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Abstract

Higher education institutions engage in both programmatic and institutional accreditation in order to improve the
quality of their instruction, but there are many other drivers including enhancing their reputation and complying with
government requirements or requests. In 2022, the government of Qatar established the National Committee for
Qualifications and Academic Accreditation. As part of its mandate, the committee developed a set of accreditation
standards that included one dedicated to meeting the expectations of stakeholders and making an impact. We argue
that having this distinct standard helps institutions orient themselves to what they need to do to fulfil their missions
while focusing on serving their stakeholders. The approach to institutional accreditation presented in this paper
incorporates the cause-and-effect concept that is structured into the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) model. Although we
do not attempt to empirically investigate this approach in this paper, we believe it contributes to the literature related
to modelling stakeholders’ needs and expectations in order to enhance the value of accreditation. In addition, this
paper presents some of the relationships that exist between an institution and its stakeholders, as well as some
suggestions for how institutions may consider becoming compliant with this new standard.

Keywords: National Committee for Qualifications and Academic Accreditation, stakeholder expectations, Balanced
Scorecard, making impact, institutional accreditation, NCQAA

1. Introduction

Accreditation began as a US practice, but many other countries and agencies outside the US have developed their
own accreditation culture, processes, and policies based on the US model. Accreditation is a form of quality
assurance and accountability, and it publically declares that a certain level of quality has been attained or even
exceeded (Romanowski, 2022). In the US context, Eaton (2015) identified four basic roles of accreditation, namely
assuring quality, gaining access to federal and state funds, raising private sector confidence, and easing the transfer
of student courses and programs. The controversy over accrediting higher education institutions (HEIs) has been
running for many years, and so has the role of stakeholders in shaping quality assurance processes in higher
education. The value that accreditation brings to HEIs can be thought of in two ways: An internal component relates
to improving the quality of a HEI’s offerings and its students’ experiences, while an external one relates to satisfying
the institution’s stakeholders and gaining their confidence, and this is especially relevant to employers in general and
industry in particular. Creating a strong link between these two components through the accreditation process is key
to success, and this helps sustain the value of accreditation.

Bridging the gap between industry and academia has been the focus of many publications, events, and national
projects (e.g., Akili, 2016; Buth et al., 2017). For example, some surveyed students expressed that there were not
enough links between what they learn and study at university and what is needed in the labor market (Cavallone et al.,
2020), while business stakeholders admitted that a traditional theoretical education does not connect with the skills
and training needed in the continuously evolving labor market (Cavallone et al., 2020). In this sense, both employers
and students want to see HEISs teach skills that are relevant to the labor market. In the European context, Lyytinen et
al. (2017) stressed that the policies of the European Union and national governments of member states have
encouraged HEIs to be more responsive to the needs and priorities of society and businesses. Cheng et al. (2022)
studied the roles played by some key stakeholders (i.e., higher education management, students, government, and
employers) in increasing the employability of graduates in the United Kingdom. They concluded that there is a need
to develop a coherent understanding and agreement about the role of HEIs in preparing graduates for the labor
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market, so they will meet the expectations of government and employers. Indeed, there is also an ongoing frustration
among businesses in the US that graduates from HEIs “... are not achieving the broad, cross-cutting learning
outcomes they need at high enough levels to fuel a technology-rich, innovation-driven economy” (Humphreys &
Gaston, 2016). The existence of this gap is a clear example of not meeting stakeholders’ expectations, and this
perhaps arises due to misconceptions about what “quality” really is, or it may result from stakeholders failing to
engage with various aspects of the relevant institutions.

This paper focuses on the role played by an institutional accreditation model in increasing the visibility of
stakeholders and allowing them to shape accreditation as a quality assurance system. Note that this paper does not
attempt to conduct an empirical analysis of stakeholders or model their interests but rather present how the National
Committee for Qualifications and Academic Accreditation (NCQAA) in Qatar has uniquely accounted for
stakeholders’ needs and expectations in its approach to institutional accreditation. We first examine the arguments
surrounding accreditation, which is a process that has come under increasing pressure, especially in the US, where
the government and the general public demand more accountability from accreditation in the form of greater
evidence of student achievement and institutional performance (Eaton, 2012) to prove that accreditation is serving its
purpose. We then discuss stakeholders in the context of accreditation before introducing the NCQAA’s model for
accreditation. It is worth noting that this paper is particularly aimed at organizations who are considering how to
integrate stakeholders into their accreditation frameworks and increase their visibility, so they can better satisfy the
complex needs of these stakeholders.

2. Accreditation Context

Some advocate the benefits of accreditation, but others criticize accreditation due to the lack of any compelling
empirical evidence to support the effectiveness of accreditation through assuring quality in areas like student learning.
Despite this debate, both institutional accreditation and programmatic accreditation are gaining momentum around
the world, even where they are not mandatory. This has been clearly evidenced by the increasing international
activities of institutional and programmatic accrediting agencies like WSCUC, QAA, AACSB, ABET, and many
others. Amid this controversy, many expect accreditation to demonstrate its value and credibility to the public and
government (Hartle, 2012).

Research into accreditation by Nguyen and Ta (2018) identified the positive impacts of accreditation for stakeholders
in Vietnam in many ways, such as the quality of teaching, learning, research, management, student support services,
and facilities management. This echoed the similar earlier findings of Pham (2012). In Chile, accreditation has
encouraged HEIls to establish offices for planning and assessment and introduce a culture of measurement and
effectiveness (Espinoza & Gonzales, 2013). Pham (2018) analyzed accreditation in Vietnam and concluded that it led
to cultural change in HEIs, such as by sharing good practices, increasing transparency, and facilitating greater
engagement with stakeholders. A similar conclusion was reached by a study in Argentina (Vincenzi et al., 2018). In
addition, Ulker and Bakioglu (2019) concluded that accreditation contributes more to improving processes and
practices in relatively young institutions (i.e., less than 20 years old) than it does in institutions that have been
operating for more than 41 years. Their findings also indicated that institutions applying for accreditation for the first
time improved their existing processes and practices, introduced new processes, and took actions, more so than
institutions applying for re-accreditation did. In a synthesis study of accreditation’s impact on internal performance
systems at a number of Polish universities, it was found that international accreditation ranked even higher than the
government as a driver of internal change at universities (Dobija et al., 2019).

Pham (2018) posited that accreditation has promoted a culture of evidence in systematic ways and improved the
reputation of institutions in Vietnam. Espinoza (2013) likewise argued that accreditation has helped strengthen the
higher education system in Chile, such as by improving processes, procedures, and management, with there being
particular benefits for new private institutions. Indeed, Espinoza and Gonzales (2013) argued that accreditation is
essential for new private institutions that may be of a lower quality and require investment in infrastructure, facilities,
and staffing to stay competitive in the market. Thus, stakeholders perceive accreditation as a certification of the
quality provided by private institutions, at least in this context.

Further improvements in teaching quality should be pursued, because accreditation models include standards that
focus on teaching, student learning, and the assessment of learning outcomes. Barrett et al. (2020) reported for the
case of Mexico that student learning outcomes and the assessment of student learning is one area that has gained
greater emphasis. According to Ulker and Bakioglu (2019), Berry (1999) and Saunders (2007) found that there is
value in using accreditation procedures and standards to identify weak areas in higher education institutions that
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could be developed effectively. Indeed, part of the accreditation process involves the HEI enhancing its quality
improvement in all aspects of the standards, including academic programs (Romero, 2008; Ulker & Bakioglu, 2019).

Nevertheless, the critics of accreditation argue that there is no definite conclusion about whether accreditation
actually leads to improvements in higher education (Harvey, 2002; Harvey & Newton, 2004; Newton, 2013; Cardoso
et al., 2016). Moreover, they argue that accreditation overlooks the quality of learning and does not add value
(Stensaker, 2011) while also being costly (Blanco-Ramirez, 2015). Pham (2018) pointed to accreditation having the
drawbacks of being bureaucratic, expensive, and time-consuming. Some researchers also argue that accreditation can
impinge upon academic freedom (Harvey, 2004) by dictating how faculty should, for example, develop their
teaching methodologies and assessment methods (Johnson et al., 2005; Romanowski & Alkhatib, 2020) and
increasing the influence of management over what a faculty does (Brennan & Shah, 2000). Nevertheless, the
empirical evidence to support the notion that accreditation impacts academic freedom is inconclusive (see
Romanowski & Karkouti, 2022).

Despite this debate about the usefulness of accreditation, an integral component of it remains a desire to create
additional value in whatever institutions do, but for whom is this value intended? Is it for the students, the owners, or
the management? In retail business units like supermarkets and department stores, customers are at the center of their
operations, so they focus on satisfying their customers. Thus, creating value for these customers is the top priority, as
reflected in the old adage of “the customer is always right.” Nevertheless, while there is certainly nothing wrong with
businesses valuing their customers, they should also endeavor to create value for other stakeholders. This
complementary but essential process should identify and understand the demands and expectations of their
stakeholders and make plans and take actions to meet them (Szwjkowski, 2000).

