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1. Introduction 

This report is the result of the follow-up evaluation of PEU – Pan-European University, which took 

place in 2026. The initial Institutional Evaluation Programme (IEP) evaluation took place in 2023. 

 

1.1 Institutional Evaluation Programme 

IEP is an independent membership service of the European University Association (EUA) that offers 

evaluations to support participating institutions in the continuing development of their strategic 

management and internal quality culture. IEP is a full member of the European Association for Quality 

Assurance in Higher Education and is listed in the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher 

Education. 

The distinctive features of IEP are: 

• a strong emphasis on the self-evaluation phase; 

• a European and international perspective; 

• a peer-review approach; 

• a support for improvement. 

The focus of IEP is the institution as a whole and not the individual study programmes or units. It 

focuses on: 

• decision-making processes and institutional structures and effectiveness of strategic 

management; 

• relevance of internal quality processes and the degree to which their outcomes are 

used in decision-making and strategic management, as well as perceived gaps in 

these internal mechanisms. 

All aspects of the evaluation are guided by four key questions, which are based on a “fitness for (and 

of) purpose” approach: 

• What is the institution trying to do? 

• How is the institution trying to do it? 

• How does the institution know it works? 

• How does the institution change in order to improve? 

 

1.2 PEU – Pan-European University’s profile 

The Pan-European University n.o. (“PEU” or “the university”) is a private university located in 

Bratislava. It comprises five faculties (Law, Economics and Entrepreneurship, Media, Informatics, 

Psychology), with a total of 2,664 students and 221 scientific and teaching staff, complemented by 

34 administrative staff in the academic year 2025–26. 
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The university dates back to 2003, when it was founded as the Bratislava University of Law with only 

one faculty (Law). After its beginnings as a law school, the university expanded by stepwise adding 

four faculties between 2005 and 2011; in 2010 it was renamed Pan-European University.  

PEU’s mission is to provide higher education at all three levels (bachelor, master/engineering and 

doctoral), creative scientific research and creative artistic activity, and the subsequent acquisition, 

application and dissemination of new knowledge internationally.  

A specific feature of the educational profile is the combination of theoretical and practical learning 

that is a core principle of all study programmes. Educational and scientific foci of the faculties are, in 

addition to the general curricula: 

• Faculty of Law: specialisations in medical law, law in sports, real estate law, and 

courses in the fields of international and European law; 

• Faculty of Economics and Entrepreneurship: special focus on innovation systems and 

economic policies and digital transformation of the economy and organisations; 

• Faculty of Psychology: specific profile of European professional in psychologic 

standards, which may be certified by a professional diploma of a “European 

Psychologist Certificate”; 

• Faculty of Media: specialisations in political communication, marketing of tourism 

and digital marketing; 

• Faculty of Informatics: creation of projects on virtual and enlarged reality, as well as 

game programming. 

 

1.3 The evaluation process 

Under the overall leadership of Vice-Rector Zuzana Vincurova, the self-evaluation was conducted by 

a working group that included two deans, a vice-dean, a professor, a lecturer and a student. The 

starting point was the annual student feedback surveys. Key methodologies used were the 

compilation of data collected for annual reports, surveys of students, graduates, staff and 

stakeholders, and a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) analysis. The group 

consulted the management of the faculties and the university management, and the final report was 

discussed by the governance bodies. The Quality Council approved the definitive version of the self-

evaluation report.  

The self-evaluation report of the PEU – Pan-European University, together with the appendices, was 

sent to the evaluation team in March 2026; in May 2026, the university submitted additional material 

as requested by the team. The IEP team undertook preparatory meetings online (22 April and 6 May 

2026) and visited the university for a site visit between 25 and 29 May 2026. 

The evaluation team (hereinafter referred to as “the team”) consisted of: 

• Luc Hittinger, Professor of Cardiology, former President of University of Paris Créteil, 

France, team chair; 

• Eva Åkesson, Professor of Chemical Physics, Senior Advisor to the university 

management, Lund University, former vice-chancellor, Uppsala University, Sweden;  
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• Tamara Ciobanu, student, Babeș-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania; 

• Achim Hopbach, higher education consultant, Austria, team coordinator.  

The IEP team would like to thank Rector Juraj Stern for his welcome and hospitality, and Lilla Garayova 
and the whole team for their efficient and friendly support at all stages of the review. In particular, 
the team wishes to thank all staff, students and stakeholders for their willingness to contribute to an 
open discussion during the site visit. These discussions are central to the IEP methodology. They 
ensure that the IEP team’s feedback and report to the university have a sound evidence base, 
complementing that of the documentation supplied by the university.  
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2. Governance and institutional decision-making 

This 2026 IEP follow-up evaluation ascertained the extent to which the principal findings and 

recommendations of the 2023 evaluation in the area of governance and institutional decision-making 

were taken up by the university. In addition, the team identified some further areas that merit 

consideration by the university.   

2.1 Strategic management 

The 2023 IEP evaluation stated that PEU needed better alignment of its Long-term Plan with an 

operational plan and monitoring, better leadership in strategic planning, and a strategy for growth, 

identifying necessary adjustments in the light of growing student numbers. 

At the time of the follow-up evaluation, the same Long-term Plan was still valid: 2020–2026. However, 

the IEP evaluation team noted that the university had started the process of developing a new Long-

term Plan and a university strategy for the years 2027–2032. The team was provided with drafts of 

the documents. The draft Long-term Plan 2027–2032 contains five strategic priorities, each with four 

main measures. The draft strategy includes an implementation plan for each year of the validity 

period, with 15 milestones, key performance indicators (KPIs) and target values. The documents 

anticipate annual monitoring by the bodies of the university, although this is not yet specified in detail. 

The two documents were in an early stage of development, and it was too soon to evaluate the 

adequacy of the strategic priorities, or of the measures, milestones and KPIs included, to give direction 

for the future developments of the university. However, the review team could see that PEU was 

moving in the right direction. This is especially true for the structure of the documents and the 

inclusion of milestones and KPIs, which will enable the university to implement a sound monitoring 

scheme. 

The IEP evaluation team learnt during the site visit that members of university management, the 

governance bodies and faculty management presented an inconsistent picture of strategic priorities 

and most of the relevant KPIs for future developments. Because the university is still in an early phase 

of developing the future Long-term Plan, this is not to be criticised. However, it is worth noting that 

there is still work to be done to harmonise the strategic priorities. 

