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Journal of International Higher Education (Guoji
Gaodeng Jiaoyu) is an online journal with an aim of play-
ing the role of bridge between Chinese and international
higher education communities. It consists of 4 issues each
year translated from the “International Higher Education”
published by the Boston College Center for International
Higher Education (http://www.bc.edu/bc_org/avp/soe/cihe/)
in USA and up to 6 issues each year focusing on selected
topics of both Chinese and international interests, such as
world-class universities, university ranking, graduate ed-
ucation, and migration of academic talents.

Each issue translated from the International Higher
Education by Boston College contains more than a dozen
of short articles covering major aspects and trends of in-
ternational higher education and new publications. Each
issue focusing on selected topics of higher education con-
tains original studies, preliminary reports, review papers,
letter to the editor, book reviews, and up-to-date infor-
mation on activities and opportunities on the selected top-
ics in China and around the world. The issues focusing on
selected topics will be translated into English and pub-
lished online at http://gse.sjtu.edu.cn/en/.
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E-mail: ncliu@sjtu.edu.cn

Introduction

The development of world-class universities
has been a dream of the Chinese people for
generations. At the 100th anniversary of Peking
University in May 1998, the then president of
China declared that the country should have
several world-class universities—resulting in
the 985 Project, which is especially for building
world-class universities in China. In 1998,
Shanghai Jiao Tong University was selected by
the Chinese government to be among the first
group of nine universities in the 985 Project. At
that time, many top Chinese universities drew
up their strategic goals as to become
world-class universities, and most of them set
up a timetable. Shanghai Jiao Tong University
was no exception. As a professor and vice-dean
of the School of Chemistry and Chemical En-
gineering of the University, | was accidentally
involved in the strategic planning process of
building Shanghai Jiao Tong University into a
world-class university.

During the process, | asked myself many
guestions. What is the definition of a
world-class university? How many world-class
universities should there be globally? What are
the positions of top Chinese universities in the
world higher education system? How can top
Chinese universities reduce their gap with
world-class universities? In order to answer
these questions, we started to benchmark top
Chinese universities with world-class universi-
ties and eventually to rank the world universi-
ties.

From 1999 to 2001, Dr. Ying Cheng, two
other colleagues and | worked on the project of
benchmarking top Chinese universities with

146

four groups of US universities, from the very
top to ordinary research universities, according
to academic or research performance and based
on internationally comparable data. The main
conclusions included that top Chinese universi-
ties were estimated to be in the position of 200
to 300 in the world. The results of these com-
parisons and analyses were used in the strategic
planning process of Shanghai Jiao Tong Uni-
versity. Eventually, a consultation report was
written and provided to the Ministry of Educa-
tion of China.

The publication of the report resulted in
numerous positive comments, many of which
involved the possibility of making a real rank-
ing of world universities. During the time,
many friends from different parts of the world,
who visited us for other purposes, learned about
our study and encouraged us to do world rank-
ings. They reminded us that not only in China
but also universities, governments, and other
stakeholders in the rest of the world are inter-
ested in the ranking of world universities.
Therefore, | decided to undertake this project
and we spent another two years until the Aca-
demic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)
was first completed in early 2003. In June 2003,
the ARWU was published on our web site
(http://www.arwu.org).

Methodologies of ARWU

The ARWU uses six objective indicators to
rank world universities. The indicators and its
weights are the number of alumni winning No-
bel Prizes and Fields Medals (10%), number of
staff winning Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals
(20%), number of highly cited researchers se-
lected by Thomson Scientific (20%), number of
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articles published in journals of Nature and
Science (20%), number of articles indexed in
Science Citation Index—Expanded and Social
Sciences Citation Index (20%), and per capita
performance with respect to the size of an in-
stitution (10%).

We have scanned every institution that has
any Nobel Laureates, Fields Medals, Highly
Cited Researchers, or articles published in Na-
ture or Science. In addition, major universities
of every country with significant amount of
articles indexed by Science Citation In-
dex-Expanded (SCIE) and Social Science Cita-
tion Index (SSCI) are also included. In total,
more than 2,000 institutions have been scanned,
and about 1,200 institutions have actually been
ranked. A list of the top 500 institutions has
been published on the Web. Considering the
significance of differences in the total scale, the
ARWU results include groups of 50 institutions
in the range of 100 to 200 and groups of 100
institutions in the range of 200 to 500.

ARWU-FIELD & ARWU-SUBJECT

Ever since its publication, the ARWU has at-
tracted attention from all over the world. Nu-
merous requests have been received, asking us
to provide a ranking of world universities by
broad subject fields/schools/colleges and by
subject fields/programs/departments. We have
tried to respond to these requests.

In February 2007, the Academic Ranking
of World Universities by Broad Subject Fields

(ARWU-FIELD) was published on our web site.

The five broad subject fields include the natural
sciences and mathematics, life and agriculture
sciences, engineering/technology and computer
sciences, clinical medicine and pharmacy, and
the social sciences. Arts and humanities are not
ranked because of the technical difficulties in
finding internationally comparable indicators
with reliable data. Psychology and other
cross-disciplinary fields are not included in the
ARWU because of their interdisciplinary char-
acteristics. Similar to the ARWU, institutions
are ranked according to their academic or re-

search performance in each broad subject fields.
Besides the indicators used in ARWU, two new
indicators were introduced: (a) the percentage
of articles published in the top 20 percent jour-
nals of each broad subject field and, (b) the
research expenditures (for engineering ranking).
The list of top 100 universities in each broad
field was published.

In October 2009, the Academic Ranking
of World Universities by Subject Fields (AR-
WU-SUBJECT) was published, which ranks
institutions in five subject fields, including
Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, Computer
Sciences and Economics/Business. The list of
top 100 universities in each subject was pub-
lished.

Impact of ARWU

Although the initial purpose of ARWU was to
find the global standing of Chinese top univer-
sities, it has attracted a great deal of attention
from universities, governments and public me-
dia worldwide. A survey on higher education
published by The Economist in 2005 com-
mented ARWU as "the most widely used annu-
al ranking of the world's research universities".
Burton Bollag, a reporter at Chronicle of High-
er Education wrote that ARWU "is considered
the most influential international ranking".

One of the factors for the significant in-
fluence of ARWU is that its methodology is
globally sound and transparent. The EU Re-
search Headlines reported the ARWU work on
31st December 2003: "The universities were
carefully evaluated using several indicators of
research performance." Chancellor of Oxford
University, Chris Patten, said "the methodology
looks fairly solid ... it looks like a pretty good
stab at a fair comparison.” The ARWU and its
content have been widely cited and employed
as a starting point for identifying national
strengths and weaknesses as well as facilitating
reform and setting new initiatives. Martin En-
serink referred to ARWU and argued in his pa-
per published in Science that "France's poor
showing in the Shanghai ranking ... helped
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trigger a national debate about higher education
that resulted in a new law... giving universities
more freedom”.

Ongoing Efforts to Diversify the ARWU

The ARWU tried to rank research universities
in the world by their academic or research per-
formance based on internationally comparable
third-party data that everyone could check. No
subjective measures were taken. It was done
independently for our academic interests, with
potential applications in the strategic planning
of Chinese universities. Nevertheless, there are
still many methodological and technical prob-
lems.

Methodological problems involve the bal-
ance of research with teaching and service in
ranking indicators and weights—inclusion of
non-English publications, the selection of
awards, and the experience of award winners.
Technical problems exist in the definition and
name expression of institutions, data searching
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and cleanup of databases, and attribution of
publications to institutions and broad subject
fields. We have been working hard to study all
the above-mentioned problems and to improve
our ranking.

In addition to the field ranking and subject
ranking, we are surveying the possibilities of
providing more diversified ranking lists, partic-
ularly rankings based on different types of uni-
versities with different functions, disciplinary
characteristics, history, size, and budget, as well
as other topics. Furthermore, we have been do-
ing theoretical research on ranking in general,
seeking to contribute to the understanding of
ranking. We have also been actively participat-
ing in international societies and communities
related to ranking, such as the International
Ranking Expert Group (IREG)—International
Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excel-
lence (http://www.ireg-observatory.org).
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The New Methodology of THE’s World University Rankings

Phil Baty
Editor of the THE World University Rankings, and Deputy Editor of THE

E-mail: phil.baty@tsleducation.com

Times Higher Education (THE) magazine has
been publishing its World University Rankings
since 2004, and the annual tables have become
established as one of the key events in the in-
ternational higher education calendar.

Conceived primarily as a basic tool for
students to help inform their study choices, the
rankings are now commonly used by academic
faculty to help them select collaborative part-
ners or new employers and by university man-
agers to help set institutional strategies and to
benchmark institutional performance. As na-
tional economies are re-shaped for a
knowledge- and innovation-driven future, the
rankings are also used by governments and
policy makers to help shape or monitor national
higher education policy.

In November 2009, THE accepted that the
rankings it had been publishing, despite gaining
great prominence internationally, were not
suitable for the purposes for which they were
being used. Because the rankings had become
so influential, and because their reach had be-
come so wide, the magazine’s editors believed
they had an obligation to make them more rig-
orous, sophisticated, balanced and transparent.
As the international academic community was
taking the rankings more seriously than when
they were first conceived, the magazine’s rank-
ings needed to be more accountable to the aca-
demic community.

New Data Providers

In November 2009, THE has ended its six year
arrangement with the company QS, which sup-
plied the world rankings data between 2004 and
2009. From 2010 THE publishes the world
university rankings with a new methodology

and with all the data collected and analysed by
the global research information specialists,
Thomson Reuters.

The problems and concerns with the old
2004-2009 THE-QS methodology are well
documented. Of most concern was the so-called
“peer review” score of the old rankings. Some
40% of a university’s overall ranking score was
based on the results of a “peer review” exercise
—in fact a simple opinion survey of academics,
asking them which institutions they rated most
highly. Many object in principle to the use of
any subjective measures in rankings, arguing
that they reflect past, not current, performance,
they are based on stereotype or even ignorance,
and that a good or bad reputation may be
mindlessly replicated.

