.20 7.38 34.20 8.96 12.20 9.09 12.58 
During the working sessions of ARACIS there is a friendly and engaging environment.   9.90 3.20 8.10 28.10 9.05 12.50 9.51 9.11 
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Q2 As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality of the services provided by ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer 
 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C1: Exact sciences and 

 natural sciences   
C2: Human sciences 

 and theology 
C3: Legal sciences General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 

Surveys 16/18 Surveys 29/31 Surveys 15/17 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

average
s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensio
n average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averages 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimension 
average 

1. Assurance 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external evaluations. 9.80 4.20 9.58 9.63 5.10 9.63 9.15 16.00 9.05 9.41 17.75 

9.30 
Peer evaluators are fair and unbiased. 9.56 5.40 9.74 4.60 9.40 7.80 9.35 9.36 
Evaluating students are well prepared and professional. 9.29 12.00 9.26 7.90 8.58 15.30 8.88 13.51 
The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.67 6.40 9.89 3.20 9.08 15.90 9.54 15.73 

2. Empathy 

The ARACIS management understands the needs of the higher 
education institutions, paying personalized attention. 

9.23 10.00 9.48 9.65 5.80 9.63 8.69 19.00 8.92 
9.27 20.43 

9.27 

Peer evaluators encourage and motivate their own institution to 
increase the quality of education. 

9.27 7.60 9.48 7.40 9.23 9.00 
9.20 19.50 

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude towards the students 
from the evaluated institutions. 

9.88 3.60 9.71 4.80 8.91 32.00 
9.30 10.46 

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude towards higher education 
institutions. 

9.53 7.80 9.69 4.90 8.85 14.50 
9.49 8.38 

3. 
Responsiveness 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the challenges of 
higher education institutions. 

9.71 6.30 9.77 9.46 7.50 9.49 8.71 18.80 8.84 
9.17 19.91 

9.32 Peer evaluators show a real interest in problem solving.  9.69 6.20 9.52 6.00 8.85 17.80 9.34 9.92 
Evaluating students are operative in the evaluation processes.  10.00 0.00 9.39 5.30 8.67 11.40 9.19 9.57 
The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is receptive. 9.69 6.20 9.61 8.70 9.13 13.60 9.58 7.95 

4. Reliability 

There is coherence and consistency in the application of ARACIS 
standards.  

9.40 9.70 9.54 9.50 6.70 9.59 8.67 15.50 8.94 
9.27 14.64 

9.24 
The services provided by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.69 4.90 9.62 7.00 9.14 14.10 9.36 9.74 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.53 6.70 9.64 5.80 9.00 16.90 9.28 10.49 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 9.29 10.20 9.20 9.47 6.50 9.39 8.22 15.80 8.16 9.03 12.85 

8.93 
The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is constantly 
updated and provides the necessary information. 

9.31 7.60 9.36 6.60 7.71 24.60 
8.82 14.17 

The technical-material and financial facilities available to ARACIS 
are appropriate for the work carried out. 

9.00 11.70 9.35 7.60 8.55 10.90 
8.95 12.79 
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Continued Q2 As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality of the services provided by ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer 
 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C4: Social, political and 

communication sciences 
C5: Administrative, education 

sciences and psychology 
C6: Economic sciences I General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 

Surveys 6 Surveys 22/23 Surveys 11/14 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

average
s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensio
n average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averages 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimension 
average 

1. Assurance 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external evaluations. 9.40 5.80 

9.31 

9.21 15.20 

9.28 

9.40 9.00 

9.28 

9.41 17.75 

9.30 
Peer evaluators are fair and unbiased. 9.50 5.80 9.50 7.10 9.46 7.30 9.35 9.36 
Evaluating students are well prepared and professional. 8.83 11.10 8.92 11.60 8.71 10.90 8.88 13.51 
The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.50 5.80 9.50 6.30 9.55 7.20 9.54 15.73 

2. Empathy 

The ARACIS management understands the needs of the higher 
education institutions, paying personalized attention. 

9.40 5.80 

9.27 

8.91 15.10 

9.17 

9.00 10.50 

9.21 

9.27 20.43 

9.27 

Peer evaluators encourage and motivate their own institution to 
increase the quality of education. 

9.33 8.70 9.19 10.10 9.36 5.40 9.20 19.50 

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude towards the students 
from the evaluated institutions. 

8.83 13.20 9.08 9.90 9.00 6.40 9.30 10.46 

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude towards higher education 
institutions. 

9.50 5.80 9.50 7.10 9.46 7.30 9.49 8.38 

3. 
Responsivene
ss 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the challenges of higher 
education institutions. 

