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This study explores the impact of the institutional accreditation process on higher
education institutions in Armenia. It reveals that while accreditation improves internal quality
assurance systems and university reputations, challenges such as accreditation site visit
durations, excessive documentation, and incomplete expert-panel reports reduce its
effectiveness. The study highlights gaps in Armenia’s higher education system, including the
lack of a state quality assurance policy and insufficient alignment with European approaches,
urging a revision of accreditation criteria.
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In the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), the current reforms
predominantly focus on the continuous enhancement of institutional operations
and the academic programs offered by universities. This advancement is
substantially conditioned by the meticulous organization and implementation of
the accreditation process. The latter is justified by the fact that the outcomes of
the accreditation process depend on the activities aimed at improving various
domains of institutional activities and the quality of academic programs. On the
other hand, the outcomes of the accreditation process also affect universities'
competitiveness, ranking, and their integration into the EHEA. This paper
presents an empirical research analyzing how the accreditation process
influenced the efficiency of the Republic of Armenia (RA) universities,
especially the activities in different domains as well as the quality of the
provided academic programs.The research results are based on analysis of
expert-panel reports and interviews among the key stakeholders of the 15
accredited universities, which show that an accreditation has exerted a profound
influence on the functioning of universities in the RA, significantly enhancing
their competitiveness on both national and European levels [1]. It acts as a
continual «wake-up call» for institutions, compelling them to pursue self-
improvement and ongoing enhancement. At the same time, the research has
identified several issues regarding the organization and implementation of the
accreditation process, as well as a misunderstanding of the core essence and
importance of quality culture within the accreditation process. The identified
issues are predominantly related to incomplete understanding and outdatedness
of accreditation criteria, their partial alignment with the ESG, deficiencies in the
templates of self-assessment and expert-panel reports, incomplete reflection of
data on institutional activities, insufficient integration of state and labor market
demands within reform initiatives, and other interrelated issues.The results of
this research may help universities, higher education policy makers and other
interested parties of the quality assurance in higher education to take steps to fill
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the gaps, improve and further refine the revealed issues since the accreditation
is currently the key mechanism for the increase and improvement of the
efficiency of the universities being implemented in the EHEA.

Accreditation is one of the most common mechanisms of external quality
assurance in the EHEA. In the professional literature there are different definitions
and interpretations of the concept «accreditation». Particularly, accreditation is
defined as a «collegial process based on self-assessment and peer evaluation,
aimed at ensuring public accountability and improving academic quality» [2, p. 5].
In other words, accreditation is a periodically conducted process through which a
public or private organization evaluates the quality of an educational institution's
operations and its academic programs, with the aim of officially certifying their
compliance with established criteria or standards [1]. Accreditation is also viewed
as a cyclical process based on self-assessment, aimed at enhancing institutional
performance, the quality of academic programs, and public accountability [6]. The
study of professional literature indicates that accreditation has multiple benefits
for all the key stakeholders of higher education sector. Research by education
experts, states that the outcomes of the accreditation process have significant
impact on many aspects of the universities [3, 4]. Firstly, it helps to increase the
efficiency of the university through improving its policies, strategies, processes
and core functional areas, such as management system, admissions, research and
innovation, academic programs, reputation and ranking, teaching and learning
environment, internationalization, quality management system, etc. Secondly, the
accreditation status of a university plays a decisive role in shaping organizational
decision-making, driving enhancements in infrastructure and resources, as well as
defining terms and responsibilities.

In the context of Armenian higher education, accreditation functions as a
critical mechanism for the enhancement of education quality, and assures key
stakeholders that the education provided by the universities is trustworthy and that
its quality is recognized by the state. Besides, in Armenia an accreditation enables
the HEIs to receive state funding for tuition-free places, as well as for the
implementation of targeted research activities. In addition, accreditation ensures
the competitive advantages of universities, their engagement in academic
processes, and the promotion of academic mobility [5]. The results of the expert-
panel reports [1] and interviews were analyzed in three parts:

1. Preparation phase of accreditation: The questions in this section address
structural and procedural issues related to the completion of the accreditation
application form and e-questionnaire, the strengths and weaknesses of the self-
analysis process, and the evaluation of the effectiveness of the consultations and
guidance provided to universities by ANQA.

2. Expert evaluation phase: The questions in this section pertain to the
activities of the accreditation expert-panels and coordinators, the effectiveness of
site-visits, the application of ESG and Armenian accreditation criteria during the
evaluation, the evaluation of the template and content of expert-panel reports, and
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the evaluation of the activities of the observation committees and accreditation
commission.

3. Post-accreditation phase: The questions in this section deal with the
effectiveness of ongoing monitoring by the ANQA in preparation for subsequent
accreditations, the connection between quality assurance and strategic planning
in universities after accreditation, factors that facilitate or hinder strategic
development in universities, and the professional preparedness of the staff in
quality assurance departments in coordinating accreditation processes.