But we believe that reputation indicators
can provide useful context, capturing infor-
mation that simple quantitative data can’t. Rep-
utation is also crucial in the current, highly
competitive global higher education market-
place. But to be useful such opinion surveys
must be carried out very rigorously. The reputa-
tion survey carried out by our former ranking
data supplier QS attracted only a small number
of respondents. In 2009, about 3,500 people
provided their responses—a fraction of the
many millions of scholars throughout the world.
A total of 9,386 responses were used to compile
the 2009 world university rankings tables, be-
cause three years worth of survey data were
aggregated. In THE’s view, the sample was too
small, and the weighting given to this indicator
was too high.

Improved Reputation Survey

We have made major improvements to the rep-
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utation survey for 2010. Thomson Reuters hired
professional polling company Ipsos MediaCT
to carry out a new reputation survey, with a
clear brief to gather a higher number of re-
spondents from a respondent pool that truly
represents the international university commu-
nity—in terms of both geography and subject
mix.

Perhaps most significantly, the opinion
poll was sent only to invited participants, se-
lected to be properly representative of their
discipline and their region, and selected on the
basis of proven knowledge and experience in
their field. Most respondents were sourced
through Thomson Retuers’ bibliometric data-
bases to ensure that they have a record of re-
search publication. We refused to adopt a
“scatter gun”, mass mailing approach to collect
the responses. We rejected the idea of allowing
academics to volunteer to fill in the reputation
survey.

Thomson Reuters’ Academic Reputation
Survey was a resounding success. In just over
three months, during a single year, it achieved
13,388 responses. That is around four-times
more than anything ever collected in a single
year under our old THE-QS ranking system.
But it is not the size of the sample alone that is
important—the survey also met our demands
for a more representative sample. Some 30.2%
of all responses came from the Asia Pacific
region, compared to 38% from the Americas,
including South America, 28.3% from Europe
and 3.5% from Africa.

The responses also reflected the full
breadth of subject areas—with most responses
(22.8%) coming from the field of engineering
and technology. Some 20.5% of responses
came from the physical sciences, followed by
17.8% in life sciences and 17.8% in social sci-
ences. 15.3% came from the field of Clinical,
pre-clinical and health, while 5.8% came from
the arts and humanities. Statistical analysis is
applied to iron out any response biases. Some
6.5% of respondents said that their current role
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was in “senior institutional leadership”. The
most responses, 68.9%, described themselves
as “academic staff”, 14.9% as “research staff”.
Respondents had a high level of experience
working in the higher education sector with the
mean number of years self-reported at 17 years.
When asked to report their main activities in
their current role, 54% of respondents said they
spent most of their time on research, 31% said
teaching was their primary role and 12.6% re-
plied “administration/services” and 1.8% said
that they were not currently working.

For the first time in 2010, survey re-
spondents were asked to judge reputation in
both teaching and research—allowing the crea-
tion of the first ever indicator of teaching repu-
tation for the 2010 World University Rankings.
The survey questions were carefully prepared
to elicit meaningful responses and to make
clear what is being judged. Instead of a simple,
generic, "who is best,” the survey asked more
detailed questions designed to elicit more in-
formed and consistent answers, such as asking
respondents which institutions produce the best
graduate applicants, or where they might rec-
ommend their top undergraduates should apply
for the best graduate programmes.

In THE’s new ranking, the results of the
reputation survey makes up 34.5% of the over-
all ranking score. This represents a reduction to
the weighting given for reputation indicators
compared to the old THE-QS methodology,
despite dramatic improvements to the reputa-
tion survey.

Citations Data Normalized for Subject
Variation

The other serious concern raised about the old
THE-QS rankings was the way research excel-
lence was examined. Under the old system, QS
measured the number of times an academic's
published work was cited by his or her peers. In
an indicator worth 20% of the overall score, QS
took the total number of citations for all papers
published from an institution, and divided it by
the number of full-time equivalent staff at that
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institution. But this approach took no account
of the different citation practices, and very dif-
ferent citation volumes, between disciplines.
For example, the average citation rates by field
(from Thomson Reuters’ Essential Science In-
dicators database, 1 January 1998 to 31 October
2008) vary from just 3.06 in computer science
and 3.83 in engineering to 20.58 in Immunolo-
gy and 24.75 in molecular biology. QS’s failure
to normalize its citations data to reflect differ-
ent citations volumes in different subjects, had
the effect of disadvantaging institutions with
strengths in areas where citation rates are lower,
while boosting those institutions with strengths
in areas where citations rates are much higher.
This was unfair and misleading.

By working on the rankings for 2010 and
beyond with Thomson Reuters, which owns
citation databases covering 12,000 of the high-
est-impact journals and more than 110,000
conference proceedings, THE will draw on a
very deep citations database. But it is not just
the quality of the data which matters. By work-
ing directly with the owners of the citations
data—rather than simply buying the data in
from a third party source—THE can also draw
on world-leading expertise in understanding
and analyzing the citations data.

So from 2010 we adjust the data to take
account of subject variations. Indeed, the full
annual top 200 table is built from the subject
level upwards. Data are collected and analysed
for six broad subject areas: arts and humanities;
clinical, pre-clinical and health; life sciences;
physical sciences; engineering and technology;
and social sciences. The 2010 rankings include
six separate ranked tables in each of these sub-
ject areas. The overall top 200 table is built
from the subject data. This represents another
major improvement on the old THE-QS rank-
ings system, where the five subject tables were
based on just one indicator, the results of the
QS reputation survey. So the THE-QS subject
tables were a subjective measure of reputation
only.

Methodology

Before the publication, THE has released the
first draft of its proposed new rankings meth-
odology for open consultation. THE uses 13
separate performance indicators to compile the
league tables for 2010 and beyond—an increase
from just six measures used under the old
THE-QS methodology employed between 2004
and 2009. This wide range of individual indi-
cators is grouped to create four broad overall
indicators to produce the ranking score.

The general approach is to decrease heavy
reliance on any individual indicators, which can
be crude and easy to manipulate, and to instead
use a large basket of indicators, grouped across
broad categories related to the function and
mission of higher education institutions. The
four core aspects of a university's activities that
we assess are: research; economic activity and
innovation; international diversity; and a broad
“institutional indicator" including data on
teaching reputation, institutional income and
student and staff numbers.

For the broad area of "research”, five sep-
arate indicators are used. This category includes
a measure of “citation impact”, looking at the
number of citations for each paper produced at
an institution to indicate the influence of its
research output. It also includes a low-
er-weighted measure of the volume of research
from each institution, counting the number of
papers produced per member of research staff.
The research category also looks at an institu-
tion's research income, scaled against research
staff numbers. This research category also in-
cludes the results, with regard to research, of
the Academic Reputation Survey.

For 2010, the ‘“economic/innovation” in-
dicator uses data on research income from in-
dustry, scaled against research staff numbers. In
future years, it could possibly include data on
the volume of papers co-authored with indus-
trial partners and a subjective examination of
employers' perceptions of graduates.

“Institutional diversity”, as under the old

151



FIBH AWM
2010 £ 10 H

HERRSEE

Journal of International Higher Education

\Vol. 3, No. 4
October, 2010

THE-QS system, is examined by looking at the
ratio of international to domestic students, and
the ratio of international to domestic staff. It
may also include, in future, a measure of re-
search papers co-authored with international
partners.

“Institutional indicators” include the re-
sults of the reputation survey with regard to
teaching, and look at an institution's overall
income scaled against staff numbers, as well as
data on undergraduate numbers and the propor-
tion of PhDs awarded against undergraduate
degrees awarded.

Fit for the Twenty-First Century
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We believe our new THE World University
Rankings, powered by Thomson Reuters, rep-
resent a major improvement on past THE-QS
ranking exercises between 2004 and 2009. We
believe that the rankings is more sophisticated,
balanced rigorous and transparent, reflecting
strengths across the range of activities modern,
research-intensive global higher education in-
stitutions are engaged in. We hope that the
rankings will be a more suitable and serious
tool to help the global sector understand itself
in a rapidly changing world, rather than just an
annual curiosity.
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Ranking Web of World Universities
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E-mail: Isidro.aguillo@cchs.csic.es

Background

In the mid-nineties, the Cybermetrics Lab, a
research group belonging to the Consejo Supe-
rior de Investigaciones Cientificas (CSIC, Na-
tional Research Council), the largest public
research organization in Spain, started to de-
velop quantitative web indicators by using
techniques derived from bibliometrics and sci-
entometrics. The Lab focused its research on
academic and research organizations, but its
efforts were hampered by the still limited web
presence of these institutions and the short-
comings of the main indicator then available,
the Web Impact Factor. Some data collection
was done using crawlers since 1999; however,
after checking the huge human and computer
resources needed, it was decided to use com-
mercial search engines instead for the collec-
tion purposes.

In 2003 the introduction of the ARWU
Ranking and specially its composite indicators
developed by the Shanghai Jiao Tong Univer-
sity provided a model for the exploitation of the
webometric  data. The Ranking Web
(www.webometrics.info), also known as
Webometrics Ranking (WR), first appeared in
2004 with the explicit aim of promoting public
dissemination of scientific knowledge, the so
called Open Access initiatives. WR is basically
a research product. Its methodology has been
developed and improved continuously, even till
now. Although the stability is not the target, the
main factors of its methodology were decided
and adopted in 2006.

Hypothesis and Model

The Web is becoming the most important

scholarly communication tool and it makes
more and more scientific information accessi-
ble. Electronic publication is cheap, fast and it
could reach huge audiences all over the World.
It is used not only for distributing academic and
research papers in e-journals, but as a showcase
describing the structure, activities and results of
the academic and research institutions. The
central hypothesis of the Ranking is that the
university’s web presence reflects its global
performance, the quality of its departments and
services, the impact of its outputs and its inter-
national prestige. The commitment to open ac-
cess policies is an important asset and it is also
considered in the Ranking design.

If the hypothesis is valid then the Ranking
could be used for the description and evaluation
of universities, adding an interesting tool to the
design of science and higher education policies
worldwide. Even if web presence is not yet a
priority for some universities, the Ranking
probably creates a virtuous circle pushing them
to increase its electronic presence in the web-
space.

