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What Do Institutional Internal Evaluation Reports Say?
Content Analysis of Fully Accredited Universities

Kurumsal ig Degerlendirme Raporlari Ne Anlatiyor? Tam Akredite
Universitelerin icerik Analizi
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Abstract: Quality assurance in higher education is of critical importance in terms of increasing the competitiveness of institutions as
well as creating trust in students, academics and society. This study examines the Institutional Internal Evaluation Reports of 19 state
universities that have received full accreditation by the Higher Education Quality Board in Turkey until February 2025 using the content
analysis method. The study aims to determine the strengths, common practices and areas of development regarding the quality assurance
systems of universities. The findings show that action plans, stakeholder participation and strategic planning have become widespread
in quality management processes; however, differences between institutions continue in monitoring process documents, ISO standards,
digitalization and social contribution activities. Exemplary practices have been encountered, especially in terms of the integration
of leadership, governance and student support mechanisms into quality processes. As a result, it has been determined that the full
accreditation process contributes to the institutionalization of quality culture; however, more inclusive, digital and stakeholder-focused
approaches are needed for the sustainability of this process.
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Ozet:Yilksekdgretimde kalite giivencesi, kurumlarin rekabet glictinti artirmasinin yani sira 6grenci, akademisyen ve toplum nezdinde gliven
yaratmasi agisindan kritik 6neme sahiptir. Bu calisma, Turkiye'de ylksekdgretim Kalite Kurulu tarafindan 2025 yili Subat ayina kadar tam
akreditasyon almis 19 devlet Universitesinin Kurumsal ic Degerlendirme Raporlarini icerik analizi yéntemiyle incelemektedir. Arastirmada,
Universitelerin kalite glivencesi sistemlerine iliskin giiclii ydnleri, ortak uygulamalari ve gelisime acik alanlari belirlemek amaclanmistir.
Bulgular, kalite yonetimi stireclerinde eylem plani, paydas katilimi ve stratejik planlamanin yayginlastigini; ancak stre¢ belgeleri, 1ISO
standartlari, dijitallesme ve toplumsal katki faaliyetlerinin izlenmesinde kurumlar arasi farkliliklarin stirdiigint gdstermektedir. Ozellikle
liderlik, yonetisim ve 6grenci destek mekanizmalarinin kalite stireclerine entegrasyonu agisindan érnek uygulamalara rastlanmistir. Sonug
olarak, tam akreditasyon strecinin kalite kilttrindn kurumsallasmasina katki sundugu; ancak bu strrecin strdurdlebilirligi icin daha kapsayici,
dijital ve paydas odakli yaklasimlara ihtiya¢ duyuldugu belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kurumsal Akreditasyon, ic Degerlendirme, Yiiksekégretim Kalite Giivencesi, KIDR, icerik Analizi
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1. Introduction graduate employment, scientific research, management
structure and social contribution (Isik & Beykoz, 2018,

In the modern world, higher education institutions are . .
p.8; Telli, 2023, p.328; Yesilbas Ozenc, 2024, p. 498).

in intense competition on a global scale (Koksal, 2020,

.58). Thi tition fi i iti t . . . e e
p 5t8) I %S fmpj 1dlon or;es t1.1n1v§rst1t1fs t(_) S:([and ouf One of the main goals of higher education institutions
¥1o on y m now. € g'e.pro uction bu 'a So,m erms (.) is to provide students with effective, qualified and uni-
innovation, sustainability and the qualifications of their . . .. .

duates. Accordingl lit ) versally accredited education and training opportuni-
gra u.a es. According .y’ quat y assurance s'ys ems now ties. This goal can only be made sustainable with strong
constitute a central pillar of higher education (Uludag . . .
tal, 2021, p. 93). Qualit d t onlv t quality assurance systems and effective evaluation pro-
etal, ,-p. )- Quali y assurance does I%O_ on y.ar— cesses (Kayyali, 2023, p. 1). In order to maintain and
get academic excellence; it also covers multidimension- . . . S
. . improve the quality of education, institutions should

al performance areas such as stakeholder satisfaction, . . .
establish and implement processes based on continuous
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improvement at the structural and administrative level.
In this way, national and international recognition can
be achieved (Isik & Beykoz, 2018, p. 8).

Quality assurance systems also strengthen the relation-
ship between higher education and employment mar-
kets, ensuring that graduates are equipped with basic
skills and are trained in line with employer expectations
(Skolnik, 2016, p.316). In this perspective, quality re-
quires the evaluation of not only educational activities
but also research activities, institutional management
and interaction with stakeholders as a whole (Yontem &
Mazman, 2023, p.39).

Quality assurance systems are operated as a whole and
are directly related to the accreditation process. The ef-
fective management of these processes contributes to
the internal improvement processes of institutions and
increases their prestige at national and international
levels. The higher education institutional accreditation
program in Turkey started in 2020 under the responsi-
bility of the Higher Education Quality Board (HEQB).
With this process, higher education institutions were
encouraged to establish their quality assurance systems,
prepare internal evaluation reports with a continuous
improvement approach and participate in external eval-
uation processes.

