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[bookmark: _Toc149659539]"Let the Sun Shine In: The Use of Academic Rankings in Developing Countries"- Alex Usher  
President of Higher Education Strategies Associates, Toronto, Canada
Abstract
University rankings in the developed world usually have the benefit of having access to large amounts of “official” data available through government agencies and/or data form surveys of students, administrators and employers, and/or large-scale bibliometric analyses. In the developing world, however, these conditions often do not apply, or apply only weakly: little data on institutions is publicly available, surveys are not conducted either because of expense or political considerations, and publications in internationally-recognized journals are very few.  And yet, there are nearly twenty sets of university rankings in the developing word.  The purpose of this paper is to show how rankings operate in these environments and how they differ from those seen in the developed world, both in purpose and constriction. The paper will also show how web rankings such as webometrics have come to such enormous prominence in the developing world and why they are likely to remain a “gold standard” in many countries for some time to come.  Finally, the paper will conclude with some thoughts on how to improve rankings in developing countries.



[bookmark: _Toc149659540]"Trends in Academic Rankings in the Nigerian University System"- Peter Okebukola
Chairman of Council, Osun State University, Osogbo, Nigeria and former Executive Secretary, National Universities Commission
Abstract
Over the past nine years, the Nigerian university system, the most expansive in Africa with 104 universities enrolling about 1.5 million students, has implemented a ranking system that has continued to be refined for improved reliability and relevance. The initial thrust in 2001 of using data from the system-wide comprehensive accreditation exercise has been strengthened with a number of additional variables adjudged to crosscut major international ranking schemes. After four years of implementation and wide acceptability by the university system and the general public, the scheme was further refined in 2009 to enhance its national application as well as application across the Africa region. .  The Times Higher Education Ranking, Academic Ranking of World Universities,  Webometrics Ranking,  Professional Ranking of World Universities, Newsweek Ranking,  Performance Ranking of Scientific Papers for World Universities and the African Rating Mechanisms contributed variables to the NUC-Ranking System.   The Berlin Principles on Ranking of Higher Education Institutions were applied to the NUC-Ranking System and found to achieve a high level of compliance. The paper highlights the stages of evolution of academic ranking in the Nigerian university system from 2001 to 2010 and describes the impact of ranking on improving quality and efficiency of the Nigerian university system.  


[bookmark: _Toc149659541]"Rankings in Peru in Context of Recent Developments in Higher Education in the Latin America" - Luis Piscoya
Professor at San Marcos University of Lima, Peru
Abstract
The arising of the first world university rankings, ARWU (2003) and THES (2004), allowed to mint the term World-Class Universities and created a list of 500 institutions, of which only seven were Latin American. The 2010 editions of said rankings and of the THE, the U.S. News, and the QS rankings show slightly different results. As for the Latin American perspective, there is a growing interest in building rankings--started in Peru and continued in Mexico, Brazil, and Chile--to which is added the tendency to present accreditation results in the form of rankings. Thus, based on the Peruvian experience, this paper attempts to explain the mechanisms that have given rise to such a tendency and to evaluate its projections by discussing the role of underlying methodological assumptions about paradigms of academic excellence, pertinence criteria, and choice criteria of an adequate language to describe levels of performance in terms of qualities.


[bookmark: _Toc149659542]"If ranking is the disease, is benchmarking the cure?" – Jamil Salmi 
Tertiary Education Coordinator, the World Bank, Washington DC, United States
Abstract
The main objective of this presentation is to propose a new way of assessing the performance of tertiary education.  It will start by summarizing the main limitations faced by existing ranking systems that serve as proxies of institutional performance.  It will then outline a benchmarking approach that considers how entire tertiary education systems operate.  It will finish by illustrating how this approach can be used to identify bottlenecks and inform policy making to improve the principal dimensions characterizing the performance and health of tertiary education systems.  


[bookmark: _Toc149659543]"Building a Bridge between the National and International Rankings"- Waldemar Siwiński
Vice-President of IREG-Observatory, President of Perspektywy Education Foundation, Warsaw, Poland
Abstract
Over the past few years academic world has been fascinated by international rankings. This phenomenon was bravely started by professor Nian Cai Liu who, as the first, published its pioneering Academic Ranking of World Universities in 2003. The process of globalization and availability of the ever up-to-date publication and citation data encouraged many players to start drawing their own world maps of higher education by the method of ranking. Among them are academic institutions (Leiden University), education market organizations (QS), media (THE) and strictly political structures (European Commission) with various motivations: be to research, business or politics. They all, however, have faced the similar barriers. There is a dramatic lack of comparable data describing higher education in different countries. The shortage of such data along with diverse cultural environment in which universities function make it difficult to establish satisfactory ranking criteria.
In this context, we should take a second look at the national rankings. They are, compared to their international counterparts, much more developed (advanced), partly due to their by 20 years longer history (since the first “US News & World Report” ranking). National rankings can be more comprehensive because higher education institutions on the country level function in a similar cultural and legal environment, and comparable data is readily available. This, of course, allows for selection of a broad set of criteria, common to a group of ranked higher education institutions. This in turn facilitates a smooth evolution of methodology a must in knowledge-based economies. 
The analysis of selected national rankings (UN News & World Report, Perspektywy) on the one hand and of the main world rankings (ARWU, THE, QS) show that the picture of higher education institutions ranked on the national level is far richer and comprehensive than ranked on international level. On the national level it is also easier to ”recognize the diversity of institutions and take the different missions and goals of institutions into account”. (Berlin Principle, par. 3) and ”cultural, economic, and historical contexts of the educational systems being ranked”. (BP, par. 5). It is worth mentioning that every year there are more countries were professional rankings of higher education institutions are published. There is a growing element of competition as in a number of countries more than one ranking is published contributing to their increasing quality.
The managers of higher education institutions undertaking reforms of their institutions are increasingly looking for benchmarks to monitor the effects of their actions. University ranking can be here a very useful tool. The international ranking can be of little or no use in this respect since they are limited to hundreds of universities worldwide (the magic number 500). Theoretically, this number could be much larger, but we know, the diversity diminishes dramatically as differences between subsequent institutions become lesser and lesser. The only decent advice we can give to these managers and ambitious rector is: take seriously national rankings because only by improving your position in a national ranking, you may build a position that may lead you to a better place in international rankings.
The national and world university rankings are two totally separated worlds. We should, I believe, look for the narrows, closest points between these two worlds. In order to build a bridge (passage) between them I suggest:
- The authors of international rankings use national rankings in pre-selecting institutions to be considered in their international rankings. I would also suggest they introduce a set of synthetic criteria reflecting institution’s position in national ranking (s) – for example a criterion demonstrating their national leadership or regional position. Such a criterion with a relatively light weight of 1-3%, could play an important role in building a cohesive ranking system. 
- There is, of course, the other side of the issue. High position in international and world rankings strongly reflects on higher education institution’s position in its own country. Institution’s position in international rankings, should also be taken into account by national ranking. The criterion of international prestige or international recognition should be introduced, I believe, to a national ranking with the weight of 1-3%.
The Perspektywy Education Foundation is already preparing a criterion of international recognition to be introduced in the next edition of the Perspektywy University Ranking. We are now consulting the issue with university managers. We propose that international recognition criterion will have the weight of 1% in 2011, 2% in 2012 to reach the final level of 3% in 2013. The process reflects the philosophy of the Ranking Board to introduce changes in methodology in a evolutionary (smooth) way in order to ensure that results of the rankings can be comparable over the period on several years.



[bookmark: _Toc149659544]Classifying Higher Education Institutions in the MENA Region [Middle East and North Africa]: A Pilot Study 
Adnan El-Amine – Lebanese Association for Educational Studies, Lebanon and 
Rajika Bhandari – Deputy Vice President, Research and Evaluation, Institute of International Education (IIE), New York, US
Abstract
While the number of global and country-level ranking and classification systems continues to expand, a regional classification and assessment of higher education institutions in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region has not been developed to date. Such a system is particularly needed given the rapid expansion of the higher education sector in the region, as new domestic institutions and branch campuses of overseas institutions emerge. Recognizing a significant need for reliable and accurate institution-level data on higher education institutions in the MENA region, the Institute of International Education (IIE) recently received support from the Carnegie Corporation of New York to carry out innovative research that aims to develop, on a pilot basis, a system for classifying and assessing higher education institutions in the MENA region.  During the conference session, key project staff from IIE and the Lebanese Association for Educational Studies (LAES) will discuss the current status of the project and will facilitate an engaging discussion on the methodology, challenges, and significance of the research. The project covers the following eight countries from the region: Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, UAE, Morocco, and Tunisia.
It is envisioned that the project will help to strengthen MENA institutions locally by providing benchmarks and key indicators against which they will be able to measure their growth, as well as a means to compare themselves to similar institutions. The new classification system will also help generate international interest in the region’s institutions—which supports a secondary goal of the project, which is to deepen linkages between MENA higher education institutions and other institutions around the world to facilitate knowledge sharing, research collaboration, and institutional capacity building.



[bookmark: _Toc149659545]Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes: a groundbreaking initiative to assess quality in higher education on an international scale - Diane Lalancette 
Analyst, OECD Directorate for Education, Paris, France 
Abstract
The OECD launched the first international study of what students in higher education know and can do upon graduation: the Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO). Higher education constitutes a critical factor in innovation and human capital development, and yet, there are no tools available to assess the quality of teaching and learning in higher education institutions on an international scale. The few studies that do exist are nationally focused, while international university rankings are based on reputation and research performance, and do not reflect the quality of teaching and learning, nor the diversity of institutions’ missions and contexts. The AHELO feasibility study is a unique attempt to fill this gap. It aims to explore the feasibility of measuring higher education quality across different institutions, countries, languages and cultures. The feasibility study involves three strands of work to be undertaken separately but coherently: the generic skills strand, the economics strand, and the engineering strand. The work will unroll in several phases. 
Phase 1, from January 2010 to June 2011, will consist in the development of provisional assessment frameworks and testing instruments suitable for an international context, and their small-scale validation.
In Phase 2, from July 2011 to December 2012, the practical aspects of assessing students learning outcomes will be under focus. A contextual dimension will also be embedded to make some preliminary explorations of the relationships between context and learning outcomes, and the factors leading to enhanced outcomes. 
Should those two phases be conclusive, the last phase will be to develop a value-added measurement strand to explore methodologies and approaches to capture the contribution of higher education institutions to students’ outcomes, irrespective of students’ incoming abilities. 
By the completion of the feasibility study in late 2012, the information collected on student performance and the analysis of the results will help assess whether a full-fledged AHELO study could be taken forward from both scientific and practical standpoints.




[bookmark: _Toc149659546]Developing and Testing the Feasibility of a Multi-dimensional Global University Ranking – the U-Multirank Project
Gero Federkeil – Vice-President IREG Observatory, Centre for Higher Education Development, Gütersloh, Germany, and 
Frans Kaiser - Centre for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS), Enschede, The Netherlands
Abstract
Global rankings receive high attention and have an impact on discussions about quality and excellence of universities in many countries. But by their choice of indicators and data bases existing global rankings mainly focus on research excellence of internationally oriented research intense universities only (the so-called “word-class universities”). Yet the vast majority of higher education institutions around the world have different institutional profiles and missions. The concentration on one type of institution can be a danger to the diversity of higher education institutions. The U-Multirank projects aims at developing a concept for rankings for different “types” of higher education institutions in order to make visible the existence of other forms of excellence than excellence in research only. Higher education institutions can be excellent in teaching & learning, in knowledge transfer, in regional engagement and other dimensions. Hence U-Multirank is aiming at a multi-dimensional concept for rankings of institutions with a comparable institutional profile. The presentation gives an outline of the basic approach of the U-Multirank project in terms of ranking methodology, the model of dimensions and indicators and the pilot study which is going to start in autumn. As the project is still running this will be a report on work in progress.




[bookmark: _Toc149659547]Third Mission Indicators for New Ranking Methodologies - the E3M Project
Marko Marhl – Vice-Rector of the University of Maribor, Slovenia, and  
Attila Pausits – Head of the Centre for University Continuing Education and Educational Management, the Danube University Krems, Austria
Abstract
It has been traditionally recognised that the two main missions of universities are teaching and research. However, in recent years, another mission is being considered in order to reflect all contributions of universities to society, what is generally known as ‘Third Mission’. While several rankings systems exist for the first and second missions, the Third Mission lacks any cohesive methodology. The E3M project addresses this need. The commonly accepted ranking systems for the classical missions of the university provide indicators to measure excellence in higher education institutions around the world. At the same time, rankings can improve quality assurance by allowing the institutions to understand their own performance, develop best practices and provide effective and efficient value to society. They also provide quality indicators to governments, society and industry. However, there are no commonly agreed indicators or methodologies to assess quality in Third Mission activities.

As a first approach of the project, it is needed to find a common definition for Third Mission activities. Then, three dimensions are proposed for classifying these activities: Continuing Education, Technology Transfer & Innovation and Community Engagement which are indicative of the Third Mission as a whole. From an established conceptual framework, different processes associated to each dimension are described. The identification and definition of these processes allow us to design a set of indicators for each dimension. Finally, Delphi Method is used to obtain a selected set of indicators (relevant and feasible) which determine the basis of the ranking methodology criteria. The objectives of this project are to create European standard indicators to measure the effectiveness of Third Mission provision as well as a ranking methodology to benchmark European Third Mission Services of higher education institutions. The main purpose is to generate a comprehensive instrument to identify, measure, and compare Third Mission activities from a wide perspective.




[bookmark: _Toc149659548]Eduniversal Rankings of Business Schools
Martial Guiette – President and Director General, Group SMBG Eduniversal, Paris, France
Abstract
During the last 15 years, first in France and, since 2007, on a worldwide level, EDUNIVERSAL informs and advises students all over the world. Initially a consulting firm, EDUNIVERSAL is today a rating agency specialized in evaluating the universities and schools, but also the academic programs in fifty different specialties (Accounting, Finance, Marketing, HR Management, Communication, Law, International Management, Corporate Strategy, Supply Chain, etc.). 
With a view of contributing to the international development of Higher Education, the philosophy of EDUNIVERSAL is based on an entirely universal approach. Based on its primarily experience of advising students, the aim of EDUNIVERSAL is to build reliable and serious tools of information and to guide those who have to choose: What, by whom and where it is the most appropriate to study.
Over 9 years of experience in the Masters ranking, the methodology used to rank the academic programs is enriched by the recommendations of an International Scientific Committee, composed of high level experts in the field of higher education. The usefulness and reliability of these repositories have also been demonstrated. Its growing use - as a tracking tool of formations for students - , as a solution to identify the best candidates by companies -, and - as a means of recognition of their expertise by universities/schools and their professors -, show that those involved have chosen to take into account/used them and that they participate, more and more and in a better way, at these assessments.
Recognizing the impact of the rankings, EDUNIVERSAL is concerned about preserving its independence and ethics.  Through these annual surveys, EDUNIVERSAL is intended to follow the evolution of higher education courses and to enhance the expertise of universities/schools as a means of differentiation and identification of the strengths of each academic institution.




[bookmark: _Toc149659549]An Inside Look into the U.S. News and other Media MBA Rankings
Bob Morse – Director of Data Research, U.S. News, Washington DC, USA
Abstract
The presentation will answer such key questions as: what role should MBA rankings play in deciding where to apply and go to business school; why the MBA rankings are done by U.S. News; the philosophy behind the MBA rankings; details on the how the MBA rankings are calculated and the statistical factors used; a comparison of the B-school ranking methodologies used by Business Week, U.S. News, Financial Times, Forbes and The Economist and implications for B-Schools and prospective students;  and the U.S. News response to ongoing criticisms of the rankings by B-School academics




[bookmark: _Toc149659550]The Ranking Dilemma: AACSB Position on Business School Rankings
Peter Lindstrom – The Association to Advance Collegiate Business Schools ( AACSB), University St. Gallen, Switzerland
Abstract
Media rankings are here to stay, widely read, and important for the reputation of business schools. However, media rankings have narrow definitions and cannot be relied upon as a sole measure of success. In contrast, the breadth and depth of AACSB accreditation truly measures quality. It provides leverage to help maintain and increase quality and sends a credible signal to the public about the quality of the programs.
This presentation provides a constructive view on media rankings from an accreditation organization’s perspective.



[bookmark: _Toc149659551]Rankings of universities according to university-industry research cooperation Robert Tijssen
Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS), Leiden University, the Netherlands
Abstract
It is common knowledge that many of the world’s leading research universities have extensive research cooperation links with a variety of business enterprises. Statistics on the volume of business sector funding, and publicized university-industry alliances, provide ample empirical evidence of strong ties with science-based industries. Most of these, often celebrated, ‘entrepreneurial’ universities are located in the USA, Europe or Asia. However, the overall picture is much less clear: the volume and intensity of university-industry ties within world’s research-active universities remains very elusive.  No systematic comparative information exists as to which universities are heavily engaged in joint R&D with business sector partners. The University-Industry Research Cooperation Scoreboard, launched by CWTS in 2008 and freely available on the CWTS website, attempts to fill at least part of this striking gap in information.  UIRC’s statistical data is derived from counts of university-industry research publications (UICs) which are jointly authored by university researchers and staff employed by business enterprises. UICs represent not only an output of joint research, but also tap into knowledge flows and institutional ties that were part of the research process. The analytical potential of UICs for classifying and ranking individual universities was first explored by Tijssen et al. (2009), on a set of 350 of the world’s largest research-active universities, and using the research publications indexed by the Web of Science database. Main methodological conclusion of this study were: 
•	UICs offer an useful and interesting new source of statistical data for domestic and international comparisons of research universities
•	pending further validation studies, UIC statistics should preferably be used only within non-evaluative multidimensional benchmarking frameworks rather than for university league tables. Several of those studies are now in preparation.
UIRC’s framework offers a novel and rich source of empirical data for benchmarking and comparing the UIC-performance of research universities – either domestically, regionally or worldwide. UIRC findings are now mentioned on the websites of several universities.
This presentation will elaborate on the design and content of UIRC’s 2009-2010 edition. Its potential as a tool for academic rankings will be discussed, highlighting the various UIC indicators, while introducing ranking data across the world’s top-500 largest research universities, and touching on further developments that are planned for the near future.



[bookmark: _Toc149659552]The DFG Funding Ranking and its Contribution to an International Monitoring of University, Industry, and Government Cooperation Activities
David Bovelet – Project Manager, German Science Foundation (DFG), Bonn, Germany
Jürgen Güdler – Head of Division “Information Management”, German Science Foundation (DFG), Bonn, Germany, 
Miriam Hensele – Science Officer, German Science Foundation (DFG), Bonn, Germany
Abstract
International research ranking studies for the most part focus on comparisons of higher education institutions. Nevertheless those rankings are also often seen as direct performance indicators for the research competitiveness of entire countries. National research systems, however, differ widely in the degree of participation of universities, governmental research centers and the industry. 
In Germany, for example, publicly funded non-university research institutions like the Fraunhofer or Max Planck Society are key players in the national research landscape. On this note, the DFG Funding Ranking also accounts for governmental as well as industrial research centers within the consideration of funding statements and, in particular, by a strong focus on the analysis of regional cooperation patterns between the various research performing institutions. 
As a case study, this contribution explores the relationship between divers national organization structures of research systems and the results of international university rankings. Based on data for the Sixth EU Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development we aim at identifying the profiles and strengths of national research systems in an EU wide comparison. To match the results with the findings of international university rankings the focus of our analysis is on a comparison of the relative performances of higher education institutions, governmental research centers and industry companies. 
Our analysis reveals significant differences in the relative shares of funds allocated to these different actors between the European states. While in the United Kingdom, more than half of the funds went to the university sector, in France, for example, the largest shares went to governmental research centers. In Germany, the industry, governmental and university sectors were allocated roughly equal funding amounts. These cross country differences indicate different ways of organizing national research systems. 
Therefore it is of great importance to also consider the different organization structures of national research systems when interpreting results of international university rankings in the context of a cross country comparison of research performance.



[bookmark: _Toc149659553]The New Times Higher World University Rankings
Phil Baty – Deputy Editor, Times Higher Education, London, United Kingdom, and 
Simon Pratt - Project Manager, Thomson Reuters, US
Abstract
Mr Baty and Mr Pratt will give insiders’ accounts of the development of the new and improved methodology for the Times Higher Education World University Rankings and will delve behind the rankings headlines with information on Thomson Reuters’ Global Institutional Profiles Project.