The Ranking’s model is build based on the
following principles: (a) The Ranking Web is a
ranking, an ordered league table of universities.
It uses a composite indicator combining quan-
titative variables that intends to offer a simple,
current, overall, not detailed description of the
global performance of the university. (b) The
Ranking Web is one ranking. Only one compo-
site indicator is used as we do not find other
feasible alternatives describing better the global
scenario and more research is needed for ana-
lyzing the impact and contribution of the indi-
vidual variables. (c) The Ranking Web is global.
The objective is to rank all the world universi-
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ties, a figure close to 20,000, including espe-
cially those from developing countries. (d) The
Ranking Web takes into account all the univer-
sity missions. The research performance is a
major indicator for world-class universities but
for most of the universities the other missions
are also very relevant. Teaching, especially
off-classroom support and distance learning can
be indirectly measured from web activity
whereas the so-called third mission, transfer of
knowledge, could be uncovered through link
analysis.

Qualitative analysis can be useful for de-
scribing smaller populations, but even in these
situations benchmarking exercises (surveys)
can be very biased. Quantitative approach has
been quite successful for closed universes like
research-based  academia  (bibliometrics).
However, webspace is clearly a more difficult
target. For example, link motivations can be
diverse and varied; the number of citations and
networks can be large; and they can be visited
by unexpected stakeholders. However the data
to deal with are far larger (in the order of mil-
lions). According to the big number theory, it is
possible that meaningful patterns could appear
even in this complex scenario. This is especial-
ly interesting for a ranking as it allows a better
discrimination of the ranks.

Building the Ranking

The directory of universities’” web domains
consist of more than 20,000 entries and may

take several years for compile, clean and update.

Not all of the universities have only one web-
domain. Some of them have several central
domains. Even after a new domain is applied,
the old domain may be still in use and enjoys a
higher visibility. A number of 18,000 inde-
pendent higher education institutions can be
shown based on its domain names, with dozens
of new institutions emerging every year and
with a few hundreds of institutions changing
domains every year.

Due to the large population and the num-
ber of variables involved, an indirect data cap-
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ture method is chosen. The values are extracted
from the main commercial search engines that
usually have huge updated databases with easy
operators with webometrics capabilities. In or-
der to avoid the problems associated to differ-
ent coverage of each engine, inconsistency of
results and other mistakes, the data are collect-
ed from several sources, at least two times in a
short period for error checking.

The composite indicator used in WR was
inspired by the journal impact factor, which is
obtained dividing citations (visibility) by pa-
pers (activity). In the web the visibility is ob-
tained from counting external inlinks, whereas
activity refers to the number of webpages. Due
to the “power-law” distribution of these varia-
bles, a polynomial approach is chosen to main-
tain the ratio 1:1 between activity (50%) and
visibility (50%). The importance of formal
communication in the academia and the new
citation bibliographic database freely available
from the Web (Google Scholar) suggested
making some changes in the way the activity
was measured. The current WR is calculated as
follows: (a) Activity: A weighted combination
of Size (20%), the number of pages according
Google, Yahoo, Bing and Exalead search en-
gines (median of the log normalized values);
documents (15%), the number of rich files (pdf,
doc, ps & ppt formats) obtained in a similar
way and Papers (15%), the number of entries in
Google Scholar. (b) Visibility: The number of
external inlinks according to Yahoo and Ex-
alead search engines (50%). The current meth-
od gives extra value to those links coming from
academic webdomains.

Till 2009 the Ranking published the ordi-
nal values for each university and calculate the
WR composite indicator from these ranks. The
ranks for each indicator are still provided by
each university, but the final rank is now calcu-
lated as the normalized values, which has not
yet been made public. Several options are being
studied to avoid problems with tie ranks that
could greatly increase.
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The weights are chosen a priori according
to the 1:1 model. Meanwhile, both informal and
formal communication are taken into account.
In this case, at least two indicators are under
scrutiny for improvement: (a) visibility should
reflect impact in both non-academic and aca-
demic websites, but giving extra weight to the
last ones. This can be technically difficult, as it
involves calculation of very large matrixes. (b)
Google Scholar still have many problems in its
beta version: biased coverage, inability to re-
cover only full texts or specific file formats,
and faulty by-year or discipline filtering. If
these problems are solved in the near future,
weights to the variables should be re-adjusted.

This method intends to capture the three
missions of the universities as a whole. How-
ever, weaknesses are inevitable: it is not easy to
separate the contribution of each mission; bad
practices of web naming have a huge negative
impact on the result; and there are important
disciplinary biases, despite it might favor tradi-
tionally bibliometric neglected disciplines, such
as technologies, computer science, social sci-
ences, humanities.

Results

Preliminary analysis of the WR’s results shows
a strong macro-level correlation with those
provided by other Rankings. Major discrepan-
cies between the Ranking Web’s result and oth-
er rankings at individual level can be explained
as due to different selection criteria (e.g. uni-
versity hospitals inclusion), different method-
ologies adopted (e.g. surveys, weighting) and
regarding webometrics, the degree of commit-
ment with the web (e.g. unexpected under- or
over-performing of some universities) and
some controversial decisions regarding web
domain names (e.g. many different domains,
old discarded domains still used, shared do-
mains).

However, the most important result is the
evidence of an academic “digital divide”. Dur-
ing the January 2010 edition, the distribution of
universities in the Ranking Web by region was

as follows: In the Top 100 group, North Amer-
ica was 76, Europe 17, Asia 3, Oceania 2, Latin
America 2. In the Top 200 group, North Amer-
ica 114, Europe 60, Asia 15, Oceania 6, Latin
America 4, Arab World 1. In the Top 500 group,
North America 200, Europe 223, Asia 45, Oce-
ania 14, Latin America 14, Arab world 3, Africa
1. In the Top 1000 group, North America 370,
Europe 408, Asia 134, Oceania 35, Latin
America 44, Arab world 4, Africa 5. In the Top
1000 group, North America 370, Europe 408,
Asia 134, Oceania 35, Latin America 44, Arab
world 4, Africa 5. In the Top 8000 group, North
America 2577, Europe 2424, Asia 2009, Oce-
ania 80, Latin America 744, Arab world 115,
Africa 51. Checking the Top 100 and 200
groups, there are far more North American
(USA and Canadian) universities in the Top 200
than their European counterparts. No other
Ranking shows this concerning situation that is
clearly related to the web policies of the elite
universities. European and Asian universities
should understand that they have to improve
their support of web publication, including im-
proving quality presence developing large Open
Access repositories and increasing digital net-
working initiatives.

Research intensive institutions are known
as the best ranked, the so-called world-class
universities, but there are also large Lat-
in-American and Asian universities in good
positions with an important regional impact.

Final Comments

Web indicators are easy to build and they are
able to offer a global vision of the performance
of the academic institutions all over the world,
including those from developing world and
BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India and Chi-
na). This make the Webometrics Ranking a
very useful tool for students, scholars, re-
searchers and policy makers, although more
information is needed especially about the con-
tribution and meaning of each of the criteria
used.
Web rank is unrelated with the design of
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the websites or the number of visits they re-
ceived. Although it is size-dependent, the
Ranking provides relevant information about
the rank of a large number of universities from
countries from all regions.

Future developments of the WR will be
based on the results of our research agenda that
includes: classification of the institutions (pub-
lic/private, size, main discipline or field),
weighting adjustment of the indicators, evalua-
tion of the rich files formats (re-evaluating ps,
xlIs), media files (video), new search engines
(locally relevant like Baidu, Yandex, Yahoo
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Japan) and improved data visualization. Other
proposals for the WR include merging universi-
ties and research centers’ rankings, developing
department or research groups rankings (by
discipline), and integrating it with bibliometric
based rankings.

The WR’s family consists of the following
websites: Universities (www.webometrics.info),
Research centers (research.webometrics.info),
Hospitals (hospitals.webometrics.info), Reposi-
tories (repositories.webometrics.info) and Business
Schools (business-schools.webometrics.info).
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Quality Assurance and Academic Ex-
cellence —the Role of HEEACT as a
Ranker

Most rankings used to be published by
mass media, such as U.S. News & World Re-
port. Nowadays, the type of ranking providers
is still quite diversified. Some are produced by
institutions themselves, such as Shanghai Jiao
Tong University’s Academic Ranking of World
Universities. Some are imposed on tertiary ed-
ucation institutions externally by a governmen-
tal accreditor. In some countries, the ranking
exercise is undertaken as part of the accredita-
tion process, either by the accreditation agency
itself, or by the authority in charge of tertiary
education. Higher Education Evaluation & Ac-
creditation Council of Taiwan (HEEACT) is
one of the most successful cases.

Under Taiwan’s “University Law” revised
in 2005, all Taiwan universities and colleges
are obligated for assessments regularly with
regard to standards and procedures by accred-
iting agencies chartered by the Ministry of Ed-
ucation. Based on these bylaws, HEEACT was
established in 2005 and began to accredit 76
4-year comprehensive universities and colleges
in Taiwan. At the same time, HEEACT, as Tai-
wan’s quality assurance agency, had been
highly expected to offer related internationally
comparable data and information for the Tai-
wanese government to be used in higher educa-
tion policy making. Due to this, in 2007,
HEEACT started to develop varying ranking
systems, including “Statistical Analysis on
Taiwan WOS Papers”, “Statistical Analysis on

Taiwan ESI Papers and h(m) Indicators”, “Per-
formance Ranking of Scientific Paper of World
Universities”, “Analysis on Patents by Univer-
sities and Colleges in Taiwan”, “Performance
Assessment on University and Industry Collab-
orations”, and the “College Navigator”. It is
expected that each institution will be able to
develop its own competitive edge and undergo
self-positioning based on the features of
HEEACT’s different ranking tools.

HEEACT Global Ranking

Initially published in 2007, the major goal of
the HEEACT’s “Performance Ranking of Sci-
entific Papers for World Universities” (SPWU)
was to evaluate the current scientific paper
performances of the top 500 world universities
in order to find out the gap between Taiwanese
universities and the rest of the world’s universi-
ties. Also, the HEEACT global ranking at-
tempts to provide universities in smaller, newly
developing nations with insights into how to
create influential research universities. HEE-
ACT states clearly that, however, the ranking
only presents the research performance of the
universities instead of their overall quality in
terms of governance, teaching and services.
The HEEACT global ranking employs da-
ta drawn from SCI and SSCI to evaluate uni-
versities’ research performance. It considers
publishing in international peer reviewed jour-
nals as the predominant mode of scientific re-
search output, thus taking statistics on articles
published in listed publications as an effective
indicator of reflecting universities’ research
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performance. The 2007 performance measures
were composed of nine indicators. The indica-
tors together represented three different criteria
of scientific papers performance to demonstrate
the strengths of the institution: research
productivity, research impact, and research ex-
cellence. In the 2008 edition, the indicator of
“the number of subject fields where the univer-
sity demonstrates excellence” was removed
because of the publication of HEEACT’s new
type of field ranking. Now there are a total of
eight indicators to measure the performance of
research outputs of the universities, including
number of articles in the last 11 years and in the
current years, number of citations in the last 11
years and in the current years, average number
of citations in the last 11 years, H-index of the
last two years, number of highly cited papers,
and number of articles in high-impact journals
in the current year.