The results of the research are presented in a general manner below.

Preparation phase of accreditation. The majority of the interview
participants (86%) mentioned that no procedural issues were encountered, as they
have sufficient experience and their internal capacities fully met the requirements
to organize the process smoothly. However, some universities (14%) highlighted
the issue of excessive workload related to the preparation of documentation
packages and the lack of guidelines for completing the application form or similar
documents, which complicated the application process. To resolve this issue, it
was suggested to simplify the template, replacing the need to provide extensive
data about the university’s activities. As for the completion of the e-questionnaire
alongside the application form, according to 65% of universities, the e-
questionnaire has a logical structure, reflects the core processes of the institution,
and allows for the periodic monitoring of the university's documentation base.
However, the template of the e-questionnaire requires revision for several reasons.
The primary reason for revising the template is the volume of required documents,
which causes technical issues. Universities claim that when attaching the required
files, many sections of the e-questionnaire experience size limitations, preventing
the completion of the questionnaire in its logical form. Another issue is the
repetition of questions in the e-questionnaire, which leads to unnecessary
documentation. Summarizing the universities' views on the first phase questions,
it has been noted that the template includes criteria and questions related to the
implementation of university management, infrastructure, organization of the
educational process, as well as the planning, implementation, and evaluation of
stakeholders' activities. This allows for the examination of all processes from
different perspectives, considering both achievements and shortcomings.
Nevertheless, it has been noted that the template is excessively extensive, and the
comments under the criteria are too general. Additionally, there are numerous
repetitions within it, which have limited the universities' ability to adequately
present their work. It has also been observed that when developing the template,
the existence of state regulatory documents, especially for sectoral universities, as
well as the requirements of the ESG, were not taken into account. Overall,
universities highly value the role of self-analysis in identifying the strengths and
weaknesses of their operations. The data obtained for this study show that self-
analysis has allowed universities to regulate their ongoing processes and establish
and spread a quality culture across all levels of the institution. However, the issues
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identified in the study reduce the effectiveness of the self-analysis process, which
could lead to improper implementation of the expert evaluation phase.

Expert evaluation phase. Summarizing the results of the interviews related
to the expert evaluation phase, it can be concluded that the evaluation is one of
the most crucial parts of the accreditation process, and its outcome directly affects
the future operations of universities. However, the policy and procedures for
selecting experts need improvement, with a focus on considering the specific
characteristics of universities and ensuring that experts are proficient in applying
European quality assurance approaches and the EQAR framework. Furthermore,
the issues identified in this study reduce the effectiveness of external evaluations.
Universities also highly value the work of the coordinators. However, in terms of
applying European quality assurance approaches, coordinators require further
training. Expert visits in Armenia are generally effective, though the main issues
are related to the duration of the visits and the conduct of open and online
meetings, which do not fully serve their intended purpose. Therefore, it is
necessary to reconsider the duration of these visits, taking into account the specific
characteristics of universities. The template of the expert-panel reports is
systematic and covers all aspects of university operations, including facts about
the current state of the institution, which serve as the basis for evaluating
standards and drawing conclusions. However, the template is not suitable for
governmental universities, whose activities differ significantly from those of other
institutions. Overall, the template needs to be revised, considering the issues
identified in the research. The quality of expert-panel reports is largely determined
by the analysis of the collected information. Expert reports are valuable
institutional documents for umversities because they contain analyses of strengths
and weaknesses in various operational areas. However, the process and
approaches for preparing expert reports need to be reconsidered, as they do not
fully include information about the entire university's operations, especially
targeted issues. This significantly affects the university's ranking and reduces the
effectiveness of the accreditation process. Sometimes, this is further exacerbated
by gaps in the connection between facts, conclusions, and recommendations. The
research results show that the majority of universities are not fully aware of the
purpose of accreditation standards, which prevents them from accurately
presenting the information required under those standards. On the other hand, the
accreditation standards partially align with the standards of the European Quality
Assurance Framework, creating artificial barriers in areas such as qualification
recognition and academic mobility. Therefore, there is an urgent need to revise
the accreditation standards in Armenia, as they do not fully serve their purpose,
including the identification of targeted issues. It is important to note that
universities place high value on developing and implementing improvement plans
based on expert reports, as these serve as the foundation for their future actions.
However, the issues identified in this study significantly hinder the development
of these improvement plans. Overall, universities are satisfied with the activity of
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the Monitoring Committees. Some observations were made regarding the
committees' data collection and identification of issues, but this has not
diminished universities' expectations from the accreditation process. However,
universities find problematic the changes in the accreditation commission’s policy
on awarding accreditation, which do not allow for a comprehensive evaluation of
each university's specific characteristics and, consequently, decision-making.
Post-accreditation phase. Summarizing the findings of the study related to
the post-accreditation phase, it can be concluded that the ongoing monitoring
carried out by the ANQA supports the improvement of the internal quality
assurance structures of wuniversities and helps organize their activities
systematically. However, the effectiveness of monitoring is reduced due to the
insufficient duration of monitoring visits and the failure to provide universities
with appropriate reports. The study results show that accreditation has had a
significant impact on university operations, contributing to the preservation and
enhancement of their reputation. This is evidenced by changes occurring in
internal quality assurance systems after accreditation. The difficulties are
influenced by external factors such as brain drain, insufficient state support for
universities, psychological issues arising from unforeseen situations, a significant
decline in the knowledge levels of applicants and students, and the requirement to
address these gaps in a short period. In such conditions, the leadership of
universities plays a crucial role in assisting quality assurance units through various
means. Overall, the study concludes that some of the quality assurance issues in
the Armenian higher education system are also related to gaps in the organization
and implementation of the accreditation process. The current accreditation model
requires revision, as it does not fully reflect the ongoing reforms in Armenia and
the EHEA. The accreditation process based on the standards adopted in 2011 is
especially problematic, as it serves a guiding purpose but does not enable the
identification of targeted issues or contribute to the strategic development of
universities. Additionally, the efficiency of the accreditation process is reduced
by the insufficient time allocated for it, the shortcomings in self-analysis and
expert report templates, the volume of required documents, and the incomplete
reflection of university data in the reports. These factors decrease the objectivity
of the evaluation of accreditation standards and pose a threat to the future
development of the sector. The development of the Armenian quality assurance
system 1n higher education is hindered by the lack of a specific quality assurance
policy and strategy at the state level. As a result, universities develop and
implement their own policies and strategies, often neglecting the targeted needs
and demands of stakeholders and the latest trends in the field of quality assurance.
Thus, the aforementioned issues in the Armenian higher education quality
assurance system hinder the full integration of EHEA standards into the country
and the advanced development of the system. The identified challenges point to
weak collaboration between education sector stakeholders, non-targeted research
of international best practices, limited participation of external stakeholders in
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educational processes, and the development of incomplete trust in quality
assurance processes. These contradictions are in conflict with the principles of the