Regarding the recommendation of the previous evaluation that PEU needs a strategy of growth with 

measures to adapt to growing student numbers, the IEP evaluation team wants to emphasise the 

relevance of this recommendation, which is still valid. Throughout the site visit, the team heard about 

challenges brought by the substantial rise of student numbers in the Faculty of Psychology, which had 

almost doubled from 565 to 1,100 within the previous four years. The evaluation team learnt during 

the site visit that this development did not follow a strategic plan, but occurred through acceptance 

of a higher student intake at rather short notice. This resulted in huge efforts by the faculty to 

accommodate these students in terms of the number of teaching staff, adaptation of teaching 

organisation, etc., and put the entire faculty — teachers and students — under stress because 

adaptations had to be done within a short period of time. The team found it telling that the rise in 

student numbers was a recurring theme in many meetings during the site visit. The issues raised 

included too high student numbers in courses, difficulties in offering enough elective courses, and too 

little time to pursue research because of teaching overload. Overall, PEU is facing an uneven rise in 

student numbers. In the academic year 2025–26, within only the previous three years, PEU had 

witnessed a rise in student numbers of 38% on average, with almost no rise in the Faculty of Media 
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but increases of 147% in the Faculty of Informatics (albeit from a comparably lower level) and as much 

as 179% in the Faculty of Psychology.  

The panel wants to reiterate the previous panel’s finding that PEU needs a strategy of growth that 

identifies in advance the necessary adaptations regarding resources, etc. A similar finding is discussed 

in the chapter on internationalisation. 

The IEP team could see that the university collects massive amounts of data in all fields of activities 

and uses measurable indicators. On the one hand, the comprehensive approach to collecting relevant 

data facilitates the creation of an empirical basis for informed decision-making. On the other hand, 

the evaluation team found that the source data — mainly feedback questionnaires for students, staff 

and external stakeholders — does not create an appropriate basis for making informed decisions. First 

of all, perception of and satisfaction with certain items are without doubt relevant, but they should 

not be the only basis for defining strengths, etc.: information on the achievement of defined goals 

should also be considered as important. For example, even if the university is rated favourably for its 

“high level of expertise among teaching staff” according to the feedback item, it might still miss set 

goals regarding the level of qualifications. Furthermore, the evaluation team considers reliance on 

feedback surveys to be a huge risk for the reliability of the SWOT analysis because of low response 

rates. During the site visit, the team learnt that response rates for student feedback surveys are 

around 10%. In various meetings, the team realised that the views on this problem were inconsistent 

and included statements to suggest that this was no problem at all on the one hand, and the warning 

that strengths or weaknesses might exist only as perceptions of students on the other hand. The 

evaluation team believes there to be a risk that the latter is true and that it is hence questionable that 

this approach creates a sound basis for drawing conclusions. The issue of low response rates is further 

discussed in the chapter on quality culture. 

The method of collecting information is not just a problem for the reliability of the SWOT analysis. The 

evaluation team also found that by using large numbers of indicators without focus and without 

weighting, the SWOT analysis looks more like a monitoring report than a tool giving information for 

strategic direction in the future. The process of drafting a new strategy with the identification of 

strategic priorities, measures and indicators might pave the way for adapting the approach to 

conducting the SWOT analysis by creating a close link with strategic priorities. In this context, the IEP 

wishes to reiterate a shortcoming highlighted in the previous evaluation, which was in the consistency 

of indicators used for SWOT and indicators used for the Long-term Plan. In the draft Long-term Plan 

2027–2032, this situation continues. Because the plan is still at an early stage, the team suggests that 

PEU considers unifying the indicators used in these two areas.  

2.2 Governance 

The governance structure of PEU, being largely determined by legislation, has changed substantially 

in terms of the link between faculty level and central level through the abolition of the Senates and 

Scientific Councils at faculty level and the transfer of responsibilities to the Senate and the Scientific 

Council at central university level following relevant legal changes. Apart from this, no major changes 

have occurred; the Board of Trustees is the supreme governing and decision-making body; the 

university director is the statutory body of the university, and the rector is the chief academic officer 

who is responsible for implementation of all academic activities. What is new is that the rector is 

supported by three instead of two vice-rectors, with the position of vice-rector for external relations 

being established only in 2024. At faculty level, the role of the deans and vice-deans has not changed. 
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One characteristic of the governance structure, as highlighted in the previous evaluation, is the 

division of academic responsibilities between the Senate, the Quality Council and the Scientific 

Council. Although all are involved in academic matters, the division of responsibilities among these 

three governance bodies is clearly defined without overlap. While the Quality Council plays a central 

role in decision-making in all matters regarding learning and teaching, namely the approval of study 

programmes and their revision and the approval of quality assurance results, the Scientific Council’s 

remit includes recruitment of professors and the internal evaluation of research. Finally, the 

responsibilities of the Academic Senate are focused on approval of academic regulations and strategic 

planning. 

At the time of the previous evaluation, this structure had been established only one year previously 

and was still relatively new. Hence, IEP could not find out which body had the leading role in 

developing the strategic direction of the university and recommended strengthening strategic 

leadership. 

Three years later the team, after meetings with university management, members of the three 

governance bodies and faculty management, concluded that although the governance structure has 

been in place for four years, there was no mutual understanding of the roles of the governance bodies. 

Interviews revealed differing interpretations of the roles of these bodies among various stakeholders. 

This applied mainly to the Senate, which was considered the “parliament” with developmental 

responsibilities, the main “controlling body” or merely an “advisory” body, or the key body for all 

academic issues. Furthermore, inconsistent views were expressed regarding the location of the driving 

force for strategic developments and academic initiatives in the position of the rector, the Senate or 

the Quality Council. What was clear to the IEP evaluation team, however, was that the three academic 

governance bodies — Senate, Quality Council and Scientific Council — made a very limited 

contribution to the strategic discussions at the time of the site visit. Discussions with members about 

the bodies’ activities confirmed that beyond the legally determined functions, all three bodies could 

play a significant role in the discussion and development of the next strategic plan because of their 

key responsibilities in academic matters. In conclusion, at the time of the follow-up evaluation there 

was still a lack of clarity on who is supposed to drive strategic developments and discussions. 

