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Abstract. Higher education institutions, as change agents in the knowledge economy, are nowadays subject 
to increasingly competitive structures, legal frameworks, and regional and global dynamics. To keep the 
pace with the surrounding context, universities bring innovation into discussion by delivering superior value 
in the teaching process, in research activities as well as in the continuous communication with stakeholders. 
In order to quantify the progress reached, university performance needs to be timely monitored through 
methods, instruments, and key performance indicators and lessons learnt must be embodied in future 
educational practices. Additionally, to develop their potential, it is beneficial for higher education 
institutions to examine and embed procedures implemented by other similar entities from abroad. Likewise, 
benchmarking can also produce a valuable output when it is applied by Romanian policymakers and they 
integrate assessment practices in the current university performance measurement legislation. Given these 
matters, the paper aims to conduct a comparative analysis with respect to academic performance, to map 
commonalities and differences between national and international evaluation, and to propose a set of 
indicators to facilitate the harmonization of national regulations related to university performance.  
To ensure the achievement of the research objectives, the methodology consists of comparison between the 
national criteria for evaluation for financing and international criteria for rankings and accreditation.   
The research findings will provide solutions for leadership of the universities and policy makers in 
education filed to change the present system and transform it for the future challenges. 
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Introduction   
The role that higher education institutions play in the promotion of economic development, social 
development, and knowledge transfer cannot be overemphasized. In the expanding knowledge 
economy, universities are more and more evaluated by the extent to which they can deliver high-
quality teaching, produce cutting-edge research, and integrate their activities within the wider 
community (de Paiva et al., 2014; Lozoya-Santos et al., 2019). The European Commission views 
higher education institutions as drivers of knowledge and innovation, thereby giving impetus to 
their role in economic and social advancement (Pisár & Varga, 2019). Yet, there is a need for 
universities to keep abreast of this pace in a fast-changing global landscape in terms of relevance 
in the delivery of sustained quality performance up to the best international standards. 
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It becomes an important place of reference in future higher education policy with 
institutions of national accreditation systems and international rankings measuring performance 
through various frameworks. Academic output and faculty qualifications, student satisfaction rates, 
and their employability are a few of the most common metrics used to measure performance 
Differences in evaluation criteria make it even more challenging to compare and form an 
international standard based on the data of different countries. 

In Romania, the activity of the higher education institution is also evaluated by ARACIS 
and the National Council for the Financing of Higher Education (CNFIS), while it is reestablished 
internationally by the QS World University Rankings and Times Higher Education (THE) 
Rankings (CNFIS, n.d.; ARACIS, 2024). All these assessments are very important in drawing the 
strategies of the institution, allocations concerning the funding, and at the same time affecting 
extremely the recruitment of staff and students. 

The most important aspects of the problems faced by the Romanian universities are 
reflecting national priorities, and meanwhile maintaining an aspect of their international 
competitiveness. First, the shift toward performance-based funding increased emphasis on research 
impact and institutional effectiveness (CNFIS, 2023). Second, funding inconsistency within the 
entire academic system, namely bureaucratic inefficiency, along with some frequent shifts in 
policy, has also contributed to instability in research governance (Ministry of Education and 
Research, 2025a). Therefore, these factors needed to be reflected in a more coherent and 
harmonized evaluation that presents national performance indicators within the international best 
practices (Boulton, 2011; Millot, 2015). 

Most of the international university rankings have been based on criteria like citation 
impact, faculty-student ratios, and institutional reputation. These metrics do not reflect the unique 
challenges and priorities that Romanian universities are required to tackle (Perchinunno  
& Cazzolle, 2020). Therefore, although global benchmarking provides an excellent reference point, 
there is a strong need for policymakers to be sensitive to regional contexts in structuring evaluation 
criteria. Adding to these factors, the nature of higher education is changing dynamically, with 
digital transformation and new research areas such as interdisciplinary studies. Thus, it calls for an 
evaluation framework that is flexible and dynamic. It is called upon the evaluation of the institution, 
hence university accreditation. An example in Romania is ARACIS, which, among other such 
bodies, looks into aspects regarding quality education and general institutional registration 
(ARACIS, n.d.). There should be a new way of thinking in the accreditation process as everything 
in higher education is changing, and it should take into account elements like online learning, 
competency-based education, and ties with the world of trade. It has to necessarily be correlated 
with the national and international standards required and expected to enhance the performance of 
the university. 