9.33 8.70 

9.29 

9.00 15.30 

9.27 

9.20 10.00 

9.34 

9.17 19.91 

9.32 Peer evaluators show a real interest in problem solving.  9.17 8.20 9.46 7.10 9.36 8.60 9.34 9.92 
Evaluating students are operative in the evaluation processes.  9.00 7.00 9.17 10.20 9.14 7.50 9.19 9.57 
The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is receptive. 9.67 5.30 9.46 6.30 9.64 7.00 9.58 7.95 

4. Reliability 

There is coherence and consistency in the application of ARACIS 
standards.  

8.83 8.50 
9.22 

9.18 8.70 
9.20 

9.09 9.10 
9.27 

9.27 14.64 
9.24 

The services provided by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.33 8.70 9.48 7.20 9.46 7.30 9.36 9.74 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.50 5.80 8.95 10.30 9.27 9.80 9.28 10.49 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 9.00 11.10 

8.75 

9.13 10.00 

8.89 

9.00 12.80 

8.99 

9.03 12.85 

8.93 
The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is constantly 
updated and provides the necessary information. 

8.50 6.40 8.95 9.20 9.09 7.70 8.82 14.17 

The technical-material and financial facilities available to ARACIS 
are appropriate for the work carried out. 

8.75 10.90 8.60 12.30 8.88 9.40 8.95 12.79 
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Continued Q2 As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality of the services provided by ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer 
 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C7: Economic sciences II C8: Arts, Architecture, 

Urbanism, Physical education 
and sports 

C9: Agricultural, Forestry 
sciences and Veterinary 

medicine 

General indicators ARACIS 
Commissions 

Surveys 27/29 Surveys 20/22 Surveys 18/21 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

average
s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensio
n average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averages 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimension 
average 

1. Assurance 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external evaluations. 9.40 11.90 

9.39 

9.78 51.10 

9.57 

9.47 86.00 

9.42 

9.41 17.75 

9.30 
Peer evaluators are fair and unbiased. 9.59 6.60 9.80 4.20 9.39 19.00 9.35 9.36 
Evaluating students are well prepared and professional. 9.00 7.90 8.94 11.90 9.14 20.80 8.88 13.51 
The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.57 7.60 9.75 50.80 9.69 87.00 9.54 15.73 

2. Empathy 

The ARACIS management understands the needs of the higher 
education institutions, paying personalized attention. 

9.39 10.50 

9.21 

9.43 50.40 

9.54 

9.18 97.20 

9.43 

9.27 20.43 

9.32 

Peer evaluators encourage and motivate their own institution to 
increase the quality of education. 

9.16 10.80 9.63 51.20 9.24 90.40 9.20 19.50 

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude towards the students 
from the evaluated institutions. 

9.00 5.20 9.33 10.50 9.67 19.90 9.30 10.46 

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude towards higher education 
institutions. 

9.29 10.80 9.79 4.30 9.63 19.00 9.49 8.38 

3. 
Responsiveness 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the challenges of 
higher education institutions. 

9.32 9.70 

9.38 

9.43 50.40 

9.53 

9.54 91.00 

9.57 

9.28 19.91 

9.35 Peer evaluators show a real interest in problem solving.  9.39 8.60 9.85 3.70 9.50 18.80 9.34 9.92 
Evaluating students are operative in the evaluation processes.  9.25 7.60 9.13 8.80 9.50 19.20 9.19 9.57 
The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is receptive. 9.58 6.80 9.70 5.90 9.72 16.70 9.58 7.95 

4. Reliability 

There is coherence and consistency in the application of ARACIS 
standards.  

8.93 10.30 
9.21 

10.25 30.20 
9.82 

9.33 42.80 
9.41 

9.27 14.64 
9.24 

The services provided by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.39 9.60 9.85 3.70 9.44 19.10 9.36 9.74 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.31 8.50 9.35 8.70 9.44 16.50 9.28 10.49 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 9.25 9.40 

9.00 

9.33 7.80 

9.26 

9.86 18.70 

9.55 

9.03 12.85 

8.93 
The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is constantly 
updated and provides the necessary information. 

9.00 11.30 9.10 11.80 9.22 19.60 8.82 14.17 

The technical-material and financial facilities available to ARACIS 
are appropriate for the work carried out. 

8.75 17.90 9.33 7.80 9.57 19.70 8.95 12.79 
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Continued Q2 As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality of the services provided by ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer 
 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C10: Engineering sciences I C11: Engineering sciences II C12: Medical sciences General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 

Surveys 26/29 Surveys 22/22 Surveys 20/22 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

average
s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensio
n average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averages 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimension 
average 

1. Assurance 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external evaluations. 9.52 6.20 

9.29 

9.74 5.80 

9.52 

9.75 4.60 

9.51 

9.41 17.75 

9.30 
Peer evaluators are fair and unbiased. 9.15 9.10 9.27 8.90 9.65 7.00 9.35 9.36 
Evaluating students are well prepared and professional. 8.92 12.50 9.15 9.80 8.72 17.90 8.88 13.51 
The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.57 6.20 9.90 3.10 9.90 3.10 9.54 15.73 

2. Empathy 

The ARACIS management understands the needs of the higher 
education institutions, paying personalized attention. 