3. Stakeholder Context

Whether it is institutional or programmatic in nature, accreditation, at the very least, agitates the still waters of any
organization, so it provides opportunities to start seeing things differently. Nevertheless, accreditation may be
regarded as providing additional value-added benefits to one or more stakeholder. Blanco-Ramirez (2015), for
example, referred to gaining institutional accreditation from a reputable body as a form of “quality by association,”
because the accredited institution is associating itself with highly regarded and reputable institutions with the same
accreditation. Ahrens and Khalifa (2015) also studied the notion of reputation and classified university accreditation
as a form of management control, arguing that even though accreditation involves so many controls on many
administrative, financial, technological, educational, governance, and other aspects, universities still pursue
accreditation to protect their reputation relative to their competitors and send a signal to their stakeholders. Sziegat
(2021) found international accreditation served to enhance business schools in Germany, with this being evident in
terms of quality, performance, and accountability. In a way, business schools also perceive that international
accreditation adds to their reputation and branding. Indeed, the local and global reputation of an institution is proxied
by many elements, including its ranking (Al-Amri et al., 2020) and programmatic and institutional accreditation,
with both of these elements being well regarded by both internal and external stakeholders (Sukoko et al., 2021).
Thus, stakeholders hold higher education institutions accountable for their quality (Akhter & Ibrahim, 2016; Pham,
2019; Al-Amri et al., 2020), and this accountability to key public or private stakeholders provides significant
motivation for satisfying their expectations (Cheng, 2003). For example, the Indonesian Government requires
selected universities to rank in the top 500 of the World University Rankings, and it allocates its budget to benefit
those institutions who progress in the rankings at the expense of those who do not (Sukoko et al., 2021).
Nevertheless, reputation is not the core aim of accreditation, because accreditation traditionally aims “to determine if
schools met threshold tests of academic quality and to facilitate institutional self-improvement” (Hartle, 2012).

We could therefore argue that any business unit should create value for all stakeholders who, whether directly or
indirectly through the “invisible hand” of Adam Smith, help it to succeed and ultimately reward its owners with
strong financial results. Customers are obviously included in these stakeholders, but they are not the only ones. This
notion applies to both businesses and educational institutions, and we focus more on the latter category in this paper.
Nevertheless, Benneworth and Jongbloed (2010) posited that universities essentially behave like corporations, so
they should learn more about their stakeholders and endeavor to satisfy them if they are to succeed in their
operational environment. In their review of the state of research into the relationship between higher education
institutions and stakeholders, Alves et al. (2010) wrote:

[...] the HEI relationship with its respective stakeholders firstly involves their appropriate identification,
their categorization in accordance with their level of importance and priority, understanding of
stakeholder needs and corresponding development of the due relational strategies, taking into account the

Published by Sciedu Press 46 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205



http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 2; 2023

prevailing specific needs before evaluating the level of satisfaction attained through the metrics
established.

When viewed as a legal entity, an educational unit considers its students as stakeholders who are central to their
strategic plan and their prime focus, but other stakeholders may also have an interest in seeing the institution succeed.
These groups or individuals influence, or be influenced by, the strategic outputs of an organization (Freeman, 1984).
Indeed, stakeholders can contribute to the effectiveness of a university’s operations, and with their diverse range of
expertise and knowledge, they traditionally interact with HEIs in various ways at different levels. For example, they
may serve on boards and committees, render services to institutions, share feedback with institutions, collaborate in
research, and organize activities and events on campus.

Indeed, one should never overlook the diverse range of interests, priorities, expertise, and operational environments
that stakeholders often have. Mitchell et al. (1997) distinguished three defining attributes of stakeholder influence,
namely power, legitimacy, and urgency. In terms of power, HEIs need to account for the fact that not all stakeholders
are equally salient, so some will not be as influential in determining the HEI’s priority agenda. This makes it even
more challenging for HEISs to identify and balance their needs and expectations (Beeneworth & Jongbloed, 2010).

Overall, though, there is a range of stakeholders who look to the institution to meet their diverse “needs” and satisfy
their “expectations,” and this includes internal (endogenous) stakeholders and external (exogenous) stakeholders. In
this regard, Saurbier (2012) wrote “

[...] institution-level decisions relating to educational quality may be made giving
consideration to not only the institution’s unique individual context, mission, and public good
aims, but also the impact that those decisions may have on the array of institutional
stakeholders.

The debate about the role of accreditation mirrors the general debate about the role of higher education itself in
preparing good citizens who will meet market needs (Ostermiller, 2005). Delving deeper, one could argue that this
debate essentially revolves around identifying the various stakeholders and assessing their importance to the
institution. For example, if the sole purpose is simply to prepare “good” citizens, then society will be the main
stakeholder to consider, while in contrast, if meeting market needs is the priority, identifying the relevant
stakeholders becomes a more complex and specific process. Nevertheless, in both cases, the matter centers on
identifying the stakeholders and satisfying their expectations. These internal and external stakeholders all have needs
and expectations, and they all try to promote their interests in the institution. Indeed, Haley and Jack (2023) stressed
how important it is for educational institutions to address the aspirations and needs of their external stakeholders, so
they can then focus on benefiting society.

Not only can the expectations of stakeholders vary (Eaton, 2012; Al Tobi & Duque, 2015; Lyytinen, 2017; Al-Amri
et al., 2020) but also the useful expertise and engagement that they bring to a university. Nevertheless, the
expectations of some internal and external stakeholders can also align in some cases. For example, one study
revealed that the students’ view of a quality education resembled that of employers, because they both wanted to see
universities offer programs that would be relevant to a constantly evolving labor market (Maarja & Udam, 2017).
Students and employers are the most obvious stakeholders in this case, with the former being an internal stakeholder
and the latter being an external stakeholder. Internal stakeholders are directly involved in the operational activities of
the institution, such as by studying, teaching, working, or managing in them. External stakeholders, on the other hand,
are not directly involved in the daily operation of institutions. Cooperative relationships can exist between the two
parties, but external stakeholders have no “day-to-day” contractual relationship with the institution, are not part of
the institution’s organizational structure, and are not “products” of the institution’s operations. In contrast, internal
stakeholders may have a contractual relationship with the institution, such as to teach or work there, or they may be
part of the institution’s organizational structure, such as an owner, trustee, or board member. They may also be
“products” of the institution’s operations, such as with students and their learning.

It is also fair to argue that as legal entities, institutions should also reflect the interests of their governing bodies or
owners (in the case of private institutions). In public institutions, the government generally assigns an institution’s
fiduciary power to a governing board, so the government can be considered an influential external stakeholder that
can exert legal or financial pressure on an institution through its power and legitimacy (Mitchel et al., 1997). In
reality, however, governments generally articulate their preferences and interests through legislation and other
policies, such as when making financial allocations to universities, including autonomous universities. Moreover,
external stakeholders who support the institution’s resources, such as its finances and facilities, have been becoming
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increasingly influential (Lyytinen et al., 2017), especially governments (Eaton, 2012), the public (Hartle, 2012;
Jongbloed at al., 2008), and employers (Humphreys & Gaston, 2016).

To retain the goodwill of their stakeholders, institutions should ensure they at least fulfill their minimum
expectations, although going the extra mile may sometimes be required. The managers of HEIs also need to come to
terms with the fact that key stakeholders ultimately determine the usefulness and value of a HEI’s products and
services (Clarkson, 1995; Benneworth & Jongbloed, 2010). Moreover, with the increasing prevalence of private
education, the spread of modern technological modes of education, and the globalization of education, one may be
inclined to lean more on the principle of supply and demand in the commercial world.

We argue that while it is likely that a particular impact may partially align with stakeholders’ interests, it may not
necessarily fully align. For example, getting publications in highly ranked journals would be in the interests of
researchers in terms of making an impact in their fields, but the other stakeholders may have little or no interest in
achieving this goal, especially for theoretical research that has the sole aim of adding to the academic body of
knowledge.