[bookmark: _Toc149659554]Development of “Self-directed” College Ranking and the Impact on Taiwan Higher Education
Angela Yung-chi Hou - Director of International Exchange, Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council of Taiwan (HEEACT)
Abstract
Because traditional college rankings had many methodological problems, a new type of user-based ranking called “personalized college ranking” started to develop in many nations in the late 1990s. The main objective of this paper, therefore, is to outline the rational, strategies and pathways for establishing a personalized college rankings called “College Navigator in Taiwan” by Higher Education Evaluation & Accreditation Council of Taiwan and its impact on students’ selection process over which is the best school for them to study and institutional policy making



[bookmark: _Toc149659555]A Rating of Research Performance of German Universities
Elke Lütkemeier – Coordinator Research Rating, German Science Council (DFG), Cologne, Germany
Abstract
At the request of the German federal government and the states (Länder) governments, the Wissenschaftsrat (German Council of Science and Humanities) has developed the concept for a new subject-specific, multidimensional research rating which stands out by a number of unique characteristics:
· Research quality is assessed by informed peer review on the basis of an extensive, comparative analysis of quantitative and qualitative data. 
· Criteria and data are defined in a discipline-specific manner by experts from the individual fields of research. 
· Research quality is assessed at the level of research units, making it possible to make transparent differences in research quality within individual institutions. 
· The institutions are assessed by six different criteria which are not aggregated to an overall result. Thereby, the assessments reflect the institutions' different profiles and missions. 
Beyond that the inclusion of non-university research institutions in the research rating exercise is one of the great advantages of this procedure over existing national and international ranking schemes. In many subject areas non-university institutions contribute an important share of the volume and quality of German research achievements. The best non-university institutes can even serve as a benchmark for international research quality, and thus help to calibrate the assessment scale. The question how the characteristics of non-university research institutions, in particular the organization as multidisciplinary facilities, can be taken into account in the rating procedure requires further examination. After assessing the German research performance in chemistry and sociology the Council decided in May 2008 to continue the research rating with two more subjects – one from the technical sciences and one from the humanities - in order to improve its methodology. 




[bookmark: _Toc149659556]To Better Measure Social Sciences Performance: A Review of Existing Ranking Indicators
Ying Cheng – Center for World-Class Universities, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, China
Abstract
Universities’ excellence in social sciences and humanities are often underestimated or even neglected in institutional rankings from the point of view of the indicators they use. The study analyzes a number of indicators used in major ranking systems and tries to reveal the inherent difference in performance indicators across fields based on experiential evidences. The findings suggest when using indicators at institutional level, the field difference cannot be simply ignored even for non-research indicators. Recommendations on data collection and process to rankers and other statistical agencies are made accordingly.
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Few topics in higher education are as contentious as university rankings and the increasingly prominent role they play in shaping the decision-making of students and their families, institutional priorities, and even government policies. A conference devoted to the topic, being held here this week, is bringing together people involved in the best-known global rankings as well as some of their most vocal critics.
The conference is the fifth meeting of an international organization now known as the IREG Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excellence, and Germany's Centre for Higher Education Development is co-host for the gathering here.
In his opening address on Thursday, Peter Greisler, head of the universities directorate at Germany's education ministry, noted that the situation in Germany typified some of the contradictory attitudes toward rankings. While there is "widespread skepticism and debate about the methodological insufficiencies of rankings," he said, the growth in higher-education enrollments highlights the need for some kind of tools that allow students and employers to compare programs and assess their offerings—the kind of information that rankings provide. He emphasized, however, that "rankings are only useful if the indicators they use don't just measure things that are easy to measure, but the things that need to be measured."
Regional Approaches
Much of the day's discussion was about the different ways in which various assessment exercises around the world are approaching that challenge, with a focus on the growth of regional efforts.
In a presentation on the use of academic rankings in developing countries, Alex Usher, president of Higher Education Strategy Associates in Toronto, noted that the existing rankings literature has focused on North America and Europe, but that a growing number of assessment efforts are now coming from less-developed countries. Those efforts have been the source of significant innovation in rankings.
A working definition of educational quality, with a selection of indicators appropriate to that definition, is an essential precondition to any rankings system, Mr. Usher said, but he noted that many developing countries simply do not have enough data to fill those indicators. This lack of data has spurred the innovative use of alterative sources of information, such as accreditation information and bibliometrics. Accreditation is a central source of data in many countries, and using this information as a basis for rankings "is one way of turning quantitative data into something qualitative," he said.
In a presentation on the use of rankings in Nigeria, Peter Okebukola, a former executive secretary of that country's National Universities Commission, noted that Nigeria had turned to accreditation data when it began compiling national rankings in 2001. Mr. Okebukola described the effort, which has since incorporated additional indicators from some of the well-known international rankings, as a success, in large part because all of the indicators that are used were agreed upon in consultation with university leaders and academic officials. Nigeria is also closely involved in a new African Union-led quality rating project, which he said might eventually merge with the Nigerian effort.
In another presentation, Rajika Bhandari of the Institute of International Education and Adnan El-Amine of the Lebanese Association for Educational Studies described a new regional pilot project they are working on to develop a classification system for higher-education institutions across the Middle East. The goals of the project include providing more comprehensive information for students, better understanding of the diverse range of institutions in the region, more effective benchmarking and comparison both within the region and outside, and increased degree recognition and academic mobility.
The pilot project will classify institutions according to 11 indicators, including teaching, student, and faculty profiles; research involvement; and regional and international engagement. Although the project's goal is not to establish a rankings system, the presenters assured the audience, the information could eventually be used in a rankings system of some kind.
Ranking vs. Benchmarking
For a conference devoted to the topic of rankings, much of the discussion seemed to consist of semantic efforts to distinguish various exercises from actual rankings. A woman from Malaysia's national ratings agency, for example, corrected Mr. Usher's description of her agency's effort as a ranking. "In Malaysia we do not call it a ranking exercise," she said firmly, saying that the effort was instead a benchmarking exercise that attempts to rate institutions against an objective standard.
In his presentation, titled "If Ranking Is the Disease, Is Benchmarking the Cure?" Jamil Salmi, tertiary education coordinator at the World Bank, said that rankings are "just the tip of the iceberg" of a growing accountability agenda, with students, governments, and employers all seeking more comprehensive information about institutions. "Rankings are the most visible and easy to understand" of the various measures, but they are far from the most reliable, he said.
He advocated benchmarking—which he described as "the process of comparing the performance of one's tertiary education system to that of other systems"—as the preferred approach, because it is more holistic. "Rankings don't tell us anything about the overall performance of a tertiary education system—about issues of access versus equity, for example," he said.
He cited the case of Finland, which, he noted, "may not have universities in the top 100, but has very strong system." The danger of an exclusive focus on world-class universities, he added, is that "it might put too much effort where it is not needed," particularly in systems that cannot afford to spend limited resources on attempting to launch their institutions into the global top ranks.
Jamie P. Merisotis, president of the Lumina Foundation for Education, is attending the conference as an observer. Mr. Merisotis was involved in the establishment of the IREG Observatory in 2004 when he was president of the Institute for Higher Education Policy, which he founded. He described himself as a longtime skeptic of rankings, but noted that "these kinds of forums are useful, because you have to have conversations involving the producers of rankings, consumers, analysts, and critics."
Although the Lumina Foundation, which focuses on issues of access and equity, is not directly involved in rankings, "we are interested in the potential unintended negative consequences of rankings on discouraging low-income, first-generation, and students of color," he said. "But we're also interested in ways in which the sorting mechanism of rankings could in fact direct students to the right kinds of institutions."

[bookmark: _Toc149659558]Press: "International Group Announces Audit of University Rankings", by Aisha Labi
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At a conference in Berlin, higher-education officials are discussing the growth of university rankings, including a new effort to evaluate the ratings systems themselves.
By Aisha Labi

Berlin
University rankings organizations could soon find themselves on the receiving end of the kinds of evaluations that have made them so newsworthy and influential. At a conference here last week for academics and institutions focused on rankings, the organizer unveiled a project that would effectively rank the rankers.
The IREG Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excellence, which was created a few years ago to develop quality-control mechanisms for rankings, announced that a volunteer trial audit of two or three rankings will soon be under way.
The International Ranking Expert Group, or IREG, first met in Washington in 2004 and two years later came up with a set of principles on the ranking of higher-education institutions.
There has "always been the idea that IREG could evolve into a quality assurance" body, said Gero Federkeil, who oversees the rankings of German institutions by the CHE Centre for Higher Education Development, which co-hosted last week's conference.
As rankings proliferate around the world, they are increasingly having a direct impact on the decisions of students, academic staff, institutions, and policy makers, but each of those groups differs in its use of rankings and the sophistication it brings to evaluating them.
Less informed groups, such as students, "don't have a deep understanding of the limitations of rankings," Mr. Federkeil said, and an audit would provide an assessment tool for users. The rankers themselves also need to be held accountable for possible deficits in their tabulations or methodological flaws, he said.
The audit project, which he is helping to manage, will be based closely on IREG's principles, which emphasize clarity and openness in the purposes and goals of rankings, the design and weighting of indicators, the collection and processing of data, and the presentation of results.
"We all say that rankings should aim at delivering transparency about higher-education institutions, but we think there should be transparency about rankings too," Mr. Federkeil said. The audit process could eventually give rise to an IREG quality label, which would amount to an identification of trustworthy rankings, thereby enhancing the credibility of rankings and improving their quality, Mr. Federkeil said.
At the Berlin meeting last week, Mr. Federkeil and Ying Cheng, of the Center for World-Class Universities at Shanghai Jiao Tong University, which produces the best-known and most influential global ranking of universities, outlined the proposed methodology and procedure for the audit. The IREG executive committee will nominate audit teams consisting of three to five people. The chair of each team must not have any formal affiliation with a ranking organization, and at least one member of the audit team must be a member of the IREG executive committee. Audits will be based on self-reported data as well as possible on-site visits, and each full audit is expected to take about five months to complete. 
 Skepticism and Unease
Whether the audit will actually work remains to be seen. Many of the people who attended the meeting expressed deep skepticism and unease about how effectively a rigorous and independent audit procedure could be applied.
"In principle, I think it's a good thing," said Ben Sowter, head of the intelligence unit at QS, which produces the QS World University Rankings. But "there is a long way to go before this audit looks like the kind of measure it needs to be."
Still, if it eventually evolves into a widely accepted and respected quality-assurance mechanism, the audit could become a useful tool "and enable us to counter some of the criticism that we receive," he added.
Robert J. Morse, director of data research at U.S. News & World Report, said the magazine would most likely participate in the audit, but only "after we fully understand the processes and how it's going to be scored."
He agreed that it is important for rankers to be held to standards and to be transparent in their work.
"We communicate very frequently with academics, but maybe we would need to also post in more detail about the mathematical processes and quality controls and other steps we take from the academic level, and that's something that we would consider doing," he said.
Mr. Morse and others also asked whether there would really be critical distance between the audit committee and IREG's executive committee.
Ellen Hazelkorn, executive director of the Higher Education Policy Research Unit at the Dublin Institute of Technology and a well-known critic of the growing influence of rankings in shaping institutional and governmental policy, noted that rankings have become an intensely competitive business, and that any audit procedures would need to be clear and open enough to ensure that competitors were not pronouncing on one another's work.
She also said that auditors should ensure that all constituencies are involved in the process, including academics, policy makers, and students.
"I think it could potentially go somewhere," she said of the audit project. "I'm just not sure as to how it would work and who might subject themselves to it."
Some people invoked a comparison between the proposed audit and the accreditation process in the United States, in which universities participate voluntarily, but Ms. Hazelkorn emphasized that "universities have a compulsion to participate in accreditation" in order to secure eligibility for such financial benefits as Pell Grants, and that such an incentive is absent in when it comes to rankings.
But Nian Cai Liu, dean of the Graduate School of Education at Shanghai Jiao Tong University, which began producing the Academic Ranking of World Universities in 2003, applauded the effort.
"We need something, we need to start," he said. "I think there will be more and more rankings, but there will be in a sense be more concentration of rankings," he predicted. Those with an IREG approval label will grow in influence, but the rest will lose significance.
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Purpose and Scope
I O OO OO OO

Existing literature very centred on US and Western Europe

Yet, non-OECD countries have been the source of significant
innovation in rankings

Survey countries in Latin America, Asia, Africa and East-central
Europe to redress balance
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Pre-conditions for Rankings
I O OO OO OO

A working definition of educational quality, with a selection of
indicators appropriate to the definition.

Sufficient data to populate the indicators

Lower-income countries may not have the latter
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Drivers of Statistical Systems
I O OO OO OO

Competitive education market (needed for marketing)

Specific Managerial Structures (NPM-like) which favour
benchmarking

Specific Public Accountability regimes (significant institutional
autonomy is a prerequisite)
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4 Main Points on Domestic Rankings
I O OO OO OO

Latin America: Market forces drive a commercial model
The rise of governments as rankers: “Sunlight as a Disinfectant”

Lack of data spurs innovation; bibliometrics and accreditation
data

Evolutionary pressure on reputational rankings: India
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The Evolution of International Rankings
N

International Rankings 1.0: Asiaweek
International Rankings 2.0: Shanghai Jiao Tong ARWU
International Rankings 2.5: Iberamericano, OIS rankings

International Rankings 3.0: Webometrics
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The Importance of Webometrics
N

Maijority of countries in the world have no entry in the
Shanghai rankings

Strong demand for tools with which to benchmark progress

Webometrics has some face-value validity as an indirect
measure of research intensity, and it can rank 17,000
universities every six months

Webometrics thus meets an important market need
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Conclusions & Implications
I O OO OO OO

Domestic rankings in low- & middle-income countries and
international rankings share common data challenges

Clearly a major demand for indicators suitable for
benchmarking, both on a national and international level

Some innovations in data collection may be worth exporting

Probably a good case for international effort to improve HE
statistical capacity at regional /continental level
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THANK YOU!

Alex Usher: ausher@higheredstrategy.com
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Round the Paper in about 20 minutes

About Nigeria
University education in Nigeria

Evolution and trends in ranking of
Nigerian universities

Impact of rankings on quality of the
university system

African Union African Quality Rating
Mechanism

From Popularity to Reliability and
Relevance
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The context: A Trip to Nigeria

from Berlin Tegel Airport











On the Ground in Nigeria

- all passengers disembark...

Population: 153,828,587 (July
2009 est.)

Population growth rate:
2.42%

Birth rate: 41.84 births/1,000
population (2008 est.)

Death rate: 12.98 deaths/1,000
population (2008 est.)

Literacy rate: total population:
68%

male: 75.7%

female: 60.6%

Life expectancy at birth:
total population: 46.94 years
male: 46.16 years

female: 47.76 years (2009 est.)

Ethnic groups: Hausa, Fulani,
Yoruba, Ibo, ljaw, Kanuri, Ibibio,
Tiv

Religions: Muslim 50%, Christian
40%, indigenous beliefs 10%

Languages: English (official),
Hausa, Yoruba, Ibo, Fulani

GDP per capita: 52,300





NIGERIA






A QUICK LOOK BACKWARDS

= Independence in 1960
= UPE in September, 1976

= National Policy on Education of 1981- 6-3-3-4
SYSTEM

m October 5, 2010: Move to revert to 6-5-4
= First university established in 1948

= Nigerian universities hybrid of British and
American models
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Nigeria is the most populous
country in Africa

Eighth most populous
country in the world with a
population of over

150 million, therefore
making it the most populous
'‘black' country in the world.

Listed among the "Next
Eleven" economies,

Economy is one of the
fastest growing in the world
with the IMF projecting a
growth of 8.3% in 2010

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Higher Education System

e Universities (N=104) Enrolling
1,302,000

* Polytechnics and Monotechnics
(N=115) Enrolling 380,205;

e Colleges of Education (N=86)
Enrolling 354,207

* Innovative Enterprise Institutions
(N=62) Enrolling 116,800

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Ranking of Nigeria Universities:

Framework for Indicators

INPUT
eStudents
eTeachers
eNon-teaching
staff
eManagers
eCurriculum
eFacilities
eFinance
e|nstructional
materials
eOther resources

Peté

PROCESS
eTeaching and
learning
processes
eResearch
eUse of Time &
Space
eStudent Services
eAdministration
eLeadership
eCommunity
Participation
eQuality

Assurance
r Okebukola IREG-5, 2010

OUTPUT
oSkilled and
employable
graduates
eResponsible
citizens
eEconomic and
social
development
eProduction of
new knowledge






Evolution of and Trends in University Ranking

e Stimulus for ranking grew strong in 2001 as a
result of increase in the number of universities
and public clamour for a ranking scheme to guide
potential students and employers

e NUC took up the challenge

e 2001 ranking used composite indicator of scores
on comprehensive, system-wide accreditation
exercise conducted in 1999/2000

e First university ranking released in October 2001

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Evolution of and Trends in University Ranking

In Nigeria

e 2002 ranking added indicators from THE-QS
ranking

e 2003 ranking consolidated on the 2002 ranking
and methodology of data gathering improved

e 2004 and 2005 rankings added indicators relevant
to the Nigerian setting and methodology refined

e 2006 indicators added from ARWU, THE,
Webometrics

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Indicators ...1

 Percentage of academic programmes of the
university with full accreditation status

e Compliance with carrying capacity (measured by
the degree of deviation from carrying capacity)

* Proportion of the academic staff of the university
at professorial level

e Foreign content (staff): proportion of the
academic staff of the university who are non-
Nigerians

e Foreign content (students): proportion of the
students of the university who are non-Nigerians

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Indicators ...2

e Proportion of staff of the university with
outstanding academic achievements

e Research output

e Student completion rate

 Ph.D. graduate output for the year
e Stability of university calendar

e Student-to-PC Ratio

* Internally-generated revenue

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Revised NUC Ranking Scheme for National, Regional

and Global Application

Common

Academic Peer Review

Employer Review

Faculty /Student Ratio

Citations per Faculty

Retention: six-year graduation rate and first-year student retention rate

Graduation rate performance: difference between expected and actual graduation rate
Proportion of international staff

Proportion of international students

O 00 NO ULk WDNRE

Web impact factor

10. Alumni holding a post of chief executive officer or equivalent in one of the 500 leading
international companies

Unique

1. Percentage of academic programmes of the university with full accreditation status

2. Proportion of academic staff of the university at full professorial level
Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010






Success factors of the NUC ranking

e All indicators are derived through consensus
building with VCs and their Directors of
Academic Planning

e Data collection by individual universities
verified through cross validation

e All universities had ownership of the process
and endorsement of the league tables was
largely rancour free

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Impact of ranking on the

Nigerian university system

 Enhanced quality

e Stimulated efficiency

* Promoted accountability
 Enhanced proprietor funding





2010-2011 Rankings to be based on data from

institutional accreditation with indicators drawn
from...

e |Institutional vision, mission and strategic goals
e |nstitutional governance and administration

e |Institutional resources including learning resources and
student support

e Quality of teaching and research

e Management of human and material resources and
institutional efficiency and effectiveness

e Extension, relationships with internal and external
constituencies and consultancy

* Financial management and stability
e General ethos

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





African Quality Rating
Mechanism for
Righer Educatiom
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Key Issues that Informed the
Development of an African Higher

Education Quality Rating
Mechanism (AQRM)
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e Existing global ranking systems are criticised
for favouring certain types of universities and
certain aspects of higher education (e.g.
science and research) without understanding
the context in which HEIls operate and their
unigue missions and goals in dealing with
social and economic priorities of their region

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





 Higher education institutions are modifying
their missions, and focus areas to maximize
ranking performances.

e This is narrowing diversity and is reducing the
scope for innovations in strategy, curriculum,
pedagogy and research.

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





e Differing education systems e.g. Anglophone
vs Francophone have differing programmes,
differing incentives to instructors, differing
systems of promoting academic staff and
hence penalised by existing ranking systems.





 Developing an African Ranking system ‘will
create an opportunity to select both
internationally valued and locally valued
criteria as a basis for ratings and rankings’

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Purpose of AQRM

* To present an alternative to the existing global
ranking/rating systems that do not take into
consideration African specificities.

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Rating Scales for AQRM

Governance and Management
Financial resources

nfrastructure

Recruitment, Admission and Selection
Teaching and learning

Research Outputs

Student Support

Community Engagement

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Criteria

Governange
And

Mmﬂgemem

Sample issues

1. The institution has a cearly
stated mission and values with
specific goals and priorifies

2. The imstitution has specific

strategies inploce for monitoring
achievement of imstitutio
goals and Tdentifying pro
CIrecs.
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Sample issues

mfrastructure
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Sources of institutional indicators for AQRM

Governance And Management

1. The institution has a clearly stated mission and values with specific goals and
priorities.

1. The institution has specific strategies in place for monitoring achievement of
institutional goals and identifying problem areas.

1. Clear accountability structures for responsible officers are in place.

1. Staff, students and external stakeholders, where appropriate, are represented on
governance structures. Governance structures are representative in terms of gender.

1. The institution has developed quality assurance policies and procedures.

1. Appropriate mechanisms are in place to monitor staff in line with performance

agreements with relevant authorities.