Research funding and institutional support mechanisms are the other driving forces behind 
the results. When things are balanced and universities have enough money, they can achieve high 
levels of research output and high places in the world ranking (Frenken et al., 2017). In Romania, 
in the years of variation in research funds and policy adjustments, this fact delayed those 
institutions in their regular progress paths. Upgrading the budgetary support mechanism and 
establishing long-term strategic plans are going to be at the core of the issues through which 
universities should improve their performance at the national and international levels. 

This paper compares and discusses the methods by which universities in Romania and other 
countries practice the performance evaluation of their institutions. This paper will have detailed 
insights based on the key performance indicators, assessment methodologies, and funding 
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mechanisms that may expose gaps in the systems and strategies for improving university 
evaluation. The paper is divided into the following sections. This first one offers a review of related 
literature on performance measurement frameworks for universities, followed by a detailed 
methodology in the subsequent. The results and discussion sections reveal findings from the 
comparative analysis and indicate what can be done to improve the situation. The concluding part, 
which ensues then, proffers recommendations to policymakers and leaders within the higher 
education sector, regarding how to enhance the effectiveness of performance evaluation. 
 
Literature review 
The role played by higher education institutions in economic advancement is of paramount 
importance for current communities and is widely acknowledged by researchers (de Paiva et al., 
2014; Lozoya-Santos et al., 2019; Minciu et al., 2023). According to Munteanu and Aldea (2024), 
the component elements of higher education systems are the educational institutions and the 
academic and administrative personnel. The European Commission conceptualizes higher 
education institutions as knowledge and education hubs (Pisár & Varga, 2019), thus holding a 
powerful mission also expressed through the realization of research activities (del Sordo et al., 
2012; Sutanto et al., 2021; Obretin & Cornea, 2023). A report of OECD (2019) notes that 
universities supply social and cultural added value and help to improve the overall welfare level of 
the society. As Poenaru et al. (2024) claim, higher education underwent significant progress in light 
of technological shifts and altered demographic trends. In this spirit, entities from the private sector 
capitalize on the meaningfulness of scientific knowledge and collaborate with higher education 
institutions to maximize their competitive advantage (Tseng et al., 2020). 

Constrained by competitiveness, universities adhere to continuous improvement, defined 
by result assessment, allowance of excellence (Maric, 2013), and quality assurance (Navas et al., 
2020). The work of Achim et al. (2009) claims that a new efficiency-based paradigm must be part 
of higher education institutions so that they can provide superior productivity. This requirement 
becomes more heightened in a context of great changes which took place in the institutional and 
legal framework that governs universities’ functioning and the amplification of universities’ social 
and financial accountability (Bana e Costa & Oliveira, 2012). The study of Dima et al. (2024) 
displays that the recalibration of teaching practices and the educational offering are significant 
strategic points that can foster the adaptation to industry-scale variations. As a result of these 
turning points, the business models of universities were redesigned in line with the typology and 
governance of their actions, leading to a variety of university business models, from research 
university and entrepreneurial university to the smart university or the university of the future 
(Seres et al., 2019). 

In the present, universities face more monitoring than ever before and due to the great 
variety of performance measures, the organization manner of academic activities has been 
profoundly reconfigured (Söderlind & Geschwind, 2019). In the general sense, the word 
performance refers to an outcome affiliated to the economic or managerial domain that involves 
organizational competitiveness (Cotelnic, 2022). Acting as knowledge contributors and struggling 
to be placed on the top of rankings, higher education institutions must run thorough appraisal 
operations focused on teaching and research performance (Baciu et al., 2010). However, the 
research of Plummer et al. (2021) warns that universities must also pay attention to their 
relationships with the community, this being known as their third mission. The appraisal of 
performance in the case of universities relies on different ground indicators compared to 
corporations, since for universities it is more appropriate to follow metrics such as global and 
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regional rankings, research grants, research impact indicators, and the number of graduates (Multan 
et al., 2023). Due to the focus on key performance indicators, strategy and planning are now 
emphasis points for universities (Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2010). 