Bologna Process that underpin educational reforms in Armenia.
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BausiHue npouecca HHCTUTYIHOHAIbHOM aKKpeIUTAIlHH Ha BhICIIHE
yuyeOHbIe 3aBeIeHUsI: JaHHbIE U3 APMEHHH

T.C. MoBcucsiH
EBpomneiickuii yausepcurer ApmeHun, EpeBan, ApMeHust

Hsyvaercs BiamMsHME npolecca WHCTUTYLIMOHANBHON AaKKpEeOUTALMd Ha BBICHINE
yueOHble 3aBeneHus ApmeHnd. OHO TOKa3bIBAaeT, 4YTO, XOTA AaKKpeAUTaLMs YIydilaer
BHYTPEHHHE CHCTEMbI 00€CTICYeHHsI KAYeCTBA U PEIyTALMIO YHUBEPCHTETOB, TAKHE POOIIEMBI,
KaK JJIUTENIbHOCTD MOCELICHUs aKKPEIUTALIMOHHBIX OOBEKTOB, YUpe3MepHas JOKyMEHTalus U
HETOJIHbIE OTYEThl SKCIEPTHONW KOMHCCHH, CHIDKAIOT ee dddexTnBHOCTh. HccnenoBanue
NOAYEPKHUBAET MPOOENbl B CHCTEME BBICIIEro 0Opa3oBaHusi ApMEHHH, BKIIFOYasi OTCYTCTBHE
rOCYJapCTBEHHON TOJNUTHKH OOECIIEYeHUs] KauecTBa M HENOCTaTOYHOE COOTBETCTBHE
€BpOMNeCKUM MOAXOAaM, YTO TpeOyeT nmepecMoTpa KpUTEpPHUEB aKKPEAUTALIUN.

Knrwouegoie cnoea: uncmumyyuonanvHas axxkpeoumayus, obecneyenue Kkayecmea
8vICUe20 00pa306anusl, npoyecc akkpeoumayuu 6 Apmenuu, obpasosamensvnas pegopma,
ESG, kxpumepuu u npobnemor akkpeoumayuu.

06 asmaope:

MOBCHCAHH Tamesux Cnasuxosna — 0oxmop nedazozuyeckux nayk, Feponeiickuii
yHugepcumem Apmenuu (Apmenus, 0037, o. FEpesan, Jlasuo Anaxm, 10), e-mail:
tatevmovsisyanl907@gmail.com

Hata nocryrieHust pykonucu B peakiuio: 09.04.2025.
Jata npunsTHs pykonucH B niedatsb: 14.04.2025.

648


https://www.anqa.am/en/accreditation/%23ExpertReports
https://www.chea.org/sites/default/files/other-content/Overview%20of%20U
https://www.chea.org/sites/default/files/other-content/Overview%20of%20U
https://www.mdpi.eom/2227-7102/13/6/582
mailto:tatevmovsisyanl907@gmail.com