It is also worth mentioning that meeting the needs and expectations of stakeholders is not necessarily the same thing
as making an impact. Indeed, the AACSB’s accreditation of business programs dedicates a whole section to making
an impact, and this agency also focused on the subject at their annual conference in Chicago in April 2023. Business
schools are part of the community, so they are expected to make an impact. Nevertheless, there has been a growing
debate about what constitutes “making an impact.” A set of indicators and metrics has been traditionally applied to
reflect the impact that has been made, such as the number of academic publications, the citations to these
publications, the total monetary value of awarded grants, the number of consultations in the community, and so on.
Nevertheless, while metrics like these can be relevant and valuable, agencies, scholars, and universities that advocate
rights and results-based management (RRBM) have recently encouraged institutions to reach beyond their typical
audiences (e.g., academia) and trace how activities like publishing papers actually benefits the wider society. A
growing research trend has also sought to explore how to approach making an impact, starting with the intention and
efforts of educational institutions to actually having the desired impact. Haley and Jack (2023) pointed to the UK’s
Research Excellence Framework (REF) as a key government effort to hold researchers and their institutions
accountable for making an impact on communities, businesses, industries, and so on. Nevertheless, as Meyer stated,
a “societal impact, especially in the social sciences, is extremely difficult to pin down. It unfolds in a non-linear way
and causality can hardly ever be attributed to a specific publication. It often materializes long after the research”
(Meyer, 2023).

Thus, we can safely conclude that an institution can initiate efforts aimed at making an impact, but it may not
necessarily be in response to requests from stakeholders. Nevertheless, making an impact falls within the broader
domain of meeting stakeholders’ expectations, even if the driving forces may vary. Indeed, customers’ perceptions of
value and quality are critical for satisfying those customers, so we argue that these should be sufficiently addressed
in accreditation models.

4. Common Approaches to Institutional Accreditation

Quality assurance of all types and forms has a single core objective, namely to ensure “being a quality institution” in
whatever that institution does. Nevertheless, “being a quality institution” is a somewhat arbitrary term, because it
may mean different things to different people and stakeholders. Indeed, there is well-known diversity of expectations
for stakeholders and their views about what constitutes quality assurance in higher education (Beerkensa & Udam,
2017; Akhter & Ibrahim, 2016; Pham, 2019; Eaton, 2015; Cavallone et al., 2021; Lyytinen, 2017; Sukoco et al.,
2021). It is therefore little wonder that references to quality may include varied terms like “reputation,” “ranking,”
“accreditation,” and “the employability of graduates,” among many others.

Ideally, for educational institutions, the term “quality” should be determined with respect to some recognized set of
reference standards, usually one that has been developed by an accreditation agency, although individual institutions
may choose to develop their own bespoke definitions. This applies to both programmatic accreditation and
institutional accreditation, although the standards for the latter are much broader because they do not drill down into
the detail of the programs. Indeed, these two forms of accreditation have different scopes, domains, mandates, and
objectives.

We identified two popular but relatively distinct models (approaches) for institutional accreditation, and we label
these as the “traditional model” and the “holistic/thematic model.” Although they differ in their approaches, both aim
to assure the quality of an institution with respect to some set of standards. Furthermore, with both models, the
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institution needs to satisfy a number of standards and demonstrate its compliance with them, and this requires
meeting a number of review criteria.

The traditional model approaches institutional accreditation through satisfying a large number of standards, or there
may be a smaller number of standards but a larger number of elements within each standard, and these will be spread
across the institution. In essence, this approach defines an extensive list of criteria that an institution needs to satisfy
to demonstrate its compliance with the accreditation standards. Some examples in the United States include the
Southern Accreditation of Colleges and Schools (SACS), the New England Commission of Higher Education
(NECHE), the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE), and the Northwest Commission on
Colleges and Universities (NWCCU). Examples in the Middle East include the United Arab Emirates’s Commission
for Academic Accreditation (CAA), the Saudi Arabian National Commission for Academic Accreditation and
Assessment (NCAAA), the Oman Authority for Academic Accreditation and Quality Assurance of Education
(OAAAQA), and the Higher Education Council (HEC) of Bahrain. These agencies have varying levels of detailed
requirements and degrees of flexibility within their requirements. In the Middle East, the CAA model has the most
stringent requirements, with it even specifying the scores in some proficiency tests for admission, while Saudi
Arabia’s NCAAA is less restrictive even though it still falls under the traditional approach.

On the other hand, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) in the United States of America serves
as a prominent example of the holistic model. Unlike the traditional model, which has many standards with each
being bound to a specific area, the holistic model has fewer standards; fewer review criteria, and fewer specific
requirements about how the institution must meet the standards. In essence, the holistic model leaves it to the
institution to decide how it will demonstrate compliance with the standards.

Overall, while both models define a number of review criteria, the criteria are more detailed and specified in the
traditional model than they are in the holistic model. Therefore, for an applicant institution, the traditional model
may be perceived as being more restrictive and demanding in terms of tasks, details, and the length of time required.
That said, more detailed and specific requirements might be viewed as an advantage for some agencies and
institutions, because they provide a clearer, more systematic list of questions to answer and requirements for data to
prove compliance. In contrast, the holistic model is more flexible because it provides institutions with a broader
scope for how to demonstrate compliance.

Table 1 provides an overview of various standards and areas of focus for institutional accreditation with both the
traditional and holistic models of selected agencies, as defined in their documentation. Note that we have used
NECHE (USA) as an arbitrary reference point, and we have endeavored to group similar standards from the other
accreditation agencies as closely as possible with the NECHE (USA) standards. The numbering of the standards in
the accrediting agencies’ official documentation has been preserved for easy referencing.

Table 1. List of standards used by some institutional accreditation agencies

NWCCU NC
NECHE (USA) WASC (USA) SACS (USA) MSCHE (USA) (USA) CAA (UAE) (Saudi
(9 standards) (4 standards) (14 standards) (7 standards) (2 standards) (11 standards) Arabia)
Version 2020 Version 2022 Version 2018 13" edition 2015 . Version 2019 (8 standards)
Version 2020 .
Version 2018
Std. 1- Defining Std. 1- Student Std. 1-
. 1- Mission & reutiona . S 1- Mission SUCESS & Mission
UFDOSES mission & Std. 2- Mission & qoals institutional goals &
purp acting with g mission & strategic
integrity effectiveness planning
_ Std. 6- Planning,
Std. 2- Planning & St. 7- Institutional o ces &
. planning &
evaluation - institutional
effectiveness .
improvement
Std. 3- Assuring Std. 7- Std. 2- std 1- Std. 2-
Std. 3- Organization resources & Std. 4- Governing Governance, Governance, ' Governance,
. . Governance & .
& governance organizational board leadership & resources & leadership &
ST . management
structure administration capacity management
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Std. 5-
Administration &
organization

Std. 9- Fiscal
Std. 7- Institutional Std. 11- Library & resources, Std. 6-
resc;urces learning/information financial Institutional
resources management &  resources
budgeting
Std. 13- Financial & sw. 8- S >
hysical resources Learning Faculty &
phy resource center  staff
Std. 12- Academic Std. 5- Faculty
& student support & professional
services staff
Std. 7- Health,
Std. 6- Faculty safety &
environment
St 2- AeVing g1y o Eqycational  o1o: > DesIan & std. 3 st 5-
Std. 4- The educational delivery of the - .
. s program structure . Educational Teaching &
academic objectives & student learning -
& content - programs learning
student success experience
Std. 5- Students Std. 8 Student sﬁd't:é S:tjl?g:r:i Std. 6- Su. 4
' achievement - Students Students
experience
Std. 6- Teaching, Stgélligi-efducatlonal
learning . & procedures, &
scholarship practices
ond commiting Std. >
Std. 8- Educational ng Educational Std. 2- Quality
- to quality .
effectiveness effectiveness assurance
assurance &
- assessment
improvement
. Std. 10- Legal
Std. 9- Integrity, Std. 1- The principle  Std. 2- Ethics & compliance &
transparency & - - - . -
S of integrity integrity public
public disclosure disclosure
Std. 14-
Transparency &
institutional
representation
Std. 4-  Std. 7-
Research & Scientific
scholarly research &
activities innovation
Std. 11-  Std. 8-
Community Community
engagement partnership

Std. 3- Basic
eligibility
standards
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While it is worth noting that agencies differ in how they name and number their standards, Table 1 groups similar
standards in terms of their scope to facilitate a relative comparison. This makes it easier to see the common standards
that we can reasonably assume reflect the focus areas of the accreditation agencies, as well as which areas are
particularly salient for some agencies but not others. What is notable is that none of these agencies has dedicated a
standard to focusing on satisfying the needs of stakeholders or measuring the larger impact that is made. Indeed, if
the standards really portray the focus of the models, the stakeholders may feel left out and want to see “the customer
comes first” approach.

In summary, for institutions that are constrained in their choice of an accreditation agency, such as when a particular
country mandates a single or limited choice, it is not a matter of deciding whether the traditional or holistic model is
superior. Rather, the choice can be influenced more by deciding which is more relevant to an institution’s expertise
in accreditation, the desired project cost, and what it sees as attainable within a reasonable time. We could argue that
the traditional model provides a better roadmap for guiding institutions that lack accreditation experience in building
a culture of accreditation and progressing toward achieving the requirements. On the other hand, the holistic model
may be more convenient for institutions who have already built such a culture. Nevertheless, some institutions may
find certain accreditation models relatively easy to satisfy due to the associated standards, criteria, and required
evidence.