Concerning the performance measures, the work of Cadez et al. (2015) underlines that they 
have to be coherent with the strategic objectives in order for the strategy to be adequately applied. 
When it comes to the evaluation of university performance, Anninos (2007) highlights that it 
imposes setting the legal framework in this sense, designating the entities that carry out the 
assessment process, and establishing the evaluation systems. As universities have been increasingly 
exposed to evaluation processes, governmental and private entities have drawn more and more 
appraisal tools for higher education institutions (Vîiu et al., 2012). The research conducted by 
Nugraha et al. (2023) acknowledges that performance evaluation in higher education is an essential 
step and that the educational objectives along with the program design have to be set in accordance 
with the outcomes of the assessment process. 

Higher education institutions that are successfully upgrading their operations do not 
concentrate solely on education itself but also on persistent research actions (Radushinsky et al., 
2024). Research performance is a primary variable that is taken into account when universities’ 
efforts are globally recognized (Mohd Rasdi & Tauhed, 2023) and it defines the decision-making 
processes, the mission, and the reputation of the university (Maral, 2024). A study performed by 
Frenken et al. (2017) on the variables shaping the research performance of universities reveals that 
the size of the university and of the city it is located in, together with the disciplinary profile of the 
higher education institution determine incongruities in research performance. In the case of 
business universities’ members, White et al. (2012) acknowledge that their research efficiency 
depends, among other factors, on their academic rank and the disposable research time.  

As universities are components of the knowledge economy (Mironiuc et al., 2011), 
accreditation is a practice that universities need to implement to validate their reputation as well  
as to provide highly qualitative educational services (Javed & Alenezi, 2023). According to  
ELQN (n.d.), accreditation is a process through which higher education institutions are assessed 
by external authorities. This process brings complexity into discussion since the educational  
quality embodies domain-linked knowledge, cognitive abilities, and emotional and social 
capabilities (Bardakcı, 2024). Jasim et al. (2025) mention several benefits of accreditation,  
for instance legitimacy, receival of assistance from the private sector, defense of rights, and 
worldwide recognition.  

The confirmation of the prestige held by a university is additionally certified by its 
appearance in university rankings, the educational institution disseminating this information 
through various communication channels, for instance annual reports (Olcay & Bulu, 2017).  
As Perchinunno and Cazzolle (2020) reinforce, the role of international rankings is to foster 
differentiations between universities in connection with particular indicators. According to  
Boulton (2011), the strategies tackled by universities and their mission statements integrate the 
wish of the institutions to be well-placed in university rankings. Stakeholders such as students, 
parents, and governmental bodies can assess the excellence degree of universities based on data 
contained by the rankings (Madhoun & Hamouda, 2017). Saisana et al. (2011) draw attention to 
the fact that international university rankings depend on the indicators they comprise and their 
formulation method, for instance the weighting process. Generally known examples of 
international university rankings are the Shanghai Academic Ranking of World Universities 
(ARWU), Times Higher Education (THE) World University Rankings, and Quacquarelli Symonds 
(QS) World University Rankings (Bridgestock, 2021; Millot, 2015). Focusing specifically on 
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research efficiency, research (Abramo & D’Angelo, 2015; de Mesnard, 2012) also highlights the 
SCImago Institutions Rankings and the CWTS Leiden Rankings. Following a bibliometric 
perspective, Adl (2017) underlines the Matthew effect, according to which 20% of researchers are 
accountable for 80% of citations and for 60% of the published papers. 
 
Methodology  
This paper shall use a comparative and mixed-method approach to evaluate the quality of university 
performance evaluation in Romania. In particular, this paper will compare the national evaluation 
frameworks with international standards to pin down the possible indicators that can enable and 
improve practice for evaluators to carry out their assessments. The methodology, therefore, shall 
be explicitly constructed and based on evidence. It shall largely utilize a review of documented 
matters, complemented by statistical information, where available. 

The main method of data collection emanates from document analysis concerning 
university assessment, accreditation, and funding. National reference points are the regulations and 
reports of institutions such as ARACIS, CNCS, CNFIS, and similarly international reference points 
emanate from methodologies regarding world university rankings as per QS, ARWU, THE, and 
SCImago. These documents underpin the ways through which university performance is currently 
being benchmarked and the degree to which Romanian institutions converge with global best 
practices. To review the effect on institutional effectiveness, the document also inspects funding 
allocation models alongside performance indicators from university rankings. 