There are very few studies conducted in this field in
Turkish higher education that guide the institutional
accreditation processes of universities. One of the pio-
neering studies in this field, Ayvaz et al. (2016), has ex-
amined in detail the formation process of the European
Higher Education Quality Assurance Area and the es-
tablishment, functions, objectives and quality measure-
ment and review mechanisms of European Association
for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA). In
the same study, a comprehensive evaluation was made
within the framework of the higher education quality
assurance system in Turkey, internal and external eval-
uation processes, evaluator roles and legal legislation.
Fidan et al. (2022) examined the perspectives of aca-
demics on accreditation processes in higher education
using the content analysis technique, one of the qualita-
tive research methods, and presented perceptions, chal-
lenges and suggestions regarding the processes. In the
study conducted by Yilmaz et al. (2023), “good exam-
ples” encountered in the program accreditation process
were evaluated and the contribution of these examples
to the quality culture was discussed. Aziz (2020) exam-
ined the quality assurance system implemented in com-
munication faculties in Turkey and the functioning of
the accreditation process; in particular, he analyzed how
field-specific applications were integrated into the qual-
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ity assurance system. Ozcicek and Karaca (2019) evalu-
ated quality assessment and accreditation processes at
the program level in their study specific to engineering
education. Tasci and Lapcin (2023), a more recent study
focusing on institutional accreditation, examined the
institutional accreditation reports of three higher edu-
cation institutions that successfully completed the insti-
tutional accreditation process using the content analysis
method and categorized the themes that emerged during
this process. While the existing literature largely focus-
es on the accreditation processes carried out at the pro-
gram level and the opinions of academicians about these
processes, in this study, all universities that successfully
completed the full accreditation process were compre-
hensively examined through the Institutional Internal
Evaluation Reports (IIER) prepared by the institutions
themselves. Thus, a content analysis was conducted and
a practical guide was presented to guide higher educa-
tion institutions that have just started the institutional
accreditation process.

In this study, ITERs of all state universities (n=19) that
have earned full accreditation by HEQB in Turkey until
February 2025 were examined using the content analy-
sis technique, one of the qualitative research methods.
Within the scope of the analysis, the quality assurance
systems of the universities were thematically classified
under the titles of leadership, governance and quality,
education-training, research-development and social
contribution, and the level of institutionalization, ap-
plication examples and development areas in each di-
mension were examined in detail. The findings obtained
showed that the similarities between institutions were
especially concentrated in the areas of leadership and
education-training; on the other hand, the application
differences became apparent in the areas of research-de-
velopment and social contribution. In addition, it was
determined that strategic planning, stakeholder par-
ticipation and internal evaluation mechanisms have
become widespread in quality processes; however, the
development needs in digitalization, graduate tracking
systems and student-centered applications continue.
In this respect, this study provides evaluations that will
support the sustainability of the quality assurance sys-
tems of universities fully accredited by HEQB, and also
creates a guiding framework for universities preparing
for the accreditation process.

1.1. Quality Assurance System in Higher Education

Quality assurance policies and processes in higher ed-
ucation have been implemented for many years around
the world, and have a history of over forty years in coun-
tries such as Europe, New Zealand, Hong Kong and the
USA. These processes vary according to the higher edu-
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cation structure of each country and are shaped by var-
ious models, from internal quality assurance systems to
external audit mechanisms.

For example, in the Netherlands, a special structure
called ‘Higher Education Inspectorate’ has been estab-
lished to ensure the sustainability of quality assurance
processes. Within the scope of this structure, an ‘inspec-
tor’ is appointed to each university and it is aimed to
find solutions to the problems that may be encountered
in quality assurance and accreditation processes (Ozgu-
zel, 2016, p. 21). Moreover, in the Netherlands, the gov-
ernment can directly intervene in the accreditation pro-
cess by evaluating programmes and institutions that are
not in demand (Shah et al., 2011, p. 477).

Sweden, on the other hand, adopts a different approach
and prioritises internal quality assurance mechanisms
of institutions instead of external evaluation. The Na-
tional Agency for Higher Education conducts its audits
based on the internal dynamics of institutions and sup-
ports quality processes within the framework of mutual
interaction (Isik & Beykoz, 2018, pp. 13-14).

In the UK, quality assurance systems are more focussed
on external quality assurance. The Quality Assurance
Agency (QAA) ensures that quality standards are mon-
itored by subjecting higher education institutions to ex-
ternal evaluation. This system is based on peer review
and external reference points are integrated into quality
processes (Kumar et al., 2020, p. 252).

In the United States, the accreditation process is gener-
ally voluntary. However, this process plays a critical role
in terms of university recognition, financial support and
student mobility (Duarte & Vardasca, 2023, p. 4).

In order to ensure the quality of higher education in
Middle Eastern countries, quality assurance processes
have been structured with a system and process-orient-
ed approach. In this context, 19 standards have been
set for institutional accreditation assessment. In South
Africa, the quality assurance and accreditation process
is carried out with a ‘fit for purpose’ approach and is
based on the degree to which institutions achieve their
missions and contribute to national priorities.

In New Zealand and Australia, an accreditation system
based on external evaluation is applied. Institutions
and programmes are evaluated by independent organ-
isations and quality assurance processes are monitored
externally (Shah et al., 2011, p. 477).

In Turkey, the HEQB is the supreme organisation re-
sponsible for the quality assurance processes of high-
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er education institutions. Established in 2016 with an
autonomous structure, HEQB aims to subject higher
education institutions to external evaluation and insti-
tutionalise national quality standards. In this way, it is
aimed for universities to reach certain standards not
only in education and training but also in areas such as
research, management and contribution to society (Yil-
maz et al., 2023, p. 68).

In recent years, the interest of universities and pro-
grammes in accreditation processes has increased in
Turkey. In addition to the mobility of students and aca-
demic staff, the effort to increase the international rec-
ognition of diplomas has also been effective in this in-
crease. Especially within the scope of student exchange
programmes carried out with European countries, the
existence of accreditation processes provides an import-
ant advantage. These processes carried out within the
scope of quality assurance support the establishment
of a quality culture in higher education institutions and
form a basis for sustainable development at both aca-
demic and administrative levels.

In Turkey, accreditation of programmes is carried out in
line with the standards set by the relevant accreditation
bodies. By applying to these bodies, universities certify
the quality of their education programmes and thus gain
national and international recognition. Institutionalisa-
tion of the quality assurance system in higher education
institutions gains importance not only as an evaluation
process but also as a strategic planning and continuous
improvement tool.