The features of the traditional model include:
= A large number of standards;

» Formalized requirements based on the functions of a “quality” institution, namely in the form of a set of
defined standards, as well as possibly sub-standards, and criteria;

= Detailed criteria that may well be extensive and restrictive, such as in the case of the UAE and Bahrain.
From an institution’s perspective, it may regard the traditional model as follows:

= The more detailed standards and criteria make it easier to assign responsible parties to those standards and their
associated criteria, but on the other hand, demonstrating compliance can be challenging and sometimes
overwhelming.

= It usually takes many years to meet the standards, although this ultimately depends on the preparedness of the
applicant institution.

= There is a greater focus on institutional effectiveness compared to the holistic model.

= [tclearly tells an institution what standards to satisfy and how to satisfy those standards.
The features of the holistic model include:

= Fewer standards;

* Formalized standards based on functions and areas of focus for a “quality” institution, namely in the form of a
set of defined standards that span several areas and criteria;

= Less detailed criteria, allowing for more flexibility; and
= A greater focus on outcomes rather than the process itself.
Institutions may view the holistic model as follows:

= The standards and their criteria are less detailed and more broadly defined, so while it may be more
complicated to assign responsibility for these standards and their associated criteria, the scope of the work
involved may be less arduous.

= |t is quicker to satisfy the standards than it is with the traditional model, although this again depends on the
preparedness of the applicant institution.

= There is less focus on institutional effectiveness than there is with the traditional model.
= |t gives institutions greater leeway in how they demonstrate that they satisfy the standards.

Overall, both the traditional and the holistic models serve to motivate an institution to mobilize efforts to ensure and
demonstrate the quality of its governance, systems, processes, and effectiveness, although they differ somewhat in
their overall scope. Furthermore, both models leave it to the institution to demonstrate compliance to the review team
that has been assigned by the accreditation body. Nevertheless, we argue that the stakeholders’ perspectives are not
regarded as being sufficiently salient or strongly represented in the presented examples for both these models, so we
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present an augmented model. Note that we in no way claim that this is a total departure from the traditional and
holistic models, but it does center on stakeholders’ perspectives by embodying the spirit of the balanced scorecard
model (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).

5. Identifying a Sample of Expectations

Identifying potential stakeholders (Freeman, 1984; Alves et al., 2010) is the first step in managing their expectations.
Table 2 lists the most common internal and external stakeholders of academic institutions based on the institution
type, although some potential additions would be donors, alumni, and other atypical sorts of stakeholders.

Table 2. The most common stakeholders for educational institutions

Stakeholder Public institution  Private institution
Students internal internal
Parents internal internal
Faculty internal internal
Staff internal internal
Governing body internal internal
Government external external
Owners see note (1) see note (2)
Employers external external
Educational partners external external
Research partners external external
Accreditation external external
agencies
Humanity at large external external

Note (1): Depending on the degree of government intervention, the governing body may be more likely to act as the
owner with its fiduciary power.

Note (2): Depending on the degree of the owners’ intervention, the governing body may be less likely to act as the
owner with its fiduciary power.

Simply put, if an institution just delivers enough to meet stakeholders basic expectations, these stakeholders may
start looking for alternative institutions that try a little harder to meet their other expectations. Even if institutions
continue to act “academically” in a relative silo, stakeholders behave as consumers with utility to satisfy. Thus,
institutions need to be most concerned with those expectations that competing institutions could potentially satisfy.
For example, customers might ideally want a good, useful product at no cost, but it could, logically speaking, be
dismissed as an unrealistic expectation because no competitor would be likely to satisfy it. Moreover, if an institution
goes “too easy” in its requirements for a degree, with it only offering a shallow level of knowledge, it may be
attractive to some students who are merely looking to obtain a degree for the sake of it, but other stakeholders, most
notably employers, will not value such degrees, thus leaving the institution’s graduates at a disadvantage in the labor
market. It therefore makes sense to balance the expectations of all stakeholders, especially when they conflict.

Table 3 presents five example stakeholders with some generic examples of their needs and expectations, although
some of these may vary according to locations and institutions. Regardless of what may be perceived as “simple”
needs or expectations, HEIs need to continuously account for them and engage with stakeholders to prioritize
satisfying them, because failing to do so would have implications for the institutions, especially as they are
accountable to some stakeholders.
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Table 3. Example needs and expectations

Stakeholder

Need

Expectation

Students expect to receive academic support from highly qualified
advisors who will proactively guide them in registering for the most

Students Availability of academic support suitable courses, contact them on a regular basis to review their
performance, and arrange academic support for them when they may
find it helpful.

- . Students want shaded parking lots with sufficient places that are near
Sufficient car parking space . . .
to teaching locations, preferably at no or nominal cost.
. The path to obtaining a degree has prepared students to meet the
Attain a degree P . 9 g . prep
needs and expectations of potential employers.
Faculty members expect modern laptops to be provided by the

Faculty Personal laptop institution and upgraded regularly as technology improves, with
technical support being available 24 hours a day.

Special consideration for their Faculty members want their children to be given priority admission
children when they attend the into their institution, with them also being exempted from paying
institution tuition fees.

Recognized for their scholarly Faculty members want a reduced teaching load and greater financial
achievements support in recognition of their scholarly achievements.

Owners Financial return on investment in Owners expect their institution’s net value to appreciate while also

the institution paying annual dividends that increase over time.
Owners expect clear audit reports, a lack of grievances from
Maintain transparency and integrity  students, and risk-management reports that do not red flag certain
practices.
. Employers want graduates with knowledge, skills, and training that

Employer Access to qualified graduates p_ y g o . g g

are highly relevant to the field in which they operate.
Be involved in the preparation of Employers want to be involved in an institution’s teaching process,
students so they can ensure their needs are continuously addressed.
. Government wants internal and third-party external evidence to
Transparent and ethical . . .
Government prove that there is a transparent and ethical environment at the

environment at the institution

institution,

Well-prepared graduates that
contribute to society

Government as a stakeholder wants an institution to produce good
citizens with the skills needed to contribute to society and the
economy.

Vol. 8, No. 2; 2023

The above discussion lays the foundation for discussing the new approach to institutional accreditation that was
developed by the NCQAA in 2023. To reiterate an earlier point, based on a literature and contextual analysis, this
paper argues that stakeholders’ needs and expectations need to be considered more in accreditation standards, but an
empirical application of this idea is beyond the scope of this paper.

Although educational institutions and accreditation agencies seek to serve their stakeholders, there has been no clear
and sufficiently explicit inclusion of “meeting the expectations of stakeholders” in the standards of the main
institutional accreditation models of the US and Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries. The model developed
by the NCQAA in Qatar addresses this shortcoming by dedicating standard five as a standalone standard for this
issue. This fifth standard in the model actually covers two areas, namely making an impact and meeting the
expectations of the stakeholders, but this paper focuses on the latter. We hope to cover the former in future research.
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6. The NCQAA’s Approach

In 1995, the progressive and enthusiastic Emir Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa Al Thani took office in Qatar. Shortly
afterward, Qatar University, the country’s only national higher education institution, found itself under intense
pressure to change. The message was clear: When it comes to performance and effectiveness, only international
benchmarks would count. Furthermore, the government decided to invite a number of elite US institutions to set up
campuses in Qatar, and this also transformed the playing field. Nevertheless, education was just one of many sectors
that were experiencing radical changes and greater exposure to international competition. Programmatic and
institutional accreditation became a priority for the managers of all educational institutions in Qatar. Furthermore,
under pressure from the government as the primary external stakeholder, Qatar University found itself internalizing
the ambition of becoming a world-class university in the university ranking systems. Nevertheless, there was a weak
culture of accreditation, no international referencing, undetermined levels of effectiveness, and the existence of just a
single national public university, so decisions about quality were entrusted to international accreditation bodies.

As of 2023, there were 34 public and private HEIs in Qatar, including domestic and foreign ones with various
affiliations. In this expansion of the higher education sector, institutions took three forms with three complementary
missions, namely community colleges, technical universities, and graduate research-focused universities. In addition,
there was a significant expansion in institutions focused on the military and police, with this reaching six different
academies and colleges. Nevertheless, the greatest growth took place in the private universities that were established
with the government’s encouragement, thus diversifying the sector and increasing competition. With such a large and
rapid expansion in the sector in a small country, the government clearly needed to step in and formalize the quality
assurance process for the higher education sector.

In 2022, the government took the decision to establish Qatar’s own accrediting body in the form of the NCQAA.
Since then, the NCQAA has endeavored to fulfill its mandated responsibilities, with one of these being to develop
and implement institutional and programmatic accreditation systems.