1. The institution has put a management information system in place to manage student

and staff data, and to track student performance.

1. The institution has specific policies in place to ensure and support diversity of staff and
students, in particular representation of women and the disabled.

9. The institution has a policy and standard procedures in place to ensure staff and

student welfare.

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Infrastructure

The institution has sufficient lecturing spaces to accommodate student
numbers taking the institutional mode of delivery into account.

The institution provides sufficient learning/studying space for students
including access to electronic learning resources, as required for the
institutional mode of delivery.

Staff (academic and administrative) have access to computer resources
and the internet.

Students have access to computer rensources and the internet at a level
appropriate to the demands of the institutional mode of delivery.

The institution has sufficient laboratory facilities to accommodate students
In science programmes, taking institutional mode of delivery into account.

Laboratory equipment is up to date and well maintained.

The institution invests in maintaining an up to date library to support
academic learning and ensures that appropriate access mechanisms are
available depending on the mode of delivery.

The institution makes provision for managing and maintaining utilities and
ensuring that appropriate safety measures are in place.






Finances

The Institution has access to sufficient financial
resources to achieve its goals in line with its budget and
student unit cost.

The institution has procedures in place to attract
funding, including from industry and the corporate
sector.

Clearly specified budgetary procedures are in place to
ensure allocation of resources reflects the vision,
mission and goals of the institution.

Financial and budgetary procedures are known and
adhered to by the institution.

5. The institution provides financial support to deserving
students (institutional bursaries and/or scholarships).






Teaching And Learning

The institution encourages and rewards teaching and learning innovation.

The institution has procedures in place to support the induction to teaching, pedagogy,
counseling and the upgrading of staff teaching and learning skills through continuing
education and/or life long learning.

Students have sufficient opportunity to engage with staff members in small groups,
individually or via electronic platforms.

Student: staff ratios and academic staff average workloads are in line with acceptable
norms for the particular mode of delivery, and are such that the necessary student
feedback can be provided.

The institution has policies/procedures in place to inform the development,
implementation and assessment of programmes offered by the institution and these
policies take account of how higher education can contribute to socio-economic
development.

The institution has developed a policy or criteria for staff recruitment, deployment,
development, succession planning and a system of mentorship and/or apprenticeship.

Student support services, including academic support and required counseling
services are provided, in line with the institutional mode of delivery.

The institution has mechanisms in place to support students to become independent
learners, in line with the institutional mode of delivery.






Research, Publications and Innovation

The Institution has a research policy and publications policy, strategy and
agenda. The research policy includes a focus (amongst others) on research
supporting African socio-economic development.

The institution has a policy and/or strategy on Innovation, Intellectual
Property Ownership and Technology Foresight.

The institution has demonstrated success in attracting research grants from
national or international sources and in partnership with industry.

The institution has procedures in place to support academic staff to develop
and enhance their research skills, including collaborative research and
publication.

Staff and students publish their research in accredited academic journals
and apply for patents (where relevant).

Researchers are encouraged and supported to present their research at
national and international conferences.

Researchers are encouraged and facilitated, using Research and
Development budget, to engage in research relevant to the resolution of
African problems and the creation of economic and development
opportunities.

The institution encourages and rewards research whose results are used by
society.






Community/Societal Engagement

1. The institution has a policy and procedure in place for engaging with the local
community or society in general.

1. The institution encourages departments and staff to develop and implement
strategies for community engagement.

1. Students are required to engage with communities through their academic
work.

1. The institution has forged partnerships with other education sub-sectors to
enhance the quality of education in the country and region.

1. The institution provides access to an increasingly diverse range of students,
taking account of additional support needs.

1. The Institution disseminates information on its community engagement
activities to the local community.

7. The institution offers relevant short courses to the community/broader society
based on identified needs and supporting identified economic opportunities.






Progress so far...

34 higher education institutions from all the
sub-regions of Africa participated in the 2009-
2010 data collection exercise

Data now being analysed
Results to be released in November

Outlook for improvements in the process
based on the 2010 pilot experience

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





Yellow Card





From Popularity to Reliability and Relevance

Nigerian ranking system gained popularity over the
years

Reliability was improved as methodology was refined

Increased relevance to socio-cultural context of the
Nigerian university system

African Quality Rating Mechanism will gain popularity
in the coming years and made increasingly more
relevant

Nigerian ranking system and AQRM may exist side-
by-side until a merger in the future

Peter Okebukola IREG-5, 2010





The Road ahead...

Put in place a ranking
system with global and
locally-relevant indicators

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII





Thanks to DAAD, DIES, CHE....
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Table 1. Latin American presence In

—the World University Rankings 2010

ARWU THES NUe.\?v.s QS THE WR
Country Top 500 Top 200 Top 400 Top 200 | Top 200 Top 400
2003 | 2010 | 2003 | 2009 2010 2010 2010 | 2010
Brazil 4 6 0 0 3 0 0 4
Mexico 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 1
Argentina 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1
Chile 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 1

Source: Author's elaboration, based on web sites information.






Table 2. Peruvian University Ranking 2007

Range University Score Range University Score
1° [Univ. Nac. Mayor de San Marcos 51,37 24°  [Univ. Femenina del Sagrado Corazén 9,3319
2° |Pontificia Univ. Catélica del Peru 45 3701 25° [Univ. Nac. San Antonio Abad del Cusco 8,7903
3° |Univ. Peruana Cay etano Heredia 35,9979 26° |Univ. Nac. de Educacion "EGy V" 8,7504
4° |Univ. Nac. Agraria La Molina 26,3059 27° |Univ. Nac. de Cajamarca 8,7274
5° |Univ. Nac. del Altiplano 20,8521 28° [Univ. Priv. César Vallejo 8,4933
6° |Univ. del Pacffico 20,6051 29° |Univ. Priv. de Tacna 8,215
7° |Univ. Nac. de Trujillo 18,886 30° |Univ. Nac. San Cristobal de Huamanga 8,0619
8° |Univ. Nac. de San Agustin 17,9654 31° |Univ. Catélica de Santa Maria 7,962
9° |Univ. Nac. de Ingenieria 17,5108 32° |Univ. Nac. de La Amazonia Peruana 7,9397
10° [Univ. Nac. Agraria de La Selva 14,3582 33° [Univ. Nac. del Centro del Pert 6,6709
11° |Univ. Ricardo Palma 14,1568 34° |Univ. Andina Néstor Caceres Velasquez 6,5619
12° |Univ. Nac. Federico Villarreal 13,6704 35° [Univ. Nac. de San Martin 6,0821
13° [Univ. Nac. Hermilio Valdizan 13,3403 36° |Univ. Nac. de Piura 5,8403
14° [Univ. de San Martin de Porres 12,9226 37° |Univ. Nac. Daniel Alcides Carrion 5,6539
15° [Univ. Inca Garcilaso de La Vega 12,0173 38° |Univ. Nac. José F. Sanchez Carrion 5,5207
16° |[Univ. Nac. Jorge Basadre Grohmann 11,3539 39° |Univ. Nac. de Huancavelica 5,1707
17° [Univ. Nac. San Luis Gonzaga 10,8423 40° [Univ. Peruana Los Andes 4.8523
18° |Univ. Nac. Pedro Ruiz Gallo 10,7959 41° |Univ. Priv. Antenor Orrego 4.1607
19° |Univ. de Lima 10,1572 42° |Univ. Priv. Sto. Toribio de Mogrov ejo 4.,1081
20° [Univ. Nac. del Callao 9,9813 43° |Univ. Catolica San Pablo 3,4159
21° |Univ. Alas Peruanas 9,9471 44° | Univ. de Huanuco 2,8763
22° |Univ. de Piura 9,8936 45°  |Univ. Priv. Norbert Wiener 2,4709
23° |Univ. Peruana Unién 9,6907 46° |Univ. Peruana de Ciencias Aplicadas 1,1906
Author’s elaboration. 3





Table 3. Peruvian Ranking —2007: Methodological scheme

N2 Criteria Indicator Operational definition
Selectivity Ratio of exclusion by Entrance . .
1 L. 1. Applicants/Admitted
(15%) Examination
Faculty ratio . . i 2. (Alumni/Faculties)! x 100
2 Ratio of personalized education .
(10%) 3. (Graduate Students/Graduate Faculties)! x 100
Undergraduate level (U. L.) 4. Titled by year/U. L. enroliment
3 Graduation rate Second Major Field level (S. M. F. L.) 5. Titled by year/S. M. F. L. enrollment
(10%)
Master level (M. L.) 6. Master degrees by year/M. L. enrollment
Ph. D. level (Ph. D. L.) 7. Ph. D. degrees by year/Ph. D. L. enrollment
Ratio of Graduate Programs 8. Graduate Programs/Undergraduate enroliment
BB E (CEELES Ratio of Master Programs 9. Master programs/Undergraduate programs
4 Programs
(10%) Ratio of Ph. D. Programs 10. Ph. D. programs/Undergraduate programs

11. Ph. D. programs/Master programs

Faculty Masters 12. Faculty Masters/University Faculties + Staff*
g Faculty resources 13. Faculty Masters/Graduate level Faculties + Staff
(10%) Faculty Ph. D. 14. Faculty Ph. Ds/University Faculties + Staff

15. Faculty Ph. Ds/Graduate level Faculties + Staff

Production of

. . Publication of handbooks for Universities [16. Number of handbooks published with ISBN code, by
6 Teaching Aids

(20%) teaching year
Research Social impact 17. Researcher funded by external financial sources
¢ (25%) Indexed articles 18. Number of indexed articles, by year
* This table defines Staff as the academic personnel of a university, college or institute but who do not teach students. 4





Table 4. Accreditation by country in Latin America and the Caribbean

continue...
, COUNTRY ACCREDITING INSTITUTION ACRONYM | YEAR
ARGENTINA Comisién Nacional de Evaluacion y Acreditacion Universitaria CONEAU 1995
Comissdo Nacional de Avaliagdo - 1993
BRAZIL Programa de Avaliacéo Institucional das Universidades PAIUB 1993
Sistema Nacional de Avaliacéo de Ensino Superior SINAES 2002
Consejo Nacional de Evaluacion de la Educacion Superior CONAES 2004
CoLOMBIA g:Eiséigzclz?ic;?]nsadgg:gsectorial de Aseguramiento de la Calidad CONACES 2003
COSTARICA Sistema Nacional de Acreditacion para la Educacion Superior SINAES 2002
CUBA Sistema Universitario de Programas de Acreditacion SUPRA 1999
Sistema de Evaluacion y Acreditacion de Carreras Universitarias SEA-CU -
Comisidn Nacional de Acreditacion de Pregrado CNAP 1999
CHILE Comisidn Nacional de Acreditacion de Postgrado CONAP 1999
g:f;e;rnirNamonal de Aseguramiento de la Calidad de la Educacion SINAC 2002
ECUADOR gggsﬁf'grl\(ljae?iézsgggrEvaIuacic’)n y Acreditacion de la Educacion CONEA 2001
GUATEMALA AND
OTHER CENTRO Consejo de Acreditacion de Centro América SICEVAES 1998
AMERICA COUNTRES -

A4





...Accreditation by country in Latin America and
the Caribbean

I -
ACCREDITING INSTITUTION ACRONYM YEAR
COUNTRY
MEXICO Consejo para la Acreditacion de la Educacion Superior COPAES 2000
PARAGUAY Agenc_la Nacional de Evaluacion y Acreditacion de la Educacion ANEAS 2003
Superior
BANAMA Consejo Nf':u:lonal de Evaluacion y Acreditacion Universitaria CONEAUPA 2006
de Panama
Sistema NaC|onaI de I_Evaluamon, Acreditacion y Certificacion SINEACE 2006
PERU de la Calidad Educativa
REPUBLICA
. .. i L ADAAC 1987
DOMINICANA | Asociacion Dominicana de Autoestudio y Acreditacion
i : . . : 1995
URUGUAY Consejo Consultivo de Enseflanza Terciaria Privada CCETP
Sistema de Acreditacion de Estudios de Postgrado - 1996
VENEZUELA
Sistema de Evaluacion y Acreditacion SEA 2001

Author’s elaboration
Source: UNESCO-IESALC 6





Table 5. El Universal Ranking 2009
Top Universities of Mexico

N.2 Institute Score

1 UNAM 10,00
2 UAM / DF 9,40
3 ITAM / DF 9,32
4 UAEMex / EDOMEX 9,16
5 UANL / NUEVO LEON 9,11
6 UDG / JALISCO 9,05
7 ITESO / JALISCO 8,84
8 IPN / DF 8,83
9 ANAHUAC MEX. NORTE / EDOMEX 8,75
10 IT TOLUCA / EDOMEX 8,74
11 UAEM / MORELOS 8,55
12 |JUAQ/QUERETARO 8,53
13 UDLAP / PUEBLA 8,43
14 |UDEM /NUEVO LEON 8,39
15 UPAEP / PUEBLA 8,35
16 UDLA DF 8,29
17 [TESE EDOMEX 8,20
18 UPN / DF 8,17
19 ULSA / DF 8,09
20 UNIVA / JALISCO 7,95

Source: http://www.eluniversal.com.mx/graficos/universidades09/ranking.htm 7





Table 6. CHILE
America economia University Ranking 2009

N.2 042 October, Chile, 2009

N.2 de
N.2 Institucion Ciudad Régimen Matric. Prog;:mas Pr‘:‘e;;'as Indif:e CE
licenciatura y| Internac. (LR
profesionales
1 |Universidad de Chile Santiago Public 4.427 66 100,0 97,6
2 |Pontificia Universidad Catdlica de Chile Santiago Private traditional 3.491 44 94,7 95,2
3 |Universidad de Concepcién Concepcién Private traditional 4.837 84 71,5 79,5
4 |Universidad de Santiago de Chile Santiago Public 3.530 94 60,4 72,6
5 |Universidad Técnica Federico Santa Maria Vifia del Mar Private traditional N.D. 41 63,1 69,0
6 [|Pontificia Universidad Catdlica de Valparaiso  |Valparaiso Private traditional N.D. 54 64,6 66,1
7 |Universidad Austral de Chile Valdivia Private traditional 2.030 43 65,8 62,8
8 |Universidad Diego Portales Santiago Private traditional 2.083 35 53,1 62,6
9 |Universidad Adolfo Ibafiez Santiago Private traditional 1.522 14 37,4 62,5
10 [Universidad de Talca Talca Public 1.306 25 60,0 59,3
11 |Universidad del Desarrollo Santiago Private autonomous 1.978 39 39,1 57,4
12 |Universidad de los Andes Santiago Private autonomous 1.050 14 11,6 56,6
13 |Universidad Andrés Bello Santiago Private autonomous 5.506 113 39,0 56,5
14 |Universidad Mayor Santiago Private autonomous 2.386 70 38,2 56,1
15 |Universidad de la Frontera Temuco Public 1.716 47 56,2 55,7
16 |Universidad de Valparaiso Valparaiso Public 3.463 62 43,3 54,6
17 |Universidad Catdlica del Norte Antofagasta Private traditional 1.776 39 0,0 54,4
18 |Universidad del Bio-Bio Concepcion Public 2.217 51 53,2 52,3
19 |Universidad Alberto Hurtado Santiago Private autonomous 853 21 38,1 50,4
20 |Univesidad de Antofagasta Antofagasta Public 1.384 45 31,0 49,1
Source: América econdmica. Rankings 2009 8





Table 7. Top Universities of Brazil

e IGP RANKING 2008 _____

N.2 Institution Acronym State
1 |Federal University of Sao Paulo Unifesp Public
2 |Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul UFRGS Public
3 |Federal University of Minas Gerais UFMG Public
4  |Federal University of Health Sciences of Porto|UFCSPA Public
Alegre
5 |Federal University of Lavras UFLA Public
6 |Federal University of Sao Carlos UFSCar Public
7 |Federal University of Vicosa UFV Public
8 [Federal University of Triangulo Mineiro UFTM Public
9 |Federal University of Rio de Janeiro UFRJ Public
10 Unb Private
University of Brasilia traditional

Source: National Institute of Studies and Research (Inep) 2008






Table 8.Scimago Iberoamerican Ranking 2010. 2003-2008

Scientific Production by country SIR::Scopus

.
Position | 'PSroamerican country |y o of qusiified papers
1 Spain 208,078
2 Brazil 178,765
3 Portugal 49,541
4 Mexico 48,180
5 Argentina 32,076
6 Chile 24,154
7 Colombia 9,792
8 Venezuela 7,770
9 Puerto Rico 4,641
10 Cuba 3,047
11 Uruguay 2,413
12 Peru 1,825
13 Costa Rica 1,598
14 Jamaica 1,196
15 Trinidad y Tobago 1,008
16 Rest of countries 1,940
Source: Scimago Institutions Rankings 10

Ranking Iberoamericano SIR 2010





Table 9. Ranking Web of World Universities July 2010
20 - Top 12000 Universities

First | Previous | Next | Last | Universities 1 to 50 of 12003

- POSITION ==
WORLD RICH
RANK UNIVERSITY SIZE VISIBILITY FILES SCHOLAR

1 Harvard University * 3 3 15 1

2 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 2 1 2 2

3 Stanford University 5 2 1 7

4 University of California Berkeley 6 4 4 28

5 Cornell University 4 5 9 22

6 University of Michigan 8 7 17 12

7 University of Minnesota 10 13 7 4

8 University of Washington 9 8 6 54

9 University of Wisconsin Madison 7 10 8 48
10 University of Texas Austin 13 11 10 47

11 University of Pennsylvania 19 9 27 23
12 Pennsylvania State University ** 1 45 5 116
13 Columbia University New York 14 14 19 89
14 Carnegie Mellon University 11 27 3 74
15 University of lllinois Urbana Champaign *| 42 12 20 75
16 University of California Los Angeles 18 15 21 78
17 Texas A&M University 24 31 16 14
18 University of Maryland * 25 28 11 33
19 Purdue University 33 32 14 39
20 University of North Carolina Chapel Hill 22 19 22 148 1
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ranking systems in 2010

National and International Ranking System

Eastern Europe and Central
Asia

Kazakhstan (A, B), Poland (C), Slovakia (B), Romania (B/C), Russia
(B, IB), Ukraine (B/C)

East Asia and Pacific

Australia (B), China (B, C, IB), Hong Kong (C), Japan (B, C), Korea
(A), Malaysia (A), New Zealand (A), Taiwan (B, IB), Thailand (A)

Latin America and the
Caribbean

Argentina (A), Brazil (A), Chile (C), Mexico (B), Peru (B)

Middle East and North Africa

Tunisia (A)

North America

Canada (B, C, B/C), United States (C, IC)

South Asia

India (B/C), Pakistan (A)

Sub-Saharan Africa

Nigeria (A)

Western Europe

France (IB), Germany (B/C, C), Italy (C), Netherlands (A), Portugal
(©), Spain (B, C, IC), Sweden (C), Switzerland (B/C), United
Kingdom (A, B, IC)






who prepares the rankings?

= Government
Independent Agency
I I = Media

Eastern Asia & Latin  Africa & Western North
Europe & Pacific America Middle Europe America
Central East

Asia











DIRECTIONS IN DEVELOPMENT

The Challenge of Establishing
World-Class Universities

Jamil Salmi






athin line
between love and hate

disagreement with principle
criticism of methodology
boycotts

political pressure

court actions (New Zealand, Holland,
Canada)





danger of rankings

changes guided by ran

KINGS criteria

priority given to top stuc
concern) and/or foreign

ents (equity
students

resource allocation (research)

fraud In data presentati

on or survey

participation, payment of students





TIMES

Kingston University students lold lo lie lo boost
college's rank in government poll






Red Queen effect

11





government responses

let us make a new ranking (Russia, Ecole des
Mines, France / EU)

let us encourage mergers (France, Russia,
Denmark)

let us give additional money (Excellence
Initiatives

concentrate or spread in an equal manner?
select or make institutions compete?





risk of resource misallocation

‘...Australia cannot afford to spread
its relatively small resources too
thinly. It must invest In niche areas.
This means that some universities
and some fields should get
preferential treatment. |If Australia
does not have some universities
playing at the high end, Australia will
fall behind.’ (Gallagher, 2008)





so should we just get rid of rankings?

14
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benefits of information

choice of institution (domestic) or for
studies abroad

surveys of student engagement

Information about labor market outcomes
(Chile, Colombia)

16





GOBIERNG DECHILE

SINFSTER|D [ ERUCACION

descargas varios

- Documento oficial (PDF)  Preguntas Frecuente:
- Estudios + Glosario de Términos
' Base de Datos (XLS) . Condiciones de Infor

 Nota Metodolégica (PDF) - Links de Interés

. Video Demo!