1.2. Institutional Accreditation and
Internal Evaluation Process

Although accreditation was initially seen as an assess-
ment and quality assurance method applied only in the
United States, today it has become a common practice in
higher education on a global scale (Herdman, 2010, p.3).
The European University Association defines accred-
itation as ‘the assessment of the compliance of higher
education institutions with national and international
quality standards’ and considers it as one of the basic
components of the quality assurance system (Semerci et
al.,, 2021, p.3; EUA, 2015).

In Turkey, quality assurance and accreditation practic-
es have been on the agenda of higher education institu-
tions especially since the 2000s, and various structural
transformations have been experienced in this process
in order to establish a quality culture. However, in this
process, various difficulties were encountered at the in-
stitutional level regarding sustainable quality manage-
ment (Ozen, 2022, p.8; Alpaydin & Topal, 2021, p.233).
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Accreditation is an external quality assurance mecha-
nism that systematically assesses whether higher edu-
cation institutions and programmes comply with estab-
lished quality standards (Javed & Alenezi, 2023, p.4). In
Turkey, the organisation responsible for the regulation
and execution of these processes is the Higher Educa-
tion Quality Board (HEQB, 2025).

The institutional accreditation process begins with in-
ternal evaluation reports, in which institutions analyse
their current situation through self-assessment and
identify areas for improvement. Internal evaluation
reports have a wide range of evaluation areas covering
the institution’s teaching activities, research capacity,
management structure and social contribution process-
es (Cheng, 2020, p.72; Husain & Ali, 2019, p.55). These
reports not only reflect the current situation, but also
provide data for strategic planning processes (Tariq &
Farooq, 2022, p.147). Thus, internal evaluation becomes
a learning process that strengthens the capacity of or-
ganisations to manage quality within themselves (Yesil-
bas Ozenc, 2024, p.503).

There are two main types of accreditation applied in
higher education institutions. The first one is institu-
tional accreditation, in which the entire academic, ad-
ministrative and financial structure of the institution is
evaluated with a holistic approach (Alpaydin & Topal,
2021, p.233). The second is programme accreditation,
where only a specific academic programme is evaluated
within the scope of quality standards (Ozcicek & Kara-
ca, 2019, p.123).

The Institutional Accreditation Programme (IAP) is a
comprehensive external evaluation process that evalu-
ates the processes of higher education institutions in the
fields of quality assurance, education-training, research
and development, social contribution and governance in
accordance with the Plan-Do-Check-Act (PDCA) cycle
(HEQB, 2025). This process is carried out by evalua-
tion teams assigned by HEQB in line with the Criteria
for Institutional External Evaluation and Accreditation
and the Guidelines for Institutional External Evaluation
and Accreditation. During the evaluation process, insti-
tutions are visited in two stages (preliminary visit and
field visit), and then Institutional Accreditation Reports
(IAR) are prepared to provide data for HEQB’s final de-
cision-making process (Yilmaz et al., 2023, p.78).

The IAP assessment consists of four main headings:

- Leadership, Governance and Quality (300 points),
« Education and Training (400 points),

«  Research and Development (200 points),

https://doi.org/10.32329/uad. 1687783

« Social Contribution (100 points).
As a result of the evaluation over a total of 1000 points;

« ‘Full accreditation’ (5 years) for institutions with
650 and above points,

« ‘Conditional accreditation’ (2 years) for institu-
tions scoring between 500-649 points,

Institutions with less than 500 points are given the de-
cision of ‘denial of accreditation’ (HEQB, 2025, p.22).
In particular, obtaining at least 280 points from the
‘Education and Training’ title is a prerequisite for full
accreditation. If this criterion is not met, full accredita-
tion is not granted even if the overall score is sufficient.
Accreditation is not only an evaluation process but also
a mechanism for establishing a culture of accountabili-
ty, transparency and continuous improvement in high-
er education (Alpaydin & Topal, 2021, p.233; ENQA,
2015). Programme accreditation is a specialised type
of accreditation applied to improve the quality of edu-
cation in certain disciplines and to secure professional
qualifications (Tasci & Lapcin, 2023, p.2). Thanks to this
type of accreditation, the professional competences of
graduates are registered by independent organisations
and the trust in the higher education system increases
(Kilicaslan, 2020, p.12).

2. Methodology

In this study, the IIERs of the universities entitled to
receive a full accreditation certificate until February
2025 were analysed by content analysis method. Con-
tent analysis is considered as a technique that enables
the collection and analysis of text content (Neuman,
2012). In other words, content analysis can be defined
as a research method that systematically examines the
explicit or implicit messages contained in texts, makes
sense through categories, and tries to reveal the contexts
that are not visible on the surface of the text (Gokce,
2019). In this study, the institutional internal evalu-
ation reports of state universities in Turkey that have
been awarded full accreditation certificates were anal-
ysed by content analysis method. Institutional internal
evaluation reports of universities with full accreditation
certificates were obtained through the institutional page
of HEQB. There are a total of 27 universities, 19 pub-
lic and 9 foundation universities, which were entitled to
receive the full accreditation certificate within the spec-
ified date range. Since state and foundation universities
have different financing and management dynamics,
only state universities were included in the study for a
more homogenous analysis. Another inclusion criteri-
on was the requirement for universities to have a full
accreditation certificate before February 2025. In this
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context, 19 state universities that met the inclusion cri-
teria were taken into consideration within the scope of
the study. In total, 19 ITERs were analysed, comprising
approximately 1241 pages of qualitative data.