A characteristic of the management that should be noted is the significant role of the vice-rectors in 

the management of the university. Because of the principle of PEU to give a high level of autonomy 

and influence to the faculties, close collaboration between the deans and vice-deans and the vice-

rectors is of utmost importance when it comes to planning and implementing study programmes and 

research activities; here, the vice-rectors are the interface between the central level and the faculties 

when it comes to coordinating and supporting the implementation of university policies.  

Various meetings during the site visit confirmed a close collaboration and direct dialogue between 

management, namely the rector and the Board of Trustees, and the various governance bodies and 

faculty management. The collaboration and communication between (vice-)rectors and (vice-)deans 

are close and — as the parties involved confirmed — effective. Meetings take place frequently and 

are mostly ad hoc. This direct oral component of collaboration was emphasised by the previous IEP 

team as a typical feature of the university and one that is not uncommon in institutions of this size. 

Although this has not changed, the IEP team learnt during the site visit that communication between 

the central level and the faculties has changed in so far as reporting processes have been formalised, 

which has enhanced the flow of information, and that many regulations of the faculties have been 

harmonised, which was considered an important step in enhancing the collaboration of the two 

management levels. The IEP team considers this important progress.  
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The IEP team also followed up on the topic of student involvement in university governance. Students 

are represented in all governance bodies except the Board of Trustees; worth noting is the level of 

representation in the Senate, with 10 students out of a total of 27 members. During the site visit, the 

IEP evaluation team heard that the student voice is heard and valued at PEU, and students 

demonstrated a high level of satisfaction, especially with the culture of open and direct 

communication with staff and management.  

However, a recurring theme during the site visit was the challenge of involving students in a more 

systematic way. The low response rates of feedback surveys have already been mentioned. 

Furthermore, the panel noted that compared with the central level, there is a certain 

underrepresentation of students at faculty level, and this creates a gap. PEU does not have a student 

association that could step in as the (not legally provided for) student representative body. This makes 

the student representatives in the Senate an important channel for raising the voice of students; 

however, the Senate’s remit does not include relevant topics such as learning and teaching. 

Furthermore, reliance on informal communication between management excludes students. As 

further discussed in detail in the chapter on quality culture, the university is still on its way to 

identifying means to collect students’ opinions in a more formal way other than feedback surveys. 

Taking these aspects together, the evaluation team concluded that the entire system of student 

representation is not advanced enough to guarantee systematic involvement in decision-making at all 

levels.  

The IEP team met with the heads of administrative units, who demonstrated a high level of 

commitment. The university is to be commended for a high level of satisfaction among the 

administrative staff with the working conditions in general. At the same time, the panel wishes to 

draw PEU’s attention to the relevance of staff development, especially because of PEU’s ambition to 

become an internationally successful and recognised university. English language skills and other 

professional upskilling is pertinent and cannot be replaced by inconsistent handling of staff members’ 

wishes to attend academic university courses. 

The IEP evaluation team concluded that some progress is under way regarding strategic planning with 

a better combination of strategic goals and KPIs. At the same time, consistency between sets of 

indicators used in strategic planning and in internal quality assurance (IQA) is still missing. 

Furthermore, the approach to use very long lists of indicators prevents these from giving strategic 

direction. 

Recommendations: 

• Academic governance bodies (Senate, Quality Council and Scientific Council) should 

develop a stronger strategic role and a better mutual understanding of the 

governance bodies’ roles. 

• Strengthen a comprehensive student representation system. 

• Focus on some indicators that give strategic direction in the Long-term Plan. 

• Further growth should follow strategic decisions. 
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3. Quality culture 

The structures and instruments of PEU’s IQA system have not changed substantially since the 2023 

IEP evaluation. This means that the three main instruments are still a detailed policy for designing, 

approving and revising study programmes, as well as the annual review; questionnaires to collect 

feedback from students and staff; and finally, regulations concerning the evaluation of research and 

scientific activities. The policy for designing study programmes contains all features required by the 

Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area and assures 

the involvement of different groups of stakeholders. The university must present information and 

findings in an annual report to the Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport, and this is also 

published on PEU’s website. 

However, the framework conditions have changed, with a substantial impact on IQA. Shortly before 

the previous evaluation, a new legal act established the Quality Council as the highest decision-making 

body as far as development of programmes and IQA results are concerned. Furthermore, more 

emphasis was placed on IQA at universities, giving them more autonomy in academic questions of 

adapting study programmes if they could prove the effectiveness of the IQA system. For PEU this 

happened in autumn 2025 when the university’s IQA system was certified by the national 

accreditation authority. Against this backdrop, the IEP team of the follow-up evaluation sought to 

ascertain mainly what progress had been made on the findings and recommendations, and what 

impact the previously mentioned legal changes and certification of the IQA system had had. A key area 

in the previous evaluation was also the involvement of students in IQA, especially how the students’ 

voice was heard at PEU.  

The IEP evaluation team discussed quality assurance and enhancement arrangements in various 

meetings during the site visit and concluded that the members of the university continue to take 

quality assurance and enhancement seriously. The team also learnt that the self-evaluation in 

preparation for this review was organised by a highly engaged team that included relevant 

stakeholders in the process. The site visit revealed that in general the IQA system is accepted by the 

faculties, and the team heard that it produced evidence through the first cycle of internal reviews, 

which the team considered major progress compared with the previous evaluation because at that 

time the system was still in its infancy. One example that was presented is the merger of two 

bachelor’s programmes in the Faculty of Psychology that resulted from the review of these 

programmes, which had revealed an inefficient overlap. 

At the same time, the IEP evaluation team found that in many respects the situation had not changed 

substantially. This has a positive aspect, because the team could confirm that one of PEU’s strengths 

continues to exist, namely the effectiveness of informal communication between students and 

teaching staff in matters related to the quality of learning and teaching. The openness of teaching staff 

to critical feedback and especially their willingness to improve the quality of teaching where necessary 

continue to be highly appreciated by students, who were generally positive about an open-door 

culture that creates very low thresholds for giving direct and informal feedback to teaching staff. 

Students presented the example of action that was taken after complaints were made about the 

didactic approach of a teacher. 