As HEEACT President Roger Chen has
stated that the objective indicators used in this
ranking system are designed to measure both
long-term and short-term research performance
of each university. He claimed that analyses of
SCI and SSCI make global university ranking
fairer, with an emphasis on both quality and
guantity of publications. It also takes account of
recent research performance in order to make a
fair comparison between institutions with dif-
ferent lengths of history. It incorporates average
number of criteria in its calculation of the score
so as to prevent a predominance of large uni-
versities.

In 2008, HEEACT published an additional
edition based on institutional size in order to
minimize its impact on the final outcome. In
addition, HEEACT also developed a global
ranking by field and published the top 300 in-
stitutions in each field in 2008. The six fields
were agriculture & environment sciences, clin-
ical medicine, engineering & computing, tech-
nology, life sciences, natural sciences, and so-
cial sciences.

According to the HEEACT 2009 global
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ranking outcomes, institutions in the US and
Europe still play a predominant position in the
international higher education landscape. It is
noteworthy that all of the world’s top 10 uni-
versities are US universities, while only two
universities in the Asian-Pacific region are
ranked within the world’s top 30 universities,
and both of them are from Japan.

In fact, due to its global character and sci-
entific approach, SPWU has become one of the
most influential global rankings. More than
3,000 visitors browsed the website with HEE-
ACT’s ranking on the day it published. It not
only has drawn much international and national
attention but also has served as a useful
benchmark for those who are eager to develop
themselves into world-class research universi-
ties.

College Navigator in Taiwan

The other innovative ranking published by the
HEEACT is “College Navigator”. Though
HEEACT publishes accreditation outcomes and
the final reports on the website each year, not
many users could fully understand the infor-
mation. Hence, two major reasons underlay the
pilot project “College Navigator in Taiwan”
(CNT) launched by HEEACT in October, 20009:
one is HEEACT acting as a marketing proxy
for colleges and universities, and the other is to
enhance the internationalization of Taiwan
higher education.

Compared to the classic ranking method-
ology, users of CNT are given a certain extent
of autonomy over selection of indicators and
weightings. They are able to select the number
of indicators, between three to ten within each
broad criteria, and then weigh each one by their
own judgment. In addition, users are able to
rank the institutions they are interested in by
region, type, size and program. More unranked
information on universities that users are likely
interested in, such as founding year, mission,
total enrollment, number of programs, website,
accreditation status, government funding, ap-
plication, room and board, tuition, student clubs,
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is presented as a supplement to the final rank-
ing outcomes as well.

CNT with its consumer-based mission, in
fact, should not be viewed a real ranking in the
traditional sense. As key feature, it gives indi-
vidual users the opportunity to establish their
own rankings according to a number of
self-chosen criteria. Moreover, the website just
provides robust information (distinguishing
only top—middle—bottom groups per indica-
tor), such as CHE ranking, not spuriously pre-
cisely simple and overall ranking.

CNT has become a convenient college
search tool for high school graduates in Taiwan
and abroad. However, the same student users
still expected to have more autonomy over the
selection of indicator number and to have more
transparent data about colleges and universities.
HEEACT keeps updating the data of all ranked
subjects and will include more than 80 univer-
sities of technology and sciences and technical
colleges in the ranking system by 2010. In the
long-term plan, HEEACT will attempt to invite
universities in the Asian Pacific region to join
the project. It is expected that more and more
local and international students will be assisted
with useful information in school selection at
home and abroad.

HEEACT Rankings and Building
World-Class Universities

Globalization in the 21st century presents uni-
versities and countries with a number of chal-
lenges and opportunities. Currently, the major
concern for both of them is how to assure qual-
ity in higher education and to enhance global
competitiveness through a variety of polices
and actions. Hence, many governments attempt
to use rankings as a basis of building
world-class universities. There is no exception
for Taiwan.

In response to the quest for a world-class
university, the Taiwan government launched the
Five-year 50 Billion Program for Developing
First-class University and Top Research Cen-
ters in 2005. The program aims to develop at
least one university as one of the world’s top

100 universities in five years and at least fifteen
key departments or cross-campus research cen-
ters as the top in Asia in ten years. The
five-year 50 Billion Program can be linked with
other strategies such as the wholesale restruc-
turing of the higher education system for inter-
nationalizing Taiwan’s higher education sector.
More importantly, it marks Taiwan’s intention
to join the competition among other higher ed-
ucation systems in the region under the theme
of building a ‘world-class’ university. To
achieve this goal, 11 or 12 research universities
granted are required to complete a five-stage
evaluation ranging over the funding period in
order to renew their projects in the following
year. Also, the MOE consistently keeps its eyes
on their performances of the funded institutions
in the HEEACT global ranking.

According to the HEEACT 2009 global
ranking, there are seven Taiwanese research
universities on the top 500, including National
Taiwan University (102) , National Cheng
Kung University(307), National Tsing Hua
University(347), National Chiao Tung Univer-
sity(456), Chang Gung Univesity (479), Na-
tional Central University (483) and National
Yang Ming University(493), as compared to
five in 2008. As to the total number of universi-
ties on top 500 in the Asian Pacific region,
Taiwan is ranked number 5 with a rate of 8%.
Those five Taiwanese universities are all the
recipients of the “five-year 50 Billion Excel-
lence Program”.

Although the number of Taiwanese uni-
versities moving into top 500 is gradually
growing in the HEEACT ranking each year;
however, in some senses, the HEEACT global
ranking has provoked severe criticism over its
methodology and purposes from Taiwan col-
lege presidents and some board members of
HEEACT. Those Taiwanese universities which
are not on the top 500 have been worried
whether the HEEACT ranking would be
adopted as the only criteria in the selection
process in the future. Some, on the other hand,
have criticized that teaching quality of these
selected research universities do not seem to be
assessed because some of the programs among
11 selected universities are granted as status of
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“conditionally accredited”.

Conclusion

HEEACT President Roger Chen recently ex-
plained the different functions of the HEEACT
accreditation and ranking in this way, “different
from those global ranking systems in which
only research outputs is counted, HEEACT
accreditation mainly focuses on teaching quali-
ty. I am hoping that universities will not misuse
them, being misled by both tools”. However, it
cannot be denied that some research universi-
ties are under great pressure to provide students
with a good learning environment and some
other teaching universities set their institutional
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long-term goal of “moving into the Top 500”.
More and more Taiwanese institutions are using
the performance indicators of the HEEACT
accreditation and ranking as a tool of
self-enhancement and have changed their in-
stitutional policies in some aspects.

Certainly, quality and excellence in higher
education have become the major concerns in
Taiwan. The pressure from international com-
petition and accountability will continue to ac-
celerate the importance of ranking and quality
assessment in Taiwan’s higher education.
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The CHE University Ranking

Gero Federkeil

Project Manager, CHE, Germany
E-mail: gero.federkeil@che-ranking.de

Introduction

In the course of the last two decades, higher
education rankings have emerged in many
countries all over the world. Despite their now
long tradition (the first ranking by U.S. News
&World Report was published in 1983) rank-
ings are still very controversial, in particular
within higher education institutions. Alex Usher
and Massimo Savino said, “wherever rankings
have appeared, they have been met with a mix-
ture of public enthusiasm and institutional un-
ease”. Rankings were established to create
transparency about the higher education system
in a competitive system for market actors
—prospective students, their parents, employ-
ers. Rankings are simultaneously the medium
and the outcome of competition. Rankings can
be conceived as an imperative of the
knowledge society. This means they are repro-
ducing the competitive structures they are try-
ing to measure. As rankings are construct-
ing—with high public visibility—such hierar-
chies of higher education institutions in terms
of better and worse and rankings might impact
the market situation of single institutions, e.g.
applications, it is no wonder that they are fol-
lowed by those institutions both attentively and
skeptically.

In Germany the first ranking was pub-
lished in 1989 by a weekly journal. In the next
few years, a number of rankings followed,
mostly produced by journals. In 1998 the first
ranking by the Centre for Higher Education
Development (CHE) was published. CHE is a
private, independent non-profit organisation
that was founded by the German Rectors’ Con-
ference together with a private business foun-
dation. The development of a ranking based on
scientific methods of empirical social research
was one of the founding tasks of CHE. The

ranking followed a project of the Rectors’ Con-
ference to develop a set of indicators to de-
scribe institutional profiles.

Purpose and Development

CHE started its ranking after two years of in-
tensive discussion with evaluation and method-
ological specialists as well as with students
who gave insights on which information they
expect from a ranking that is focusing on their
needs for information. The main purpose of the
ranking is to provide information on universi-
ties and programmes for prospective and mo-
bile students and to help them making informed
choices. Furthermore the ranking offers com-
parative information about their performance to
universities themselves. It includes indicators
on teaching and learning, resources and facili-
ties, research activities as well as some infor-
mation that is important for this target group
but is not related to the performance of univer-
sities (such as local rents, size of the universi-
ties etc.). Research is included for two reasons:
first, for some prospective students, infor-
mation about research activities and perfor-
mance is relevant for their decision making
about their future university to study right from
the beginning, and, second, a ranking without
information on research would not be accepted
very much by the universities and the higher
education sector itself. As research is not in the
centre of a ranking devoted to prospective stu-
dents, CHE decided to publish a special a par-
ticular “Research Ranking” that gives more
detailed insights into research performance for
an academic target group. In this ranking the
data on research are analysed an published in
more detail. In addition to indicators on publi-
cations, citations, number of PhDs, research
grants and patents, some bivariate and correla-
tional analysis is included there.
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The number of fields included in the
ranking continuously increased. Today the
ranking includes 32 fields. The selection of
fields is mainly based on the number of stu-
dents, that is, those chosen fields will have the
highest number of students in Germany. Now
the ranking covers the fields of about 80% of
German students. There are limitations with
regard to the inclusion of additional, in particu-
lar small fields. First, a further extension would
be a challenge to resources both at CHE and the
universities who have to deliver data for the
ranking. Second, a ranking does not make sense
for small fields that are offered only at a small
number (less than about 15) of universities. In
the context of the Bologna process there is also
a growing demand for international compara-
tive information on higher education institu-
tions and programmes. CHE started to interna-
tionalise its university ranking in 2004 by in-
cluding, step by step, universities from Austria,
Switzerland and the Netherlands.