- Futuro Laboral

El sitio www.futurolaboral.cl es un servicio de inforr
publica desarrollado por el Sistema Nacional de informa
la Educacion Superior (SIES) de la Division de Edu
Superior del MINEDUC destinado a los estudiantes
ensefianza media y superior, sus familias, profest
orientadores, académicos, medios de comunicacion, em
y empleadores.

Futuro Laboral actualmente informa sobre 85 s
profesionales v 50 técnicas. aue concentran mas del 8.

17





benefits of information

choice of institution (domestic) or for
studies abroad

surveys of student engagement

Information about labor market outcomes
(Chile, Colombia)

culture of transparency

setting stretch goals

18





positive aspects at institutional level

collecting and publishing more reliable data
analyzing key factors explaining ranking
seeking to improve teaching, learning and research

proposing concrete targets to guide [but not replace]
strategic planning

entering into mutually advantageous partnerships





Brazil

France

20
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i_npulﬂtinn required to create a top 500.listed university

) ~ People required to
Country I'In Tnp ﬁ[ll]s Pnpulaﬁnn pl]l]} produce each top EIJI]
oweden 11 9,045 822,27
New Zeala nd 5 4173 8345
Finland | b 5244 874
Switzerland B 7 ha1 247 B3
Marway 4 4 bdd. 1161
Austria 7 8,205 117214
|srael b 712 118533
Denmark 4 5 484 1 371
Australa 15, 20,600 1,373.33
Ireland 3 4156 1,385.33






Social Mobility

Low 0

10
Low

20
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40 50

Income Inequality
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High






well-performing economies
without world-class universities

WEF
USA
Switzerland
Denmark
Sweden
Singapore
Finland
Germany
Netherlands
Japan

Canada

WB K4D
Denmark
Sweden
Finland
Netherlands
Norway
Canada
Switzerland
UK
USA

Australia

SJTU
UsS (1)

UK (4)
Japan (19)
Switzerland (24)
Canada (24)
France (42)
Denmark (45)
Netherlands (47)
Sweden (51)

Germany (55)
27





what the rankings lens does not
allow us to see

overall performance of tertiary education
systems

access vs. equity
guality and relevance
Institutional differentiation

contribution to local economic and social
development (human capital vs. patents)





‘The United States doesn't have a
world-class higher education system
because 1t has many world-class
universities; instead i1t has world-class
universities because It has a world-
class higher education system.’
(Birnbaum, 2007)





outline of the presentation

uses and abuses of rankings
from ranking to benchmarking

benchmarking tertiary education
systems

30
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what Is benchmarking?

process of comparing the performance
of one’s tertiary education system to
that of other systems

competitors

good practices





purpose

Improving performance

diagnosis (identification of areas for
Improvement)

definition of specific corrective interventions

Nno consensus on what countries should do
to improve their performance

wide variations in system performance with
similar funding levels and common country
characteristics

34





0, s
25% * 24%

20% - Brazil

15% -

Enrollment rate

10% -

5% -

0% T T T T T T T T 1
0 0,1 0,2 0,3 0,4 0,5 0,6 0,7 0,8 0,9

public spending as % of GDP
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elaborating the theoretical
framework

distinction between performance and
health of system

how good are the system’s actual outcomes?

does it operate under conditions known to
lead to high performance?

definition of outcomes / outputs / results

identification of determinants and causality
relationships

iInformed by empirical evidence

36





political & economic
stability, rule of law,
basic freedoms

tel ications & I
digital infrastructure results

attainment

equity

resources & learning

Incentives research

technology
transfer

values

-

vision, leadership &
reform capacity

/

diversification,

articulation &
information

mechanisms

quality

assurance &
enhancement

[ location ]

governance &
regulatory
framework











drivers of






justification for conceptual
framework

World Bank: Constructing Knowledge
Societies (2002)

OECD Synthesis of Tertiary Education
Reviews (2007)

Salmi: Challenge of Estz << - ld-Class

Universities (2009)

Aghion et al: Governance and Performance of
Research Universities (2009)





e type

* Objective

quantitative e

gualitative -  * objective
observed description

qualitative -« value
Interpreted judgement






attainment

 proportion of the working-
age population (25-64)
with a tertiary degree

achievement
gap

 proportion from highest
quintile over proportion
from lowest quintile

qguality

 number of ranked
universities per 100,000
inhabitants






research * number of citations

per 100,000
output inhabitants
e number of patents
technology ser 100,000
transfer inhabitants

actually vote

e proportion of voting
values age people who






regUIatO ry * legislation and QA

requirements favorable to

framework private institutions (Y/N)

inStitUtiOnal » Board selects university
autonomy leader (Y/N)

qua“ty * proportion of accredited
assurance - ProEms






 investment in tertiary

financing education as
proportion of GDP

' « proportion of public
allocation funds allocated with

mechanisms performance criteria

re_S?OUFICG e average cost of a
utilization graduate






comparing Brazil and Chile’s attainment

7,4 26,9
2010 44,4 2010 47,9
48 25,2
6,3 23,4
2005 41,3 2005
52,1
6,5 20,4
2000 32,6 2000 43,7
60,7
1980 1980
86,4
1,9
1960 24,5
1960
73,8
91,1
0 20 40 60 80
0 20 40 60 80 100

Brazil Chile





driver

secondary education completion rate

public and private spending on tertiary education as a percentage
of GDP

share of private spending as a proportion of total spending on
tertiary education

proportion of public spending, tertiary on total student aid (loans
plus grants)

private enrolment share, tertiary (%)

proportion of students studying at non-university institutions (open
university, polytechnics. etc) (%)





enrolmentrate

60.0
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40.0
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0.0

secondary school completion rate vs. enrolment rate

dary sch

59.0
Chile
o 45.80
33.7 LACavg
Brazil
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secondary school completion rate (%)

70.0





enrolment rate

60.0
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40.0
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10.0

0.0

public spending vs. enrolment rate

* 0.30
Chile
¢ LACavg
0.80
Brazil —
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

public spending,tertiary as % of GDP





enrolmentrate

public and private spending as % of

GDP vs. enrolment rate
60.0
50.0 ¢
40.0 * 1.7
30.0 ¢ 3 Chile
1.0
20.0 . LACavg
Brazil

10.0

0.0
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public spend on student aid vs.
enrolmentrate

60.0
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20.0
10.0

0.0

22.8
& Chile

1.7
Brazil

enrolment rate
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privat

private enrolment share vs. enrolment rate
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enroliment in non-university institutions

T

enrolment rate

proportion of students studying at non-university
institutions vs. enrolment rate
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e Brazil

Chile

==L ACAVG

1- secondary school completion rate

2- public & private spending as % GDP
1 3- share of private spending

4- public spending on student aid
5-private enrolment share

6- students at non-university institutions






CHE ranking interactive website

Universities

You can only choose up to 10 indicators at once.

[ o] e [

@ view rank groups in greyshades »

(5)= Student's jugdements (F)= Facts (P)= Professor's judgements

Academic studies and teaching
Contact between students (5]
Counselling (5)

Courses offered (5)
E-Learning (5]

Study organisation (5)

[= [=) [=J[=/[= [=

Teaching evaluation (5]

Equipment
IT-infrastructure (5)
Library (5)
Library - computer workstations

Rooms (5)

o

(i
o Job market and career-orientation

o
(o

(=R

International orientation
Support for stays abroad (5)

Job market preparation (5]
Practice Support (3)

Overall opinions
Overall study situation (5]

Feputation for academic studies
and teaching (P)
Fesearch Reputation

V]
V]

Research

Many internationally visible
publications (F]

[=

many doctorates (F)

[=

many publications (F)
much third party funding (F)

Town and University
Higher education sport (5)
low rent (F)

small university location (F)
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lessons

thirst for information, culture of
transparency and accountability

rankings = one among many QA and
accountability

International comparisons help to stimulate
a healthy debate on main challenges





benchmarking

different type of ana

system-wide rather t

multi-dimensional

ySIS

nan institutional

alignment of key dimensions

actionable policy levers

Informed decisions





& pril oo Update

Minnesota Measures

o008 Report on Higher Education Ferformance






GOAL ONE

GOAL TWO

GOAL THREE

GOAL FOUR

GOAL FIVE

Improve success of all students,
particularly students from groups traditionally
underrepresented in higher education.

Create a responsive system that produces
graduates at all levels who meet the demands
of the economy.

Increase student learning and improve skill
levels of students so they can compete
effectively in the global marketplace.

Contribute to the development of a state
economy that is competitive in the global
market through research, workforce training
and other appropriate means.

. 4

Provide access, affordability and choice
to all students.





Research Expenditures as a Proportion of
Gross Domestic Product by State and Country

MNew Mexico 8.0%
PMaryland 6.3 %
Massachusetts L.2%
Mational average 2.7 % 2.7 % 2.5% 2.6% 2.4 %
Pear Statess 2.7 % 2.7 % 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
OECD Countries
Average 2.2% 2.3% 2.2 % 2.3 % 2.3 %
Finland 3.5%
Japan 2.1 %
K.orea 2.9%

Source: The Mational Sclence Foundaticen cnatlonal data), Organisatlon for Ecoremb Cooperatlon and Development
iint=rnatiznal data).

Maote: In order to scale the measure across states, the Indlcator was divided by gross domestks product by state whilch
bk provided by the Bureau of Eoonarlc Ana lysls.
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Building a Bridge between

JiTe
National and International Rankings I

—

Introduction

« Over-fascination by international rankings.

« Global university ranking is a relatively new phenomenon:

. compared to advanced national rankings
(US News & World Report and Perspektywy in Poland),
global rankings demonstrate limitations,

. face dramatic lack of comparable data describing higher education
In different countries,

=« More comprehensive global rankings are under construction.

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference 2





Building a Bridge between AFCNE
National and International Rankings -

National v. global ranking

Global rankings:

= lack of comparable statistics on higher education in
different countries,

= feed-back is slow and provides less information.
National rankings:
= rich data available,

= large spectrum of criteria
(US-News — 16; Perspektywy — 32),
= provide more precise picture of HEI,

=« HEIls know faster if steps taken contributed to
Improvement of their position in ranking.

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference





Buildi Bridge between . .
Nz':iolnnaﬂ annln?eernaetivt\)lnal Rankings m
National rankings:

« US News & World Report prepared by Bob Morse
since 1983.

=« Perspektywy University Ranking since 2000.

' “Self educating” rankings that closely follow changes
In Higher Education.

' Use spectrum of criteria reflecting different missions
of universities and various aspects of their activities.

' National rankings are published in over 40 countries.

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference 4
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=
Employers’ reputation 12,0
Prestige (25%) Peer review 11,0
Olympians' preferences 2,0
Outside funds for research 2,0
Innovation (5%) Patents and utility models 1,5
Participation in EU financed projects 1,5

Student access to the teaching staff 6,0 -
Printed library stock 1,5
E-collection 2,0
Studying Environment Library facilities 1,5
(15%) Individual development possibilities 1,0
Cultural opportunities 1,0
Facilities for out of town students 1,0
Sport achievements 1.0
Programs of studies 4,0
Students studying in foreign languages 3,0
Students’ mobility (outbound) 2,5
Internationalization (15%) Student_‘s mobility (inbound) 2,5
International students 1,0
Foreign teaching staff 1,0 -

Courses in foreign languages 0,5
Summer schools 0,5

ARWU Nobel Prize

ARWU Professors with Nobel Prize

Webometrics: Internet reslources

Reputation survey - teaching






Building a Bridge between

National and International Rankings H_I -
2
L - g 8
US News & World Report criteria . = 7 g £ L
Best Colleges Ranking A o o G o -
= O
=
Peer ratings by high school counselors (33%)
Undergraduate academic reputation
(22,5%) Peer ratings by college presidents (67%) -
Graduation and Freshman retention |Six-year graduation rate (80%)
(20%)
Freshman retention rate (20%)
(Classes fewer then 20 students (30%)
(Classes biger then 50 students (10%)
a Faculty salary (35%) scaled to the living cost
Faculty resources (20%) High degree prof, (15%) -
Studentfaculty ratio (5%)
Proportion of full time prof (5%) | 20% |
High scored tests (50%)
Student selectivity (15%]) Students admitted to applicants ratio (10%)
Prop. of best High School graduates (400%)
Financial resources (10%) Generous per-student spending (100%)
Graduation rate performance (7.5%) |Graduates/enrolled ratio in & year (100%).
Alumni giving rate (5%) Alumni with BA (100%)
ARWU Nobel Prize 10%
ARWU Professors with Nobel Prize 20%
Webometrics: Internet reslources 85%
Citation impact 60% 20% 100% 15% | 32,5%
Others 10% 20% 42%






Building a Bridge between

. : : Nil;
National and International Rankings I

—

International rankers can:

1. Use national rankings to pre-select universities
to be considered in international ranking.

2. Refere readers of international rankings to
relevant national rankings
(link to web-page(s) of national rankings).

3. Introduce a criterion reflecting institution’s

position in national ranking
(prestige in country criterion weight of 1 to 3%).

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference





Elg'i:ginnaﬁ an?jrilgl?(aerr?ae:ivt\)lﬁglr] Rankings m
National rankers can:
Introduce a criterion reflecting
International prestige or international

recognition into national rankings
with weight 1-3%.

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference 8
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Poland University Ranking
— new criterion

International Recognition 1-3%

INTERNATIONALIZATION

TEACHING & STUDYING 15%
ENVIRONMENT 15%

PRESTIGE 25%

INNOVATION 5%

RESEARCH 40%

Berlin, IREG-5 Conference 9





Building a Bridge between Persmktvw
National and International Rankings

INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION
(new criterion)

Ranking ARWU | THE | QS | Webometrics | Leiden | Taiwan | FT
University 25% | 25% | 20% 15% 5% 5% 5%
1 | University of Warsaw 301 252 364 295 430 409
2 | Jagiellonian University 301 300 304 322 463 343
3 | Wroclaw University of Technology 690 497
4 | Warsaw University of Technology 501 722 474
5 | University of Lodz 329 587 496
6 | AGH University of Science and Technology 752 483
7 | Adam Mickiewicz University 537
8 | University of Wroclaw 551 1148
9 | Gdansk University of Technology 1166
10 | Nicolaus Copernicus University 955
11 | University of Silesia 730
12 | Poznan University of Technology 994
13 | Lodz University of Technology 1201
14 | Maria Curie-Sklodowska University 1167
15 | University of Gdansk 1153
16 | Leon Kozminski University 46
17 | Warsaw School of Economics 30 10
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First shots in ranking war...

University World News

3z global windoww on higher education

e

n& Nrtober 2010

= University World News

The global windoww on higher education

. e . onferences,
GLOBAL: Rankings methodologies in confidence battle ons
David Jobbins cies in
19 September 2010 06 October 2010

Spanish courf] [SSUE: 140

French cours

Italian courss

GEerman Ccourses in vying with each other to
Germany methodologies as they gear up for {each out to more than
English courses in UK 20,000 registered

English courzes in USA QS, or Quacguarelli Symonds, the research and InfTo colleagues worldwide.
Feer-to-peer learning behind the QS World University Rankings, begins work this ™

Language learning guide academic alju:l Emp—lm_.'er surveys for the 2010 rankings. It also contin g i
a partnership with U News and World Report to reproduce the league ICREE Y O
tables alongside the magazine's domestic rankings with the publication
late last month of a mid-yvear update.

orld News

competitive rates.

Global Edition That there are now to be two rival northern hemisphere English-language 11
Home rankings to spar with the Academic Ranking of World Universities
Special Report u:n_njpileu:l by thE_Shangh_ai Jiao Tong University will be I:u_jund_tp r'Ei_nFu:uru:E
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Overview of presentation

l. Introduction to the study
1. Goals of the study

IR Diversity of Higher Education in the
Arab Countries

V. Proposed Model

V. Preliminary description of higher
institutions in 8 countries
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l. Introduction to the study

* Need for the study in the MENA region

e Supported by the Carnegie Corporation,
carried out in partnership with LAES

e Pilot study in 8 representative countries

e Primary and secondary data from
ministries and institutions

e Timeframe: March 2010 — February 2011
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Il. Goals of the study

e Deeper understanding of the diverse range of
institutions in the region

e  Within region: benchmarking and comparison;
increased research collaboration & exchange

e Outside the region: institutions able to compete
globally and position themselves on the world
stage; expanded international collaboration

e Information available to guide students

* Increased degree recognition and academic
mobility
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lll. Diversity of Higher Education in the
Arab Countries

e The last decade (1998-2008) witnessed an
impressive increase of students’ enrolment in
higher education in the Arab countries. The
student population increased from 2.9 million
in 1998/1999 to 7.6 million in the 2007/2008
academic year, a jump of 256%.
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Diversity of Higher Education in the Arab Countries (cont)

e Policies and measures by Arab governments over
the last decade, and the rising demand for higher
education, have led to a considerable expansion
of higher education institutions as well. The
number of universities active in the Arab region
in 2009 stands at 467, compared to a mere 174 a
decade ago; i.e. an increase of 2.7 times.

e |[n 1998, the non-public sector stood at only 10%
of universities in the Arab region, while it
accounted for about 51.5% recently (2008).
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Diversity of Higher Education in the Arab Countrles (cont)

e However, in 2008, while 51.5% of the total
universities were non-public, students in this sector
constituted only 9.8% of the total enrolment, with
high discrepancy among Arab Countries

% of students enrolled in % of non-public universities

non-public universities XA 21-59% 60% and above
below

20% and below Iraq, Egypt, Saudi Mauritania,
Morocco, Arabia, Total Yemen, Syria,
Sudan, Libya, Arab Countries Tunisia,
Jordan, Kuwait
50% and above Bahrain, Oman,
UAE, Lebanon,
Palestine

S Algeria Qatr
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 The diversity of providers:
by sector (public, non-public-non-profit, non-public-profit),
by affiliation (to the MOHE, to other ministries),
by status (universities, independent colleges, technical
institutes, community colleges, etc.),
by type (traditional, open- virtual universities),
by nationality (national, regional, international institutions
or branches of them),
- by model (American, French, German, etc.) depending on
curriculum organization and language of teaching,
- by cultural reference (Islamic, Christian, non-religious
institutions),
- by orientation (profession-oriented, academic-oriented),
- by recognition from respective authorities (licensed,
accredited, assured institutions), etc.





a | |
.I@ Nﬂm,ﬁﬂ}?iﬁ

Diversity of Higher Education in the Arab Countries (cont)

The diversity of provisions

First, the degrees (BA/S- MA/S- PhD) are differently
defined among Arab countries, as to the amounts of
years or courses to be completed in each, or as to their
designation.

Second, there is other degrees provided out-of-the
box. Some are of preparatory nature, before starting
the BA/BS, some are for one or two years, some others
are delivered after the BA/BS without pertaining to
MA/MS level (for professional reasons, or re-
habilitation, or continuing education, etc.).

Third, they are given through different languages of

instruction. 9
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Diversity of Higher Education in the Arab Countries (cont)

 From an international perspective, this disparity of
higher education institutions and degrees has
consequences on the way international agencies and
higher education institutions should deal with
credentials held from Arab countries. This is a
challenging issue particularly as students’ mobility
from Arab countries towards USA and other OECD
countries has taken a new rise in recent years(in
2007/2008 there were 23,549 Arab students in the
USA, out of 623,805 of world total, 3.8%).

e The same applied to regional perspective as far as
regional mobility and diplomas recognition are
concerned

10
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IV. Proposed Model

Common

dimensions labels

e Teaching and
Learning
Profile

e Student Profile

e Research
Involvement

Carnegie Classification European Classification
equivalents of Higher education
Institutions equivalents
Undergraduate e Teaching and
Instructional Program Learning Profile

Classification

Graduate Instructional

Program Classification

Enrollment Profile e Student Profile

Classification

Undergraduate Profile

Classification

Size & Setting Classification

Doctorate Program e Research
Involvement

11
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IV. Proposed Model (cont.)

* From the European Classification of Higher
education Institutions:

1) Regional Engagement

2) International Engagement
—Incorporating the Arab perspectives:

3) Curriculum

4) Faculty Profile

5) Financial Profile

6) Religious Orientation

7) Cultural Orientation

12
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Example of Indicators

TEACHING 1.1 |Orientation of degree
AND 1.2
LEARNING
PROFILE

Subject areas covered

1.3 |Degree level focus
CURRICULUM |2.1 |Organization

2.2 (Type of requirements

2.3 |Graduation
requirements

14
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Examples of Indicators Items

e Ex1

Indicator 1.1: Orientation of degree

Graduates of:

a)General formative programs (arts & sciences),
b)Programs leading to licensed/regulated professions,
c) Other career-oriented programs

e Ex2
Indicator 1.3: Degree level focus
The percentage of degrees awarded in reference
year:
a) BA/BS
b) MA/MS
c) Doctorate 15
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V. Preliminary description of higher institutions in
8 countries
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Universities

| Public | Non-Public | T _

18
10

1
15
24
13

1

34

24
23
31

1

34
3
21
149

42
33
32
16
31
47
9
23
233
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Thank You
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® \What we know about HE quality...

what?