The team acknowledges the value of this informal approach, which was considered by various internal 

stakeholders to be an important — or even the most important — aspect of IQA. At the same time, 

the IEP team reiterates the downsides of this approach, namely the risk that the quality assurance 

system is dominated by a reactive approach to rectifying individual problems rather than a systematic 

proactive approach to analysing the quality of learning and teaching more comprehensively.  
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However, the absence of change also had a negative aspect. The IEP evaluation team found little 

progress regarding the implementation of the recommendations made in the previous evaluation. 

This is the case for the recommendation on considering other feedback tools (focus groups, student 

panels) and building trust in confidentiality and the effectiveness of feedback tools. PEU 

representatives explained that they were in the phase of developing and testing an application that 

will support the sharing of information between management and students, and between students 

themselves, and will also streamline communication between students and management. The team 

acknowledges this development as a step that might enhance information about follow-up activities, 

as recommended in the previous evaluation. However, the panel concluded that this app would not 

change the reliance on feedback questionnaires and the problem of low response rates. As already 

discussed in the chapter on governance, feedback questionnaires play a crucial role in systematically 

collecting feedback from students (and staff). Because of the low response rates of around 10%, the 

student feedback surveys are not a reliable source of information for the IQA system. During the site 

visit, the panel heard that this problem was widely acknowledged; however, many interviewees did 

not in any case attribute great relevance to feedback surveys for initiating change and took this as an 

unchangeable phenomenon, and partly a cultural or generational phenomenon that students 

(individuals of that age cohort) simply do not like questionnaires. At the same time, the panel heard 

that an alleged concern regarding confidentiality persists. 

The IEP evaluation team accepts that questionnaires might not be the most effective instrument to 

collect feedback from students. At the same time, the team believes that since PEU continues to use 

this instrument — especially because of its use as a core source of information — it is vital that 

measures are taken to enhance response rates to make questionnaires a reliable tool for collecting 

empirical evidence of quality in learning and teaching. Furthermore, there is a risk of inconsistency 

between informal direct feedback and systematic feedback. The team emphasises that it does not 

advocate for feedback questionnaires as the best instrument, but if the university chooses to use 

them, they should be properly implemented. 

As far as student involvement is concerned, the team heard in various meetings that involving students 

and communicating with students in a formal way was still a big issue that had not changed since the 

previous evaluation. It was explained that student representatives of courses have meetings with the 

student representatives of the Academic Senate. However, during the site visit this opportunity turned 

out to be neither widely known nor considered important. Furthermore, such discussions — although 

without doubt important for the students for channelling their views to the Academic Senate, because 

they do not have formal student representation — cannot replace the systematic involvement of 

students in IQA. 

Regarding the changes in the legal framework, which were still new at the time of the previous 

evaluation, the IEP evaluation team observed a certain vagueness in the description or interpretation 

of the Quality Council’s role, as already mentioned in the chapter on governance. In legal terms the 

role is clear, but little information could be collected about activities during the site visit, apart from 

the council’s role in approving study programmes or changes in these. A leading role of this council in 

pushing forward IQA and quality enhancement in general, in addressing shortcomings of the system, 

and in providing the university with institutional learning from IQA was not visible to the team. This 

last point in particular was surprising because evidence of outcomes of the quality system that 

informed improvements was missing. 

As far as the impact of the higher level of autonomy based on a certified IQA system is concerned, the 

team acknowledges that this is yet to be seen because the certification happened only in autumn 

2025. This topic is further addressed in detail in the chapter on learning and teaching. However, this 



 

12 
 

moment could also be used as an opportunity to review whether the current system is fit to support 

the higher level of autonomy. PEU might wish to benchmark its quality assurance system against those 

of other universities, something that might also help progress in the field of collecting feedback and 

involving students more effectively.  

The IEP evaluation team concluded that some progress could be observed regarding internal 

communication. The continuing high level of appreciation by students of the willingness of teaching 

staff to listen to students and to adapt if necessary is an important achievement. At the same time, 

there has been little progress in finding reliable ways to collect systematic feedback from students and 

to better involve students. 

 

Recommendations: 

• Continue implementing previous recommendations, especially strengthening 

student engagement.  

• Use benchmarking to enhance the quality system.  

• Diversify tools in IQA and integrate them into a useful and effective system that 

provides the basis for informed decisions.  
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4. Learning and teaching 

The 2023 IEP evaluation led to a generally positive evaluation in the field of learning and teaching, 

with two recommendations: to develop and institutionalise cross-disciplinarity between faculties, and 

to try to implement more innovative didactic methods, the latter with a focus on institutional 

approaches or policies. 

The portfolio of study programmes has not changed and includes undergraduate and graduate study 

programmes and PhD programmes at the five faculties, the latter not at the Faculty of Informatics. In 

the self-evaluation report, no substantial changes regarding policies in learning and teaching were 

reported. 

During the follow-up evaluation the IEP evaluation panel could confirm that integration of theoretical 

and practical learning and the so-called individual approach continue to be two main features of PEU’s 

approach to learning and teaching. Students, teachers and employers consistently highlighted the 

integration of theoretical and practical learning through internships and courses taught by 

practitioners as a particular strength of PEU’s study programmes; as many students confirmed, this is 

also clearly a competitive advantage of PEU as far as employability is concerned. Furthermore, the 

integration of theoretical and practical learning is apparent in the close collaboration with 

practitioners in teaching and in reviewing and revising study programmes; this was emphasised by 

practitioners as a specific feature of PEU. Regarding the individual approach, students and teachers 

emphasised the importance of direct and often informal communication facilitated by an open-door 

policy for addressing any relevant topics, regarding not only learning in individual courses but also the 

choice of courses, learning support or personal and academic problems. During the site visit the IEP 

team recognised that the teaching staff are highly motivated to maintain such good personal 

communication and to generally maintain the high quality of the learning and teaching process.  

Nonetheless, the team wishes to reiterate the caution that not all the practices of the individual 

approach might be sustainable because of the trajectory of growth: 38% more students and 46% more 

academic staff compared with 2023 creates a different situation as far as internal communication is 

concerned. Growing numbers mean growing complexity of communication and the risk of losing the 

advantages of direct communication. Because PEU aspires to grow further, preparations need to be 

made. The visit to the Faculty of Psychology in particular demonstrated that rapidly growing student 

numbers pose a substantial challenge for this type of communication and collaboration. This is one 

practical example of the challenges mentioned in the chapter on governance, for which the university 

needs to prepare when growing further.  