The ITERs included in the study were analysed in line
with the criteria determined by HEQB and a chart
consisting of categories, themes and codes determined
by two expert evaluators. The categories were: general
evaluation; leadership, management and quality; educa-
tion - training, research - development; and social con-
tribution. There are three themes and 19 codes in the
general evaluation category; four themes and 32 codes
in the leadership, management and quality category;
seven themes and 13 codes in the education-training
category; two themes and 6 codes in the research and
development category; and two themes and 3 codes in
the social contribution category. All ITERs were anal-
ysed in line with the prepared chart and scored by two
experts in terms of the categories, themes and codes
determined. To ensure transparency and clarity in the
coding process, representative excerpts from the ITERs
that exemplify the application of specific codes were also
compiled. The examples of coded expressions are pre-
sented in P>Table 7 in the Appendix section.

After the scoring was completed, the agreement be-
tween the two experts was evaluated using the formula
Reliability = Consensus / (Consensus + Disagreement)
suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). In content
analysis, a 70% or higher agreement rate among experts
is considered sufficient (Kaltake1 vd. 2017). Accordingly,
the agreement values for each code for the determined
categories were calculated between 0.89 and 1.00 in the

general evaluation category, 0.77 and 1.00 in category
A, 0.83 and 1.00 in category B, 0.94 and 1.00 in catego-
ry C, 0.88 and 1.00 in category D and 0.86 and 1.00 in
the maturity levels score analysis. The codes with low
agreement were re-evaluated and the final codes were
determined. The descriptive statistics of 19 universities
were analysed in detail based on the final codes.

In addition to the scoring and agreement analysis, ex-
amples of how specific codes were applied to real textual
expressions in the ITERs were included to provide clar-
ity and transparency in the coding process. These code
examples illustrate how themes and sub-themes were
operationalized in practice. The sample expressions
used in the coding process are presented in P>Table 7 in
the Appendix section of the study.

3. Findings

In this part of the study, the findings obtained from the
content analysis of the ITERs of 19 state universities
were analysed in detail. Themes and codes in five cat-
egories were examined using different descriptive sta-
tistics, and the results were interpreted and compared.

3.1. General Evaluation

In this category, issues such as quality management,
stakeholder engagement, process management and doc-
umentation were considered. Basically, it provides infor-
mation for the organization to evaluate its current situa-
tion and formulate strategies for the future. Considering
the themes of action plan, process management, quality

2024

2022

2020

2018

2016

2014

2012

= External evaluation

PP

e MONItOring process

e PDP

Figure 1. Timeline of Evaluation Processes in Accredited Universities
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standards and commission work, universities’ perspec-
tives on continuous improvement and quality assurance
processes were investigated in detail. In addition, the
study aimed to evaluate the processes by examining the
current structures of the universities and IAP process

calendars.

pFigure 1 showed that for most universities, there were
3 to 5 years between external evaluation and the TAP
process. Universities that completed the evaluation pro-
cess in 2016 generally completed the monitoring pro-
cess in 2020 and the IAP process in 2021-2022. In 2017,
most of the universities that completed the external
evaluation process went through the monitoring pro-

Table 1. Frequency Distribution of Codes in General Evaluation

Category
Code n Percent

“Action Plany/ FuturePlan 19 10000 |
Stakeholder Engagement 19 100.00
Process Cards/ Process Handbook 15 78.95
Commission for A 18 94.74
Commission for B 18 94.74
Commission for C 16 84.21
Commission for D 15 78.95
Quality Handbook/ Guide 18 94.74
1SO 9001 13 68.42
Management Review Meeting (MRM) 11 57.89

cess in 2020 and completed the PDP process between

2021-2023. In general, there was an average of 3 years
between the external evaluation and monitoring pro-
cesses of universities, while there was an average of 4.5
years between the external evaluation and the award of
the institutional accreditation certificate. ERU, howev-
er, completed its external evaluation, monitoring, and

PDP processes within a single year.

P»Figure 2 showed that AKDU had the highest number
of faculties, while AU and HU had the highest number
of institutes. AKU, AU, and IU had more vocational
schools compared to other universities, while MAKU
had the highest number of colleges. These findings in-
dicate that academic structures vary among universities
and that each institution tends to specialize in line with

its mission and vision.

According to P-Table 1, action plan/ future plan (100%)
and stakeholder engagement (100%) were common
elements in all universities that successfully complet-
ed the IAP process, indicating that quality processes
are carried out with a planning and stakeholder-based
approach. The presence of a quality handbook/ guide
(94.74%) and A - D commissions (78.95% - 94.74%) in
almost all of the universities included in the study re-
veals that quality management is structured and disag-
gregated according to the main criteria set by HEQB.
However, it is also evident that the structure for commu-
nity contribution processes is lacking in some universi-
ties. In addition, the relatively low adoption of process
cards/ process hansbook (78.95%) suggests that pro-
cess management is not fully documented in some uni-
versities. Furthermore, the lower implementation rates
of ISO 9001 (68.42%) and MRM (57.89%) processes
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Figure 2. Distribution of Academic Unit Types Across Full Accredited Universities
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compared to other components suggest that some uni-
versities are less active in adopting international quality
standards and periodically reviewing their quality man-
agement processes. These findings generally indicate
that quality management processes are largely institu-
tionalized in universities with full accreditation, but the
level of implementation of specific components (e.g. ISO
9001, MRM and process cards) varies depending on the
institution.

3.2. Leadership, Management and Quality

The leadership, management and quality category cov-
ers the key components of universities’ institutional
management processes, decision-making mechanisms
and quality assurance systems. The main purpose of
defining this category is to analyze the level of sustain-
able management, stakeholder engagement and quality
assurance of higher education institutions. The lead-
ership dimension included universities’ strategic de-
cision-making processes, governance structures, and
institutional management systems, while the manage-
ment dimension addressed elements such as transpar-
ency of processes, job descriptions, internal control
mechanisms, and information security. The quality di-
mension showed the sustainable development of educa-
tion, research, and social contribution activities through
processes such as self-assessment, peer assessment, risk
analysis, and internal/external stakeholder feedback.