The massification of participation in higher education has meant
much more heterogeneous abilities and expectations of students
than in the past

Proxies of higher education quality exist, but none are perfect

Rankings focused on input factors and research
Subjectivity of reputation factor

Cultural sensitivity of satisfaction factor

Labour market outcomes sensitive to conjoncture and local
economic conditions

Learning outcomes as a promising direction

- Defining them (Tuning process in Bologna area)
- Incorporating them in quality assurance processes
- Measuring them (AHELO)
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OECD

The OECD AHELO feasibility study

What is AHELO?

A ground-breaking initiative to assess HE learning outcomes on an
international scale, by creating measures that would be valid:

« For all cultures and languages

* And also for the diversity of HE institutions

Why undertake the study?

After decades of quantitative growth in HE, consensus on the need to ensure
quality for all (Athens, 2006)... but information gap on learning outcomes
m) Carry out a feasibility study to provide a proof of concept (Tokyo, 2008)

Why is AHELO important?

Employs a wide range of measures

Provides faculties, students and government agencies with a more
balanced assessment of HE quality

No sacrifice of HEIS’ missions or autonomy in their subsequent efforts to
improve performance





@® The feasibility study at a glance

To evaluate whether reliable cross-national assessments of HE
learning outcomes are scientifically possible and whether their
implementation is feasible.

Not a pilot, but rather a research approach to provide a proof of
concept and proof of practicality.

The outcomes will be used to assist countries to decide on the
next steps.

Phase 1 - Development of tools: August 2010 to April 2011
Phase 2 - Implementation: August 2011 to December 2012

Data will be collected from a targeted population of students who
are near, but before, the end of their first 3-4 year degree.

OECD’s role is to establish broad frameworks that guide
international expert committees charged with instrument
development in the assessment areas.
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Oeeh Multi-dimensional def® of quality

Addressing the needs of various users and uses

« “Bottom line” of performance
* “Value-added” to assess the quality of services

« Contextual data to reveal best practices and problems, and to identify teaching and
learning practices leading to greater outcomes

Both in discipline-related competencies ...

* Easily interpretable in the context of departments and faculties ...
e But require highly differentiated instruments

And in generic skills

* Less dependent on occupational and cultural contexts, applicable across HElIs ...

e But reflect cumulative learning outcomes and less relevant to the subject-matter
competencies that are familiar to HEIs, departments or faculties





(@ Remarks on data collectio

OECD

e [nstitutions/departments are the units of
analysis, hence measures and reporting at
HEI/dept level

No comparative data at the national level

Feedback to HEIs: performance profiles and
contextual data, with their own results and those
of other HEIs (anonymously)
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AHELO: 4 strands of work

Discipline strand

Discipline strand

in Economics in Engineering

Initial work on defining expected Initial work on defining expected
learning outcomes learning outcomes
through “Tuning’ approach. through “Tuning’ approach.

+ contextual data + contextual data

Research-based “ Value-
added” or “Learning gain”
measurement strand

Generic skills strand

International pilot test of the US Several perspectives to
Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), explore the issue of value-
to assess the extent to which problem- added (conceptually,
solving or critical thinking can be validly psychometrics), building on

measured across different cultural, recent OECD work at

linguistic and institutional contexts. school level.

v + contextual data






® Work to be undertaken in 2 phases

Generic : i :
Skills Economics Engineering
Frameworks Eramework Framework Framework
Phase 1 -
Initial proof
of concept Instrument G )
development & ;‘;ﬁgc Economics Engineering
small-scale Instrument Instrument Instrument
validation
Ph 5 Contextual dimension surveys
ase 2 -
Scientific
feasibility _ Project management,
& proof of Implementation survey operations and
practicality analyses of results
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Oeeh AHELO tests of instruments

3 assessment instruments

1. Generic Skills
Discipline-specific skills:

2. Engineering

3. Economics

2 contextual surveys

Contextual indicators and indirect proxies of quality:

1. Student survey

2. Faculty survey






(@ The Generic skills strand

OECD

The CLA Performance Task

* Requires students to use an integrated set of skills:

e critical thinking

e analytic reasoning

e problem solving

e Written communication
to answer several open-ended questions about a
hypothetical but realistic situation

* Requires students to marshal evidence from different
sources such as letters, memos, summaries of research
reports, maps, diagrams, tables, ...

10





gg Participating countries — Generic Skills
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The economics strand

Tuning-AHELO framework of learning outcomes

Subject knowledge and understating

» To explain how economics agents make decisions and make choices and to use this to solve
problems related to economic decisions;

Subject knowledge and its application

» To apply economic reasoning and methods effectively to the study of specific topic areas( e.g.
markets, public finance, environment...);

Effective use of relevant data and quantitative methods

 To show significant knowledge of the sources of economic and social data including an
understanding of where and how to find them, and to know about the methods used to create or
collect such data;

Effective communication

» To communicate and explain effectively economic arguments both to those with disciplinary
knowledge and to non-experts...;

Acquisition of independent learning skills

» To pose and to carry out the investigation of a specific problem in economics...;

12





ESEC.D Participating countries - Economics
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(@ The engineering strand

OECD

Tuning-AHELO framework of learning outcomes

Basic and engineering sciences

» To demonstrate knowledge and understanding of the scientific and mathematical principles
underlying their branch of engineering;

Engineering analysis

 To apply knowledge and understanding to identify, formulate and solve engineering problems using
established methods;

Engineering design

 To apply their knowledge and understanding to develop designs to meet defined and specified
requirements;

Engineering practice

» The ability to demonstrate knowledge of project management and business practices, such as risk
and change management, and be aware of their limitations;

Generic skills

» The ability to demonstrate awareness of the wider multi disciplinary context of engineering;
14 - ...





gEc.D Participating Countries - Engineering
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'@ The contextual dimension: 2 surveys

A brief student survey (15 minutes maximum)

Looking at:
» Demographic profile of students such as age, gender, disadvantaged groups, or socio-
economic status...

* Practices in teaching and learning such as students’ perceptions of academic
challenge, clear sense of direction, quality of effort, student-faculty relationship,...

A brief faculty survey (15 minutes maximum )

Looking at:

» Curricular design and pedagogy philosophies such as curriculum reforms integrating
application and problem solving skills, expectations for teaching practices, ...

« Alternative instructional settings such as workplace placements or internships,
simulations or problem-based learning...

y Contextual data to better interpret resulting outcomes





gEC.D Participating countries - All strands

Colombia ( c)

17
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Practical considerations

Test of practicality of implementation:
International standards for test
administration and student participation
rates within HEIs

Assessments will be computer-delivered
or web-based (phase 2)

Performance described through
proficiency levels and “can-do”
statements

Feedback to HEIls: performance profiles
and contextual data, with their own results
and those of other HEIs (anonymously)





Assessing the scientific feasibility

Questions such as:

" |s it possible to develop instruments to capture learning outcomes
that are perceived as valid in diverse national and institutional
contexts?

» Do the test items perform as expected and do the test results meet
pre-defined psychometric standards of validity and reliability?

" |s it possible to score higher-order types of items consistently across
countries?

" |s it possible to capture information on teaching and learning
contexts that contribute to explaining differences in student
performance?

19





Assessing the practical feasibility

Questions such as:

* How effective are strategies implemented at national/institutional
level to secure institutional and student cooperation?

« Can students be motivated to take part in such an assessment and
take it seriously?

* To what extent does the implementation of the feasibility study
assessments bring benefits to participating HEIS?

» To what extent does the implementation of the feasibility study
contribute to demonstrating its value for the improvement of
teaching and building support for an AHELO?

20
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OECD

A study with great potential...

... Diagnosis is the basis of any improvement

Better information on student learning outcomes is the first step to
improve teaching and learning for all:
=) Provide evidence for national and institutional policy and practice
= Equip institutions with the method and tools to improve teaching

... Shaping the future of higher education to address key challenges

Equity
Build fairer higher education systems, promoting success for all
Responsiveness
Better connect higher education and society
Effectiveness
Help students make informed choices to ensure success for all
Impact

21 Foster international transparency and mobility





Sﬁg AHELO is managed by the OECD
IMHE Programme

A network of 246 members from 48
countries

HEIs, government and agencies

Policy analyses and services to
members

An institutional voice within OECD

22





Thank you

Diane.Lalancette@oecd.org

For more information, visit
www.oecd.org/edu/ahelo
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o |l h Projectpartners
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<|—|— Center for Higher Education Development (CHE)

chlelps

Centerfo Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS)

Higher Education
Palicy Studies

Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS)

International Centre for Research on Entrepreneurship, Technology
and Innovation Management (INCENTIM)

Observatoire des Sciences et des Techniques (OST)

European Foundation for Management Development (EFMD)

European Federation of National Engineering Associations (FEANI)






Muliran Context: Policy Issues

Bologna process /
European higher
education area

European Union:

Lisbon Strategy

Growing Cooperation/
mobility of competition - -
students / between International competition
staff European
HEls

Need for European Need for global
transparency benchmarking
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Context: Global rankings

Global university rankings

Neglect of Neglect of Focus on Cultural and
teaching and non- sciences language
learning university bias

research

Confined to research excellence of
international research universities (in sciences):

de-valuation of other profiles

Need to take into account diversity

of higher education institutions






J 1k The EC call for tender (2009)

U_Multlrank .................................................................................................................

edevelopment of concept and feasibility study
eglobal ranking (not only European)

emulti-dimensional
— teaching and learning (incl. employability)
— research
— knowledge transfer
— internationalisation (incl. mobility)
— community outreach

einstitutional and field-based (disciplines)
eall types of higher education and research institutions
emultiple stakeholders
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U-Multirank

Classification and ranking: Mapping diversity

Identifying comparable
institutions that can be
compared in one ranking

Assessment of vertical
+ diversity
J

Performance profiles

Description of horizontal diversity

Activity proflles






iije U-Map and U-Multirank

U-Multirank

Teaching and
learning
Research

involvement

Profile A Profile B

Knowledge
exchange

International
orientation

Regional
engagement

Student profile

Multiple excellences





"108®  U-Map institutional profiles
U-Multirank

"University F "University K
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U-Multirank - Dimensions

Focused
institutional

Engineering
- _ _

Teaching & Learning

ranking

Research

Knowledge Transfer

International Orientation

Regional Engagement
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U-Multirank — Basic concepts

Basic methodological approach

Multi dimensional Groups
(no league table)

® Multi-dimensional view on = Avoiding false impressions of
profiles exactness

= No composite overall = No exaggeration of
indicator differences between HEls

= No fixed weights for indicators

= Interactive ranking






0¥ U-Multirank Logic of Rankings

U-MU|tirank .................................................................................................................
U-Map Subset of comparable | | Subset of comparable
Profile . institutions institutions
Finder (A; BI CI D) (E/ F) G; C)
Stake- Main stakeholders: Main stakeholders:
holders National policy makers Students

Teaching & learning . ‘ D E F ‘ G ‘ C
Research A E F .
Dimen-
. Knowled h A E | F C
sions nowiedge exchange — = li
Internationalisation A E F
Regional engagement . . F
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Selection of indicators: Process

Availability
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U-Multirank Indicators Teaching & learning
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ol | | b Indicators Research
U-MUlbirgnk st

Institutional

(inter)national
database

In institutional
databases

Not readily
available
Combined rating

In

Citations

Number of post-doc positions

>

Expenditure on research

Research publication output

Art-related outputs

Highly cited research publications

National/international awards and prizes won

Research income from competitive sources

> B (OO
<

Interdisciplinary research activities
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Combined rating
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'
L Sample plan

U-MUIIFaNK ettt ettt s sttt
Institutional ranking: 150
Field-based ranking ‘ Field-based ranking
Business: ~ 105 Engineering:~ 105






| Institutional profiles for feasibility study
U-Multirank

More internationally oriented, research intensive
institutions

*A minimum percentage of MA/graduate students (30 %)
Profile A e A minimum percentage of international students (10 %)

e Research: performing among the top 500 in the world in terms of
bibliometric indicators

More regionally oriented institutions with a focus on
undergraduate education

Profile B

= Majority of students in BA/Undergraduate programmes (>70 %)
= Mainly regional recruitment





HEls confirmed so far

U-Multirank

e 4
e 3
e 2

©o0

Context General approach Indicators The pilot





U-Multirank

Volunteering pilot institutions are still welcome !
In case of interest please contact:

Gero Federkeil, gero.federkeil@che-ranking.de

Frans Kaiser, f.kaiser@utwente.nl




mailto:gero.federkeil@che-ranking.de�

mailto:f.kaiser@utwente.nl�
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U-Multirank

N PRE-TEST

AN
Sample of
]ﬂ institutions

Revision
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Set of ﬂ[ Questionnaires
indicators for data collection
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Conclusions | - results

General results

= Report on feasibility

= Concept for multi-dimensional international rankings
= Set of indicators
= Concept for publication /interactive web-tool

= No published ranking !!!

For pilot institutions

= Participation in development of new ranking
= International Benchmarking within institutional profiles
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Conclusions Il —Open questions






U-Multirank :

www.u-multirank.eu

U-Map:

WWW.U-map.eu

CHE-ranking:
www.che-concept.de
www.che.ranking.de




http://www.u-multirank.eu/�

http://www.u-map.eu/�

http://www.che-concept.de/�

http://www.che.ranking.de/�
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RATIONALE OF THE INITIATIVE

o New universities
e More responsive to society s needs
e Increasing competition
e Lack of funding

o Third mission as key element
» Interaction
e Third party funding
o Stimulate the debate at macro and micro level

o Criticism on existing rankings

» Focus
» Methodology
e Impact

Measuring third mission activities?






THIRD MISSION 0@

o What 1s 1t?
o Which activities are included?

o How to measure 1t?

e Set of indicators
o Validity
o Reliability
o Comparability
o Relevance
o Feasibility
o Simple

Measuring third mission activities?






THE PROJECT 0ee

o Lifelong Learning Programme
o 8 partners
o Participants

European Indicators and
Ranking Methodology for
University Third Mission

e Researchers: 20

e Advisors: 2
o Experts*: 30

wWww.e3mproject.eu

o Timeline

2009 2010 2011

Measuring third mission activities?






PARTNERS
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M9 POLITECNICA
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Universidad de Ledn

3.7 UNIVERSITY OF
&P CAMBRIDGE

o Roslhe
r'S™MB

Istitutn Superione Mario Boella

Measuring third mission activities?
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OBJECTIVES

o To create European standard
indicators to measure the
effectiveness of third mission
provision

o To create a ranking
methodology to benchmark
European Third Mission
Services providers of HEI

o To create good practices for
institutional dialogue 1n a
European Area of higher
education framework

Measuring third mission activities?

European Indicators and
Ranking Methodology for
University Third Mission

www.e3mproject.eu






WHAT IS THE THIRD
MISSION?

Contracted research Collaborative research projects

Non-academic organizations

Consultancy
Shared laboratories

Licensin ) )
Patents J Business incubators

Technology Transfer Companies

Cooperation . Qpi o
| Tities & INNOVAtion SPH-OUS
International Facilities Mobility of people
cooperation Start-ups  Technology parks
Volunteering Community service projects Sharing of space

Community EngagementPolitical participation

Membership of

Community boards | )
Senior populations

Life Long Learning
Business opportunities

Fee management

Sponsoring of education

Measuring third

Access to libraries
Cultural events

Seminars
Grants  Fducational activities
. - P
Continuing Education , =~ o8ms
Teaching

e-Learning

Sponsorship

mission activities?






THE DIMENSIONS OF THE 0de
THIRD MISSION

Measuring third mission activities?






METHODOLOGY e






SOME RESULTS: CONTINUING
EDUCATION

p

Analysis of theDemand and

CurriculumDesign J

7

Implementation of CE

Activities
J
4 ( 4 . .
Information and Financial Appl|cgt|o_n and
. Admission
Advertising Management
Management
I |
Teaching and Learning
QualityEvaluation
P

Follow-up Assesment J

Measuring third mission activities?






SOME RESULTS: TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER &
INNOVATION

( EntrepreneurialProcess J (StructuraIC(;cS)EeratlonProcJ ( Networks Process J

Contract-based research Cooperation in R&D Formal Networking
& consultancy
Sharing of space/ Informal Networking

Intellectual property facilities/equipment
rights (IPR)

. . Cooperation in
Licensing education
Start-ups/spin-offs/spin- Mobility of people
outs & spin-in
formation

University business
incubators
/scientific/discovery/tech
nology parks

Measuring third mission activities? @






SOME RESULTS: COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Individual

Institutional

Local

National

International

SE1- Non-discipline specificvolunteering

SE2- Expertadvisoryengagement

p

SE3- Services and facilities
to Society

y

p

SE4- Educational
Outreach and
widening diversity

J

Measuring third mission activities?

[
»






METHODOLOGY
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Indicators E






THANK YOU

www.edmproject.eu

http:/he-ranking.blogspot.com/
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Genesis: Success at the French level
Aims of the International level

The Eduniversal Official Selection
Eduniversal Masters Ranking

2010 Results
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| - Genesis :

Success at the French level
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Eduniversal is the French Ileader in academic

programs academic assessment since 2002 :

* Since 2002 : Evaluation of the best French Masters
and MBA.

e Since 2005 : Evaluation of the best French Teachers
via the “ Teacher’s Trophies”.
CLASSEMENT » Since 2009 : Evaluation of the best French Bachelors.

SMBG _ ] )
* Since 2009 : Evaluation of the best French Business

LICENCES - BACHELORS - GRANDES ECOLES

and Engineering Schools.
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eduniversal

Every year since 2005, Eduniversal has produced
rankings of 500 Masters and MBA in around 50
specialties and 350 Bachelors and Schools in

around 30 specialties.
To do so, we talk to:

 More than 6 000 Academic Managers.

2 000 Human Ressources Managers.

» Around 40 000 Students.
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French Rankings:

» Used each year as a reference by the French media (press,

general and specialized websites).

* Published in two guides distributed free to French students
(150 000 and 50 000 copies).

» Dedicated websites: meilleures-licences.com, meilleures-

grandes-ecoles.com, meilleurs-masters.com.

« Annual fair only open to the ranked schools and to the

students hoping to get into these high quality schools.
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Il — Aims of the International level
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Iversa

Since 2007, Eduniversal has been using its savoir-
faire in assessment in 153 countries by implementing
Its “Eduniversal Evaluation System” on a worldwide

scale:

« 2007: 1st Ranking of the World’s 1,000 Best Business

Schools.

« 2010 : 1st Ranking of the World’s Best Masters and
MBA s
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The Eduniversal concept was born of an
observation:

There was no global information tool to
measure student mobility, apart from some
well known rankings (fragemented information
and concentration of this information around the
same players).
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Eduniversal’s mission is therefore:

To give to all students across the world the
opportunity to find the training that suits them and
that will open the doors toward a future of their
dreams by choosing the best school according to
their background and their means, in the region of
their choice, and anywhere in the world.

To lay the corner stone of a world federation of
education and to create the first tool of guidance
counseling online that offers universal mapping of
the best educational opportunities.
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Iversa

To assist Human Resources Managers in quickly
identifying the best local and/or international
schools, around the globe, where they will be able
to recruit the talent they need or send their staff for
training.

To assist higher education institutions in
improving their visibility among their targeted
audiences, to improve their performances in their
zone of direct influence and on an International
level, and to evaluate the quality of international
applications.

To help teachers to express themselves, enhance
their world and develop their career mobility.
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Iversa

EDUNIVERSAL is above all:

A tool offering a universal insight on the world of
education.

An official selection of 1000 Business Schools
(that will be extended in the coming years to
engineering schools, scientific universities and
specialized schools).

Listed in 153 countries.

Evaluated by the International Scientific
Committee.





Y

eduniversal

Il - The Eduniversal

Official Selection
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The guarantors of the methodology:

9 experts, all recognized in their
fiield, and influeatial at home and
abroad

members of
NIVERSAL.

2 ex
SMBG-
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To establish the official selection of the 1000
Business Schools, the members of the
Scientific Committee work:

Individually (each expert works on his own
geographical zone).

As a group (each expert submits the results of his
work to the other 8 members, who validate the
list).
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Iversa

Members of International Scientific Committee
have worked on the following 3 steps:

Defining the quotas for representation by region
and country.

Forming the list of the eligible Business
Schools.