Regarding the organisation of the learning and teaching, the IEP team learnt that PEU had successfully 

strengthened its efforts to offer part-time students suitable course schedules and that the university 

is able to cater seamlessly for both part-time and full-time students. 

At the same time, the IEP evaluation team could see little progress when evaluating the follow-up 

activities undertaken regarding the recommendations to develop and institutionalise cross-

disciplinarity between faculties and to implement more innovative didactic methods. Regarding 

institutionalised cross-disciplinarity, the team heard that teachers also teach in study programmes at 

other faculties and that students can, on request, choose electives from other study programmes. 

However, both of these arrangements had already been reported during the previous evaluation. In 

its self-evaluation report, PEU explained that the two recommendations could not be implemented 

because the university gained the necessary level of autonomy only in autumn 2025 through the 
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certification of the IQA system. The same applies to offering more English study programmes and 

courses, which is discussed further in the chapter on internationalisation.  

The IEP team took note of this explanation. However, regarding using more innovative didactic 

methods, the explanation is not convincing because there is room for manoeuvre that stops short of 

endangering the accreditation status. This is especially relevant because the IEP team heard during 

the site visit that the implementation of innovative teaching methods depends mostly on the 

individual initiative of teachers, which was criticised by students despite their general satisfaction with 

the teachers. Regarding fostering cross-disciplinarity in the study programmes and in general 

regarding review of existing study programmes, the IEP team could not see that any initiatives had 

been prepared before the certification of the IQA system, or started afterwards. Instead, the panel 

heard that the Quality Council is considering discussing with the deans the revision of study 

programmes at some point in the future. As is also discussed in the chapter on internationalisation 

and the recommendation to strengthen English as teaching language, the IEP evaluation team 

considers the higher level of autonomy gained in 2025 in questions of designing study programmes a 

major development and calls upon the university to make use of the autonomy gained, not only to 

implement the recommendations of the previous evaluation — namely to develop and institutionalise 

cross-disciplinarity between faculties and to try to implement more innovative didactic methods — 

but also to assess what impact this development will have on the IQA system. The IEP team wants to 

emphasise the relevance of this recommendation because during the site visit it heard multiple times 

that study programmes needed modernisation. The programmes in Psychology, apart from the 

merger of two programmes, had not been revised since their inception 14 years ago (!), in recent times 

because the faculty was overburdened with the rise in student numbers. The IEP noted that the 

modernisation of study programmes was mentioned in the draft Long-term Plan 2027–2032, with a 

substantial milestone as early as 2027.  

Linked to the topic of innovative didactic methods are the relevant competences of the teaching staff. 

In a time of rapid change in learning and teaching — especially, but not only, induced by the 

digitalisation of the learning and teaching processes and not least by the disruptive impact of artificial 

intelligence (AI) — the professional development of teaching staff is essential for developing didactic 

skills and competences in general. The evaluation team learnt that staff development for teachers 

does not follow a systematic policy but seems to be rather on an individual basis, and collegial. This 

also applies to the induction of new teaching staff; the IEP team considered it a matter of concern that 

not even PhD students who are involved in teaching — which is commendable in general — receive 

proper induction and training.  

Regarding student support, the IEP evaluation team could confirm the outcomes of the previous 

evaluation. Students appreciated the accessibility and responsiveness of the relevant administrative 

units, and the IEP team recognised the level of engagement of administrative staff. At the same time, 

the panel identified an uneven level of information about student support instruments and policies at 

bachelor’s, master’s and PhD levels. Especially at the master’s and PhD levels, induction to the learning 

journey and to life at the university in general seemed to be underdeveloped and not implemented 

systematically. Also in this field it should be kept in mind that growing student numbers will result in 

a growing need for systematic approaches.  

IEP acknowledged the university’s investments in a good learning environment, which included not 

only necessary equipment but also facilities for students to socialise outside classes. At the same time, 

the team found student social life to be underdeveloped. Student clubs and extracurricular activities 

were clearly not a priority for the university. The IEP team considered this a missed opportunity 
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because of the high level of identification of students with the university and the generally high level 

of satisfaction.  

The IEP evaluation team concluded that little progress could be observed in learning and teaching, 

partly because the university gained more autonomy in academic matters only in autumn 2025. 

However, concrete plans to use this autonomy were not visible. Especially in learning and teaching, 

the recent and future growth of the university demonstrated how important it is to reconsider existing 

policies and approaches regarding internal communication and staff development in order to cope 

with growth.  

Recommendations: 

• Use the autonomy gained to implement the previous recommendations. 

• Cross-disciplinarity should also be supported in curricula where appropriate. 

• Implement a more systematic (teaching) staff development policy. 

• Ensure systematic induction and information regarding student support at all levels. 
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5. Research 

The IEP evaluation team noted that considerable progress had been made on some of the 

recommendations of the 2023 IEP evaluation regarding research, whereas others were still at an early 

stage of implementation and work in progress.  

Considerable progress had been made regarding the organisational framework of research, namely 

through the establishment of the Doctoral School and the Centre for Research and Development. The 

general aim of the Doctoral School is to support the scientific, research and cross-disciplinary skills of 

doctoral students and to develop the multidisciplinarity and transversality of doctoral research. The 

school, although established only recently, has already started offering courses to support and 

develop the soft skills and transferable competences of doctoral students, building their pedagogical-

didactic, presentation and methodological skills. PEU representatives emphasised that special 

attention is paid to the topics of academic integrity and ethics, especially the use of AI in research. At 

the time of the site visit, PEU had 65 PhD students, and the IEP team learnt that only with another 

legal change coming into effect in September 2026 will the university be allowed to offer joint courses 

for all PhD programmes at the Doctoral School. 