Figures 1 and 2 present the hierarchy of the institutional accreditation framework that the NCQAA has developed
and adopted. Stakeholders are the most important asset of any organization, including educational institutions, so we
believe they should be clearly visible to institutions through accreditation models and processes. Figure 1 shows a
standard that we refer to as “making an impact and meeting stakeholder expectations” as part of our approach to
institutional accreditation. This figure also shows the basic structure of the model, where the outer circles feed into
the inner circles to ultimately fulfil the mission of the institution, because this should be the overriding focus of any
organization. It is worth emphasizing here that meeting the expectations of relevant stakeholders is clearly a
prerequisite to an institution fulfilling its mission. Indeed, an institution cannot claim to have fulfilled its mission if it
has not served the needs and expectations of its stakeholders to the best of its ability. Some, but not necessarily all, of
these may relate to the impact that has been made.

Fo the institution's
mission &
ensuring integrity
g

De| appropriate
hn'l‘lmmil resources

[

Devel &
raishions! panning &
effectiveness

Delivering on the mission \
L

Making an impact &
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Figure 1. The NCQAA'’s approach to accreditation

Published by Sciedu Press 54 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205



http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 2; 2023

To further illustrate the essence of the logic that underlies Figure 1, we now turn our attention to Figure 2, which
leans on the BSC literature to reflect our approach to accreditation.

Institution’s Mission

what
M 2\ Standard 5 Making an impact & meeting stakeholders' GZ‘;:z;"ent’ ?wners,kgml/ammg;?"ags, fasulty, .Staﬂ‘ o
expectations P RSy P S
p , g
Standard 4 Delivering on the mission Teaching & leaming ftecearch ‘& Commenty
scholarship engagement
Developing & implementing institutional plannii Operatic i inistrati ity, IT, services,
gt & effectiveness development, etc.
Standard 2 Deploying approp institutional Htan nanolel ohysical s
VU Standard 1 Formulating the institution's mission & ~ U s o bodioh
If, i organization & ensuring integrity J .0rg arg potces.
then

Figure 2. Cause-and-effect or input-out features of the NCQAA’s approach

The balanced scorecard (BSC) was proposed by Kaplan and Norton (1992) in their famous article in the Harvard
Business Review. It is a holistic strategy planning and performance tool for helping an organization’s management to
see how well the organization is fulfilling its strategic objectives. In brief, the model highlights the importance of
cause and effect relationships by capturing them in strategy maps that link four (or more) perspectives of action and
performance that are important to any organization that wants to succeed. The four well-known perspectives that
were proposed by Kaplan and Norton are the financial perspective (owners/stockholders are a core component of
this), the internal processes perspective (policies and procedures, as well as the production of goods and services, are
core components of this), the customers’ perspective (efforts aimed at attracting and retaining customers), and the
learning and growth perspective (employees are a core component of this). Objectives, actions, and measures of
performance, as well as the taking of corrective actions, lie at the heart of the BSC approach, because these are what
organizational/institutional effectiveness is all about. Furthermore, this model has been adapted to suit non-profit
organizations like universities, such as in the work of Niven (2008). While a profit-making business will view the
three other perspectives through the prism of serving the financial perspective (i.e., making profits for its owners or
stockholders), a non-profit organization focuses on serving its beneficiaries (i.e., those who benefit from the
organization’s services). In this sense, our model uses the BSC as a basis for an institutional accreditation
framework.

An attractive feature of this model is how it displays cause-and-effect relationships in an “if what, if then” form
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Kaplan & Norton, 2008). As can be seen from Figure 2, the stakeholders are the ultimate
beneficiaries of a non-profit public institution for higher education. In contrast, with for-profit institutions, the
owners occupy an important role as stakeholders, so the mission will include good financial results and a pecuniary
gain for the owner or shareholders.

We must stress that we are in no way claiming that accreditation agencies do not value the stakeholders of
educational institutions, because they certainly do. Nevertheless, the management at these institutions may not have
sufficiently and explicitly defined their stakeholders and their intra-relationships to ensure that their needs and
expectations will be continuously met (Jongbloed et al., 2008; Nguyen et al., 2009; Benneworth & Jonbloed, 2010;
Beerkensa & Udam; 2017). Indeed, it is the responsibility of accreditation agencies to explicitly address any loose
connections between the standards and criteria in a way that guides HEIs to view themselves through the eyes of
their stakeholders. Thus, the fifth standard helps achieve this by further linking the standards and amalgamating them
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under the concept of meeting the expectations of stakeholders. This should be demonstrated in all standards and their
criteria and reported under standard five.

As can be seen in Figure 2, the balanced scorecard model is used in this approach, such that there is an “if then”
mechanism when the model is read bottom-up, while there is a “if what” mechanism when the model is read
top-down. Thus, causality travels from the bottom to the top, although a little further elaboration on the logic of this
may well be helpful.

For any university, the organizational culture and governance acts as the basic foundation for its operations. This
includes the legal basis for establishing the institution, the organizational structure, and policies for assigning the
responsibilities and authorities of leaders and manager. All stakeholders have a vested interest in ensuring that an
institution operates with integrity and adheres to sound ethics (e.g., Hartle, 2012; Eaton, 2012; Blanco-Ram ez &
Berger, 2014; Scharager Goldenberg, 2018). Part of this involves setting clear policies and procedures that embody
fairness and trust and allow complaints and grievances to be settled. This is vital to meeting the expectations of
stakeholders, so it should be reflected in all standards.

With this foundation firmly in place, efforts can begin to gather and allocate various resources and pool them
together as institutional resources. Once these resources are available, the institution can use them to sustain its
operations, thus determining the institutional processes and their effectiveness. This is where the core operations
actually take place, with them being dependent on the essential components of the institution’s mission. While an
institution may be mostly interested in teaching, research, or some combination of the two, the administration is also
a core component of this perspective. What is more, there may also be community engagement with the institution.

As this model is output focused, the fourth perspective focuses on achieving the institution’s mission, because this is
where its results manifest. Based on the institution’s mission, it should reflect the outcomes of the previous three
perspectives by serving and satisfying the expectations of its stakeholders. No organization should be judged solely
on its inputs and processes—namely governance and organization, institutional resources, institutional processes, and
effectiveness—because the actual output should be the ultimate yardstick. This model therefore divides the outcomes
into three possible components—namely teaching and learning, research and scholarship, and community
engagement—that reflect the overall expectations of stakeholders.

Delving into the nexus between stakeholders and the components of standards can help institutions to better meet the
expectations of their stakeholders. For example, Table 4 shows standard one and its three main components, namely
the establishment of a legal entity, institutional policies, and integrity and separation of power. Table 5 shows
something similar for standard 4. Although various stakeholders may be interested in the same standard, dividing the
standard into smaller components helps clarify how an institution can better meet its stakeholders’ expectations. Note
that standard 5 is pivotal to the purpose of HEISs.
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Table 4. Components of standard 1 and stakeholders’ interest

Standard 1 Key component

Stakeholder

Establishment of legal entity

Government

Parents

Students

Employers

Faculty

Staff

Governing body
Accreditation agency
Owners

Formulating the institution’s
mission & organization &
ensuring integrity

Institutional policies

Government

Parents

Students

Faculty

Employers

Staff

Governing body
Accreditation agency
Educational partners
Research partners
Business partners
Owners

Integrity & separation of power

All

Table 5. Components of standard 3 and stakeholders’ interest

Standard 3 Key component

Stakeholder

Developing and implementing
institutional planning &
effectiveness

Planning & improvement

Faculty

Owners

Staff

Governing body
Accreditation agency

In sum, the NCQAA’s model is:
Primarily focused on the expectations of stakeholders;
Focused on outcomes;
Mission-guided;
Driven by the BSC conceptual framework;
Characterized by a hierarchal structure with an input-output feature;
Capable of covering institutions from inception to output;
Less restrictive than the traditional model; and
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Complete with clear standards and criteria to satisfy.
As viewed by an institution, the model:
Focuses on meeting the expectations of their stakeholders through outcomes;

Portrays a logical and convenient structure based on the cause-and-effect principle and the input-output
concept;

Allows flexibility in meeting the standards; and
Mixes aspects of the holistic and traditional models.

The world has generally experienced fast-paced development mainly in response to rapid technological advances and
innovations. This is especially true of higher education institutions, so they should develop maps of their own
stakeholders, identify their needs and expectations, and make satisfying them their top priority. Just like in business,
not responding to customers’ needs and expectations puts an organization’s success and even its continued existence
at risk.