Basic Approach

The CHE ranking is characterized by three
basic principles:

(@) Level of ranking: programme/field in-
stead of whole institutions. In contrast to most
rankings, CHE ranking is field-based. Evidence
from the CHE ranking shows that universities
can be very heterogeneous with regard to the
performance of their individual departments. A
university might perform well and hence be
ranked high in physics and at the same time
perform poorly and be ranked low in history.
Prospective students who are the major target
group of CHE ranking are interested in infor-
mation about the field they want to study; av-
erages on a whole university do not help them
to make an informed choice. The finding, for
example, that a particular university as a whole
is ranked in the middle of the distribution is of
no use for such prospective students interested
in physics if it is ranked low.

(b) Multi-dimensional ranking instead of
composite overall score. The number of indi-
cators differs between rankings, but inde-
pendently from that number most rankings cal-
culate an aggregated overall score by giving
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particular weights to the indicators. By select-
ing a particular set of indicators and assigning
specific weights to each indicator, rankings
impose a specific definition of quality. Accord-
ing to the U.S. National Opinion Research
Center, neither a theoretical nor an empirical
basis is employed in developing such weighting
procedures. With regard to the users /target
group of the ranking, the heterogeneity of deci-
sion preferences should be taken into consider-
ation. Some students are looking for a univer-
sity with high research activities (as measures
e.g. by research grants, publications etc.) while
other students may look for a university with
close contacts between students and teachers,
good mentoring and short study duration. Cal-
culating an overall score is thus to patronise the
target group.

Furthermore institutional-level scoring
levels out differences between particular as-
pects of a program or university’s performance.
This is most evident in rankings including in-
dicators on both teaching and research. A uni-
versity with good research performance does
not necessarily provide good teaching and
learning experiences to their students and vice
versa. Multi-dimensional rankings can provide
a differentiated insight into the strengths and
weaknesses of a university. This is the only way
to take into account the multi-faceted nature of
quality. This view leads Usher & Savino (2007:
23) from their analysis of ranking systems to
conclude that “one of the main reasons of in-
stitutional unease [with rankings] is the ten-
dency of institutional ranking schemes to use
weighted aggregates of indicators to arrive at a
single, all-encompassing quality score”.

(c) Groups instead of league tables. In the
tradition of the U.S. News & World Report
rankings most rankings order universities in
league tables with individual rank positions.
This approach suggests that each difference in
the numeric value of an indicator marks a dif-
ference in quality/performance between the
entities ranked. League table comparison inev-
itably involves the danger of misinterpreting
small differences in the numeric value of an
indicator in terms of differences in performance
or in quality. In many cases, data are insuffi-
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ciently precise to establish clear cut and unam-
biguous table positions in a reliable way. Or, to
put it in statistical terms, such a procedure ig-
nores the existence of standard errors in data.

Hence the CHE ranking orders universities
only into three groups for each indicator: a top,
a middle and a bottom group. There is no addi-
tional distinction made within groups; in all
publications universities are ordered alphabeti-
cally within groups—so there is no league ta-
ble.

Indicators

The set of indicators is crucial to rankings.
Rankings can be distinguished according to the
data sources to which they use and to the qual-
ity (relevance, validity) of indicators. Indicators
should be relevant to the target group (data
from student survey) of rankings. In an almost
two year preparatory phase CHE tried to iden-
tify relevant indicators with the help of an ad-
visory board (including evaluation experts and
members of professional and university associ-
ations) and by group discussions with school
leavers and students.

Out of this process a ranking model was
derived containing nine components relevant in
the decision process. Each component com-
prises several indicators—all in all between 20
to 30 (depending on the field). The components
range from general information on towns (e.g.
mean rents) and the university (size, year of
foundation, type), student characteristics, cen-
tral issues of courses and teaching, some as-
pects of employability, research and labour
market to some overall judgments made by
professors and students.

The nine components and its indicators are
as following:

(a) Students: Ratio applicants/places.

(b) Study outcome: Percentage of gradu-
ates completing their degree within the norm
time; Average time to degree; Gradua-
tion/drop-out rate.

(c) Internationalisation: Index of interna-
tionalisation of prgrammes, international (de-
gree and exchange) students, internationality of
academic staff, teaching in foreign languages;
Support in studying abroad (data from student

survey).

(d) Research: External research funds per
full-time equivalent academic staff; No. of
PhDs per professor; Number of publications per
full-time equivalent academic staff; Citations
per publication; Reputation with regard to re-
search (data from professors survey).

(e) Teaching & Learning: Average time to
degree /Percentage of graduates with norm pe-
riod of completion; Student-staff-ratio: students
per professor; Teaching quality (data from stu-
dent survey); Organisation of programmes (data
from student survey); Contact to students (data
from student survey); Support by teachers (data
from student survey).

(f) Facilities: Rooms (Lecture halls etc.)
(data from student survey); Libraries (data from
student survey); Laboratories (data from stu-
dent survey); Employability, Labour Market:
Career orientation and practical relvance of
courses (data from student survey, data from
graduate survey); Existence of career ser-
vice/center; Preparation for labour market (data
from student survey, data from graduate sur-
vey); Teaching of problem solving skills (data
from graduate survey); Teaching of transfer
competencies (data from graduate survey);
Teaching of “learning to learn” (data from
graduate survey); Teaching of team skills (data
from graduate survey).

(9) Overall views: Overall satisfaction of
students (data from student survey); Reputation
of universities (data from professors survey).

(h) University and City: Size of the uni-
versity; Local costs of accommodation for stu-
dents; No. of places in student dormitories.

In addition to those indicators that are
ranked into groups CHE ranking includes a
number of qualitative, descriptive information
about the profiles of institutions.

Publication of Results

Results of the CHE ranking are published in
co-operation with a media partner in order to
have a broad dissemination of results. Results
are published both in their regular print edition,
and in a separate study guide for students and
online.

The most important feature of the web
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version is an interactive, personalised ranking
(called “my ranking”) in which—according to
our basic approach of a multi-dimension rank-
ing that does not give general weights to indi-
cators—the user can select up to five indicators
according to his/her own priorities and prefer-
ences. In a second step users can decide for
each of the (five) indicators if they want to
have retrieved only those universities which are
in the top group, or those which are at least in
the middle group or all universities. With this
instrument users can produce their own selec-
tion of universities based on their personal
choice of indicators. As those personalised lists
normally differ substantially depending on the
selection of indicators (e.g. more focussing on
teaching and learning versus research) this in-
strument can identify specific profiles and
strengths and weaknesses of the institutions in
all field.

Conclusions
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The CHE ranking has developed a particular
methodology that was appraised very positively
by several comparative studies on rankings.
This approach is distinct from ranking main-
stream as it refers to fields/programmes instead
of whole institutions. It is multi-dimensional
and avoids the over-simplification of calculat-
ing a single composite indicator out of
weighted indicators and avoids exaggerating
differences in performance inherent in league
tables by ordering universities into three groups.
This approach, together with the interactive and
individualised way of presenting the results in
the web version, gives detailed insights into
strengths and weaknesses, which means the
profiles of departments and hence serves both
the need of prospective students helping them
to find the best university for them as well as
the need of the faculties/departments and re-
searchers themselves to compare with other
institutions.
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Since the automobile was invented, every car
has been equipped with a chassis, engine and
wheels. Yet in today’s cars none of these ele-
ments resemble the original. Though they serve
the same basic functions, they have all under-
gone profound evolution. The best car of 1950
will not be the best car of 2010. Likewise the
founder of the Perspektywy ranking, Waldemar
Siwinski an engineer by education, understood
that every instrument must be constantly up-
dated to keep up with technological progress
and expectations. The Perspektywy ranking
owes its strong position in the Polish higher
education market to years of adherence to good
practice and continuous evolution.

The Origins

The origin of educational rankings in Poland
goes back to 1992 when Perspektywy published
the first ranking of secondary schools in War-
saw. It had instant success, and all copies of the
Perspektywy magazine were sold out immedi-
ately. After ranking secondary schools in War-
saw, and later in Poland, for several years, Per-
spektywy decided to move onto ranking uni-
versities. In the early 1990 the situation in
higher education created demand for such
ranking. Following changes in its political sys-
tem and the demographic boom, Poland wit-
nessed an unprecedented outburst of activities
in education in general and higher education in
particular. The birth rate grew from 350,000 in
1982 to 720,000 in 1984. The demographic
wave first appeared in secondary schools to hit
higher education institutions like a tsunami in
late 1990s. Poland experienced an unprece-
dentedly rapid, and unique on a global scale,
expansion of the higher education sector. In a
period of 15 years, the number of students in

Poland had increased fivefold, from 380,000 to
two million. To meet the demand 35 new public
and 380 private higher education institutions
were established.

Despite the fact that secondary school
ranking had gained acceptance and popularity,
it was clear from the outset that academic
ranking was a far more challenging field that
cannot be entered without preparation. Per-
spektywy needed a full two years to get ready.

First we had a series of meetings with the
rectors of major universities, and the leader of
the conference of rectors. At these meetings the
construction and basic principles of the future
ranking were discussed in details. The meetings
were fruitful and made us aware that the uni-
versities expected Perspektywy to rigorously
adhere to the agreed-upon principles. To ensure
impartiality, independence and transparency a
non-profit Perspektywy Education Foundation
was established. This foundation has become
responsible for selecting the criteria, the indi-
cators, and all other matters related to ranking,
while the Perspektywy Publishing House took
over responsibility for publishing and market-
ing results.

Selecting Criteria and Methodology

Although the job of ranking may strive to be as
neutral as possible there are subjective elements
built into the process. The choice of the criteria
and the weight assigned to them is just such an
area. Perspektywy had to choose a group of
people who would determine its criteria, and
decided to rely on experts in the academic
world. A special ranking board called Kapitula
in Polish (from latin Capitulum) was set up.
This board is composed of highly respected
academics (former rectors) and other well re-
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garded people in the public sphere. Their
knowledge and experience helps in selecting
proper methodology and leads to confidence in
the results.