The IEP evaluation team found that the establishment of the Centre for Research and Development 

has huge potential to enhance the strategic orientation and framework conditions for research at the 

university. The centre’s main tasks are to coordinate research activities and to provide methodological 

support for the research activities of the faculties. The panel considers the priorities of the centre — 

namely identifying opportunities for the implementation of multidisciplinary research, supporting the 

creation of multidisciplinary research teams, and fostering international research partnerships — an 

important orientation that will help to strengthen research at the university, and in particular help to 

give more strategic direction. The team considers this also an important contribution to implementing 

one of the recommendations of the previous evaluation, namely to strategically develop research 

areas in terms of international partnerships and funding opportunities. 

As the panel heard during the site visit, the centre, established in 2024 and led by the vice-rector for 

research, is still in its infancy. However, its foci on supporting the quality of publications and on 

supporting grant applications are promising. Furthermore, the fact that one member of staff is 

responsible for project financial administration will support the successful implementation of research 

projects. The team was surprised that the centre was not mentioned by PEU in its self-evaluation 

report.  

The IEP evaluation team acknowledged that the Doctoral School and the Centre for Research and 

Development organise events, workshops and seminars addressing soft skills (lectures on 

mindfulness, interactive art and professional event paths to self, events focused on self-discovery and 

identifying the sources and strengths of one’s own personality), transferable skills (workshops on AI 

and academic integrity) and methodological skills (seminars on advanced statistical methods in the 

social sciences). However, the team believes that the area of methodological skills in particular could 

be developed further by including academic writing and broadening the topic of professional ethics.  

Regarding institutionalising cross-disciplinarity at the university, both organisations have the potential 

to give this idea a push. However, apart from a joint research project in augmented reality, the panel 

did not hear about other such projects. Nevertheless, during the site visit the team learnt that the 

Doctoral School already motivates PhD students to look beyond their own field of study and to learn 

from other disciplines. 
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In total, both organisations are still too young for a proper impact analysis to be conducted. However, 

the IEP evaluation considered their establishment and the first activities to be positive and important 

steps for a substantial improvement of PEU’s institutional support for research and research output. 

Against this backdrop, the IEP team was surprised that PEU neither presented the Centre for Research 

and Development in its self-evaluation report nor emphasised its relevance proactively during the site 

visit. 

The IEP team acknowledged progress regarding implementation of the recommendation to take steps 

to apply for the HRS4R (Human Resources Strategy for Researchers) label. The team agreed with the 

management that obtaining this label takes quite some time but was positive about the first steps that 

had already been taken, including the implementation of a Gender Equality Plan. 

At the same time the IEP evaluation team concluded that the strategic orientation in PEU’s research 

activities in particular still need strengthening. The recommendation of the previous evaluation to 

develop research areas in terms of international partnerships and funding opportunities is still valid. 

The priorities of the centre are correct, but so far the results are not visible, and it will be appropriate 

to focus on this aspect in the current process of drafting the new strategy. In this regard the IEP 

evaluation team believes that the Scientific Council in particular should play an active role. Although 

dealing with research priorities, the council has not been involved in the discussion about the new 

strategy. Currently the priority areas for research follow the main research interests of the five 

faculties, while cross-disciplinary priorities at university level have not yet been implemented. The IEP 

evaluation team acknowledges that the choice of research topics is necessarily largely a bottom-up 

process that starts with the individual academic and the relevant profile of the faculty. However, if 

PEU wants to pursue its strategic priority of implementing cross-disciplinary research, the bottom-up 

component needs a strategic component and a long-term planning element that includes strategic 

recruitment, allocation of resources, etc. 

In general, the IEP evaluation team acknowledged positive development regarding the application for 

third-party funding and increased research output. With 47 grants and a volume of around 

EUR 420,000, PEU has taken a major step forward. The university was especially successful in securing 

government grants, which made up a constantly growing share of the total budget during the previous 

four years. Furthermore, the panel wants to highlight as a positive development that students have 

the opportunity to be involved in research. This is to be considered a good development in enriching 

students’ learning experience and attracting graduates to further studies at PhD level.  

Regarding the strategic choice of partnerships in research, the deeper involvement of the Faculty of 

Economics and Entrepreneurship in the European Centre for Business Research, a research centre 

jointly run by six universities or faculties from Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Poland, stands out; the 

panel encourages the university to continue its efforts to find this kind of collaboration for the other 

faculties and to continue to seek funding opportunities as reported, e.g. within the Marie Skłodowska-

Curie Actions doctoral network programme by the EU. The newly established Doctoral School might 

be a supportive measure for engaging in such a project. 

At the same time, the IEP evaluation panel emphasises that the aspirations in the field of research 

need financial resources. The financial support to pursue research — or rather, the lack of financial 

means — was discussed on various occasions during the site visit. The IEP team acknowledges that 

PEU faces significant challenges in the field of research funding because, as a private university, it is 

not eligible for most national research funding schemes. However, this must be taken as motivation 

to multiply efforts to secure financial means for research. Although some progress has been made 

regarding attracting third-party funds, the university should also take care of individual research that 
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might not always fit into international project applications. Hence, the university might wish to think 

about ways to establish its own research funds. This is particularly relevant because of the 

establishment of the Doctoral School and the fact that PEU has 65 PhD students, which is quite a high 

number compared to the total number of students. PhD students need a vibrant research 

environment and enough qualified supervisors, which makes progress in research activities a major 

priority for the university. The IEP evaluation team believes that the university is at a crossroads 

regarding research. To make the number of 65 PhD students a strength of PEU — a strength in terms 

of research output and qualified staff — and not to risk gaining a reputation for badly supported PhD 

students, the university has to use the momentum created by the newly established Doctoral School 

and the Centre for Research and Development and put research at the university on a stronger basis.  

The IEP evaluation team concluded that in the area of research, the most noteworthy progress could 

be observed. In particular, the establishment of the Doctoral School and the Centre for Research and 

Development paves the way for a stronger research framework at PEU. At the same time, substantial 

financial means are required to create a vibrant research environment, especially, but not only, for 

PhD students. Funding individual research outside grants remains a challenge. 

Recommendations: 

• Improve support to academic staff for pursuing research, especially through seed 

funding and grant-writing support. 

• Ensure that PhD students have a vibrant research environment and enough qualified 

supervisors. 

• Improve the dissemination of research achievements. 
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6. Service to society 

The previous evaluation team came to positive conclusions regarding service to society that can be 

summarised with the recommendation “Keep up good the work!”. The only recommendation for 

change addressed a better communication of the university’s activities in this area. 