Many aspects of the standards in this approach can be found in other accreditation models, but to the best of our
knowledge, accreditation has not been linked to the essence of the BSC model. In addition, our approach clearly
positions meeting the expectations of stakeholders as something that institutions need to demonstrate. Without
specific guidance about what evidence to provide, institutions can be creative when deciding how they will
demonstrate this, but we believe that simply putting institutions on this path can create additional value for them and
their stakeholders. Thus, our approach to accreditation positions “meeting the expectations of stakeholders” as an
explicit standalone standard that aims to direct institutions to reinforce their efforts to ultimately satisfy their
stakeholders.

6.1 Demonstrating Addressing Stakeholders’ Expectations

This area certainly provides some fertile ground for educational institutions to innovate and create value for their
stakeholders. Even when an institution has not considered meeting the expectations of its stakeholders as the prime
objective of its mission statement, strategic plan, and operations, there will always be time to rectify this. Indeed, no
limits should be imposed on how institutions choose to demonstrate this, and we believe that merely making efforts
in this direction will generate the knowledge, experience, and expertise that will ultimately enabled them to achieve
it.

HEIs have a comparative advantage in academic quality assurance, whereas many of their stakeholders enjoy
advantages in their areas of expertise, such as by developing efficient and effective partnerships for quality assurance.
The leaders of HEIs should capitalize on this, and we argue that they should create an executive senior management
position and fill it with someone with a business background. Indeed, while academic managers are adept at making
effective academic decisions, business managers have the skills and expertise to blend into the various domains of
the institution and contribute effectively to serving the expectations of a prominent stakeholder, namely employers.
Given that employers, government, and graduates have a mutual interest in meeting the needs of the labor market,
this provides a good basis for meeting the various stakeholders’ expectations. The developed standard for “making
an impact and meeting stakeholders’ expectations” calls for an institution to identify stakeholders at different levels
of the institution and demonstrate either that their expectations are being met or, at the very least, that it is actively
pursuing activities that will help satisfy these expectations.

It should be understood that this standard takes a long-term perspective, so demonstrating compliance will require a
history of consistent engagement with stakeholders. Nevertheless, an innovative initiative here would be to devise
various novel schemes for engaging with stakeholders, such as by conducting surveys, recruiting stakeholders onto
advisory committees at different levels, holding focus group meetings, and performing domain-specific case studies.

Table 6 introduces a possible way for educational institutions to satisfy standard five in terms of meeting the
expectations of stakeholders, which is the focus of this paper. We believe that much of the information for this table
will already exist somewhere in documentation and activities that are commonly used to demonstrate compliance
with the other four standards. Nevertheless, we envisage that further creative ideas and contributions will emerge in
the coming years for this specific standard. In essence, the stakeholders are what give meaning to an organization’s
existence, and educational institutions are no exception to this.
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Table 6. Guidelines for approaching the standard from the perspective of stakeholders

Interests of stakeholders (relevance is noted by YES or NO, where is the

degree of interest in each standard is denoted by Low, Medium, High)
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The institution has a defined mission and an appropriate
organizational structure that ensures the separation of
authority and responsibilities. It is governed by an
independent governing body that assumes the highest level of
duties and leadership to support the institution in achieving its
mission while assigning an executive role to the chief
executive officer (CEQ). The institution’s structure and
governance system promotes responsibility, effectiveness,
transparency, accountability, and integrity.

The institution should account for the following expectations
of each of the stakeholders within the scope of standard 1.

Students: Would like to see integrity and transparency in
policies.

Parents: Would like to see integrity and transparency in
policies.

Faculty: Would like to know the direction of their institution,
so they can contribute to it; would like to know the priorities
and contribute to achieving them in whatever they do; they
also would like to know from time to time, where their
institution stands. Furthermore, they would like to see
integrity, transparency, fairness, and respect while working in
the institution.

Staff: Would like to know the direction of their institution, so
they can contribute to it; would like to know the priorities and
contribute to achieving them in whatever they do; they would
also like to know, from time to time, where their institution
stands. Furthermore, they would like to see integrity,
transparency, fairness, and respect while working in the
institution.

Government: Would like to see clear direction and strategic
priorities from the institution, so it can relate these to its
national plan; would like to see a future-focused institution;
for public institutions, it would like to relate the allocation of
resources to those priorities when it comes to budgeting.
Moreover, transparency and integrity in operations, including
abidance to local laws, are highly important to the local
government.
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Governing body: Would like to see the management progress
in its mission while adhering to approved policies with
integrity and being transparent with the board and other
relevant stakeholders.

Owners: Would like to see the management progress towards
the mission while adhering to approved policies with integrity
and being transparent with the owners and other relevant
stakeholders.

Employers: Would like to see integrity in the granting of
academic degrees.

Business partners: Would like to see integrity while doing
business with the institution, including clear policies and
procedures related to their business relationship.

Educational partners: Would like to see integrity in
collaborations with the institution, including clear policies and
procedures related to the partnership.

Research partners: Would like to see integrity when
collaborating with the institution, including clear policies and
procedures related to the partnership.

Accreditation agency: Would like to see that the institution
has a clear direction towards its mission, with this being
reflected in its priorities. Moreover, the agency would like to
see binding policies, the separation of authorities to enhance
accountability, and integrity across the institution.

Interests of stakeholders (relevance is noted by YES or NO, where is the degree
of interest in each standard is denoted by Low, Medium, High)
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The institution's human, financial, physical, and technological
resources are appropriate and sufficient to support the
institution in fulfilling its mission. These resources reflect the
evolving needs of the institution and support programs,
services, and activities across campus, as well as commitments
by the institution to stakeholders. The planning and allocation
of resources align with the institution’s strategic priorities and
emerging initiatives.

The institution should account for the following expectations
of the stakeholders within the scope of standard 2.

Published by Sciedu Press 60

ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205



http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education

Vol. 8, No. 2; 2023

Students: Would like to be taught well and treated fairly by
faculty with adequate academic support; would like to have
access to financial aid when needed; would like to have access
to appropriate physical facilitates and equipment; would like to
be in a safe and healthy environment; would like to have safe
and secure access to modern technological facilities.

Parents: Would like to see a safe and healthy environment
with suitable physical facilities, high quality programs, and
access to student financial support when needed, as well as a
good reputation.

Faculty: Would like to see a generally safe and healthy
environment; competitive compensation; professional
development; a clear and fair faculty evaluation system;
sufficient financial resources; and appropriate & sufficient
physical resources including technological ones.

Staff: Would like to see a generally safe and healthy
environment; competitive compensation; professional
development; a clear and fair faculty evaluation system;
sufficient financial resources; and appropriate & sufficient
physical resources including technological ones.

Government: Would like to see a safe and healthy
environment; adherence to local employment and financial
laws; and a safe technological system. For public institutions
in particular, it would like to see a reputable institution and
programs; better prepared graduates; and sound financial and
reporting systems.

Governing body: Would like to see a safe and healthy
environment; adherence to local employment and financial
laws; competent faculty and staff; a safe technological system;
adherence to approved policies for HR, finance, and the use &
maintenance of physical and technological resources; a
reputable institution and programs; better prepared graduates;
and sound financial and reporting systems.

Owners: Would like to see a safe and healthy environment;
adherence to local employment and financial laws; a safe
technological system; and good return on investment.

Employers: Would like to see commitment and backing from
the owners (whether government or private sector) to the
institution; strong supervision of the leadership's performance;
and a board that is committed to assessing the institution's
performance in terms of the quality of programs and graduates
that meet the needs of employers.

Business partners: Would like to see an overall body that
oversees the duties of the leadership and management, thus
providing them with a greater degree of confidence when
trading with the institution. They would like to feel that
policies & procedures are in place & trustworthy, so they
know they have an additional level of reference should
anything happen between them and the management.
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Educational partners: Would like to see integrity when
collaborating with the institution, including clear policies and
procedures related to their partnership; a healthy and safe
environment; technological support.

Research partners: Would like to see integrity when
collaborating with the institution, including clear policies and
procedures related to their partnership; a healthy and safe
environment; technological support; collaborative research
opportunities; and access to research facilities.

Accreditation agency: Would like to see adherence to
approved institutional policies; a safe and healthy
environment; professional development; sufficient financial,
physical, and technological resources; safe technological
infrastructure.

Interests of stakeholders (relevance is noted by YES or NO, where is the degree of

interest in each standard is denoted by Low, Medium, High)
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The institution engages in systematic, comprehensive,
data-informed, broad-based, and integrated planning.
The institution continuously evaluates its performance
and effectiveness to ensure the fulfillment of its
mission and objectives. The planning and evaluation
processes guide decision-making, resource allocation,
and budgeting. The institution, with the involvement of
its stakeholders, assesses and evaluates the quality of
its academic programs, research, services, and
operations to effectively guide continuous
improvement.

The institution should account for the following
expectations of each stakeholder within the scope of
standard 3.

Students: Would like to have their voice heard
through feedback into the improvement of services and
teaching.

Parents: Have no explicit and direct needs or
expectations within the domain of this standard.