9.24 7.60 

9.37 

9.06 10.20 

9.43 

9.33 10.40 

9.60 

9.27 20.43 

9.32 

Peer evaluators encourage and motivate their own institution to 
increase the quality of education. 

9.26 21.70 9.30 9.30 9.77 4.50 9.20 19.50 

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude towards the students 
from the evaluated institutions. 

9.46 7.00 9.54 6.90 9.56 8.20 9.30 10.46 

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude towards higher education 
institutions. 

9.50 7.80 9.81 4.10 9.75 4.60 9.49 8.38 

3. 
Responsivene
ss 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the challenges of higher 
education institutions. 

9.46 7.80 

9.51 

9.43 8.00 

9.53 

9.35 12.20 

9.55 

9.28 19.91 

9.35 Peer evaluators show a real interest in problem solving.  9.52 6.20 9.50 8.40 9.70 5.90 9.34 9.92 
Evaluating students are operative in the evaluation processes.  9.46 8.20 9.33 10.60 9.33 12.70 9.19 9.57 
The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is receptive. 9.60 6.70 9.86 4.70 9.80 4.20 9.58 7.95 

4. Reliability 

There is coherence and consistency in the application of ARACIS 
standards.  

8.96 9.70 
9.21 

8.82 11.90 
9.30 

9.10 17.10 
9.31 

9.27 14.64 
9.24 

The services provided by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.35 7.40 9.36 8.40 9.50 10.00 9.36 9.74 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.31 8.50 9.73 5.70 9.32 15.20 9.28 10.49 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 8.60 15.70 

8.89 

9.57 6.80 

9.25 

9.29 14.30 

9.29 

9.03 12.85 

8.93 
The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is constantly 
updated and provides the necessary information. 

9.00 16.00 8.96 12.70 9.35 10.00 8.82 14.17 

The technical-material and financial facilities available to ARACIS 
are appropriate for the work carried out. 

9.06 14.40 9.22 9.50 9.23 7.90 8.95 12.79 
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Continued Q2 As an ARACIS evaluator, please evaluate, from 1 to 10, the quality of the services provided by ARACIS. Where: 1- very poor, 10 - very high, NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer 
 
  

Dimension 
  

Statement /Item 
C13: Distant and part-time 

learning 
ANOSR  UNSR General indicators ARACIS 

Commissions 

Surveys 21/23 Surveys 28/29 Surveys 22/22 Surveys 303/328 
Item 

average
s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef  

Dimensio
n average 

Item 
average

s 

Variation 
coef 

Dimensi
on 

average 

Item 
averages 

Variation 
coef % 

Dimension 
average 

1. Assurance 

ARACIS management is to be trusted for external evaluations. 9.85 3.70 

9.48 

7.93 25.40 8.20 
  
  
  

9.09 16.20 

8.92 

9.41 17.75 

9.30 
Peer evaluators are fair and unbiased. 9.57 6.20 7.72 25.40 8.96 16.00 9.35 9.36 
Evaluating students are well prepared and professional. 8.88 12.70 8.41 13.30 8.46 27.00 8.88 13.51 
The ARACIS staff is professional and efficient. 9.63 7.10 8.72 13.30 9.18 12.90 9.54 15.73 

2. Empathy 

The ARACIS management understands the needs of the higher 
education institutions, paying personalized attention. 

9.59 7.40 

9.52 

7.21 32.40 

8.27 
  
  
  

8.73 14.20 

8.94 

9.27 20.43 

9.32 

Peer evaluators encourage and motivate their own institution to 
increase the quality of education. 

9.57 8.50 7.66 27.80 8.64 20.10 9.20 19.50 

Evaluating students show a collegial attitude towards the students 
from the evaluated institutions. 

9.14 9.80 9.14 11.20 9.27 8.30 9.30 10.46 

The ARACIS staff has a positive attitude towards higher education 
institutions. 

9.79 5.50 9.27 12.50 9.14 9.70 9.49 8.38 

3. 
Responsivene
ss 

The ARACIS management is timely to meet the challenges of higher 
education institutions. 

9.75 4.60 

9.50 

7.10 33.30 8.17 
  
  
  

8.82 15.10 

9.06 

9.28 19.91 

9.35 Peer evaluators show a real interest in problem solving.  9.80 4.20 7.86 24.00 8.91 15.10 9.34 9.92 
Evaluating students are operative in the evaluation processes.  8.67 14.00 8.62 11.40 9.14 9.70 9.19 9.57 
The ARACIS staff is easy to contact and is receptive. 9.79 4.30 9.10 10.70 9.36 12.10 9.58 7.95 

4. Reliability 

There is coherence and consistency in the application of ARACIS 
standards.  

