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Context

• SEEU opened in October 2001

• SEEU’s Status: “Private-Public not-for-profit”

• Major Donors (~ 35 mil € ):
• United States/Agencies
• EU/European Commission
• European States/Agencies
• Republic of Macedonia.

• More than 12000 graduates
• Actually studying ~ 3500 students in three cycles 

of studies
• Five faculties; 16 BA; 23 MA/MSC & 11 PHD 

Programmes
• Budget income structure:

– 85% students fees
– 10% State Budget
– 5% Entrepreneurial Activities and Research



Meanwhile – ‘New stuff’







Objectives

• Address the EU Policy framework for efficiency 
and effectiveness

• Maintain the national leading role in establishing 
trends and innovative QA processes

• Use institutional data to set standard 
performance and 

• Motivate the best performing individuals  



Measuring academic performance  
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Instrument 1: Student evaluation
? Peer standard – above X (out of 4) in the two 

categories 
• The course
• The teacher

Dilemmas:
- New on-line every semester/every course student 

evaluation 
- New set of simplified understandable questions
- Relevance of the sample
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Instrument 2: Teaching observation



Instrument 2: Teaching observation
Acceptable (peer) standard?! Overall above X

out of 5 in all categories

• Learning & Teaching
• Class Management
• Resources Used
• Student Knowledge Progress assured
Dilemmas:
- The relevance/’biased’ of Observers/Observation
- Every Year Observation (announced) + Peer Assessment
- Checkboxes or written reports?



Instrument 3: Student achievement

How it is measured?

The average value of three components:

1. Pass/Fail rate

2. Number of students serviced by certain 
professor for a course

3. Average grade of students
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Instrument 4: Research activities

Professor 1 Professor 2 All Productive

Conference proceedings  29 2 1 1,38 2,23

Journal Articles 13 1 0 0,61 1

Books 0 0 0 0 0

Citations 8 4 1 0,38 0,61

0

0,5

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

4,5



Instrument 4: Research activities

Standard including Dilemmas:
- One minimal-overall University or Faculty standard 

expressed with points (5; 7; 10?)
- Shall we set ‘motivation’ standards, for best 

researchers? (ex. 1 or 2 Web of Science Publication; 
International Monography, or…)

NEW: List of conferences and journals and relevant points 
– SEEU Standard; New Academic Promotion Rule (ex. Full 
Prof. – min one WoS)



Instrument 5: Digital profile (Google Classroom)
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Instrument 5: Digital profile
?Standard:
- Not acceptable university standard: Level 1
- University standard: Level 2

- Individual targets and time-frame
- Monitoring progress

NEW (incl. dilemma): How many measurement 
components (Level of resources; Assignments; 
Interaction…)?
University standard for motivation: Level 3



Overall Performance data-driven 
Matrix

Achievement GC Observation Evaluation Research Grade

SEEU 2,96 0,97 4,00 3,43 1,19 2,64

Faculty 2,91 1,86 3,49 3,46 1,19 2,66

Professor1 2,54 3,18 4,60 3,70 2,33 3,27

Professor2 2,58 2,60 4,60 3,34 0,50 2,63
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How to achieve more?
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Question for discussion
• Should standards be defined for academic 

performance/output?
• What is an acceptable standard for the academic 

performance and how to define it? 
• What if individuals are over or below the standard –

reward / what ‘improvement path’ or ‘punishment’? 
• How to integrate other performance processes 

(administration, quality of student life etc.) for the 
overall performance of a HE institution? 