To support the findings from the document analysis, statistical data on performance and 
funding structures of Romanian universities are included wherever appropriate. This means the 
assessment of key performance indicators, investigation of trends in national and international 
rankings, as well as an inspection of financial distribution models at universities. Where possible, 
a correlation analysis between financial allocation and performance metrics at the university may 
help explain the relationship that exists between funding and institutional success. 

The second layer of analysis would compare the national framework with the commonly 
adopted international frameworks of evaluations. Such a study would show, with commonalities 
and differences between them, open shades in Romania's approach to the measurement of 
university performance. In the end, the paper discusses the possible adjustments needed for the 
Romanian higher education system so that its actions are acutely aligned with all the other 
countries' actions. The degree to which the accreditation bodies have evolved and whether the 
performance-based funding strategies have become effective in motivating Romanian higher 
education institutions to align more closely with international best practices is also discussed.  

The strengths and weaknesses of the Romanian university evaluation system are 
additionally approached. Key indicators and best practices identified in this study should be able 
to provide recommendations on how national performance measurement criteria and international 
standards can be harmonized. It is this set of findings that will most contribute effectively to 
decisions by policymakers and university leadership to refine the distribution of funds, policy on 
accreditation, and overall governance of higher education. 
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Results and discussions 
The case of Romania 
In Romania, the main executive institution currently managing research is the Ministry of 
Education and Research (2025a). It should be noted that until December 2024, research  
was included in another ministry (see Table 1), the Ministry of Research, Innovation and 
Digitalization (2024).  
 

Table 1. Institutional Roles and Responsibilities in Research Governance 
Institution Main Responsibilities Recent Changes (2024-2025) 

National Council for Scientific 
Research (CNCS) 

Coordinates, finances, monitors, 
and evaluates scientific research  
in Romania 

Expanded membership, clearer 
conflict of interest rules, 
collaboration with the Romanian 
Academy and CNADTCU 

National Commission for the 
Attestation of University Titles, 
Diplomas, and Certificates 
(CNADTCU) 

Evaluates doctoral theses, ensures 
academic integrity, combats 
plagiarism 

Reduced authority over doctoral 
theses, stronger emphasis  
on plagiarism prevention 

Romanian Agency for Quality 
Assurance in Higher Education 
(ARACIS) 

Conducts external evaluations  
of universities and higher education 
providers 

Focuses on institutional capacity, 
educational effectiveness, and 
quality management 

National Council for the Financing 
of Higher Education (CNFIS) 

Develops principles for funding 
state universities, allocates  
public funds 

Updated funding criteria focusing 
on research impact, 
internationalization,  
and social equity 

National Council for Scientific 
Research (CNCS) 

Coordinates, finances, monitors, 
and evaluates scientific research  
in Romania 

Expanded membership, clearer 
conflict of interest rules, 
collaboration with the Romanian 
Academy and CNADTCU 

Source: Authors’ own processing. 
 

On the one hand, it can be argued that it is preferable to have an autonomous structure 
dedicated to research and innovation that would also assume responsibilities related to accelerating 
the digital transformation process. On the other hand, given the depth of the connections between 
the educational and research levels, the option of creating a ministry of education and research can 
also be considered reasonable. However, the apprehension left over time by representatives of the 
political decision-making mechanism is that decisions related to the place and role of research in 
the executive area were based not so much on various strategic considerations as on calculations 
related to budgetary expenditures. For example, the technocratic cabinet of 2015-2016 and other 
previous cabinets that promoted a fiscal-budgetary vision of austerity preferred to organize the 
research component as an annex of the Ministry of Education. In contrast, other cabinets of  
2017-2019 and 2021-2024 opted for the separate organization of a research ministry. On the one 
hand, the prevalence of an accounting perspective over a strategic one has the potential to generate 
unpredictability in terms of the management of research activity in Romania. On the other hand, 
the practice of constantly restructuring ministries at the time of changes in government is far from 
being unusual in European politics (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Comparative Analysis of National and International Research  
and Higher Education Systems 

Category National (Romania) International Common Aspects 
Research Governance Research governance 

frequently shifts between 
ministries, leading  
to instability. 

Most countries have stable, 
independent research 
agencies ensuring long-term 
strategies. 