According to PTable 2, all universities (100%) that
successfully completed the IAP process had an organi-
zational chart, workflow, academic and administrative
staff surveys, student survey, self-assessment and alum-
niinformation system. This suggests that during the AP
process, universities attach importance to transparency
in their management structures and improvement pro-
cesses based on stakeholder feedback. Similarly, the fact
that student representative (94.74%), departmental
quality ambassadors (94.74%), and external stakehold-
er survey (94.74%) systems were implemented in most
universities indicates that institutions carry out quality
processes in a planned and systematic manner. Addi-
tionally, the active involvement of stakeholders reveals
that quality management processes are participatory.

Moreover, the implementation of systems such as
the university advisory board (89.47%), risk analysis
(89.47%), in-service trainings (89.47%), continuing re-
lations with the university after graduation (89.47%),
taking measures through SP indicators (89.47%), and
graduate satisfaction surveys (89.47%) in most univer-
sities shows that the IAP process has led universities to
involve not only current students but also alumni and
other external stakeholders. In addition, relatively low-
er rates of implementation of practices such as survey
automation system (63.16%), website quality pages
(63.16%), administrative staff performance evaluation
(63.16%), ISO 27001 Information Security Certificate
(68.42%) indicate different practices and deficiencies in

Table 2. Frequency Distribution of Codes in Leadership, Management and Quality Category

Code n Percent
‘Organization Chart 9 10000

Workflow 19 100.00
Job Descriptions 17 89.47
Student Commission 7 36.84
Student Representative 18 94.74
University Advisory Board 17 89.47
Department Quality Ambassadors/ Officers 18 94.74
Website Quality Pages 12 63.16
Peer Review 11 57.89
Self-Assessment 19 100.00

Number of accredited units (X +SD (Min-Max)) 26.32 + 16.55 (5-60)

Risk Analysis 17 89.47
Leadership Process Feedback 15 78.95
Taking measures with SP indicators 17 89.47
Information Management System (IMS) Com-

o - 9 47.37
mission Directive
ISO 27001 Information Security Certificate 13 68.42

Code n Percent
""" SurveyAutomation System | 12 6316 |

Academic Staff Survey 19 100.00
Administrative Staff Survey 19 100.00
In-Service Trainings 17 89.47
Administrative Staff Performance Evaluation 12 63.16
External Stakeholder Survey 18 94.74
Student Survey 19 100.00
Graduates’ participation in the advisory board 8 42.11
Graduate information system 19 100.00
E\S/eS:atieanldrzﬁsetmgs where graduates are included 16 8401
Relationship with the university after graduation 17 89.47
Graduate satisfaction survey 17 89.47
Graduate association 4 21.05
Stakeholder views on internationalization processes = 15 78.95
International week event 4 21.05
International Advisory Board 7 36.84
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these areas among universities.

Most universities that completed the IAP process had
fewer graduates associations (21.05%), international
week events (21.05%) and international advisory boards
(36.84%). While these practices do not negatively affect
the AP process, focusing more on these areas is crucial
for enhancing global visibility and alumni relations.

The evidence indicated that the frequencies of the codes
in the leadership, management and quality category
showed that universities that had completed the IAP
process had common practices. In addition, it was de-
termined that there were areas open to development,
especially in some areas such as information security,
internationalization processes and graduate relations.

3.3. Education and Training

The education and training category covers practices to
improve the quality of academic processes in universi-
ties. This category was identified to assess universities’
strategies to improve the quality of teaching, practices
for the development of students and academics, and ac-
ademic support mechanisms.

Table 3. Frequency Distribution of Codes in Education and Training
Category

Code n Percent
Turkish Higher Education Qualifications |
Framework (THQF) Alignment and Curriculum 16 84.21
Revision Guide
Bologna Information Packages Tracking 19 100.00
Training of Trainers 19 100.00
Diploma Supplement 18 94.74
Social Transcript 7 36.84
Ezz{()Access to Academic Counseling (Support 17 8947
Academic Counseling Satisfaction Survey 11 57.89
Barrier-Free University Award 19 100.00
Orientation for International Students 12 63.16
Monitoring Student Activities 12 63.16
Activity Evaluation Survey 11 57.89
Educational / Academic Performance Award 19 100.00
Student Dean’s Office 8 42.11

According to P>Table 3, Bologna information packages,
training of trainers, barrier-free university award, and
educational/academic performance award were avail-
able in all universities (100%). This indicates that uni-
versities that successfully completed the IAP process
attach great importance to harmonizing their academic
processes with international standards and to the pro-
fessional development of educators. Practices such as
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diploma supplement, easy access to academic counsel-
ing, and THQF Alignment and Curriculum Revision
Guide were also widely implemented in most univer-
sities (84.21%-94.74%). This shows that universities
with institutional accreditation have developed aca-
demic support systems for students and staff incentive
mechanisms.

Monitoring student activities (63.16%) and orientation
programs for international students (63.16%) were
relatively common in most universities, indicating the
importance attached to student-centered services. The
relatively low rate of implementation of the academic
counseling satisfaction survey (57.89%) indicates that
student feedback mechanisms are not systematically
implemented in all universities. Furthermore, the pres-
ence of social transcripts (36.84%) and student dean’s
office (42.11%) in some universities with institutional
accreditation suggests partial implementation, andap-
pears not to directly affect the IAP process.

As a result, it observed that various systems to improve
quality in education and training processes are wide-
spread in universities with full accreditation, but there
are differences between universities in some practices.
In particular, disseminating student support systems
and monitoring mechanisms as exemplary practices
would contribute to strengthening quality assurance in
higher education.

3.4. Research and Development

The research and development (R&D) category aims to
increase the scientific productivity of universities, en-
courage the participation of academic staff in research
activities and support the development of innovative
projects. This category included important indicators
to understand how universities manage and support re-
search processes.