Evaluation of the international reputation of
each school in the Eduniversal Official Selection.
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Step 1: Defining the quotas for representation by
country

Criteria:

National education spending per capita / GDP /
Population size/ Number of the students in higher
education / The educational environment in the country.

ults:
countries covering 97% of the global population:
51 places for France, 25 — Spain, 61 — China, 50 — India,

Mexico, 6 — Romania, 51 — Great Britain, 161 for the
’S.A. 1 place for Benin, 2 for Belarus...
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Step 2 : Drawing up the list of eligible business
schools through audit and by creating a
comprehensive assessment tool

More than 4000 websites of business schools were studied by our
teams.

All available and verifiable sources of information were exploited,
which include the following:

creditations obtained by the business schools (AACSB,EQUIS, AMBA,

main rankings (Financial Times, University of Shanghai, Business Week, Asia
eek, Wall Street Journal, America Economia, THES, Outlook India, Wirtschafts
Woche, Nikkei Sangyo, SMBG).

ipation in international Academic Associations (ex. EFMD, AACSB,
DEA, CEEMAN, EMBA, AAPBS, AABS, ERASMUS, CGE).

The partners network of Deans and Business Schools on international and local
levels.

The notable studies and websites in the world of education and universities.
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Iversa

Step 3: Schools evaluation according to the
level of their international reputation notably
based on the “Deans’ Vote”.

5 Palms - Universal Business School

4 Palms - Internationally strong

3 Palms - Nationally strong with Continental links

2 Palms - Regionally Strong

1 Palm - Locally strong
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EDUNIVERSAL is:
An Official Selection and NOT a Ranking.

A meta-system which performs the synthesis of all
existing information and assessments.

A reference In the field of higher business
education: 1000 Institutions in more than 150
countries that covers 97% of the global population.

Its political system laid the first stone in the creation
of the worldwide federation in education.
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IV - Eduniversal Masters Ranking
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» The only “ranking” evaluating the programs and

not the schools.

« An approach by specialty and according to

business criteria.

« Adouble objective :

-To inform Human Resources Managers and

Recruiters.
’ -To inform students and executive managers.
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The aim of Eduniversal Masters Ranking is:

*To identify the expertise and the specificities of the 1,000

schools of the Eduniversal Official Selection.

 To establish a serious benchmark of the Best programs in

the world covering 50 different specialties.

o fulfill students’ needs, both when they are looking for a

specialization and when they want to study abroad.

o fulfil Human Resources Managers’ needs when looking
for qualified young graduates from different specialties and from

all over the world.





eduniversal

Audit & Accounting
Business Law
Communication

Corporate Finance &
Strategy

Cultural Management
E-Business & Internet
Marketing
Entrepreneurship
Environment & Sustainable
Development Mngt
Financial Markets & Trading
Food Industry Management
Global Management
Human Resources
Management

International Management
Luxury Management

Specialties chosen for the first publishing of the ranking :

Management of
Information Systems
Marketing

Project Management
Public Administration
Purchasing

Quality Management
Real Estate

Sales Management
Sports Management
Supply Chain &
Logistics

Tax Law

Tourism & Hospitality
Management

Wine Business
Executive MBA
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1/ The program’s REPUTATION
2/ SALARY LEVELS on graduation

3/ SATISFACTION LEVELS as expressed
by students

’ .. And the BONUS POINTS
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Reputation / 5 points :

« 2.5 pts are awarded by SMBG team based on
the responses from HR Managers.

« 2.5 pts are awarded according to the number of
the Eduniversal Palms:

» Schools with 5 Palms : 2.5 pts
» Schools with 4 Palms : 2 pts
» Schools with 3 Palms : 1.5 pts
e Schools with 2 Palms : 1 pts
e Schools with 1 Palm : 0.5 pts
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Salary / 5 points:

e These points are based on information given by
schools and the universities.

e Salaries can vary greatly from country to country,
so we index the salary given by the school to the
average annual salary in the country concerned .

» These points will be awarded on a scale taking into
account both country and the kind of program:
Master or Executive MBA.
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e This criterion Is an important part of the added-
value of the SMBG Ranking.

e Students who have just finished their studies
answer a questionnaire about the programs that they
followed. A score is given when at least 10% of the
tudents have answered the questionnaire.

 This survey on student satisfaction about their
studies i1s done by e-mail thanks to a dedicated
platform .

’ * The questionnaire comprises 11 questions.

-1st and 2" question : account for 25% of the
score.
- The 9 remaining questions : 50% of the score.
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The 11 questions put to the students:
1/ Are you satisfied overall with your studies ?

2/ Would you choose the same course of studies
today ?

3/ Are you satisfied with the content of the
academic program ?

4/ Are you satisfied with the teaching staff ?

5/ Are you satisfied with the professionals who took
part in your lectures ?

6/ Are you satisfied with the means at your
disposal to get an internship or a job ?
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7/ Are you satisfied with the network that you have
acquired thanks to your studies ?

8/ Are you satisfied with the schedule of your
lectures, the number of hours, the organization, the
amount of homework required?

9/ Are you satisfied with the help provided to study
or to work abroad ?

10/ Are you satisfied with the study facilities
(computers, Internet access, library) ?

11/ Are you satisfied with the way that your
academic manager manages the program and

promotes it ?
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A system of “bonus points” will be set up to
elaborate this ranking.

NATIONALITES

+0.10 pts to the programs with more than 7
different nationalities registered in their programs.
+0.15 pts to the programs having more than 7
different nationalities from at least 3 different zones.

ABROAD OPPORTUNITY
+0.25 pts to the programs which enable at least

20% of their graduates to do an internship or to
work abroad (i.e. out of their home countries).
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CONTINUING EDUCATION & DISTANCE
LEARNING
+ 0.10 points for the programs including at least 5
employees in continuing education (from different
companies).

+ 0.15 points for the programs answering “Yes,
totally” or “Yes, partly” to the question on Distance
Learning.

STUDENT PARTICIPATION

+ 0.05 points for the programs where at least 10%
of the students answer the questionnaire, and for
every additional 10% of students answering the
guestionnaire.
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The “penalties” under the Satisfaction criterion

A penalty system comes into play in the following
circumstances :

e If no students’ list is provided: a penalty of 2.5/5 is
automatically given to the program.

 If the 10% quota of students is not reached: a

penalty of 3,5/5 is automatically given to the
program.
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V — 2010 Results
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Deans’ Vote :
Strong growth has been noted since the first voting session :
2008: 12.5%

2009: 30%

2010: 43.5%

Today, almost one school out of two votes.

P

icipation of schools in the survey of Eduniversal
ters Ranking:

participating schools, i.e., 47.5% of the schools in the
lection.

ticipation of the students:
ound 23% of students surveyed have participated, an
exceptional result first time round.
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Thank you for your attention...
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Robert J. Morse, Director of Data Research,
U.S. News
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Presented at:

IREG-5
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The Editorial Philosophy Behind the
U.S. News Business School Rankings

¢ Consumer oriented mission-To provide
prospective business school students and
their parents with key comparative
Information they need to make an
Informed b-school choice that has
Important job and career implications.

* This choice is heavily influenced by the
ever rising bill for tuition, room & board,
travel, clothes, entertainment, etc.






The Editorial Philosophy Behind the
U.S. News Business School Rankings
¢ Total yearly MBA costs are now over
$50,000 year for tuition/fees at some
top ranked private U.S. B-schools.

* Room and board and other living
expenses push the yearly cost to near

$70,000 at some of the top ranked U.S.
b-schools

¢ There can be significant income lost for
those attending full-time MBA
programs-since many left good jobs to
go full-time.






The Editorial Philosophy Behind the
U.S. News Business School Rankings

* Many MBAs grads leave with large
student loan debts-since they had to
borrow to pay a 100% of their education.

* \VVery competitive job environment In
today’s soft economy. Harder to find top
high paying jobs to pay back debts
Incurred to go to b-school.

+ All this means-There Is a real need for

evaluative information to determine the
relative merits of business education.






The Editorial Philosophy Behind the
U.S. News Business School Rankings

* Provide the public and prospective
students with an understanding of a b-
school education

* Give practical advice on many aspects
of applying and financing a b-school
education which is part of the regular
ongoing U.S. News reporting and
writing on higher education ed Issues






The Editorial Philosophy Behind the
USN&WE| Business School Rankings

¢ Transparency in how the rankings are done. U.S.
News publishes a clear and detailed b-school

ranking methodology
(http://www.usnews.com/articles/education/best-

business-schools/2010/04/15/the-business-school-
rankings-methodology.html).

+ |n fact all the MBA ranking data used to compute
the current MBA rankings is online at U.S. News (In
premium edition)

¢ Some academics have duplicated our rankings,

which is proof of the transparency of the rankings,
the methodology and the process that we use.






Why are the U.S. News Business School
Rankings Helpful to Consumers?

¢ The U.S. News business school rankings are
based on accepted measures of academic
quality.

+ Many U.S. business schools use the same
ranking data U.S. News employs for their own

Internal benchmarking analysis and to do peer-
to-peer comparisons against other b-schools.

¢ The U.S. News ranking process Is totally
Independent of the information published by a
b-school, college or university





Why are the U.S. News Business School
Rankings Helpful to Consumers?

3 What does all of this mean in the current
global MBA ranking/school information
marketplace?

J U.S. News--over the last 25-years--has
become a trusted, respected and unbiased
source of rankings and assessments which the
business school going public in the U.S. and
worldwide turns to for rankings, reliable
advice and guidance.






Appropriate Use of the U.S. News
Business School Rankings

= One key point: If parents or
students use the U.S. News
business school rankings as the
only basis to chose one business
school over another, that would

be absolutely incorrect use of the
rankings.

= The MBA rankings should only
be used as one tool In choosing
the right b-school.






U.S. News MBA Rankings-
Methodology

. The rankings are based on the traditional full-time
and accelerated full-time U.S. programs. Distance
and executive programs are not included in rankings.

. The universe of master’s programs in business is all
master’s programs in the United States accredited by
the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of
Business.

In fall 2009, we surveyed 433 programs, 129 of
which were ranked.

. The data standards are from the Graduate

Management Admission Council and we have fully
adopted the MBA Career Services Council
definitions and standards for placement data.

Rankings published April 15, 2010, Top 99 number
ranked online.





U.S. News Business School
Ranking Factors

Inputs Outputs

1. Student 1. Peer assessment
Selectivity-Quality by B-school

of B-school academics
students

2. Reputation
ratings by
Corporate Recruiter
and Company
contacts

3. Placement
Success





U.S. News system to Determine
How Weights are Assigned to
Each Indicator Used in the MBA
Rankings
+ Over two decades of experience in doing

academic rankings
+ Academic literature

+ Discussions with B-school deans and faculty
and other experts on b-school education

Bottom Line: U.S. News’ staff uses our best
Informed judgment on choosing the relative
weights to use in the B-school rankings model.






U.S. News Full-time MBA
Program Ranking-Methodology

The weights:
s Peer Assessment—25%

= Corporate and Hiring
Contacts Assessment—15%

s Student Selectivity—25%
s Placement Success—35%





U.S. News MBA Peer
Assessment

* It Is measured by an annual survey of business
school deans and M.B.A. program directors at each
AACSB International accredited master’s program
In the United States. Each school gets two votes

+ Schools are marked on a scale of 1 (Marginal) to 5
(Distinguished). There is a “Don’t Know” option
that is automatically selected if no option is marked.

+ |n fall 2009, 866 surveys were mailed.
Approximately 44% of them were returned.





U.S. News MBA Corporate and
Hiring Contacts Reputation

* |t Is measured by an annual survey of corporate
recruiters and company contacts who hire MBA
graduates.

+ Corporate recruiters were gathered from around 125
schools in the summer of 2009. These schools were
all the schools ranked (i.e. they returned the survey,
had a full-time program, and supplied ranking
Information).

+ The format Is identical to that of the Peer Assessment
survey filled out by deans and directors of programs.

+ |n fall 2009, 600 surveys were mailed.
Approximately 28% of them were returned.






U.S. News MBA Student
Selectivity

* There are three factors involved in the MBA
student selectivity section of the model.
They are:

= [he average GMAT score of entering full-time
MBA students (a total weight of .1625).

= [he average undergraduate GPA of entering full-
time MBA students (a total weight of .075).

= [he acceptance rate of the full-time MBA
program (a total weight of .0125). The additive
Inverse of the acceptance rate is used in the
ranking calculations.

+ All data are from fall 2009 entering class.





U.S. News MBA
Student Selectivity

* GRE and MBA admissions-What will U.S.
News do now that many top ranked MBA
programs are accepting GRE scores?

+ We are adding detailed questions on the GRE
for fall 2010 entering MBA students. Very
seriously studying using a blended GRE and
GMAT score in MBA ranking methodology
for the upcoming rankings.





U.S. News MBA Placement
Success

The three factors involved in the placement success of the
model:

= The percent of full-time MBA program graduates employed at
graduation (a total weight of .07).

= The percent of full-time MBA program graduates employed 3
months after graduation (a total weight of .14).

= The mean starting salary and bonus of full-time MBA program
graduates (a total weight of .14).

All data Is based on the 2009 graduating class.

Employment rates are based off of those MBA graduates
known to be seeking jobs.

MBA Salary figures are based on the number of graduates
who reported data. The mean signing bonus is weighted by
the proportion of those graduates who reported a bonus,
because not everyone who reported a base salary figure

reported a signing bonus.





U.S. News FT-MBA Methodology-
Key Detalls

¢+ |n order to be ranked, a full-time M.B.A.
program had to have 20 or more graduates who
were seeking employment in 2009.

* For an MBA program to have its employment
data considered in the ranking model, at least 50
percent of its 2009 full-time M.B.A. graduates
needed to be seeking work.





U.S. News MBA Part-time

Methodology
1. A separate rankings of part-time MBA
programs based on peer assessment on a
5.0 scale was published on 4/15/10. More
sophisticated methodology than previously.

¢+ U.S. News's new part-time M.B.A. ranking
are based solely on a fall 2009 peer
assessment survey that asked business
school deans and M.B.A. program directors
at each of the nation's 314 part-time M.B.A.
programs to rate all the other part-time
programs on a 5-point scale, with 1
marginal and 5 outstanding.






¢

U.S. News MBA Part-time
Methodology

Forty-four percent of those surveyed
responded to PT-MBA survey. Programs
were ranked based on their average score
among those who rated them.

U.S. News defined a part-time M.B.A.
program as being at an AACSB-accredited
school with at least 20 students enrolled
part-time in fall 2008.

In the part-time M.B.A. program rankings,
programs with an average peer assessment
score of equal to or greater than 2.0 are
numerically ranked. This translates into 203
PT-MBA programs numerically ranked.





U.S. News MBA Rankings

MBA Ranking are also done in 11 specialties,
based solely on a peer assessment survey.
Those with 7 or more votes ranked.

Accounting
Entrepreneurship
Executive M.B.A.
Finance

Information Systems
International
Management
Marketing

. Nonprofit

10. Production / Operations
11. Supply Chain / Logistics

© 00N O W






Business Week/Bloomberg Full-
time MBA Ranking Methodology

The weights:

= Corp Recruiters rate programs on
quality of students & Company’s
experience with them—45%

= B-school students satisfaction with
program, classes faculty, classmates,
employment, facilities, services —45%

= Faculty Publications —10%





Financial Times Full-time MBA
Ranking Methodology

The weights:

= Emloyment-3 months post MBA-2%; Salary 3
years Post MBA-20%; % Sal increase from pre
to post MBA-20%; Sal vs. Cost MBA; changes
In seniority and size of co-3%; # taking jobs
outside U.S.-6% (Employment total 54%)

=  Alumni Satisfaction with MBA-7%
= Admissions data -% female and % Int’l -6%
= Program’s-Int’l exposure/Foreign Lang-4%

= Faculty-publications 10% and other factors

Including % Int’l ; % women, etc. (Faculty total
29%)





The weights:

The Economist Full-time MBA
Ranking Methodology

Starting Salary-15%; Employ 3 months post MBA-
8.75%; % Sal increase Post MBA-5%; % who got jobs
thru career services-8.75% (Salary and employment
total =38%)

Diversity of Corporate recruiters by industry -9%

Student/alum satisfaction w/program, classes, faculty,
classmates, employment, facilities and services-23%;
other factors 7% (total Stu/alum satisfaction 30%)

Admissions data-14%
Program-International nature of -6%
Faculty -4%





The U.S News ranking
experience

+ U.S. News provides b-schools a great deal of
free visibility from potential applicants from
the U.S. and abroad.

+ \Why? Our Best Grad web site’s monthly
traffic 1Is millions of page views.

+ U.S. News Is on balance helping not hurting
b-schools with all this free publicity.





U.S. News ranking experience

+ U.S. News b-school rankings should be
viewed as part of the growing U.S.
higher education accountability
movement.

* B-schools are increasingly being held
accountable for their educational
policies, funds expended, the level of
student engagement, how much
graduates learn and whether the get good
jobs.





U.S. News ranking experience

* B-school ranking have created a competitive
environment between b-schools that didn’t
exist before.

+ Some b-school deans say that this competition
makes everyone better and helps students.

* The U.S. News rankings have become the
annual public benchmark to measure the
academic performance b-schools.





U.S. News ranking experience

+ Moving up higher in the U.S. News rankings has
become a very public goal of some college
presidents, boards of trustees and b-school deans.

* College presidents, B-school deans and their boards
are able to say If they move up higher in the
rankings.......

“that means that our educational policies have worked
and as a result the b-school has made “real
measurable progress”...and therefore the
Implications Is that we are good administrators...





U.S. News ranking experience

* Do rankings “make” b-school administrators and b-
school deans do the wrong thing?

* Do these b-school administrators regularly make
education policy choices for the sole purpose of
doing better in the rankings, versus making policy
decisions that are good for students and foster
learning?

* There Is certainly evidence that at some B-schools
education policy makers do take into account what
Impact their policies will have on the school’s
standing In the U.S. News b-school rankings.





U.S. News ranking experience

+ At those b-schools whose leaders are taking
rankings Into account in managing their schools---
are those policy choices that target U.S. News
rankings variables a good or bad thing?

* \When a school improves MBA career services
offices and the quality of the B-school class -all U.S.
News ranking variables- students benefit.

* \When a b-school rises in the rankings they can
attract better faculty and students, more research
funding and greater visibility on the global higher
education stage.





U.S. News Rankings Perspective

+ Some call the rankings a case of extreme and
unintended consequences.

¢ It’s true that there have been some unintended
conseguences...

* On the other hand, It can be argued that rankings’
time has come and now they are in the forefront of
higher education discussions in the U.S. and around
the world.

¢ The biggest Issue In academia surrounding rankings
IS the still the most basic one. Can complex
Institutions be numerically ranked?





Future of lUSN&WS Business School
Rankings

e Rankings are here to stay.........
o Controversy will continue..

e Academic community will remain highly
Interested In business school rankings.

* Primary audience will continue to be
consumers: prospective b-school students,
parents and alumni

e Rankings are now a worldwide phenomenon and
will continue to evolve country-by-country basis.

 Internet will grow as info source

e There will continue to be many different b-school
rankings: far more than in other academic
disciplines






Morse Code: Inside the College
Rankings
¢ OnJune 1, 2007 U.S. News and | started a blog
called:
Morse Code: Inside the College Rankings
link:
http://www.usnews.com/blogs/college-rankings-
blog/index.html

+ Morse Code provides deeper insights into the
methodologies and Is a forum for commentary and
analysis of college, grad and other rankings.

+ | try to write at least one entry per week. Around
15,000 to 20,000 page views each month.






THE END





"An Inside Look into the U.S. News and other Media MBA Rankings"

The presentation will answer such key questions as: what role should
MBA rankings play in deciding where to apply and go to business
school; why the MBA rankings are done by U.S. News; the philosophy
behind the MBA rankings; details on the how the MBA rankings are
calculated and the statistical factors used;

a comparison of the B-school ranking methodologies used by Business
Week, U.S. News, Financial Times, and The Economist and implications
for B schools and prospective students; and the U.S. News response to
ongoing criticisms of the rankings by B-School academics.
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AACSB'’s Mission

AACSB International advances quality
management education worldwide through
accreditation, thought leadership, and
value-added services.





The World of Management Education

Europe 1, 968

Latm America &

Amerlca

Oceanla

[ [ [ 'anYi '&C S B Source: AACSB analysis, as of April 6, 2010
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Characteristics of AACSB Accredited

Schools
e Mission Driven

o Stakeholder involvement

 Research oriented

« Qualified Faculty current in their field

 Verified learning outcomes

 Focused on high guality and continuous
development






AACSB and the rankings

The Business School Rankings
Dilemma

Report published in 2005





About Rankings

 Focus on MBA programs
« Limit the number of programs included

e Use various methodologies
— Student and alumni surveys
— Recruiter surveys
— Deans and directors surveys
— Data provided by schools

» Collapse data into a ordinal ranking





About AACSB

e Focus on Mission

* All business programs within an institution
Included

e 21 standards divided in 3 main groups
— Strategic Management Standards

— Participant standards (faculty, administration, support
staff and students)

— Assurance of learning

e Accreditation report with consultative feedback
developed by peers.