Our founder’s experience in the engineer-
ing world tells us that every measuring tool,
such as ranking, must be correctly scaled. In
order to ensure that our first university rankings
would not deviate too far from the current
opinions of the time, we decided to take a con-
servative approach of giving prestige a rela-
tively high assessment of 50%. Two surveys
were conducted, one among academic staff and
the other among employers. From the outset,
however, it was decided that in the years to
follow the weight given to prestige and peer
review would gradually go down.

Since Perspektywy holds the belief that
transparency is important in ranking, the maga-
zine not only published the results of the first
university ranking but also revealed details of
their process, including a list of almost 1,000
professors who were part of the peer review
survey.

The first Perspektywy University Ranking
consisted of three criteria: prestige (50%), sci-
entific strength (30%) and study environment
(20%). These three criteria were measured by
15 indicators (see “Perspektywy—Ten Years of
Rankings” Higher Education in Europe, Vol-
ume 27, no. 4, 2002). Since its first issue in
2000, Perspektywy has gone through a slow but
continuous evolution during its first decade.
Indicators, criteria and sources of data have
been refined and modified to provide ever more
accurate and true picture of the higher educa-
tion in Poland.

In 2005, internationalization as a new cri-
terion was introduced with the weight of 10%;
at the same time the joint weight of criteria
representing prestige was reduced to 30%, and
weight of scientific strength increased to 40%.
More changes followed. In the Perspektywy
ranking 2010, a new criteria group is add-
ed—innovation—with the weight of 5%. Con-
sequently the weight of prestige was reduced to
25% by 2010.

“Soft” and “Hard” Data

166

The adjustments in the importance of the initial
criteria groups and introduction of new groups
have been followed by an increase in the over-
all number of criteria from 15 in the first rank-
ing to 32 used in preparing the lastest 2010
ranking. The growth in the number of criteria
on the one hand reflected changes in the Polish
higher education but on the other hand resulted
from constant increase of available and reliable
data that could be used for ranking purposes.
The latter were the cases of internationalization,
introduced for the first time in 2005, and bib-
liometric data introduced in 2009 ranking with
the use of the SCOPUS database.

The general trend in the evolution of the
Perspektywy ranking has showed decreasing
weight of the “soft” data (gathered through
questionnaires) and increased reliance on
“hard” data available from ever more compre-
hensive electronic databases that contain de-
tailed information on publications and citations.
Even the “soft” data like employers’ preference
was gathered in a form of a professional survey
conducted by an independent company Pentor
Research International. Introducing new criteria
and relying on new available date Perspektywy
always strive to assure continuity that allows
for year-to-year comparison of results.

The mathematical calculation of a ranking
is quite simple; in most cases, calculations are
based on the multi-criteria analysis (MCA). Far
more difficult, however, is the process of gath-
ering necessary data needed for the calculation.
Designing its “ranking philosophy”, Perspek-
tywy followed the example of the US News &
World Report Ranking, developed by Bob
Morse and his team.

Five Rankings in One

Recognizing the diversity of Polish higher ed-
ucation institutions, both public and private,
and differences in their missions and goals,
Perspektywy, in addition to the overall univer-
sity ranking, also prepared ranking within var-
ious groups of higher education institutions.
Perspektywy University Ranking 2010 in fact is
not just one league table, but it consists of five
rankings: ranking of academic institutions
which includes all universities and other higher
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education institutions that have the right to be-
stow a PhD degree, with the exception of artis-
tic institutions; ranking of private higher educa-
tion institutions that have the right to give a
master degree; ranking of private higher educa-
tion institutions that can give a bachelor degree;
ranking of public higher vocational schools;
and ranking of fields of studies.

In preparing all the above sub-rankings,
the same five groups of criteria are employed,
” “scientific strength,” “study
environment,” “innovation” and “international-

that is, “prestige,

ization”; though the weight attributed to each
criterion  differs  somewhat from one
sub-ranking to another. In the 2010 Perspek-
tywy ranking the University of Warsaw won the
title of the best Polish university and Kozmin-
ski Academy was named the best private higher
education institution in Poland.

The Perspektywy rankings do not only
passively report on the state of Polish higher
education institutions, but also contributes to
the quality of higher education. Currently
Polish higher education is far behind the other
European countries in the aspect of internation-
alization. Since “internationalization” was first
introduced in the Perspektywy ranking in 2005
as one of the criterion (with value of 10% first,
and later 15%), there has been an increase in
the number of English-taught programs, and a
significant growth in the number of interna-
tional students in Poland. Due to their great
interest in their positions in the consecutive
Perspektywy rankings, the higher education
institutions closely follow the changes in crite-
ria and tend to apply the criteria, if possible, to
improve their positions. Since the criterion of
innovation has been incorporated into the
ranking just recently, it may take some time
before its impact can be noticed.

Good Practice Pays Off

The Perspektywy university ranking has been
published consecutively for the past eleven
years. A number of other rankings have been

published in Poland over this time but none has
lasted long. What makes the Perspektywy
ranking successful while others have failed?
The Perspektywy ranking is believed to derive
its strength from adherence to principles of
good practice, many of which are rooted in the
Berlin Principles on Ranking of Higher Educa-
tion Institutions: transparency of ranking
methodology and consultations with, stake-
holders, including rectors and students; super-
vision over the ranking process is in the hands
of an independent ranking board (Kapitula)
consisting of renowned academics and people
of high public standing; evolution of method-
ology to ensure that consecutive rankings re-
flect changes in the higher education field; con-
sideration given to differences in missions real-
ized by groups of higher education institutions,
and publication of sub-rankings that take into
account specific featuresof each group; pub-
lishing detailed data on ranking, including data
related to the secific field of higher education
institutions’ activities, accompanied by analyses
and commentaries on the criteria used in rank-
ing and their strengths and weaknesses; secur-
ing partners that can help bring the results to
the general public (“Rzeczpospolita,” for ex-
ample, is a major daily newspaper in Poland
that is licensed to distribute a natinwide special
insert with ranking results).

Through adherence to these principles, the
Perspektywy ranking has enjoyed broad ac-
ceptance among the general public and within
the academic community in Poland.

The Perspektywy team understands well
that the Polish higher education is not an iso-
lated island, but part of the European and glob-
al higher education space. In order to keep
abreast with the ranking activity worldwide, the
Perspektywy Education Foundation takes an
active part in the international ranking expert
group and serves as the secretariat of the IREG
Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excel-
lence.

167



FIBH AWM
2010 £ 10 H

HERRSEE

Journal of International Higher Education

\Vol. 3, No. 4
October, 2010

“The University Ranking” of Asahi Shimbun Publications

Testuo Kobayashi

Editor of “University Ranking”, Asahi Shimbun Publications Inc, Japan

E-mail: kobayashi-t7@asahi.com

Introduction

Asahi Shimbun Publications Inc first published
“The University Ranking” in 1994, and has
just published the 17th issue this year.

“The University Ranking” is designed to
provide broader information of Japanese uni-
versities to the students preparing for the en-
trance examination.

In Japan, high school students usually
make their university decisions by checking the
minimum scores that they need to enter the
universities. In fact, all universities in Japan are
ranked by the scores of standardized tests that
are provided by the commercial school enter-
prise in preparation for universities. The uni-
versities ranked in the top twenty are consid-
ered to be the most prestigious universities.
Other aspects of the universities, such as their
education and research activities, traditions,
and histories, are also taken into consideration
by prospective students, however, the ranking
by test scores has been given priority for a long
time.

In this context, a different system of the
Ranking from different points of view is pro-
posed to provide more varied information to
high school students. For instance, the universi-
ties are ranked by the number of academic pa-
pers published by faculties of each university,
by the number of papers cited in other papers,
and by the amount of research funding given by
the Japanese government.

However, at the beginning of the 1990s,
the idea of the Ranking and its methodologies
were not accepted by the public in Japan. So,
universities were unwilling to provide infor-
mation regarding on their performance at the
very beginning.

Yet, the situation has changed. For the last
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decade, universities in Japan have faced a big
challenge. Japanese universities are expected to
take more responsibility in society. Increasing
evaluation has been conducted on universities’
contribution of education and research to the
society. Universities are criticized that their
education and research are not implemented in
a competitive atmosphere; that they have weak
linkage with industrial world; that their funda-
mental research is not enough; that they have
produced only a quite limited number of Nobel
Prize candidates; and that their students do not
contribute to the community enough.

To solve these problems, the Ministry of
Education and Science, universities, and the
commercial companies are concerned about the
future of Japanese universities, and agree to
propose a new policy. The policy is to introduce
the principle of competition into universities in
order to revitalize universities’ education and
research.

Under these circumstances, the role of
“The University Ranking” also dramatically
changed. At the beginning, various information
were mainly provided for high school students.
But now, the more basic data for universities is
collected to evaluate their own quality rather
than for their customers.

The basic data includes: the number of the
papers produced in universities; the number of
the papers quoted in other papers; the amount
of the research funding given by the Japanese
government; contribution to society.

“The University Ranking” allows the
comparison among universities by different
criteria. For example, one can compare univer-
sity “A” with university “B” in terms of the
number of papers quoted in academic journals
of physics.
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Contents of “The University Ranking”

“The University Ranking” is based on the fol-
lowing three aspects of data: education, re-
search, and contribution to society, all of which
are universities visions in general.

Education: As for the faculty and facility,
indicators used in the ranking include the num-
ber of students per teaching staff, the number of
personal computers per student, the number of
books of the libraries per student, the quality of
the cafeterias and restaurants and the facilities
and services for the physically challenged stu-
dents, such as elevators, slopes, books in
Braille, document enlargers, hearing aids, note
takers, and so on.

As for the contents of education, a survey
on students’ satisfaction is adopted. There are
many opinions such as “satisfied with the clas-
ses” and “lectures could be better.” Also, ques-
tionnaires are sent to high schools to ask which
universities they recommend for the students.
Furthermore, questionnaires are sent to the hu-
man resource divisions of 300 companies. The
companies are asked which university gradu-
ates have good professional knowledge, sales
management skills, and planning abilities.