Faculty: Would like to be involved in assessment and
continuous improvement efforts, as well as in planning
at the college and institutional levels.

Staff: Would like to know the duties & responsibilities
of the management when it comes to managing their
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sectors & departments, as well as the authority lines.

Government: Has no explicit and direct needs or
expectations within the domain of this standard.

Governing body: Would like to see effectiveness and
efficiency across the institution, including continuous
improvement in operations.

Owners: Would like to see effectiveness and
efficiency across the institution, including continuous
improvement in operations.

Employers: Would like to have their voice heard in
their feedback for improving programs and the
preparation of graduates.

Business partners: Have no explicit and direct needs
or expectations within the domain of this standard.

Educational partners: Have no explicit and direct
needs or expectations within the domain of this
standard.

Research partners: Have no explicit and direct needs
or expectations within the domain of this standard.

Accreditation agency: Would like to see institutional
effectiveness across the institution.

Interests of stakeholders (relevance is noted by YES or NO, where is the degree of
interest in each standard is denoted by Low, Medium, High)
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The institution demonstrates a solid commitment to
achieving its mission and the core functions of
teaching and learning, research and scholarly
activities, and community services, as appropriate to
its mission and goals.

The institution should account for the following
expectations of stakeholders within the scope of
standard 4.

Students: Would like to receive quality education
with sufficient academic and non-academic support to
help them succeed; enhanced non-academic skills to
promote their employability; fair assessment; and the
development of scholarly skills that are appropriate to
the degree they are pursuing.
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Parents: Would like to see students learn and be
provided with all possible support to help them
develop and succeed.

Faculty: Would like to be involved in academic
design, planning, and assessment; have access to
adequate teaching resources; and, as appropriate to the
mission, receive support to conduct research and serve
the community.

Staff: Would like to know the strategic plan; what is
required from them; how to develop, implement, and
assess their performance according to the strategy;
how sub-plans are related; the availability of resources
for achieving goals; how their administrative work
contributes to the goals; the importance of reporting;
and their involvement in planning & implementation.

Government: Would like to see the institution offer
quality academic programs and be recognized in
academia for its teaching, research, and community
service.

Governing body: Would like to see quality academic
programs; academic and non-academic support for
students to succeed in enhancing their employment
qualifications; an institution engaged with the
community; and, when research is within the mission,
scholarly endeavors that are recognized by quality
research.

Owners: Would like to see quality programs and
services being offered to attract students and help them
succeed; promote the image of the institution in the
community; achieve the research targets if this domain
is part of the mission.

Employers: Would like to see adequate academic and
personal (soft skills) preparation of graduates.

Business partners: Have no explicit and direct needs
or expectations within the domain of this standard.

Educational partners: Would like to see the teaching
of similar programs in this institution and their
institutions; arrangements for the transfer of students
and earned credits; adequate learning and teaching
resources; collaboration in cross-teaching between
institutions.

Research partners: Would like to see collaborative
research efforts with researchers in the institution,
ones where resources are available and research ethics
are applied.

Accreditation agency: Would like to see the
institution work to achieve the academic, research, and
community engagement domains of its mission
through solid academic programs, the encouragement
of research, and support for the community.
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Standard

Interests of stakeholders (relevance is noted by YES or NO, where is the degree of
interest in each standard is denoted by Low, Medium, High)

SuspMIS

sjualed

Anoe4

els

JUsWUIBN0D

Apoq
Buiuianoo
(suonnusul

alennd)

QlAlIAAN

slafojdw3

sJauped
ssauisng

slaupred
[euoneonp3

sJaupred
yoseasay

salouabe u
011e1P3IddY

Standard 5: Making an impact and meeting
stakeholders' expectations
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The institution strives to meet its stakeholders' needs
and expectations (i.e., students, parents, faculty, staff,
government, institution owners, educational partners,
research  partners,  business  partners, and
accreditation bodies) to support the achievement of its
mission and goals. Whether the institution is a
teaching or research institution, it is obliged to
positively impact its stakeholders in line with its
mission.

The institution should account for the following
expectations of its stakeholders within the scope of
standard 5.

Students: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Parents: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Faculty: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Staff: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Government: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Governing body: Would like their needs and
expectations considered by the institution and all
reasonable efforts made to meet them.

Owners: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Employers: Would like their needs and expectations
considered by the institution and all reasonable efforts
made to meet them.

Business partners: Would like their needs and
expectations considered by the institution and all
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reasonable efforts made to meet them.

Educational partners: Would like their needs and
expectations considered by the institution and all
reasonable efforts made to meet them.

Research partners: Would like their needs and
expectations considered by the institution and all
reasonable efforts made to meet them.

Accreditation agency: Would like to see how the
institution is meeting the needs and expectations of its
stakeholders.

7. Conclusion

This paper set out to present the model of institutional accreditation that has been developed and adopted by the
recently established National Committee for Qualifications and Academic Accreditation in Qatar. Although the
developed model benefits from the thematic approach used by some agencies in the US, it also features an additional
standard that requires an institution to demonstrate that it is meeting the expectations of its stakeholders and making
an impact on society. While there is a growing body of literature about “making an impact,” to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first institutional accreditation model with a dedicated standard for meeting the expectations of
stakeholders and demonstrating that an institution is making an impact. The five-standard model presented in this
paper is based on the concept of cause and effect, although it can alternatively be viewed as an input—output
framework. Nevertheless, the main purpose of any higher education institution is to serve its stakeholders as well as
possible, so this needs to be the ultimate focus of what an institution does, with it featuring prominently in its
approach to accreditation. We have therefore provided a number of figures and tables to guide institutions as they
seek to better serve their stakeholders.

We also call upon aspiring researchers and institutions to pursue further research aimed at exploring and examining
how processes and measures could be developed to help institutions meet the expectations of their stakeholders and
measure their impact, both on their own societies and the wider world. We plan to conduct further research into the
“making an impact” aspect of standard five in the near future, because this is also crucially important, and it would
complement the contribution of this present paper.

Acknowledgment

We would like to thank the members of Qatar’s National Committee for Qualifications and Academic Accreditation
(NCQAA) for their support and for granting permission to share the model they have developed.

References

Ahrens, T., & Khalifa, R. (2015). The impact of regulation on management control compliance as a strategic
response to institutional logics of university accreditation. Qualitative Research in Accounting & Management,
12(2), 106-126.

Akhter, F., & Ibrahim, Y. (2016). Intelligent accreditation system: A survey of the issues, challenges, and solution.
International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications, 7(1), 477-484.

Akili, W. (2016). On bridging the gap between academia and industry in the Arab Gulf States: views, challenges, and
potential rewards. Proceedings of the 123rd Annual Conference of the American Society of Engineering
Education, New Orleans, 2016.

Al Tobi, A. S., & Duque, S. (2015). Approaches to quality assurance and accreditation in higher education: A
comparison between the Sultanate of Oman and the Philippines. Perspectives of Innovations, Economics and
Business, 15(1), 41-49.

Al-Amri, A, et al.. (2020). Optimal Standards to Measure the Quality of Higher Education Institutions in Oman:
Stakeholders’ Perception. SAGE Open (July-September), 1-11.

Alves, H., Mainardes, E. W., & Raposo, M. (2010). A relationship approach to higher education institution
stakeholder management. Tertiary Education and Management, 16(3), 159-181.

Published by Sciedu Press 66 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205



http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 2; 2023

Baily, D., and Bennet, J. V. (1996). The realist model of higher education. Quality Progress, 29(11), 77-79.

Barrett, B., et al.. (2020). Why universities voluntarily pursue US accreditation: the case of Mexico. Higher
Education, 79, 619-635.

Beerkensa, M., & Udam, M. (2017). Stakeholders in Higher Education Quality Assurance: Richness in Diversity?.
Higher Education Policy, 30, 341-359.

Benneworth, P., & Jongbloed, B. (2010). Who matters to universities? A stakeholder perspective on humanities, arts
and social sciences valorization. Higher Education, 59(5), 567-588.

Berry, F. J. (1999). A Comparative Case Study of Accreditation/Program Quality Review in Two Policy Contexts:
an International Perspective. Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.

Blanco-Ramiraz, G. (2015). International accreditation as global position taking: an empirical exploration of U.S.
accreditation in Mexico. High Education, 69, 361-374.

Blanco-Ramtez, G., & Berger, J. B. (2014). Rankings, accreditation, and the international quest for quality:
organizing an approach to value in higher education. Quality Assurance in Education, 22(1), 88-104.

Brennan, J., & Shah, T. (2000) Managing quality in higher education: an international perspective on institutional
assessment and change. Buckingham England; Philadelphia, PA: Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Society for Research into Higher Education & Open University Press.