Benefits of Rankings

* Increases visibility of business education
* Provides channels to advertise programs
o Offers stakeholder feedback





Negatives of Rankings

 Measures selected based on convenience
* EXpensive for schools

« Data

e Surface level changes





Methodology Challenges

Do not measure guality

e Assume homogeneity
— Programs
— Students
— Recruiters

« Exaggerate differences and changes





Unintended Impacts

e Foster misperceptions

e Favor surface-level changes over substantive
Improvements

 Stifle Innovation and diversity
* Require extensive resources to participate





e Ran
e Ran
e Ran
e Ran

AACSB'’s Position

KIngs are important and must be managed
KIngs should not drive strategy
KIngs are not the only measure of success

Kings do not substitute for AACSB

accreditation





AACSB'’s role inthe rankings dilemma for
business schools

« Communicate to influence
— Label MBA rankings accurately
— Convert from rankings to ratings
— Improve the methodologies and measures





AACSB'’s role inthe rankings dilemma for
business schools

 Expand the role in defining and collecting
Data

— AACSB has the largest searchable database

— developed definitions with GMAC and MBA
CSC)





AACSB's role In the rankings dilemma
for business schools

o Strengthen the external value of
accreditation

— Accreditation (AACSB or from any other
respected accreditation organization) — the
alternative to rankings!
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. A conceptual framework for assessing industry-science relationships

Enterprises
Size of R&D
Enterprise governance
Market structure

Absorptive capacity
Innovation performance

N

4

Cultural attitudes | Plit;lic research (PR)
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Types of organisations
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Regulations

Incentive structures

Source: OECD, adapted from Polt et al. (2001).






Percentage of Higher Education R&D

financed by industry
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R&D cooperation
between innovative
companies and higher
education institutes
(as % of all firms per
country)

" % Universiteit Leiden

Bl SMEs Large firms

60 50 40 30 20 10
%

Finland
Sweden
Belgium
Austria
Denmark
Norway
Netherlands
Luxembourg
Germany
Czech Republic
Ireland

Korea

Portugal
France
Hungary
Iceland

Slovak Republic
Italy

Spain

Japan

Poland

United Kingdom
Canada®

New Zealand
Greece
Australia

Source: OECD STI Scoreboard 2007






Lack of internationally
comparative statistics

at main organizational level






Measurement difficulties

Multi-factetted phenomenon: input, throughtput, output
Lack of input data (sensitive or confidential data)
Input measures are insufficient for performance assessments

Problems in comparability across institutes and countries

(definitions and delimitations of organisations or sectors)

Outputs and outcomes of university-industry interaction are
divers (knowledge creation, transfer, mobility, utilization and

commercialisation)






Quantitative performance indicators

Research staff in industrially relevant research fields Input
Size of technology transfer unit Input
Size of science park Input
University chairs (co-)funded by enterprises Input
Secondments, student and staff exchanges Input
Third party funds: direct industry funding Input
Third party cooperative funding (public and direct industry) Input
Cooperative research contracts with enterprise Input
University-industry joint research publications Output
Patent applications filed Output
Co-patenting Output
References in patents to research publications Output
License agreements Output
License income Outcome
University spin-offs (young innovative firms) Outcome
Innovation prizes and awards Outcome






Times Higher Education
Ranking 2010-2011

Industry income (direct industry funding)

Weight in composite measure for ranking: 2.5 %






Industry income

* “This category is designed to cover an institution's knowledge-
transfer activity. It is determined by just a single indicator: a simple
figure giving an institution's research income from industry
scaled against the number of academic staff.

« We plan to supplement this category with additional indicators in the
coming years, but at the moment we feel that this is the best
available proxy for high-quality knowledge transfer. It suggests the
extent to which users are prepared to pay for research and a
university's ability to attract funding in the commercial
marketplace — which are significant indicators of quality.

 However, because the figures provided by institutions for this
Indicator were patchy, we have given the category a relatively low
weighting for the 2010-11 tables: it is worth just 2.5 per cent of the
overall ranking score.”

www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/world-university-rankings/2010-2011






Institutional ‘mesolevel’ view
of university-industry research linkages

Analytical lens:

Joint research publications

in scientific journals Universities

R&D labs of
business
enterprises
(large firms) Public sector
research
Institutes
Other

private sector
organisations
(SMES) Other

public sector

"-.: z 3 Universiteit Leiden ) )
w organisations






University-industry cooperation
and co-publications

Publications listing a university and a private sector organization within
the author affiliate address information are defined as

university-industry co-publications (UICs)

‘Industry’: excludes the (private) medical sector

Information source: CWTS/Thomson Reuters Web of Science database

(9,000 peer-reviewed journals)






University-industry research co-publication

Title: In vivo transcriptional profiling of Plasmodium falciparum

Author(s): Daily JP, Le Roch KG, Sarr O, Fang XM, Zhou YY, Ndir O,
Mboup S, Sultan A, Winzeler EA, Wirth DF

Source: MALARIA JOURNAL 3: Art. No. 30 AUG 2004
Document Type: Article
Cited References: 25 Times Cited: O

Addresses: Daily JP (reprint author), Harvard Univ, Sch Publ HIth, Dept
Immunol & Infect Dis, 665 Huntington Ave, Boston, MA 02115 USA

Scripps Res Inst, Dept Cell Biol, La Jolla, CA 92037 USA

Cheikh Anta Diop Univ, Fac Med & Pharm, Dakar, Senegal
Novartis Res Fdn, Genom Inst, San Diego, CA 92121 USA
Harvard Univ, Sch Publ HIth, Dept Biostat, Boston, MA 02115 USA






Research specialisation profiles
and UIC propensities

Significant research activity in industrially relevant fields of science %
Active contribution from private sector R&D partners
Incentives to publish; obstacles preventing publications

Publication activity in international research journals and

conference proceedings






Fit for use in World University Rankings?

Validity
Reliability
Relevance
Discriminatory power

Benchmarking power

Scoreboard (rather than league table)
Ranking categories (rather than rankings)
Field-based scores (rather than one composite score)

User-driven selection of indicators and choice of universities






University-Industry Research Cooperation

Scoreboard 2009-2010

Includes the top 500 largest

research universities worldwide

‘large’ in terms of scientific publication output

In the Web of Science database






UIRC 2009-2010

Performance indicators

UIC volume
Frequency count of UICs

All fields of science

UIC intensity
Share of UICs within the total publication output

All fields of science

Natural sciences and mathematics
Medical and health sciences

Life sciences and agricultural sciences
Engineering, computing and technology
Social sciences and Humanities






Top 10 largest by UIC volume

All fields of science (2003-2007)

University World region | Country UIC count
HARVARD UNIV NORTH AMERICA | USA > 2000
KYOTO UNIV ASIA JAPAN > 2000
OSAKA UNIV ASIA JAPAN > 2000
STANFORD UNIV NORTH AMERICA | USA > 2000
TOHOKU UNIV ASIA JAPAN > 2000
UNIV CALIF - SAN DIEGO NORTH AMERICA | USA > 2000
UNIV MICHIGAN - ANN ARBOR NORTH AMERICA | USA > 2000
UNIV TOKYO ASIA JAPAN > 2000
UNIV TORONTO NORTH AMERICA | CANADA > 2000
UNIV WASHINGTON - SEATTLE NORTH AMERICA | USA > 2000

g Universiteit Leiden






UIC ranking categories

1-10
11-25
26-50

51-100
101-200
201-300
301-400

401-500 (400 +)

= Universiteit Leiden






UIC intensity of Top 10 largest

Overall (all fields of science, 2003-2007)

University Rank category
HARVARD UNIV 101-200
KYOTO UNIV 51-100
OSAKA UNIV 11-25
STANFORD UNIV 11-25
TOHOKU UNIV 11-25
UNIV CALIF - SAN DIEGO 26-50
UNIV MICHIGAN - ANN ARBOR 101-200
UNIV TOKYO 26-50
UNIV TORONTO 301-400
UNIV WASHINGTON - SEATTLE 101-200






Top 10 universities by UIC intensity

Overall
UIC UIC intensity

University Country output (rank category)
MIT USA 1001-2000 1-10
TOKYO INST TECHNOL JAPAN 1001-2000 1-10
EINDHOVEN UNIV TECHNOL NETHERLANDS |  501-1000 1-10
NORWEGIAN UNIV SCI & NORWAY 501-1000 1-10
TECHNOL

TECH UNIV DENMARK DENMARK 501-1000 1-10

UNIV GENT BELGIUM 501-1000 1-10
CHALMERS UNIV TECHNOL SWEDEN 251-500 1-10
POLITECNICO MILANO ITALY 251-500 1-10
RENSSELAER POLYTECH INST | USA 251-500 1-10
TECH UNIV WIEN AUSTRIA 251-500 1-10






Top 10 universities by UIC intensity

Broad fields of science

Natural Medical and | Life sciences and

sciences and health agricultural
University mathematics sciences sciences
MIT 51-100 11-25 51-100
TOKYO INST TECHNOL 26-50 1-10 51-100
EINDHOVEN UNIV TECHNOL 11-25 51-100 201-300
NORWEGIAN UNIV SCI & 1-10 101-200 1-10
TECHNOL
TECH UNIV DENMARK 1-10 1-10 1-10
UNIV GENT 1-10 1-10 1-10
CHALMERS UNIV TECHNOL 26-50 1-10 301-400
POLITECNICO MILANO 26-50 51-100 26-50
RENSSELAER POLYTECH INST 11-25 11-25 201-300
TECH UNIV WIEN 51-100 51-100 1-10






Top 10 universities by UIC intensity

Broad fields of science (continued)

Engineering,
Computing and

Social sciences
and humanities

University Technology

MIT 1-10 101-200
TOKYO INST TECHNOL 1-10 26-50
EINDHOVEN UNIV TECHNOL 51-100 301-400
NORWEGIAN UNIV SCI & TECHNOL 51-100 n.a.
TECH UNIV DENMARK 11-25 101-200
UNIV GENT 1-10 301-400
CHALMERS UNIV TECHNOL 51-100 301-400
POLITECNICO MILANO 26-50 1-10
RENSSELAER POLYTECH INST 1-10 11-25
TECH UNIV WIEN 1-10 301-400






Top 10 Largest in Engineering,
Computing and Technology

% of UICs

Total output % of
University in field (2003-2007) UICs
UNIV CALIF BERKELEY 3970 9%
GEORGIA INST TECHNOL - ATLANTA 3216 17%
UNIV CAMBRIDGE 3152 8%
UNIV ILLINOIS - URBANA 3015 14%
UNIV TOKYO 2981 16%
KOREAADV INST SCI & TECHNOL 2 904 13%
NANYANG TECHNOL UNIV 2 651 8%
UNIV MICHIGAN - ANN ARBOR 2 498 16%
CITY UNIV HONG KONG 2 428 2%
VIRGINIA POLYTECH INST & STATE UNIV 2 343 11%
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UIRC website

www.soclalsciences.leiden.edu/cwts/products-services/scoreboard






Background information

Tijssen, R.J.W., T.N van Leeuwen, and E. van Wijk
Benchmarking university-industry research cooperation

worldwide: performance measurements and indicators based on
co-authorship data for the world’s largest universities

Research Evaluation, vol. 18, pp. 13-24, 2009
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Motivation of the presentation

» International as well as national research ranking studies
for the most part focus on comparisons of
higher education institutions.

» Those rankings are often seen as direct performance
indicators for the research competitiveness of entire
countries or regions.

» National research systems, however, differ widely in the
degree of participation of universities, governmental

raocaarrh rantare and tha inA |o'|'r\l
researcn ceniers andg e inaustu y-

» Based on analyses of the EU Research Framework
Programme by different types of funding recipients this
contribution explores the relationship between divers
national organisation structures of research systems
and the results of university rankings.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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What is the DFG?
sermany’s largest research funding organisation

/I A N
The DFG

» serves all branches of science and the humanities
by funding research projects and facilitating cooperation
among researchers

» supports the education and advancement of young
scientific researchers

» promotes equality between men and women

nA Aanithnaritine An
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scientific matters

C

P

» fosters relations between research and the private
sector and between scientists and academics at
home and abroad

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010





What is the DFG?
DFG funding portfolio by research area and programme

» The DFG’s 2009 budget* totalled €2.2 billion

» The DFG serves all branches

) .. Humanities and
of science and the humanities

Social Sciences
15.6%

Engineering Sciences
21.3%

» The DFG funding portfolio N
covers different programme groups:

» Individual grants programme

= Coordinated programmes

» Infrastructure funding / \ |
Natural Sciences Life Sciences
. 0,
» prizes and others 24.3% 38.8%

*Figures refer to actual expenditures in 2009

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010





The DFG Funding Ranking:

Deutsche

Forschungsgemeinschaft

Funding Ranking 2009

Institutions — Regions — Networks
Thematic Profiles of Higher Education Institutions

and Non-University Research Institutions
in Light of Publicly Funded Research

@WILEY-VCH stiteryerband DFG

In 1997 the DFG published the first
Funding Ranking. Since then a new edition
is published every three years. The
Funding Ranking 2009 is the fifth edition.

Service for the member institutions of the DFG;
contribution to the discussion of the funding
profiles of research institutions.

The DFG Ranking is a FUNDING-Ranking:
Funding volumes are used as performance
indicators since the awards are distributed in a
competitive process.

While e.g. bibliometric performance indicators are
only appropriate in specific disciplines, based on

the strong participation of researchers within
funding activities across all fileds of science,
the figures cover a broader range of research areas.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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The DFG Funding Ranking:

/I e n
No costly and laborious data collection from the research institutions but

dlrect processing of data concerning funding activities of central sources

> Indicators cover approximately 90 percent of the third-party funding income
of higher education and non-university research institutions in Germany.

e

Classification according to Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft

four scientific disciplines German government Examples of differentiation:

European Union
Specifics: European Research Council countries, states, regions,
German Federation of institutions, organisational
DFG: 48 research fields Industrial Reserach Organizations units etc.

German government: 12 funding fields Alexander von Humboldt Foundation
EU: 8 funding fields German Academic Exchange Service

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG

IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010





The DFG Funding Ranking:

Funding rankings
and profiles

Gender
equality

Influence of
programmes (e.g. ExIn)

Graduierten- Exzellenz-

schule cluster
g

ZLIklI.InftS-
konzept

--------

Participants in peer
review processes

L Networks and
Y o cooperation
structures
el gl

Infektons-

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
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Various presentations for university profiles
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Disciplinary profiles

Om DFG award
by subject area
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» Visualisation of disciplinary profiles
» Range of information:
» funding volume

» spectrum of disciplines
of each university

» participation of HEIs in the
German Excellence Initiative

» ldentification of HEIs with similar
disciplinary profiles (benchmarking)

» More detailed analysis on research
activities in different disciplines and
fields of research (biotechnology,
space research etc.) in the report

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Disciplinary profiles

» Provision of funding figures also for non-university research institutions:
identification of especially active research centers and of the thematic
priorities, i.e. the funding areas on which these centers concentrate.

» The German non-university research institutions are manifold
(differences in mission, profile, demand for external funding etc.).

» Major research performing organisations apart from HEls:

o Fraunhofer Society: focus on applied research;

annual budget*: approx. 1.5 billion Euro.
o Helmholtz Association: research in strategic programmes in six core fields;
annual budget*: approx. 2.8 billion Euro.

(o)

o Leibniz Association: umbrella organisation for various research institutions;
annual budget*:more than 1.0 billion Euro.

o Max Planck Society: primarily basic research in natural science and the humanities;
annual budget*: approx. 1.3 billion Euro.

*Source: www.research-in-germany.de

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010






Funding volume by recipients (three-year period)

R&D funding in FP6

R&D funding by
the federal government

Deutsche
Forschungs-
gemeinschaft

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000

Mio. €

Non-university research
institutions and private persons

. Higher education institutions

. Industry and commercial companies

Notes:

Only including funds for German recipients. The calls
for proposals in FP6 refer to a period of four years
(2002 to 2005). The funding totals shown here have
been converted to a three-year period corresponding
to the reporting years taken into account for funding
by the DFG and the federal government.

Data basis and sources:

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG):

DFG awards 2005 to 2007.

Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF):
Direct R&D project funding by the federal government
2005 to 2007 (project database PROFI).

EU Office of the BMBF: German participations in

the Sixth EU Framework Programme from 2002
(project data as of 02.06.2008).

Calculations by the DFG.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Analyses of the

» The following case study is based on the project database for the EU‘s Sixth
Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development (FP6)
which ran from 2002 to 2006.

o Total budget of FP6: approximately 17 billion Euro
e 10,058 contracts with 74,400 participations

» The special focus is on the thematic priority “Life sciences, genomics and
biotechnology for health”.

o Total budget: approximately 2.3 billion Euro
o 599 contracts with 6,827 participations

» For analyses by German recipients in the life sciences we additionally use
data on research funding by the DFG and the federal government
(total budget incl. EU funding: 3.2 billion Euro).

» The funding volumes are used as an indicator for research performance.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010





R&D funding in the 6th EU Research Framework Programme

Notes:
The calculation is based on the total volume of funding
provided by the Sixth EU Framework Programme. .
Countries with a funding volume of greater than % %‘
£ 30 million are shavm in the figure.

Germany 3.024.0 18.1 o
United Kingdom 2,369.6  32.4 b mnding In'tEs

y country
France 2.172.3 45.4 {in Mio. €) i
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The Metherlands 1,107.4 60.8 co0
Spain 943.8 B6.5
Belgium 707.9 70.7
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Differences in the organisation structures

» There are significant differences in the relative shares of funds
allocated to the different actors between the European states.

» In the UK more than half of the funds went to the university sector.
Accordingly, UK universities regularly reach high positions in
worldwide university rankings. In France or Germany governmental
research centers are key players in the national research landscape.

» These differences indicate different ways of organising national
research systems. Furthermore, in the different countries

regi inNnal ~cANnNaratinn attar hohuc n thao lorunno raocaarrh
CHIUIICAI bUU'JUI AluUIl paLLclllo oeiween ine various researcn

performing institutions are more or less pronounced.

» It is of great importance to also consider the different organisation
structures of national research systems when interpreting results of
international university rankings in the context of a cross-country
comparison of research performance.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Funding ranking in the 6th EU Research Framework Programme

14

11

KARGLINSI{A INSTITUTE
UNIVERSITY OF OXFORD
UNIVERSITY OF LEIDEN
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE LOMDON
IMPERIAL COLLEGE LONDON
LUND UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE
UNIVERSITY OF ROTTERDAM
UMNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI
KATHOLIEKE UNIVERSITY LEUVEN
UNIVERSITY OF HEIDELBERG
UMNIVERSITY OF MILAMN
RADBOUD UNIVERSITY NIUMEGEN
UTRECHT UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF ZURICH
KING™S COLLEGE LONDON
UNIVERSITY OF UPPSALA
UNIVERSITY OF MUMICH
UNIVERSITY OF GENEWVA
HEBREW UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF MAMCHESTER
UMNIVERSITY OF FREIBURG
UNIVERSITY OF AMSTERDAM
UNIVERSITY OF BASEL

Sweden

LK
Metherlands
LK

UK

Sweden

UK
Metherlands
Denmark
Finland
Belgium
Germany
Italy
Metherlands
Metherlands
Switzerland
UK

Sweden
Germany
Switzerland
Israel

LK

Germany
Metherlands
Switzerland

29
29

INSERM France 62,1

34 0 2 HELMHOLTZ ASSOCIATION Germany 110 46,8
28,5 3 |CMRS France 108 442

| 21,3 —4 MAXPLANCK SOCIETY Germany 72 55,1
21,5 3 EMBL Germany 62 35,0
17,0 . .
21,2~ High correlation between ARWU and
ig; FP 6 funding ranking for universities
13,2 The funding figures also allow to compare
ﬁrg the results to non-university institutions
14,2 > Thereby, the importance of these institutions
29 for specific countries comes into sight
11,3 Compared is the ranking of participations in the EU FP6 health priority
18.7  with the results of the ARWU ranking in clinical medicine and pharmacy.
15,5 2 For comparative purposes with universities it has to be considered that
13,2  these organisations often subsume varios research institutes
13,1  atdifferent locations.
10,2  Data basis and sources:
12,5  Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) 2010.
10,9  EU Office of the BMBF: Participations in the Sixth EU Framework
10,8  Programme from 2002 (project data as of 02.06.2008).
8,9 Calculations by the DFG.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Regional distribution of R&D funding by the DFG, federal government

-
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» The life sciences sector in Germany is

characterised by strong regional cooperation
patterns between the various research
performing institutions.