Research: Indicators on ranking research
include the number of papers produced by
scholars, the citation, the amount of research
funding provided by the governments or other
industries, and the number of joint-research
projects of universities and companies. Special
attention is paid to the joint research projects
because the national government strongly rec-
ommends to increase the number of joint re-
search projects.

The Contribution to society: What is the
contribution of scholars to society? The schol-
ars are expected to present their opinion in pub-
lic based on their professional knowledge and
insights to enlighten the people. To indicate this,
a few indicators and factors are taken into con-
sideration, for example, the frequency of ap-
pearance in general public media, the frequency
of seminars open to the community, the number
of acquired patents, and the number of mem-
berships to governmental councils. The data is
also collected as to how often scholars write

articles for newspapers, opinion journals, mag-
azines, and other publications.

It is very important to check out the fre-
guency of appearance in general public media
and the numbers of open seminars and lectures.
These data shows the scholars’ contributions to
enlightening society. For example, through ex-
planations of the historical and political back-
grounds surrounding the terrorist attack in the
United States on September 11th and the aerial
bombing in Afghanistan frequently in the media,
people might understand the details better than
before.

The number of academic staff who are in-
volved in governmental councils is also a good
indication for the contribution to society. There
are many types of governmental councils to
discuss new policy-orientation in Japan. The
ranking of membership to governmental coun-
cils is very useful to evaluate how much uni-
versity scholars contribute to build a good soci-
ety through their specialized knowledge. How-
ever, it has been noticed that some council
members do not fulfil the expected task, but
only justify the policy agenda set by the bu-
reaucrats.

The other ranking indicators include tui-
tion, the average age of academic staff ,finance
of universities, the wage, and the alumni such
as parliament, professional-sports players or
Olympic athletes, and presidents of companies.
In addition, the quality of the entrance exami-
nation, the universities’ Internet web-site, and
university-produced marketing literature such
as brochures, are also taken into account.

Problems and Future

The biggest challenge in making the ranking is
to establish the standard methodologies to
evaluate Japanese universities. There are vari-
ous sizes of universities in Japan. Some of them
are very large and include all academic fields,
but others are small colleges, and may only
have a number of specialized academic fields.
The number of students, faculties, and facilities
across universities is so different; therefore, it is
difficult to evaluate them on the same scale. An
approach of overall rankings is not adopted
here. It can be very difficult to answer what
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“overall” is for Japanese universities.

Above all, assessing the quality of higher
education leaves more room for improvement.
Fair and objective evaluation methodologies
have been sought, so as to evaluate the excel-
lent lectures that cultivate and motivate stu-
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dents. This is a big challenge for “the Univer-
sity Ranking”.

The best methodologies have been con-
tinuously explored and developed to assess
higher education in Japan.
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The Globe and Mail: Canadian University Report and
the Campus Navigator
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President, Higher Education Strategy Associates, Canada
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In 2002, the Globe and Mail, Canada’s national
newspaper, first published its “University Re-
port Card”. Since that time, the publication and
its associated web products have evolved con-
siderably—this article traces their development
over the past decade.

The Report Card, which as published an-
nually in a separate colour supplement, was
initially conceived as a response to Canada’s
first set of university rankings, published by
Maclean’s Magazine, a newsweekly. Maclean’s
rankings format closely parallels that of US
news and World Report in that it relies primar-
ily on data derived from a survey of institutions
(as opposed to third-party data), supplemented
by a reputational survey of administrators and
employers, and that the weighting is based to a
large extent on measures of financial inputs.

In contrast, the Globe and Mail’s product
was somewhat different. Instead of trying to
use data from institutions gathered via survey
or third-party sources, the Globe and Mail
chose to base its data exclusively based on stu-
dent surveys. In these surveys, students are
asked to evaluate universities on a variety of
criteria, including quality of teaching, quality of
student services, course availability, physical
infrastructure, etc. The new project also tried to
distinguish itself by billing itself as a “report
card” rather than a ranking; and mean scores
on each student-evaluated criteria were turned
into a letter grade (e/g/ A, B+, etc). As in many
European ranking systems, the Report Card
attached no weightings across different catego-
ries within the Report Card. However, within
the survey students were asked a summative
question about how satisfied they were with
their “overall experience”; as this usually gets
reported first, the scores on this question may

be seen as being functionally equivalent to a
final weighted score in a more traditional rank-
ing.

By basing its report around student survey
results, the Globe and Mail was directly target-
ing undergraduate students (and their parents)
as the market for the rankings. There was no
attempt to measure reputation externally, nor
was there any attempt to look at third party data
on research income or bibliometrics. Partly, this
reflected a reluctance to play with data with
which they had little expertise; but in part it
also reflected a genuine belief that institutional
research-intensity at any rate was over-rated as
a determinant of student experience. Indeed, by
using satisfaction as a measure, it became quite
clear that research-intensive institutions were at
a disadvantage, as satisfaction on a variety of
measures is inversely correlated with institu-
tional size. For this reason, although all schools
are graded on the same scale and all results on a
single question are always shown on a single
page, results are nevertheless grouped by insti-
tutional size to make comparisons fairer.

To begin with, the University Report Card
was a joint project of the Globe and Mail and
an established market research firm, the Strate-
gic Counsel which was responsible for the sur-
vey. In 2005, Higher Education Strategy Asso-
ciates, which operated as the Canadian office of
the Educational Policy Institute from 2004 to
2009, was brought into the arrangement to cre-
ate a web-based ranking along the lines of the
German CHE ranking, which launched in the
fall of 2006 and was known as the Globe Nav-
igator. This web-based ranking had 25 indica-
tors (later reduced to 17); users were able to
select between one and five indicators on which
to rank institutions, and could also filter the
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results geographically. Canada being a very
large country, inter-provincial mobility among
students is still reasonably rare, with only about
one in ten students moving to another province
in order to study. For most students, truly na-
tional rankings are not necessary in terms of
choosing an institution as most have a much
more limited choice set bound by geography.
As with the CHE rankings, institutions were not
ranked on each indicator but rather divided
roughly into terciles (i.e. top third, middle third
and bottom third). A majority of the indicators
were—as in the Report Card—based on survey
data taken from the Strategic Counsel Survey;
however, Higher Education Strategy Associates
also included a number of pieces of empirical
third-party data (including data on library
holdings, research bibliometrics, cost of at-
tendance, athletic team results, etc.) into the
Navigator. The Navigator was thus not really
just an online version of the Report Card, but
provided additional analytics as well.

Prior to 2006, Strategic Counsel had relied
on a company called UThink in order to gener-
ate student responses. UThink was the consult-
ing arm of StudentAwards.com, a company
which provides students with information on
scholarship availability in Canada and which in
return harvests email addresses and so-
cio-demographic data. Uthink would email in-
vitations to students in its database to partici-
pate in a web-based survey on Strategic Coun-
sel’s behalf and the latter would harvest the
results. This usually resulted in about 10,000 -
15,000 responses per year, which meant that
some individual institutional responses were
quite small.

With the arrival of Higher Education
Strategy Associates, which had closer ties to
institutions, a different data strategy emerged.
Again, modeling on the approach of Germany’s
CHE rankings, institutions themselves were
brought into the picture. Instead of having
UThink to send the survey invitation to stu-
dents, institutions themselves were asked to do
so, and nearly all chose to accept. There were a
number of reasons why they chose to become
participants in this project. The first was that
they were offered free data (each participating
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institution received a copy of the entire data file
for its own students). The second is that they
had an interest in seeing the survey have im-
proved response numbers and data quality. The
third is that, at a time when there was growing
disenchantment with the Macleans’ approach to
data collection (a mass institutional boycott
began in 2006, the open letter which accompa-
nied the announcement of the boycott made
special reference to the Berlin Principles on
rankings adopted by the International rankings
Expert Group in June of that year.), there was
also growing interest in alternative approaches
to rankings and in particular to the CHE ap-
proach advocated by Higher Education Strategy
Associates, which seemed to offer a more nu-
anced and acceptable approach to institutional
comparison. With institutions now providing
the access to students, annual participation
jumped significantly, and total responses are
now in the 35,000 — 40,000 per year range.

During the period between 2006 and 2009,
there were only minor adjustments to the Uni-
versity Report Card and the Navigator, the most
important of which was a re-branding exercise.
The University Report Card became the Cana-
dian University Report; the Navigator became
the Campus Navigator and became part of a
dedicated micro-site at the Globe and Mail
called “Globe Campus” which launched in the
fall of 2008.

In late 2009, Strategic Counsel left the
partnership and Higher Education Strategy As-
sociates took over the administration of the
survey. A few small changes to the survey oc-
curred at this point: notably, a reduction in the
number of questions asked about satisfaction
and an increase in the number of questions
asked about individual characteristics (includ-
ing an student’s academic performance in uni-
versity and secondary school and a set of ques-
tions which asked students to describe their
own personality on a number of axes) and how
they perceived their university (e.g. ‘more fo-
cused in undergraduates vs. more focused on
graduate students’, ‘a curriculum which is more
theoretical than applied vs. one which is more
applied than theoretical’, etc.). These questions
are not used for gathering data for purposes of
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ranking or rating, but rather to help gain an ad-
ditional understanding about the determinants
of satisfaction. Satisfaction, essentially is about
the delivery of services meeting the expectation
of delivery. If students with higher grades have
higher expectations, then it is quite possible
that more selective schools (which in Canada
tend to be the larger ones) will systematically
have lower satisfaction rates. Evidence for this
theory can be seen most clearly on the data for
satisfaction with libraries; students at small
institutions with tiny libraries nevertheless
claim greater satisfaction with their libraries
than do students at the highly selective Univer-
sity of Toronto, which has one of the 20 largest
holdings in North America. The new data col-

lection allows for more research which might
allow for new ways of displaying satisfaction
data which could hold constant (for example)
student selection effects. A more important shift
for 2010 is a move to portray more data on a
field-of-study basis, both in the Canadian Uni-
versity Report and in the Campus Navigator.
From this year, data on areas related directly to
teaching (e.g. satisfaction with teachers, course
availability, etc) will be displayed separately
for seven broad areas of learning—Aurts (i.e.
humanities and social sciences), Sciences, En-
gineering and Architecture, Health Sciences,
Education, Business/Commerce and Music and
Fine Arts.
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Introduction

The main objective of ranking of higher educa-
tion institutions of Kazakhstan is to present
appropriate and objective information to vari-
ous stakeholders, such as future students and
their families, employers, governmental, public
and international organizations, concerning the
quality of higher education institutions, to fos-
ter competition among them, and to motivate
them to improve.