Both emphasize quality 
assurance, transparency,  
and evaluation 
mechanisms. 

University Evaluation ARACIS evaluates 
universities based on 
institutional capacity, 
educational effectiveness, 
and quality management. 

Global rankings (QS, 
ARWU, THE) focus  
on research output, 
citations, and global 
reputation. 

University evaluation 
includes performance 
metrics, research impact,  
and institutional 
reputation. 

Funding Allocation Funding is subject to 
government restructuring, 
often short-term  
and politically influenced. 

International funding 
models emphasize long-
term, performance-based 
allocation with strategic 
research funding. 

Funding distribution 
considers research 
excellence, social equity,  
and internationalization. 

Strategic Priorities Prioritizes structural 
reforms, digital 
transformation,  
and integration into 
international standards. 

Strong focus on 
sustainability, global 
competitiveness, and 
digitalization in research 
and education. 

Both prioritize research 
excellence, innovation,  
and the role of universities  
in economic development. 

Source: Authors’ own processing. 
 

One of the actions successfully carried out by the Ministry of Research, Innovation and 
Digitalization, shortly before its reorganization, was to bring important changes to the functioning 
of the National Council for Scientific Research (CNCS), by adopting a new Organization and 
Functioning Regulation. CNCS is a national advisory body with responsibilities in performing 
harmonization, funding, surveillance, and assessment of scientific research actions in Romania  
(CNCS, 2025). Furthermore, CNCS is concerned with research quality improvement in Romania 
and its restructuring in order to enable economic progress at national scale. When establishing 
standards, criteria, and quality indicators for scientific research, CNCS must collaborate with other 
entities, such as the Romanian Academy, the National Council of Rectors, or the National 
Commission for the Attestation of University Titles, Diplomas, and Certificates (CNADTCU) 
(Edupedu, 2024a). 

The National Commission for the Attestation of University Titles, Diplomas, and 
Certificates (CNADTCU) had, according to the Regulation of organization and operation based on 
the Education Law of 2011, the attribution to assess plagiarism complaints or other breaches 
regarding ethics procedures. In addition, the Commission was also liable for the appraisal of the 
doctoral degree files and the scientific researcher degree files (Edupedu, 2024b). Several changes 
taking place for CNADTCU through the August 2024 Regulation were represented by the 
augmentation of the number of members, the establishment of rules for the conflicts of interest, 
and the minimization of the Commission’s duties regarding the appraisal of doctoral theses 
(Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitalization, 2023). 

The Romanian Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ARACIS) has as 
primary objective the external evaluation of the quality of education in universities and other 
organizations providing specific higher education programs, operating in our country. The most 
important goals of the Agency are the following: attesting, based on pre-established quality 
standards, the capacity of education-providing organizations to meet the expectations of 
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beneficiaries; contributing to building an institutional culture of quality in the university 
environment; ensuring the protection of direct beneficiaries of university-level study programs by 
producing and disseminating systematic, coherent, and credible, publicly accessible information 
on the quality of education; advancing to the Ministry of Education and Research strategies and 
policies for the constant improvement of the quality of higher education, in close correlation with 
the development of pre-university education (ARACIS, n.d.). 

In the evaluation of university institutions in Romania (Table 3), ARACIS takes into 
account three fundamental areas: Institutional capacity, Educational effectiveness, and Quality 
management. Regarding institutional capacity, elements such as: mission, strategy, and actions; 
components, organizational structures, and institutional processes; stakeholder involvement; 
material base and its management; human resources; recruitment procedures; financial resources; 
digital transformation; data collection, analysis, and use are included in the evaluation. 

Educational effectiveness comprises elements such as: the content and relevance of study 
programs; the consistency of the curriculum with the level of qualification and the targeted 
competencies; the principles of learning and teaching (student-centeredness); equity; the access to 
resources and services; the definition and assessment of learning outcomes; the insertion and 
retention of graduates on the labor market; the admission process; the academic career of students; 
the recognition and equivalence of studies; the certification of results; internationalization; 
scientific research is included in the evaluation. 