The IEP follow-up evaluation team mainly explored whether new developments had occurred this field 
and concluded that the general approach had not changed. PEU explained that in principle, the 
activities continued, and highlighted the organisation of summer activities for disabled children as 
particularly important because these linked the services provided to the public with selected study 
programmes offered by PEU. Furthermore, the university for the third age, which was highlighted 
during the previous evaluation, continued. For the site visit the university chose to nominate mainly 
partners from industry for the discussion about outside partnerships and the third mission. Compared 
with the previous evaluation, this provided deeper insights into successful collaborations with 
partners from industry that benefitted both external partners, through links to research and 
development, use of facilities and attraction of interns, and the university, through attraction of part-
time teachers, provision of internship places and collaboration in the review of study programmes. A 
particular feature of this collaboration is a general openness on the part of PEU for outside partners 
to use the university’s facilities for research and development activities, as the team learnt during the 
meeting with outside partners. As just one example, the IEP team highlights the university’s media 
centre, which is offered and widely used for the production of public media programmes.  

The panel learnt during the site visit that the university’s activities in this area were more diverse and 

numerous than presented in the self-evaluation report. Even during the site visit, activities were 

mentioned merely in passing. The only activity presented with pride to the IEP panel was the use of 

the building at Campus Tomásikova 20 for art exhibitions. Other activities were hardly mentioned.  

As was the case during the previous evaluation, the IEP team believes that PEU should communicate 

these activities more proactively to the wider public, which would strengthen the university’s position 

in (local) society and would benefit its reputation. It was surprising that the information on the website 

is limited to items in the events calendar but does not systematically provide information about these 

activities.  

It was also surprising that PEU invited to the meeting with outside partners only those from industry 

and not those in the area of service to society. The discussion with the partners in attendance 

demonstrated the university’s openness beyond collaboration in learning and teaching through guest 

lectures, offers of internships, and collaboration in research and development. In particular, the 

openness for outside partners to use the university’s facilities for their own research activities and the 

use of the media labs for producing media were highly appreciated.  

Not surprisingly, the IEP team came to the same conclusions as the previous evaluation, namely that 

PEU should continue its work and especially promote the work better than before. In addition, the 

team saw immense potential in the high level of identification with the university of students, who 

might play the role of ambassadors of the university to the society in order to increase its visibility. 

The IEP evaluation team concluded that little had changed in the area of service to society. PEU 

continues to make a significant contribution to local society with a variety of activities. Its good 

collaboration with industry, other partners in the community and the municipality are assets of the 

university that are not promoted enough. 

Recommendations: 

• Keep up the good work! 
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• Be proud of it! 

• Communicate it! 

• Use students as ambassadors to increase visibility. 
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7. Internationalisation 

In the previous evaluation the IEP team found that PEU’s concept of internationalisation was focused 

primarily on mobility and that other aspects — namely what is often referred to as 

“internationalisation at home” and the university’s research activities — were underdeveloped; 

furthermore, an internationalisation strategy was lacking. During the follow-up evaluation the IEP 

team focused mainly on progress regarding the recommendations of the previous team and on 

general developments in the field of internationalisation. 

Student mobility, which is at the core of internationalisation in the current Long-term Plan, was also 

named as a main activity in the self-evaluation report. The IEP considers the numbers of 99 incoming 

and outgoing students in the Erasmus programme and 91 international students in the academic year 

2024–25 not a bad result, although it shows no clear improvement. The team acknowledges that the 

growing proportions of local part-time students create a challenge regarding raising the numbers of 

outgoing students. To support mobility, the university promotes mainly student exchange within the 

Erasmus+ programme and through bilateral agreements. The evaluation team noted that PEU has 

signed new cooperation agreements with foreign universities, such as those in Slovenia and Bosnia 

and Herzegovina, and continues efforts to establish new cooperation with universities in the 

transatlantic region and Asia. At the time of the evaluation, around 150 Erasmus partnerships were 

active. Student exchange within the Erasmus+ programme is managed and supported by a dedicated 

and very engaged Erasmus office. 

Compared to student exchange, staff mobility is still at a very low level, as the IEP team learnt during 

the site visit. Teaching staff explained that outgoing mobility is difficult to organise. However, the 

presence of 5 to 10 foreign teaching staff is to be considered an achievement. 

As mentioned in the chapter on research, PEU received project funding through the Erasmus+ funding 

scheme which, after a dip in 2023–24, continued the generally positive development of the past five 

years. PEU continues to make effective use of different action lines of Erasmus+. 

To support internationalisation within the institution, PEU became a member of a consortium focused 

on internationalisation in the administrative and managerial processes of universities in the European 

countries of Spain and Slovakia and in Latin American countries, specifically Colombia and Costa Rica; 

this is supposed to help the understanding of internationalisation as a management and 

administrative task from a more holistic perspective. 

The IEP evaluation team acknowledged these achievements. At the same time the team identified 

room for improvement, especially when taking into consideration that “internationalisation is a critical 

condition for quality and competitiveness”, as stated in PEU’s self-evaluation report.  

Although the Department for International Cooperation, and especially the Erasmus office, 

demonstrated engagement in support for and administration of student exchange, the team 

emphasises that regarding some of the recommendations, little progress could be observed. This 

applies especially to “internationalisation at home”, which the IEP team believes is a core area for 

supporting success in internationalisation. During the site visit the team found many aspects that are 

still underdeveloped, such as language courses for incoming students and teachers, and general 

support for incoming students. Regarding incoming students, the IEP team was astonished that 

bringing Erasmus students and local students together through dedicated activities, clubs or similar 

initiatives seemed to be an idea that had never been considered. A good policy to support the 

immersion of Erasmus students in the local university community would be a success factor in terms 
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of attracting more students. The same applies to foreign teachers who, as the IEP team learnt, do not 

receive language support and do not have dedicated opportunities to socialise with other foreign 

teachers and/or the university community. 

Little progress could be observed regarding the provision of opportunities for staff, not least 

administrative staff, to enhance their foreign language skills, although staff clearly showed an interest 

in such offers. 