Ranking of higher education institutions
was first developed and published in Kazakh-
stan in 2006 by the National Accreditation
Center of the Ministry of Education and Sci-
ence. Then, in 2008, the Independent Kazakh-
stan Quality Assurance Agency for Education
(IQAA) was founded. Its purpose is to work in
accordance with the Berlin principles, which
state that the quality assurance of higher educa-
tion institutions must be conducted by inde-
pendent, non-governmental  organizations,
which can function without influence of the
Ministry of Education and Science, higher ed-
ucation institutions and other parties. IQAA
developed and conducted the first independent
ranking of higher education institutions of Ka-
zakhstan in 2008, and is currently working on
its 2010 ranking.

With the increasing popularity of higher
education rankings, the Ministry of Education
and Science firstly considered and studied
about rankings in Kazakhstan in 2004-2005.
Such global rankings as the ARWU and others
were becoming prominent. The journal of
Higher Education in Europe (vol. 27, no.4)
published a series of literature on rankings and
their methodologies, which had materials from
a round-table discussion organized by
UNESCO-CEPES in Warsaw in 2002. The lit-
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erature in this journal issue had a significant
influence on further developing the methodol-
ogy for IQAA, as it emphasized that ranking
methodology should be based not only on crite-
ria of universities but also on the national edu-
cational system in place . Such criteria were
considered to help Kazakh higher education
institutions to reach international standards. Dr
Jan Sadlak, who, then, worked as the director
of European Center of Higher Education of
UNESCO-CEPES (current president of IREG)
has a considerable influence on our work and
supported our methodology. The newly devel-
oped methodology in English was first pre-
sented during the IREG-3 Shanghai Conference
in 2007.

Methodology

IQAA methodology collects data from various
sources and adopts a multilateral approach to
produce a balanced result. It combines both
objective and subjective determinants and in-
cludes three parts: evaluation of academic re-
sources of higher education institutions (60%);
guestionnaires of experts (10%); and question-
naires of employers in governmental organiza-
tions and business companies (30%).

The first part of the data is collected from
universities. Higher education institutions have
to present objective information on academic
criteria in electronic and paper format with
supporting documents which ensure the trust-
worthiness of the information presented. The
data collection usually takes two-four months,
and then the data will be analyzed. The data
received from universities is also checked with
information available from governmental or-
ganizations, higher education institutions’ web-
sites and other sources available.

Specific applications and instructions were
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developed for evaluation of academic resources
of higher education institutions. The format of
the ranking has been changed to cut down the
number of criteria and indicators in the last
several years. IQAA used to be conducted and
funded by the Ministry of Education and Sci-
ence. At that time, more criteria and indicators
were adopted and the data could be only col-
lected and determined by visiting universities.
Since the IQAA ranking is self-funded, it has to
drop the number of indicators for this practical
financial reason, while transparency, relevance
and validity of its indicators are still ensured
according to the Berlin principles. Seven crite-
ria and 42 indicators were used in the previous
version of the ranking, while six criteria and 36
indicators are used today. Those criteria and
indicators that can be difficult to verify are ex-
cluded, so as to make sure the ranking results
are objective and transparent. Specifically, the
six criteria for evaluating the academic re-
sources of higher education institution consist:

Criterion One evaluates qualitative com-
position of students and consists of five indica-
tors. The indicators display qualitative compo-
sition of students. For example, the proportion
of the number of students studying full-time to
the overall number of students, including those
studying part-time is measured. It is due to the
fact that some students choose to study
part-time, however, there is a concern with the
guality of education offered part-time in com-
parison to full-time education. Also, the number
of students studying on a governmental grant is
counted. Kazakhstan has special governmental
educational grants which are awarded to future
students on the basis of United National Testing
conducted by the Ministry of Education and
Science prior to the admission of students to
higher education institutions. Students, who
receive a governmental grant, make a choice in
which higher education to study. They may
choose either a state or non-state higher educa-
tion institution. Hence, private higher education
institutions can have a chance to attract some
governmental funding.

Criterion Two evaluates the selectiveness
of students’ admission and results of student
educational achievements based on five indica-

tors. A big role here is played by the Intermedi-
ate Governmental Control Test by the National
Center of Testing of the Ministry of Education
and Science, which students have to pass after
finishing the second year of bachelor studies.
Another indicator, which displays the level of
education in higher education institutions, is
students’ achievements in national and interna-
tional competitions.

Criterion Three evaluates the qualitative
composition of faculty and consists of five in-
dicators. This criterion displays various indica-
tors, such as the relative number of faculty who
hold scientific degrees, the relative number of
faculty who received the governmental award
“The Best Faculty of the Year”. This competi-
tive grant was set up by the government in
2005, to offer grants for faculty to research and
work abroad. There are other indicators meas-
uring the number of faculties who work
full-time at a higher education institution and
those who received other governmental awards.

Criterion Four evaluates research and in-
novational potential of a higher education in-
stitution and consists of eight indicators. Sig-
nificant attention is attached to research fund-
ing. One of the indicators measures research
funding for one faculty. The other important
indicators include the number of scientific pub-
lications in Kazakhstan and other countries of
the Commonwealth of Independent States
(former USSR countries) per faculty and pub-
lications in foreign journals per faculty. Index
of citations is not yet used in the ranking. Also,
indicators of the number of patents, the number
of dissertation councils, the presence of nation-
al laboratories and techno parks are included.

Criterion Five evaluates the level of inter-
national cooperation. A few existing indicators
have been kept, such as the relative number of
international exchanges of students and faculty,
graduates who were granted the governmental
grant “Bolashak” (the governmental grant,
which allows students to receive education at
top universities worldwide), the number of ed-
ucational programs with foreign universities. A
couple of new indicators were inserted, such as
the percentage of foreign faculty invited to
teach in universities and others.
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Criterion Six evaluates the level of infor-
mational resources of a higher education insti-
tution. It consists of five indicators and five
sub-indicators. The importance of this criterion
is based on the websites of universities and
their content. Indicators of this criterion deter-
mine the informational base of the websites, the
frequency of updates, number of links to the
website and visits of the website. This criterion
used to be a part of Criterion 4 in the previous
version of IQAA. However, due to the growing
importance of Internet use and online informa-
tional resources of higher education institutions,
it is necessary to concentrate on this criterion in
particular. .

The second and third parts of the IQAA
ranking are based on questionnaires of experts
and employers, whereby all higher education
institutions are evaluated by experts and em-
ployers.

The second part of the ranking is based on
evaluation by experts in the field of higher ed-
ucation. Experts are chosen on the basis of their
qualification and experience in accordance with
the set requirements. There are five possible
grades awarded to higher education institutions
from “excellent” to “unsatisfactory” in the
guestionnaire. Instead of a satisfaction ques-
tionnaire to students and faculty, a question-
naire to experts in higher education sphere is
adopted, due to the huge expense to visit to
each higher education institution and conduct
questionnaires of students and faculty.

The third part of the ranking is based on
the evaluation of higher education institutions
by employers by the qualification level of their
employees. There are also five possible grades
awarded to higher education institutions from
“excellent” to “unsatisfactory” in the question-
naire. Questionnaires to employers are distrib-
uted among National Ministries, regional gov-
ernments, national companies and representa-
tives of small business. Telephone and e-mail
guestionnaires are also used.

Results of all parts of the ranking are
summed up, in accordance with which univer-
sities’ ranking positions are determined. The
ranking system includes a general ranking,
where all higher education institutions are in-
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cluded, and ranking by fields, where higher
education institutions are ranked by groups.
Besides the general ranking and ranking by
fields, the other rankings by academic criteria,
experts and employers evaluation are published.
There are 132 higher education institutions in
Kazakhstan today, 42 of which are state and 90
non-state higher education institutions. Higher
education institutions which tend to participate
in rankings are state higher education institu-
tions and strong non-states higher education
institutions. Weaker higher education institu-
tions are more reluctant to participate in rank-
ings because of the fear that they may display
poor results. Consequently, stronger higher ed-
ucation institutions are able to attract more stu-
dents and international grants, while weaker
universities continue to struggle.

Our methodology has been improving and
updating from time to time, although drastic
changes are not welcomed. One of the influ-
ences for change is the cooperation fostered by
IREG among ranking agencies by means of
various conferences staged. For example, in the
previous methodology, the percentage awarded
for the quality of websites was raised by adding
several more indicators, and also indicators for
international cooperation were attached more
weight to develop and promote internationali-
zation in higher education institutions. Results
of the Ranking are published in national news-
papers such as “Liter” and “Express K” among
others, and are also published on the website of
the agency (http://www.igaa.kz). Thus, the
ranking results are available to whoever is in-
terested in. Currently, rankings are popular
among future students, governmental organiza-
tions and various public organizations.

Conclusion

Kazakhstan’s current educational strategic plan
of development includes the aim of several
higher education institutions in Kazakhstan
making the way into rankings of world-class
universities. This adds to a high interest in
rankings in Kazakhstan today. This is partly
due to the development and publication of in-
stitutional rankings of national higher education
institutions.
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The Graduate School of Education (GSE), Shanghai Jiao-Tong University was established in
2007. GSE aspires to the highest standards of scholarly and professional practice, emphasizes quan-
titative research and international comparison, and focuses on applied research, policy studies and
consultation.

GSE builds on the tradition of excellence of the former Institute of Higher Education, which
was established in 1985. The "Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)", which was first
published in 2003 and updated annually, has gained international reputation. Consultation reports on
strategies for building world-class universities and science policies, which are provided to Chinese
governments on a regular basis, have attracted national attention.

GSE focuses on higher education and specifically on research universities in the context of na-
tional and international development. It has three research groups, namely the Center for
World-Class Universities, the Center for the Study of Graduate Education, and the Center for Sci-
ence and Technology Policy. The centers will have world-class research teams, leading international
partners, and a highly internationalized student body.

GSE will uphold the best academic values-a commitment to academic freedom and original in-
quiry, service to the academic community in China and beyond, and provide the best possible educa-
tion to graduate students in higher education and science policy.
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