 
Table 3. Evaluation Criteria for Higher Education Institutions 

Evaluation Dimension Key Criteria 
Institutional Capacity Mission, strategy, organizational structures, stakeholder involvement, financial  

& human resources, digital transformation, data collection & analysis 
Educational Effectiveness Study programs, curriculum relevance, student-centered learning, equity, resource 

access, academic career development, graduate employability, research activities 
Quality Management Internal quality assurance strategies, transparency, study program evaluation, 

faculty assessment, stakeholder involvement, compliance with external evaluations 
Source: Authors’ own processing adapted from ARACIS (2024). 

 
Quality management includes elements such as: strategies and procedures for quality 

assurance; the application of these strategies and procedures; the involvement of stakeholders; 
organizational structures with responsibilities in quality assurance and their functioning; 
procedures for initiating, monitoring, and periodically reviewing study programs; procedures for 
introducing new programs; procedures for assessing the quality of personnel; databases; 
transparency of information of public interest; evaluation and submission of reports; compliance 
with the obligation of external evaluation (ARACIS, 2024). 

The National Council for the Financing of Higher Education (CNFIS) is a national advisory 
body of the Ministry of Education and Research, which has the objective of generating principles 
and methods for distributing public funds to state universities in Romania. The structure promotes 
the continuous growth of quality in the Romanian university system, ensuring equal opportunities 
for all citizens to study in higher education (CNFIS, n.d.). 
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Figure 1. CNFIS Funding Distribution by Indicator 

Source: Authors’ own processing. 
 
According to the Methodology (see Figure 1) for the allocation of budgetary funds for basic 

and additional financing of state higher education institutions in Romania, for the year 2024, the 
classes of quality indicators taken into account are the following (the associated weights are 
specified in brackets): Teaching/learning (22%); Scientific research/Artistic creation/Sports 
performance (46%); International orientation (12%); Regional orientation and social equity (20%). 
Regarding teaching activity, the following factors are evaluated: no. students/teaching staff,  
no. master's students/no. bachelor's students, no. teaching staff aged up to 40 years/no. total 
teaching staff. Regarding scientific research, the following factors are analyzed: the quality of 
human resources, the impact of scientific activity, the performance of scientific activity, the funds 
for scientific research. Regarding international orientation, the assessment is performed through 
the following factors: the share of student mobility, the share of foreign students enrolled in study 
programs. Regarding regional orientation and social equity, the following factors are analyzed: 
the ability to integrate people from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds into educational 
programs, the contribution of the university institution to the scholarship fund, the internship 
activity during the undergraduate study cycle, places in student dormitories, and non-reimbursable 
funds attracted. Almost a third of the total funds related to institutional financing are directed 
according to the indicators presented in this paragraph (CNFIS, 2023). 
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Figure 2. Research Funding Allocation (2025) 

Source: Authors’ own processing. 
 
According to the Methodology for financing university scientific research within state 

higher education institutions in 2025, the budget fund for research is 100 million lei (approximately 
20 million euros). The amount is distributed as follows (see Figure 2): 20% represents a fixed 
amount that is equally allocated, while 50% is established in accordance with universities’ scores 
in the metaranking. More specifically, the order delineates that the ranking to which reference is 
made is the one for 2023, not for 2024, as it has not been published yet. Additionally, it points that 
a share of 50% is alloted based on universities’ scores in the 2023 Metaranking of universities in 
Romania, 20% is correlated with the number of research norms that are not vacant and the doctoral 
supervisors, 5% corresponds to programs of study pertaining to artistic domains and a value of  
5% is related to the scientific results’ scoring (Edupedu, 2025). 

In the meta-ranking conducted by the Ministry of Education, the score of universities is 
represented by an average of the scores obtained in the following rankings: Shanghai Ranking's 
Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU), CWUR World University Rankings, CWTS 
Leiden Ranking, NTU Ranking - National Taiwan University Performance, QS World University 
Rankings, SCImago Institutions Ranking, THE World University Rankings, URAP University 
Ranking by Academic Performance (Ministry of Education and Research, 2025b). 
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Figure 3. The interdependence between concepts  
pertaining to institutional performance in higher education 

Source: Authors’ own processing. 
 