Table 4. Frequency Distribution of Codes in Research and Develop-
ment Category

Code n Percent
Applications for Improving the BAP Budget 19 10000 |
Academic Incentive Module 13 68.42
Award Commission Directive 16 84.21
Training/ Events for R&D 19 100.00
R&D Software (AVESIS) 16 84.21
Dean of Research 5 26.32

Table 4 showed that all state universities with full ac-
creditation (100%) had practices to improve the BAP
budget and training/activities for R&D. This shows
that universities with full accreditation attach great

Universite Arastirmalari Dergisi / Journal of University Research 2025; 8(2) @



©

What Do Institutional Internal Evaluation Reports Say? Content Analysis of Fully Accredited Universities

importance to financially supporting researchers and
provide them with access to various activities to con-
tinue their academic development. In addition, the fact
that 84.21% of universities had an award commission
directive reveals that universities with full accredita-
tion have a policy of rewarding academic achievements.
Furthermore, the R&D software (AVESIS) application,
which contributes to the digitalization of research pro-
cesses, was available in 84.21% of universities and the
academic incentive module was available in 68.42% of
universities. This indicates that systems that facilitate
the management of academic data are widely used in
the universities included in the study. In addition, only
26.32% of the universities included in the study had a
research deanship organization. While this is not seen
as a factor affecting the IAP process, the study found
that most universities conduct research management
through different units (faculties, institutes, etc.). In
conclusion, universities with institutional accreditation
were found to attach great importance to R&D process-
es and had established various financial and academic
mechanisms to support researchers.

3.5. Social Contribution

The social contribution category includes social respon-
sibility projects, public benefit activities and sustainable
development initiatives that universities undertake for
society beyond their academic activities. In this context,
universities undertake missions not only in the fields
of education and research, but also in generating solu-
tions to social problems, providing social benefits and
supporting social development at local or national level.
This category contains important indicators for under-
standing the mechanisms by which universities plan,
implement and evaluate social responsibility projects.

Table 5. Frequency Distribution of Codes in Social Contribution
Category

Code n Percent
Orientation to Social Responsibility Projects 19 100.00
Sur.v.e).// Monitoring of Social Contribution 16 8491
Activities
Social Contribution Policies 19 100.00

According to P>Table 5, all universities included in the
study (100%) had social contribution policies and prac-
tices to increase social responsibility projects. This sug-
gests that universities with full accreditation implement
social contribution activities within the framework of
certain policies and encourage students and staff to en-
gage in social responsibility projects.

Moreover, while 84.21% of the universities evaluated so-
cial contribution activities through various mechanisms,
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some universities were found to have deficiencies in this
regard. This implies that some state universities with
full accreditation focused only on the implementation
of community-oriented activities, and feedback mecha-
nisms were identified as an area for improvement. The
evidence indicates that universities with institutional
accreditation meet certain standards in managing com-
munity outreach processes but differ in measuring and
evaluating the effectiveness of these processes.

3.6. Universities According to Maturity Levels

In this section, the maturity level scores given to univer-
sities that had received institutional accreditation cer-
tificates within the scope of four basic areas determined
by HEQB (A: Leadership, quality and governance; B:
Education and training; C: Research and development;
D: Social contribution) and 46 criteria were examined
and the universities were compared according to their
average scores.

Table 6. The Mean Maturity Levels of Fully Accredited Universities

Universities A B C D Total
U 304 | 400 | 357 | 367 | 380 |
AU 3.78 3.94 3.71 4.33 3.94
MAKU 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
comMmu 4.17 4.17 3.86 433 413
DEU 4.83 4.67 4.60 5.00 4.78
EU 4.33 4.33 4.28 5.00 4.49
GU 4.17 3.94 4.29 4.00 4.10
HU 4.06 4.17 4.00 4.00 4.06
ITU 4.00 4.00 4.71 4.33 4.26
U 4.00 3.67 4.00 4.00 3.92
KTU 3.94 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.99
KAEU 4.00 4.00 343 4.00 3.86
OoDTU 4.78 4.28 4.86 4.67 4.64
RTEU 4.78 4.22 4.00 3.33 4.08
SAU 4.39 4.17 4.00 3.67 4.06
SU 3.94 3.89 4.00 4.00 3.96
YTU 3.94 3.94 4.14 3.33 3.84
ERU 4.83 4.83 5.00 5.00 4.92
AKDU 4.00 4.06 4.00 4.00 4.02

According to P>Table 6, the mean maturity level of fully
accredited universities ranged between 3.80 and 4.92.
ERU was found to have values very close to the maxi-
mum scores in all sub-dimensions (4.92) and achieved
the highest overall average among the fully accredited
public universities. This suggests that ERU has integrat-
ed quality management systems in all areas, can effec-
tively operate the institutional monitoring and continu-
ous improvement cycle, and has exemplary practices for
other institutions.
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DEU and ODTU were also among the highest-perform-
ing institutions among the fully accredited universities,
with overall averages of 4.78 and 4.64, respectively. The
high scores of these two universities, especially in D (So-
cial contribution) and C (R&D), indicate that not only
are their internal quality assurance systems strong, but
their community outreach and knowledge creation pro-
cesses are as well.

Among the universities with average scores in the 4.00-
4.30 band, well-established institutions such as ITU,
COMU, HU, EU, GU, and AKDU stood out. It can be
said that these universities have integrated quality man-
agement systems into all areas and are able to effectively
operate the institutional monitoring and continuous im-
provement cycle with internal and external stakeholders.

Furthermore, some universities had lower averages in
certain dimensions. For example, AKU, RTEU, and
YTU had institutional practices in place, especially in
dimensions C and D, but had some shortcomings in con-
tinuous monitoring and improvement cycles.

In summary, despite the relative homogeneity in institu-
tional maturity levels among fully accredited public uni-
versities, R&D and social contribution are areas where
further development is needed in terms of the sustain-
ability of quality management systems.