9.40 8.00 
9.55 

7.66 19.50 7.94 
  
  

9.00 11.90 
9.08 

9.27 14.64 
9.24 

The services provided by ARACIS are fair and transparent. 9.76 4.50 7.66 24.00 9.41 10.20 9.36 9.74 
ARACIS offers the services in a timely manner. 9.48 7.20 8.52 16.20 8.82 15.50 9.28 10.49 

5. Tangibles 

ARACIS owns/uses modern IT&C equipment. 9.33 11.50 

9.31 

7.52 23.50 
7.38 

  
  

8.55 18.70 

8.65 

9.03 12.85 

8.93 
The databases are adequate and the ARACIS website is constantly 
updated and provides the necessary information. 

9.19 12.70 6.90 41.80 8.64 14.50 8.82 14.17 

The technical-material and financial facilities available to ARACIS 
are appropriate for the work carried out. 

9.41 8.40 7.72 29.50 8.77 14.00 8.95 12.79 
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Annex 3  SECTION II. Assess the mission and role of ARACIS 

Q3. Please evaluate, from 1 to 10,  to what extent ARACIS is achieving its mission, with all its components: (Where: 1- not at all, 
10 - fully), NS/NR - Don`t know/ Won`t answer  

Specialty commission 3.1. To 
evaluate the 

capacity of the 
education 

suppliers and 
to satisfy 

beneficiary 

3.2. To 
contribute to 

the 
development of 
an institutional 

culture of 
quality in higher 

education. 

3.3. To ensure protection 
of the direct beneficiaries 

concerning the offer of 
study programs, by 

producing and 
disseminating systematic, 

coherent, reliable 
information, accessible for 

the public. 

3.4. To propose to the line 
ministry strategies and 
policies to continuously 

improve the quality of higher 
education, in close 

correlation with the pre-
university education. 

C1: Exact sciences and natural sciences  9.06 9.13 9.27 9.00 
C2: Human and theological sciences  9.36 9.41 9.35 9.20 
C3: Legal sciences  8.53 8.67 8.40 8.17 
C4: Social, political and communication sciences  9.00 9.17 8.80 8.50 
C5: Administrative, education sciences and 

psychology  
9.09 8.96 9.09 8.61 

C6: Economic sciences I  8.91 9.18 9.00 8.00 
C7: Economic sciences II  8.96 8.89 8.69 8.20 
C8: Arts, Architecture, Urbanism, Physical education 

and sports  
9.20 10.00 9.16 9.08 

C9: Agricultural, Forestry sciences and Veterinary 
medicine  

9.39 9.61 9.44 9.08 

C10: Engineering sciences I  9.00 9.08 9.13 8.35 
C11: Engineering sciences II  9.05 9.27 8.75 8.63 
C12: Medical sciences  9.45 9.65 9.65 9.24 
C13: Distant and part-time learning  9.52 9.62 9.43 9.43 
ANOSR 7.59 7.90 7.55 6.62 
UNSR 9.05 8.73 9.00 8.41 

General average 9.05 8.73 9.00 8.41 
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Q.4. How do you appreciate the following? 

Specialty commission 
4.1 The activity 
carried out by 

ARACIS lead to the 
development  of the 

higher education 
system. 

4.2. The activity 
carried out by 

ARACIS lead to an 
increase in the 
quality of the 

higher education 
system. 

4.3 ARACIS is an 
independent agency in 

terms of decision-
making. 

C1: Exact sciences and natural sciences  4.13 4.13 4.33 
C2: Human and theological sciences  4.25 4.35 4.61 
C3: Legal sciences  4.13 4.13 4.21 
C4: Social, political and communication sciences  4.50 4.83 4.33 
C5: Administrative, education sciences and psychology  4.46 4.36 4.33 
C6: Economic sciences I  4.27 4.09 4.30 
C7: Economic sciences II  4.07 4.19 4.48 
C8: Arts, Architecture, Urbanism, Physical education 

and sports  
4.60 4.65 4.65 

C9: Agricultural, Forestry sciences and Veterinary 
medicine  

4.44 4.44 4.23 

C10: Engineering sciences I  4.16 4.35 4.13 
C11: Engineering sciences II  4.05 4.33 4.75 
C12: Medical sciences  4.50 4.60 4.33 
C13: Distant and part-time learning  4.86 4.81 4.65 
ANOSR 3.48 3.55 3.62 
UNSR 4.36 4.46 4.14 

General average 4.28 4.35 4.34 
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