Rankings such as QS World University Rankings, ARWU, or THE World University 

Rankings mainly take into account aspects relevant to the quality of the educational act and human 
resources, such as the number of students/professor, the number of citations/teaching staff, the 
degree of internationalization, the number of published articles or the usefulness for the business 
environment. It is commendable that in Romania the latest international trends related to the 
evaluation of the performance of academic institutions are taken into account (Figure 3). On the 
other hand, it must also be taken into account that the successful adoption of good practice models 
depends to a large extent on increasing predictability and stability in the legislative field and on 
improving inter-institutional cooperation. As shown in Figure 3, institutional performance is driven 
by university performance, which is in turn embedded in academic performance. Foundation 
success at the university level, measured by research output and the two-way quality of teaching 
and student outcomes, anchors successful academic performance. This success at the university 
level when measured against national reporting and evaluation criteria it comprises will 
immediately affect its financing by a related institution at the national level. At this level, 
predetermined criteria about funding comprise academic results, achievements as an institution, 
and strategic goals. The same finds expression again in national reporting systems that periodically 
evaluate universities to bring out transparency and accountability measures. While these systems 
influence financing and evaluation at least through periodic checks for transparency and 
accountability in its systems of universities), international rankings and accreditations function as 
evaluation tools that enhance the prestige hence the reputation of the institution). Academic 
evaluation frameworks—national ones—drive institutional performance at their core where 
funding locks its way both as a consequence within this system. 
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Conclusion 
While Romanian universities are competing in this environment, where accreditation and funding 
policies are strict, they are nevertheless at a disadvantage due to internal systemic limitations. This 
is mainly due to the lack of a harmonized system of evaluation. This restraint keeps the institutions 
away from their global competitors. Results show the need for further adjustment to adopt 
international benchmarks and incorporate peculiarities that will relate to the specific Romanian 
conditions. The main evidence from the study above is that its results proved funding mechanisms 
to be the main drivers of university performance. The trend moving towards output or performance-
based funding has sufficiently ensured institutional accountability. The other disparities in the 
allocation of finances only keep some uncertainty concerning the interested universities. Romanian 
universities would need to come up with more predictable and sustainable financial support for the 
purposes of maintaining and comprehensively improving the long-term quality of both research 
and teaching. A modified funding mechanism that takes research excellence first and other things 
like faculty development and international collaboration would enhance institutional effectiveness 
as well. 

The other notable observation that can be made concerning the institutional strategies  
is that they are increasingly under the influence of the international universities' rankings. While  
QS and THE rankings serve the important mission of providing a relative benchmark, however,  
they typically do not emphasize those metrics that can fully demonstrate the strengths of  
Romanian universities.   

Therefore, the national route makers should strike a good balance between their priorities 
and those of the international evaluative mechanisms. A more flexible and comprehensive 
assessment framework would enable Romanian universities to demonstrate their comparative 
advantages over and beyond what is usually allocated within the scope of traditional rankings.  
The accreditation processes emerged also as one of the fundamental factors in the assessment  
of the university. National regulatory bodies, including ARACIS, and other authorities have 
proposed very strict standards to ensure the quality of teaching, which must now be updated 
according to some new requirements induced by the appearance of the digital era, pronounced 
interdisciplinarity, and collaboration with the corporate world. To put the Romanian universities 
on a more flexible and advanced platform in the battle for the upcoming challenges, an  
innovative educational model should henceforward be taken into account as an element of the 
accreditation process. 

This study also gives some emphasis to the need for developing a culture of continuous 
improvement within the university. Institutional leadership should take the initiative in being 
involved in strategic planning, informed with measurements from performance indicators and 
stakeholder feedback— and from what the best global institutions are practicing. One of the efforts 
universities can undertake is investing more in faculty development programs while increasing 
collaboration on research to enable international influence to happen through expanded 
partnerships. 

This research proves definitively that the universities should team up very well with the 
politicians and the financing organizations. In their collaborative capacity, they should be charged 
with creating policies that will advance innovation, research excellence, and, at the same time, help 
the students become successful. Strengthening the ties between Romanian higher education 
institutions will improve its reputation in the global environment and make its contribution to the 
knowledge economy more effective. So, to further advance Romania’s high education system, it is 
just necessary that the gap that currently exists between national and international standards when 
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evaluating universities be bridged. Through a much more integrated assessment mechanism, stable 
financial support, accelerated reform of the accreditation process, and effective dealings with 
internationalization, Romanian universities will become much stronger competitors and substantial 
contributors to the development of academic and societal aspects. 
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