4. Discussion

This study analyzed the ITERs of 19 public universities
in Turkey that had been fully accredited by the HEQB
until February 2025 and comprehensively revealed the
current status of quality assurance systems in these in-
stitutions. The findings showed that quality assurance
processes had reached a certain level of institutional-
ization in most Universities; however, there are also sig-
nificant differences in implementation. These findings
emphasize that quality management in higher educa-
tion should be established not only structurally but also
functionally (Harvey & Stensaker, 2008, p. 42).

The study found that key quality components such as
action plan, strategic management approach and stake-
holder engagement were common to almost all univer-
sities. This shows that the national quality standards
defined by HEQB have been adopted and internalized
by the institutions. Lucander and Christersson (2020,
p- 140) emphasize that the involvement of internal
stakeholders plays a decisive role for the effectiveness
of quality processes. However, significant differences
between Universities were observed in more technical
components such as process cards, ISO standards (e.g.
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ISO 9001, ISO 27001) and digitization of quality man-
agement systems. Vorobyova et al. (2022, p.76) found
that ISO standards are effective in improving quality in
higher education institutions and increase their compet-
itiveness on a global scale. In this study, the limited ap-
plication of ISO showed that some institutions have not
yet fully utilized this potential.

The clear definition of organizational structures for
leadership, management and quality dimension and the
widespread use of stakeholder feedback mechanisms
could be considered a positive development. Howev-
er, the integration of the obtained data into policy and
practice processes is still debatable. The weakness of the
ties established with graduates showed that universities
were open to development in terms of lifelong learning
and establishing sustainable relationships. In line with
this, Atatekin and Dulupcu (2018, p. 23) emphasize
that graduate tracking systems are critical not only for
quality management but also for the validity of program
outcomes. The employment of graduates is one of the
strongest indicators of the extent to which a program
achieves its educational objectives. Among the reasons
for this weakness, factors such as institutional capacity
differences between universities, human resource defi-
ciencies and graduate students not registering in digi-
tal systems came to the fore. The fact that strategies for
graduate relations were often short-term or remained in
the digital design phase led to these relations not being
structured in a sustainable way. In addition, the disper-
sion of graduates to various cities could be considered as
a factor that made tracking difficult.

In the education and training dimension, compliance
with the Bologna process, the widespread use of diploma
supplement applications and the existence of systems for
the development of academic staff were considered as
positive steps towards international standards. Kayyali’s
(2023, p. 3) study reveals that meeting students’ expec-
tations of a quality, transformative learning experience
is one of the main motivations for quality assurance sys-
tems. In this context, the existence of practices such as
training of trainers and academic performance awards
are important. However, the lack of student-centered in-
novations such as social transcripts suggested that there
was a need to support the student experience in a more
holistic way. Tasci and Lapcin (2023, p. 14) state that
the integration of student feedback mechanisms into
strategic planning and improvement processes is essen-
tial for the functionality of the quality assurance system.

In the R&D dimension, the majority of universities had
budgetary and incentive systems to support research-
ers. However, the lack of software that allowed digital

Universite Arastirmalari Dergisi / Journal of University Research 2025; 8(2) @



©

What Do Institutional Internal Evaluation Reports Say? Content Analysis of Fully Accredited Universities

monitoring of research processes and the widespread
absence of special structures such as research deans
were not common. These evidence indicates strategic
research policies need to be supported by institutional
structures, not only at the document level. Javed and
Alenezi (2023, p.5) argue that sustainable quality assur-
ance systems should be embedded in governance struc-
tures that support the research capacity of Universities.

In the social contribution dimension, it was observed
that all universities carried out social responsibility
projects in line with certain policies, but there was a lack
of consistency in the monitoring and evaluation process-
es of these projects. Similar to these findings, Yilmaz et
al. (2023, p. 85) emphasize that community outreach
activities should be designed not only as activities but
also as sustainable initiatives that are integrated into
the institutional strategy. This inconsistency was due to
universities having different institutional priorities, lim-
ited budgets allocated to social contribution activities
and lack of performance measurement systems. In addi-
tion, the fact that these projects were mostly carried out
without establishing strong and continuous cooperation
mechanisms with external stakeholders made it difficult
to conduct healthy impact analyses. The socio-economic
structure of the region where the university was located
could also directly affect the practices in the field of so-
cial contribution; for example, while universities located
in developing regions developed more intensive projects
targeting local needs, the integration of these projects
with institutional strategy might be limited.

Finally, there was a high degree of similarity in the ma-
turity scores that universities gave themselves in the
QIDRs, especially in areas A and B, while differences
were more pronounced in areas C and D. This situation
shows that quality systems are more institutionalized
in some dimensions and open to development in some
areas. The diversity of applications across institutions
makes it necessary for quality assurance systems to be
established not only formally but also functionally.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

This research provided a general picture of the current
situation by analyzing the quality assurance systems of
state universities that had received institutional accredi-
tation certificates in a multidimensional manner. Accord-
ing to the findings, Universities with full accreditation
had structured their quality assurance systems to a great
extent and had increased the level of institutionalization
in key areas such as internal and external stakeholder en-
gagement and strategic planning. However, it was deter-
mined that there were important areas of development
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in areas such as process management, digitalization, stu-
dent support mechanisms and the effectiveness level of
social contribution activities. In line with these findings,
the following recommendations will shed light on the sus-
tainability of the quality assurance system of accredited
Universities and the establishment of the quality system
of Universities in the process of accreditation:

Short-Term

« Quality assurance processes should be digitalized
through the widespread adoption of digital plat-
forms, thereby enhancing traceability and mini-
mizing reliance on document-based systems.

« Stakeholder feedback, including that from stu-
dents, academic and administrative staff, and ex-
ternal partners, should be systematically integrat-
ed into institutional decision-making processes to
reinforce continuous quality improvement.