One group of staff is to be highlighted in this context, namely PhD students. Growing numbers of PhD 

students, as early-career researchers, require specific attention in the form of opportunities to build 

international networks. The IEP team found it concerning that PhD students did not even know about 

mobility schemes such as EURAXESS. 

Regarding one major recommendation from the previous evaluation, namely to offer more courses 

and programmes in English, PEU referred to the same problem as it faces with more cross-disciplinary 

aspects and more innovative didactics: only in autumn 2025 did PEU gain autonomy to do so after 

certification of the IQA system. The IEP evaluation team noted this also in relation to English-taught 

programmes and observed in this respect that there seemed to be no preparation for the autonomy 

gained and no concrete plans yet to move in this direction.  

Taking all these findings together, the IEP evaluation team wishes to emphasise that there is not just 

general room for improvement: improvements regarding internationalisation at home, especially 

regarding support to international students and international teachers, but also regarding preparation 

of administrative staff, are a precondition for managing larger numbers of international students and 

staff. The IEP team tried to ascertain what challenges interviewees anticipated if the university were 

to achieve its ambitious goals in internationalisation. In general, the panel found little understanding 

that success in internationalisation would bring greater challenges regarding the successful 

integration of international students and staff into the academic community and generally greater 

challenges in preparing staff for this situation. This conclusion is similar to that regarding a missing 

strategy for growth, as mentioned in the chapters on governance and on learning and teaching. 

This links back to a finding in the previous evaluation, namely a certain lack of precision in the strategic 

orientation regarding internationalisation. During the site visit, IEP could not identify clear guidance 

that the university uses for target countries or regions. This became especially clear in the rather vague 

ideas about the relevance of internationalisation in a regional context. The team believes that the 

European Centre for Business Research is a good example of the potential that might lie in closer 

collaborations with neighbouring countries. In terms of mobilities, linguistic links with the Czech and 

Polish languages (the languages of those countries where partners of the centre are located) might 

lower the thresholds, and common political and economic framework conditions in Central Europe 

might provide common grounds for collaboration. One anchor of a regional focus in 

internationalisation could be the “twin” institution the Pan-European University in Prague. The IEP 

evaluation team does not recommend a shift of focus from wider international target countries and 

regions to the neighbouring countries, but invites the university to consider regional 

internationalisation as a relevant pillar of internationalisation activities that could be addressed 

strategically.  

During the site visit the IEP team observed that the university could do better in promoting its 

distinctive features. Without having analysed in detail its marketing material, the team found that the 

information given on the English version of the website, which focuses on the programmes offered in 

English, is rather limited and does not do justice to the attractiveness of the university. 
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The IEP team concluded that little progress has been made in the field of internationalisation. The 

team wants to emphasise especially that internationalisation at home is a goal of particular relevance. 

At the moment the team could identify shortcomings. These shortcomings become even more of an 

issue when taking into consideration the future growth plans of the university. Regarding the strategic 

priorities, the team concluded that there is a certain lack of explicitness and suggests taking into 

consideration the potential of internationalisation in the regional context. 

 

Recommendations 

• Support internationalisation at home (buddy programme combining 

national/international students, international student clubs, language programmes, 

campus activities to mix national/international students, use international staff, 

etc.).  

• Spread information about EURAXESS to PhD students. 

• Ensure recognition in Erasmus mobilities. 

• Strengthen both regional and global internationalisation. 

• Make use of the potential that lies in having a “twin” university. 

• Increase the visibility of the university and promote its distinctive features. 
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8. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the IEP evaluation team confirms that there have been noticeable positive 

developments at PEU since the previous evaluation in 2023 across a range of areas, especially 

in the field of research. Areas of progress are highlighted in this report, but there are others 

as well. There are also areas where progress is only just beginning but is not yet visible, and 

where challenges remain. 

The IEP team would like to emphasise that in particular the higher level of autonomy gained 

through the certification of the IQA system and the establishment of the Doctoral School and 

the Centre of Research and Development offer opportunities for substantial progress in the 

future.  

From the perspective of the IEP evaluation team, the following are the priority areas where 

there is still most need for improvement.  

Strategic indicators should be aligned with indicators used in the IQA in order to link planning 

and quality assurance better. Linked to this is a better choice of strategically relevant 

indicators as opposed to long lists of broad indicators. 

The new Long-term Plan 2027–2032 should include orientation regarding future growth of 

the university. (Potential) problems resulting from unplanned or accidental growth were 

recurrent themes during the site visit. 

This links back to internal communication and the individual approach. The university is on 

the right track, but more systematic collection of feedback and utilisation of views of internal 

stakeholders, notably students, is vital for a rapidly growing institution. 

 

Summary of the recommendations 

Governance and institutional decision-making: 

• Academic governance bodies (Senate, Quality Council and Scientific Council) should 

develop a stronger strategic role and a better mutual understanding of the 

governance bodies’ roles. 

• Strengthen a comprehensive student representation system. 

• Focus on some indicators that give strategic direction in the Long-term Plan. 

• Further growth should follow strategic decisions. 

Quality culture: 

• Continue implementing previous recommendations, especially strengthening 

student engagement.  
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• Use benchmarking to enhance the quality system.  

• Diversify tools in IQA and integrate them into a useful and effective system that 

provides the basis for informed decisions.  

Learning and teaching: 

• Use the autonomy gained to implement the previous recommendations. 

• Cross-disciplinarity should be supported in curricula where appropriate. 

• Implement a more systematic (teaching) staff development policy. 

• Ensure systematic induction and information regarding student support at all levels. 

Research: 

• Improve support to academic staff for pursuing research especially through seed 

funding and grant-writing support. 

• Ensure that PhD students have a vibrant research environment and enough qualified 

supervisors. 

• Improve the dissemination of research achievements. 

Service to society: 

• Keep up the good work! 

• Be proud of it! 

• Communicate it! 

• Use students as ambassadors to increase visibility. 

Internationalisation: 

• Support internationalisation at home (buddy programme combining 

national/international students, international student clubs, language programmes, 

campus activities to mix national/international students, use international staff, 

etc.).  

• Spread information about EURAXESS to PhD students. 

• Ensure recognition in Erasmus mobilities. 

• Strengthen both regional and global internationalisation. 

• Make use of the potential that lies in having a “twin” university. 

• Increase the visibility of the university and promote its distinctive features. 

 