Brugha, R., & Varvasovszky, Z. (2000). Stakeholder analysis: a review. Health Policy and Planning, 15(3), 239-246.

Buth, L., Bhakar, V., Sihag, N., Posselt, G., Bohme, S., Sangwan, K. S., & Hermann, C. (2017). Bridging the
qualification gap between academia and industry in India. Procedia Manufacturing, 9, 275-282.

Cardoso, S., et al.. (2016). Why is quality in higher education not achieved? The view of academics. Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education, 41(6), 950-965.

Cavallone, et al.. (2020). Filling in the gaps in higher education quality: An analysis of Italian students’ value
expectations and perceptions. International Journal of Educational Management, 34(1), 203-216.

Cheng, M., et al.. (2022). Employability in higher education: a review of key stakeholders' perspectives. Higher
Education Evaluation and Development, 16(1), 16-31.

Cheng, Y. (2003). Quality assurance in education: Internal, interface, and Future. Quality Assurance in Education,
11(4), 202-213.

Clarkson, M. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating corporate social performance. Academy
of Management Review, 20(1), 92-117.

Dobija, D., Maria, G., & Pikos, A. (2019). The impact of accreditation agencies and other powerful stakeholders on
the performance measurement in Polish universities. Baltic Journal of Management, 14(1), 84-102.

Eaton, J. (2012). The Future of Accreditation: Can the collegial model flourish in the context of the government’s
assertiveness and the impact of nationalization and technology? How? April-June, 8-15. Retrieved from
www.scup.org/phe.html

Eaton, J. (2015). An Overview of U.S. Accreditation. Council for Higher Education Accreditation.

Espinoza, O., & Gonzales, L. (2013). Accreditation in higher education in Chile: results and consequences. Quality
Assurance in Education, 21(1), 20-38.

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: a stakeholder approach. London: Pitman Publishing Inc.

Haley, U., & Jack, A. (2023). Measuring societal impact in business & management research from challenges to
change. Sage Business White Paper.

Hartle, T. (2012). Accreditation and the Public Interest Can Accreditors Continue to Play a Central Role in Public
Policy? Planning for Higher Education (April-June). Society for College and University Planning (SCUP),
16-21. Retrieved from www.scup.org/phe.html

Harvey, L. (2002). Quality evaluation: Some international trends. Paper presented at the Norwegian Higher
Education Conference, Oslo, January. Retrieved from
https://www.qualityresearchinternational.com/Harvey%20papers/Harvey%202002%20Some%?20International %
20Trends,%200slo.pdf

Published by Sciedu Press 67 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205



http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 2; 2023

Harvey, L. (2004). The power of accreditation; views of academics. Journal of Higher Education Policy and
Management, 26(2), 207-223.

Harvey, L., & Newton, J. (2004). Transforming quality evaluation. Quality in Higher Education, 10(2), 149-65.

Humphreys, D., & Gaston, P. (2015). Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Challenging Times: Examining
Priorities and Proposed Reforms. Liberal Education Fall 2015/Winter, 14-23.

Johnson, D., et al.. (2005). Trivializing Teacher Education: The accreditation squeeze. Publisher: Roman and
Littlefield.

Jongbloed, B., et al.. (2008). Higher education and its communities: Interconnections, interdependencies and a
research agenda. Higher education, vol. 56, 303-324.

Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (1992, January-February). The balanced scorecard-measures that drive performance.
Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from
hbr.org/1992/01/the-balanced-scorecard-measures-that-drive-performance-2

Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (1996). Balanced Scorecard. Boston. Harvard Business School Press.
Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (2008). The Execution Premium. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Lyytinen, A., et al.. (2017). Scenarios of quality assurance of stakeholder relationships in Finnish higher education
institutions. Quality in Higher Education, 23(1), 35-49.

Meyers, R. (2023). How might societal impact be recognized with an FT top 50 journal? In: Measuring societal
impact in business & management research from challenges to change. Sage Business White Paper, 5-6.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience:
defining the principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853-886.

Newton, J. (2013). Is quality assurance leading to enhancement? In: How does quality assurance make a difference?.
A selection of papers from the 7th European Quality Assurance Forum, 8-14.

Nguyen, H., & Ta, T. T. (2018). Exploring impact of accreditation on higher education in developing countries: a
Vietnamese view. Tertiary Education and Management, 24(2), 154-167.

Nguyen, K. D., et al.. (2009). Criteria for accreditation in Vietnam’s higher education: Focus on input or outcomes.
Quality in Higher Education, 15(2), 123-134.

Niven, P. (2008). Balanced scorecard step-by-step for government and nonprofit agencies (2nd ed.). John Wiley &
Sons.

NWCCU 2020 Standards. Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities. Retrieved from
https://nwccu.org/accreditation/standards-policies/standards/

Ostermiller, J. A. (2005). Preparing world citizens through higher education: responsibilities, choices, and
implications. The Vermont Connection, 26(1).

Pham, H. (2018). Impacts of higher education quality accreditation: a case study in Vietnam. Quality in higher
education, 24(2), 168-185.

Pham, H. (2019). Stakeholders’ engagement in quality assurance in Vietnam. In C. H. Nguyen, & M. Shah (Eds.),
Quality assurance in Vietnamese Higher Education (pp. 137-161). Springer.

Procedural Manual for Initial Institutional Licensure. Commission for Academic Accreditation. Ministry of
Education, United Arab Emirates. December 2019. Retrieved from
https://www.caa.ae/PORTALGUIDELINES/PM-11L%20-%20Dec%202019.pdf

REF, Research Excellence Framework. Website on Google accessed on 25 May 2023.

Romanowski, M. (2022). The idolatry of accreditation in higher education: enhancing our understanding. Quality in
Higher Education, 28(2), 153-167.

Romanowski, M., & Alkhatib, H. (2020, April). The Mcdonaldization of CAEP accreditation and teacher education
programs abroad. Teaching and Teacher Education, 90, 1-9.

Romanowski, M., & Karkouti, I. (2022). United States accreditation in higher education: does it dilute academic
freedom? Quality in Higher Education. https://doi.org/10.1080/13538322.2022.2127165

Saudi Arabia Education and Training Evaluation Commission (ETEC). Retrieved from https://etec.gov.sa/ncaaa

Published by Sciedu Press 68 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205


https://www.caa.ae/PORTALGUIDELINES/PM-IIL%20-%20Dec%202019.pdf

http://irhe.sciedupress.com International Research in Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 2; 2023

Saunders, V. M. (2007). Does the Accreditation Process Affect Program Quality? A Qualitative Study of Perceptions
of the Higher Education Accountability System on Learning. Unpublished PhD Thesis, The Temple University,
Philadelphia.

Saurbier, A. (2012). Modelling the stakeholder environment and decision process in the U.S. higher education
system. Business, Management and Economics Engineering, 19(1), 131-149.

Scharager Goldenberg, J. (2018). Quality in higher education: the view of quality assurance managers in Chile.
Quality in Higher Education, 24(2), 102-16.

Standards for Accreditation and Requirements of Affiliation. 14™ edition. Middle States Commission on Higher
Education (MSCHE). 2023.

Standards for Accreditation. New England Commission of Higher Education. Retrieved from
https://www.neche.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Standards-for-Accreditation-2021.pdf

Stensaker, B. (2011). Accreditation of higher education in Europe — moving towards the US model?. Journal of
Education Policy, 26(6), 757-769.

Sukoko, B., et al.. (2021). Stakeholders pressure to obtain world-class status among Indonesian universities. Higher
Education, 82, 561-581.

Sziegat, H.-M. (2021). The response of German business schools to international accreditation in global competition.
Quality Assurance in Education, 29(2/3), 135-150.

Szwajkowski, E. (2000). Simplifying the principles or stakeholder management: The three most important principles.
Business & Society, 39(4), 379-396.

The Principles of Accreditation: Foundations for Quality Enhancement. Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools. Sixth edition. Retrieved from
https://sacscoc.org/app/uploads/2019/08/2018PrinciplesOfAcreditation.pdf

Ulker, N., & Bakioglu, Aysen (2019). An international research on the influence of accreditation on academic quality.
Studies in Higher Education, 44(9), 1507-1518.

Vincezi, A., & Guaglianone, A. (2018). Has the quality of teaching and learning processes improved as a result of
the implementation of quality assurance coordinated by the state?. Quality in Higher Education, 24(1), 55-65.

WASC Senior College and University Commission. WSCUC 2023 Handbook of Accreditation. Retrieved from
https://wascsenior.app.box.com/s/jdbd53vIfx3mf32kwfyengvczdpmr6f3

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

Published by Sciedu Press 69 ISSN 2380-9183 E-ISSN 2380-9205


https://www.neche.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Standards-for-Accreditation-2021.pdf
https://sacscoc.org/app/uploads/2019/08/2018PrinciplesOfAcreditation.pdf