« The effectiveness of social contribution activities
should be regularly assessed based on structured
feedback mechanisms, and such activities should
be revised accordingly to ensure their relevance
and impact.

Medium-Term

« Good practices should be disseminated and in-
ter-institutional collaboration should be facilitated
through platforms supported by the Higher Edu-
cation Quality Board (HEQB), in order to foster a
widespread and sustainable quality culture across
institutions.

. Student support mechanisms should be diversi-
fied through the implementation of innovative,
student-centered approaches—such as social tran-
scripts and structured mentoring programs—that
contribute to students’ academic success, personal
growth, and career readiness.

Long-Term

should be
strengthened by transitioning from project-based

o Institutional research structures
frameworks to strategic, integrated research gover-
nance models, such as the establishment of research

deanships or equivalent organizational units.

« A culture of quality should be fully embraced by
institutional leadership, and organizational capac-
ity should be enhanced through the development
of quality-oriented leadership and the systematic
investment in qualified human resources.

The evidence indicates, it is seen that there has been a
significant transformation in the quality assurance sys-
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tems of higher education institutions in Turkey with the
accreditation process; however, in order for this trans-
formation to deepen qualitatively, institutional capacity
must be strengthened, leadership must embrace quality,
and student-research-society oriented policies must be
developed in coordination.

6. Limitations and directions for further
studies

The biggest limitation of the study was that foundation
universities were not included in the study since founda-
tion and state universities have different administrative
structures. In future studies, foundation universities can
also be included and structural differences between uni-
versities can also be analysed.
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7. Appendix

Table 7. Sample Codes and Categories Extracted from IIERs

Category

General Evalu-
ation

Code Name

Action Plan/ Future Plan

Stakeholder Engagement

Process Cards/ Process Handbook

Quality Handbook/ Guide

1SO 9001
Organization Chart
Workflow

Job Descriptions

Student Commission

Student Representative

TYQF Alignment and Curriculum Revision
Guide

Bologna Information Packages Tracking
Training of Trainers

Diploma Supplement

Social Transcript

Applications for Improving the BAP Budget

Academic Incentive Module

Award Commission Directive

Training/ Events for R&D

R&D Software (AVESIS)
Orientation to Social Responsibility Projects

Survey/ Monitoring of Social Contribution
Activities

Social Contribution Policies

https://doi.org/10.32329/uad. 1687783

Sample Phrase from Reports
AKU: “... Kurumsal Akreditasyon Raporunda yer alan énerilerden hareketle
bir kalite eylem plani hazirlanarak uygulamaya konulmustur”
COMU: “Universitemiz tim sureclerinde paydas katiliminin arttirilmasi igin
01.03.2024 tarihli ve 07/03 no.lu Senato Karari geregi Universite ...”

AU: “Universitenin pek ¢ok biriminde siire¢ kartlar kullanilmaktadir.”

ERU: “ERU Kalite El Kitabinin glincellenmesive ...

RTEU: “ISO 9001 Kalite Yonetim Sistemi: ilk belgelendirme 2019, ikinci
belgelendirme 2023

AKDU: “Bu bilgilere Universite organizasyon semasi ve “Organizasyon El
Kitabinda” detayli olarak yer verilmistir.”

SU: “... birim yéneticisinin onayiyla yapilan is akislari cergevesinde izlen-
mekte ...

ITU: “... gbrev tanimlarina ilgili birimin web sayfalarindan erisilebilmekte-
dir”

GU: “...ayni zamanda 6grenci temsilcisi bulunmaktadir.”

KTU: “Ayrica, KTU Kalite Komisyonu Uyesi Ogrenci temsilcisi ...

AKDU: “.. “Program Tasarimi, Degerlendirilmesi ve Glincellenmesi Kilavu-
zu” dogrultusunda gergeklestirilmekte ve ...

COMU: “Bologna Bilgi Girisi Kontrol Listesi ile sistematik olarak takip edil-
mekte ve icerik iyilestirmesi saglanmaktadir.”

DEU: “2024’te “Egiticinin Egitimi” programi IAPsaminda ayrica, akademik
arastirmalar ...

AU: “Diploma almaya hak kazanan 6grencilere, bir de diploma eki verilmek-
tedir”

GU: “Sosyal Transkript Sistemi, Gazi Universitesi 6grencilerinin ...”

MAKU: “Arastirma kaynaklarinin yeterliligi belirli araliklarla gerceklestirilen
anketlerle takip edilmekte olup talepler tizerine ek kaynaklar eklenmekte-
dir’

DEU: “... akademik tesvik basvurulari, Akademik Tesvik Odenegi Siireg
Yonetim Sistemi (ATOSIS) ..~

EU: “Ege Universitesi Odul Yonergesi IAPsaminda performansin desteklen-
mesi..”

GU: “Ogretim elemanlarinin arastirma yetkinliklerinin gelistirilmesine yone-
lik ... calistaylar, kurslar, uygulamali egitimler, konferanslar diizenlenerek
arastirmacilarin makale yazma...”

HU: “Akademik veriler, web tabanli sistemler araciligyla takip edilmekte
olup, bu siirecte BAPSIS, AVESIS ve DAPSIS gibi platformlar”

IU: “Toplumsal katki faaliyetlerinin etkinligini 6lgmek amaciyla, Sosyal
Sorumluluk Projeleri Performans Gostergeleri ve Raporlari,”

KAEU: “Toplumsal katki siireclerinin gelistirilmesiamaciyla tniversite
toplantilar, toplumsalalg! anketi, vb. kanallarla toplum paydaslarinin
goriuslerini ...

KTU: “Toplumsal katki stireglerinin yonetim ve organizasyonel yapisi,
KTU’niin toplumsal katki politikas! ile uyumludur.”
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