There are large regional differences in the
relative shares of funds allocated to the different
types of institutions.

Also in a national perspective, it is problematic
bm AAAiiAA tnfAavimn At i A~ Al AT AN Al rARAArAL
WU dcuucle 1moririauoull about reyiviial rescai uili
performance from studies which are focused
on a specific performing sector.

Further development of the analysis in the
future: Visualisation of university, industry,
and government cooperation activities.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Participations of research performing institutions

Example for a visualisation of DFG
funded cooperation activities
in the life sciences

A

i S
i %

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010
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Summary and selected findings

» This contribution illustrates the relationship between the different organisation
structures of national research systems and results of university ranking studies.

* The analyses of the EU FP 6 indicate the differences in the relative shares of funds
per type of funding recipient in an EU wide comparison as a result of different profiles
of national research systems.

*  The example of the life science sector in Germany confirms these results. There are
significant differences in the relative share of funds allocated to the university,
governmental and industry sector.

» It is of great importance to also consider the different organisation structures of
national research systems when interpreting results of university rankings in the
context of a cross-country or regional comparison of research performance.

» High acceptance and the demand for ever more differentiated analyses have
encouraged the DFG to further develop the Funding Ranking in the future;
in particular: more profound analyses for university, industry, and governmental
sectors as well as visualisations of their cooperation activities.

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking DFG
IREG Conference, Berlin, 6-8 October 2010






Thank you very much for your attention!

Daniel Bovelet, DFG Funding Ranking
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Introduction & Overview

* The Global Institutional Profiles Project aims to capture a
comprehensive picture of academic institutions around the globe

* The first use of this data will be to inform the 2010
Times Higher Education World University Rankings.

» Access to the data will be available as a commercial
service in 2011
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Times Higher Education

* In November 2009, Times Higher Education (THE)
announced:
“We have signed an agreement with Thomson Reuters, the

world’s leading research data specialist, to provide all the data
for our annual World University Rankings from 2010 and beyond

We have decided to end our relationship with QS, who will have
no further involvement in Times Higher Education's annual
World University Rankings.”

 Thomson Reuters will provide the data for the World
University Rankings for 2010 and beyond

WORLD
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Thomson Reuters response

« We are carefully listening to stakeholders in institutional
evaluation and developing services based on their
requirements

* Thomson Reuters do not produce a ranking

* We capture data from various sources and provide expert
analysis and interpretation to that data.

* The biggest challenge is to make fair comparisons across
International boundaries:

— Information on a various aspects of performance

— Subject specific data

— Information that is valid, relevant and internationally comparable
— Sensible use of proxies

&% THOMSON REUTERS





Profiles Project —
Academic Reputation Survey

* In order to clearly understand the reputational standing of
universities globally we conducted a carefully designed survey

» Asked academics around the world to give feedback on the
reputation of academic institutions, with a clear distinction between
the reputation for Research and Teaching

— Produced with the help of a 3" party specialist

— Invitation only to prevent manipulation of results

— Structured sampling of invitations for regional and subject balance
— Respondents rate reputation within their own area of expertise

— Survey was translated into multiple languages to over come English
language bias

— Post survey analysis per country to overcome regional differences in
response rate

* The survey completed in May 2010 with record levels of response

&% THOMSON REUTERS





13,388 responses received Mixed function of respondents

America 38% Academic Staff 69%
Africa 4% Research staff 15%
Asia Pacific 30% Institutional leadership 7%
Europe 28% Graduate/post grad students 6%

RESPONDENTS

Respondent’s role distribution

Not currently working

]!i}:: i :
4 ‘. IA)..“ 3

) Clinical,
N preclinical
& health
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Profiles Project —
Institutional Data Gathering

» Collect factual data directly from the participating institutions

* Institutions provide detailed information about their activities
across multiple subject areas

 Thomson Reuters has made considerable efforts to collect
high quality, comparable data with a minimum work burden
for the participating institutions.

— Use existing data sources when available
— Common data definitions for all institutions

— Worked with external advisors to fine tune the definitions and
make them comparable across international boundaries

— Utilizing existing international standards for statistical reporting
of education and research (UNESCO & OECD)

— Strong support structure, documentation, webinars etc.

&% THOMSON REUTERS
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Profiles Project —
Data Validation

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

» Data needs to be validated to make sure it is accurate
and complete.

— Cross-check with publicly available data sources
— Logical data check
— “Reality” check — identifying outliers and anomalies

« Because this is a new project,
there are no prior data collections
to make comparisons






Profiles Project —
Institutional Data Gathering

* We collect information on the institution’s publication activity
iIncluding the number of articles and citations.

— Our data source is the Web of Science, widely recognised as the
gold standard for research evaluation

— Performed a detailed name unification process conforming to
common guidelines for inclusion and exclusion of affiliated
Institutions.

« We normalised the data to overcome
differences in the citation behaviour
of different subjects

&% THOMSON REUTERS





Profiles Project —
Data Interpretation

« Data, where possible is normalized to create comparability
across different fields of study. For example citation impact.

* However, we recognize that there are also differences in
other aspects, such as funding.

— We did not collect enough subject specific data this year to
normalize for differences in funding and other areas.

— We are focusing our efforts to collect this data in more detail.

* We also used Purchasing Power Parity to modify for
differences in costs globally.

* We used other regional modifications to overcome
regional trends

&% THOMSON REUTERS
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World University Ranking — methodology

WEIGHTING SCHEME FOR RANKINGS SCORES

International mix - Industry income -
staff and students innovation

Teaching - the
learning
environment

Research income
(scaled)  5.256%

PhD

Papers per bachelor’s

academic awards 2.25%
and research )
staff 4.5%

Public research o

income/total 4 Citations -

research y research influence
income  0.75%

WORLD

¢ 1. RANKINES

For the latest World University Rankings news, debate and social networking, see
www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/world-university-rankings/
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KEY CHANGES IN TIMES HIGHER'S
‘WORLD UNIVERSITY RANKINGS

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

* A more rounded picture than given by ‘research power’

— Research achievement is primary, but we need balance
and quality, not volume

New methodology makes comparisons to other
rankings irrelevant

Resources

Scale

Accounting for subject factors

Accounting for international factors

We have made major changes and we will build on
these in 2011





Profiles

* The World University Ranking only provide a limited
analysis of the universities performance

« Thomson Reuters Profiles create an
Informative picture of the university e
as a whole and can provide more  r—
In-depth analysis and comparison of
many different aspects of performance

__- Engineering & Technalogy

= University of Wessex

= UK Average

e Physical Sciences
£700,000,000 1 — - Reputation rating score for Teaching: 88
£600,000,000 A B Institutional income - Total Global Ranking for reputation in Teaching: 24
£500,000,000 - ) b
£400,000,000 - B Research income - Total / Reputation Footprint - Teaching:
/ Arts & Humanities
£300,000,000 - . !
@ Research grant income from /
£200,000,000 1 public sources and charities ‘,f
£100,000,000 A O Research contract income from e “. Engineering & Technalagy
£0 - industry and commerce )
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 = niversity of Wessex
= UK Average

e Physical Sciences

THOMSON REUTERS
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»Accountability
» Benchmarking
»Marketization in higher education
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Global Ranking

» Intense international competitions between universities.

» Global college rankings have drawn international
attention worldwide, including Taiwan

e Academic Ranking of World Universities by Shanghai
Jiao Tong University in 2003

e QS “World University Ranking” in 2004

e “Webometrics Rankings of World Universities” by the
Spanish National Research Council published in 2004

e Time Higher Education’s “World University Ranking™
in 2010






Ined users
mplistic presentation
» Outdated information
» Research focus

» Unfair for humanities, arts and social science fields
»English domination





What ‘s “Self-directed”
Personalized College Ranking ?






Features of

Personalized College Ranking

» Users

® Targets students as the major users clearly compared to the
league tables currently.

» Customization

® |t emphasizes the respect for user’s needs in selection of
Indicators and weightings by their own through the web-
based platform.

> T based
e Updated information

» Matching

® The goal of the information system function is to lead to a
match between the student and the institution or the program
that they’re most interested





ar-oriented service

® The first personalized college ranking called
“University Ranking” was published by Centre for
Higher Education Development in Germany in
1998






Website

Organization

Type

Country

The Center for Higher

Research Center

Education Development Germany
Globe Mail.com Mass Media and Research Canada
Center
Maclean's R L el Canada
) HBO-Raad, VSNU and
Studych0|ce1_23.nl PAEPON and the students' Holland
partnership .
organizations
The Push Guides Mass Media %
Independent House
National Center for Governmental sector
Education Statistics U.S.A.
Forbes/ CCAP (Center of Mass Media and Research USA

College Affordability and
Productivity)

Center






Development of College Rankings

In Talwan
» Before the 90s, most college rankings or league tables
In Taiwan published by mass media didn’t draw the
public attention due to validity and creditability in
methodology.

» Driven by global market of higher education,
universities and government agencies started to develop
rankings as a tool to encourage institutions to strive for
excellence.

» 3 major types of college rankings developed in Taiwan.
Each has its own characteristics and unigueness.





Three Major College Rankings in Taiwan

after the late 90s

» Tamkang National College Ranking in 2002
» HEEACT Global Ranking in 2007
» HEEACT Personalized Ranking in 2008

Hou, Yung-chi & Robert Morse (2009) . Quality Assurance and
Excellence in Taiwan Higher Education-An Analysis of Three Major Taiwan
College Rankings., Evaluation in Higher Education, 3(2), 45-72.

Hou, Yung-chi. (2009) . Personalized Rankings: A New Ranking System
for Taiwanese Universities, Asian Journal of University Education, 4(1)
June.1-24

Hou, Yung-chi. (March 3-5, 2010). Development of ““Self-directed” College
Ranking and its Impact on Taiwan Higher Education. APQN 2010 Annual
Conference &AGM, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Background of Developmental Framework of
“College Navigator in Taiwan”

» Rapid Expansion in Taiwan Higher Education

® Number of universities and colleges Increased by 120% in the past 10 years
with more than 160 institutions

® Student enrollment With a total number of 1.3 millions increased 65%
® University Entrance Exam admission rate more than 97% in 2008

> Internationalization in Taiwan Higher Education
® The total number of international students, including degree-level, exchange,
and language study students, reached 17,742

» Transparency

® Planning to establish a very consumer-oriented ranking service system to
provide more transparent university information for prospective students
locally and internationally

E





a Higher Education EvalLM ; TN oI [ CEILLER IcE
Accreditation Council of Taiw . : ’ W 1rnr1-f‘\:||*'aﬁ_|?ztx. AND.

A BROBEESSI ONALISM!
F(;unded In 2005 1
~ »Two jobs 1
® Program Accreditation

® Ranking projects
»>\ery responsive to Taiwan society’s need.
















“hool leavers seeking for a suitable university
lelds they are interested in.

> Selection of Institutions

® 69 4-year colleges and universities evaluated by HEEACT
from 2006 to 2010.

e Hold 10 focus groups to collect users’ opinions about the
Indicators

Lollcae mavigta
TmunLH;
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Criteria

Indicator

Preference

Basic
information

enrollment rate, proportion of graduate students, graduation rate,
proportion of faculty members above assistant professors,
proportion of professors with a highest degree, proportion of full-
time faculty, faculty-student ratio, total expenditure per student,
number of articles published in SCI/ SSCI/ AHCI and EI per
faculty, National Science Foundation grants per faculty,
proportion of international students, proportion of international
faculty, library expenditure per student, number of patents
awarded per faculty, employment rate, etc.

history, enrollment, number of programs, and website, room and
board, student service, accreditation status, governmental grants,
scholarship, tuition, student clubs, accommodation etc.






eral information, including the description of

Institutional features.

» Independent third parties

e Ministry of Education, 2008 Tamkang ranking report,
National Science Foundation, ISI

D TalLARN

‘T-— ______

Lollcae \lmulul





Presentation of results
» Updated annually on the HEEACT website

» Users can interactively make their own league table
by selecting and weighing indictors according to their
preference.

® Top Group (green upward arrow, the indicator is in the top
30% of all institutions ),

e Middle Group (yellow sideward arrow, the indicator Is
between 31% and 69% of all institutions )

® Final Group (pink downward arrow, the indicator is in the
bottom 30% of all institutions).

® Unranked Group (data are not submitted in the form
requested by HEEACT) { N

T






Applicability of the Berlin Principles to the
Taiwan Personalized College Ranking
»User and goal
® Clear about purposes and target groups
» Criteria and weighting
® Transparency and relevance

» Data collection
® \With proper procedures for scientific data collection.

> Result presentation
® \\/eb-based ranking system

® It will be empowered to rank the institutions according to
their preference,

@ Be updated annually through the use of IT L"'*E'
system. I






Methodology : 4 steps

» Glven a certain extent of autonomy over selection of indicators
and weightings.

» Users will be able to rank the institutions they are interested in
by region, type, size and program.

» More detailed information on universities such as founding
year, mission, and total enrollment, number of programs, and
website, accreditation status, government funding, application,
room and board, tuition will be listed for user’s references on
the ranking outcomes.

> There are 4 tiers in the model of criteria including 11 criteria,
24 indicators, 5 preferences and 20 items

> http://cnt.heeact.edu.tw/index2.asp

T
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httpenglishweb. ncku. edu bwhinfhome. php
| Directions: Cretail

Introduction

Hn::k;u, located in the historical and ancient cultural capital city Tainan, is one of
the primary universities in the southern Tawan. YWith its outstanding faculby,
abundant educational resource, and excellent research achievement, NCKELU has
arowen o be aworld-class university characterized by its strenagth in electronic
engineering and computer science. For decades, our graduates have been ranked
as Indusiryr" s best choice in the local polls. s excellent learning environment and
beautiful campuses have attracted numerous distinguished students, scholars, and
visitors around the world to explore the world of knowledoge and s historical heritage.
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Introduction

/7

National Chengchi Univer sty

MO GBS Sec. 2 Fhiklan Rd. Wvenshan District Taipeai City
11605, Tabwan (R.O.C) »

Wear Tounde«d: 15954

Campus setting: 1,033 851 square meters

Total enrolliment: 15 588

Mumber of undergraduates; 9, 315

Mumber of graduates; 5,273

Websihe: httpiwsssy nccu. edu twrlenglishs

Directions: Detail

Established in 1 az27, Mational Chengchi Liniversity (MCCLD s noted for its humanities and social
sciences disciplines, In the future, NCCL will pass on the outstanding traditions of humanities and social
sciences, balancing both teaching and research, theory and practice, internationalization and domestication
inacademic disciplines including humanities, social sciences, law, business and communications,
reinforce dialogues between humanities, technology and society, and promote multi-variant academic
research development. Qurwvision is to build a first-rate international humanities and saocial sciences
academic termple, and nurture "Humane, Global, Innovative" successors for the new century,

FProgramsrl Degrees Offered
Unidergraduate degreaee: 57
Ph.D. degree:; 27

Accreditation Outcomes

Accrediting Organization

HEEACZT

AACEH

IEET

Chemical Society in Taiwan

Mational Taiwan Mormal Liniversity
(Taiwan Literature and Taiwan Studies)

Master degree: 55
Master Programs for working studemts: 16

Owtcomes
T8 (Detall
20 (Detail)
0 (Detail)
]
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Mean Scores for

Users’ Attitude toward the Ranking

Questionnaires

Mean score*

Q1. Definitions of indicators are clearly stated. 3.73

Q2. Selection of indicator number is reasonable. (between 3-10)

Q3. Presentation of ranking outcome is clear and understandable.

Q4. Presentation of basic information for each institution is clear and 3.69
understandable

Q5. Information provided is useful for me to select a school to study 3.76

Q6. It is convenient for me to operate this ranking tool.

Q7. Speed of this system is moderate and does not take me too much time.

Q8. Functions in the system are highly stable. 3901

Q9. Web pages are presented clearly.

Q10. Contrast of color is nice and comfortable 381

Q11. Information on the web-pages is easily read.

3.93

1





College Navigator in Taiwan - Survey

3};‘;2?&12 Disagree|Neutral| Agree S;r;rrégely
[{Q1. Definitions of indicators are clearly stated. () o () o ()
|Q2. Selection of indicator number is reasonable. (between 2-11) O @) @) O @)
[Q3. Presentation of ranking outcome is clear and understandable. @ ® @ @ ()
|Q4. Presentation of basic information for each institution is clear and understandable| ) O O O O
[Q5. Information provided is useful for me to select a school to study. ® ® ® () ()
|Q6. It is pretty convenient for me to operate this ranking tool. O O O O O
[Q7. Speed of this system is moderate and doesn't take me too much time. ® () () (3 ()
|Q8. Functions in the system are highly stable. O O O O O
Q9. Web pages are presented clearly. ') () () () ()
[Q10. Contrast of color is nice and comfortable. O O O O O
|Q11. Information on the web-pages is easily read. @ ® @ @ )
[Other comments:
[Resetl [Submit ]






Top 10 Indicators by the
Number of Usage Times

Indicators Usage times
Academic survey 16694
Expenditure per student 14372
Enrollment rate 11149
Faculty-student ratio 10561
Average proportion of graduated students 10191
Number of national academic awards by students 7898
Total holdings per student 7728
Total NSC grants per faculty 7466
Proportion of full-time faculty 6921
Proportion of professors with Ph.D. 6431






ition to what students do care abou most
It some of them misunderstood and misused the innova
ystem
® It is a searching engine, not a fixed ordinal college league
» High schools encouraged students to take advantage of it

® Bureau of Education presented the system in the handbook of
college selection for students

Lollcae mavigta
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n the system was conducted
-Overall response rate is 68.12%.
»6 Items 24 guestions

> Including institutional policy making, staff and faculty
recruitment, research output, resource allocation,
student services and learning environment, and system
operation

Lollcae mavigta
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Major Findings
» Respondent’s attitude toward all questions is fairly positive

and they generally agrees that the system has a great impact
on the development of universities and colleges in Taiwan.

» The respondents agrees most on the category of “increasing
research performance “, with a mean score of 4. 06, but a big
confidence interval exists among all respondents compared
with the other items.

> several single items have a higher point.

® Helping enhancement of overall academic performance, promotion of
faculty quality, engaging in governmental research funding, focus on
faculty research outputs and diversification of financial sources,
Increasing the number of school website pages and content, and
Improvement of transparency of institutional data, etc.

> few Items has a comparably lower point

e re-identifying institutional mission and goal, hiring more top notch
scholars, actively engaging in fund raising, and improving the
graduatlon rate, etc.






Mean and STD by items

95%
Confidence
Categories Mean | STD Interval

Upper | Lower
Institutional policy making 395 | 061 | 4.14 3.76
Staff and faculty recruitment 393 | 0.67 | 4.14 3.73
Resource allocation 3.82 | 0.69 | 4.04 3.61
Student services and learning environment | 3.86 | 0.72 | 4.09 3.62
System operation 393 | 0.75 | 4.16 3.69






Summary

»Most university presidents admitted that the system, to
some extent, engaged the institutions actively to
Improve faculty quality, as well as to provide local
and international students with more transparent
Information in school selection

» Few respondents from teaching-oriented type and
orivate institutions still believe the system had

prought a negative effect on their reputation, or even
nurt thelir reputation

> The goal of the system has been achieved at the
certain level since it was published






Future Perspective

» HEEACT, as an accrediting agency, attempts to carry out its obligation to act
as a transparent information proxy instead of a ranker.
® Has updated the data of the 69 institutions of 2010.
e Currently, the project is moving into the second phase of national-based expansion.
® The remaining 79 Taiwanese universities of technology and technical colleges will
be added into the system by the end of 2010.

® Having considering the missions of universities of technology and technical
colleges, the system will adopt a duel-track selection approach to facilitate the
different cohorts of the perspective students.

® 5 focus groups session have been held up to present.

» To improve student mobility in Chinese society, the mid-term objective of the
project is to expand its Taiwanese participation based system into an Chinese

based type

e Taiwapn dovernmen i
In Taiwan

> 1n the long term. more and more Asian universities which intended to attract

more international students will be invited to join the system soon






Challenges for
College Navigator in Taiwan

» Gain stable governmental funding
» Educate Institutions and students
»Enhance its international visibility

» Invite more foreign institutions to join, like what CHE
does

» Develop more good quality of indicators
» Improve data quality
» Establish a more diversified college searching engine










Questions and Comments

Higher Education Evaluation &Accreditation Council of
Taiwan (HEEACT)



http://www.heeact.edu.tw/�

http://www.heeact.edu.tw/mp.asp?mp=4�
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Research Rating
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__German Council of Science and Humanities: An Overview
_ Objectives

__Time Schedule

_ Methods

__Publication of Results

_ Developments

2

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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The German Council of Sience and
Humanities (Wissenschaftsrat) provides
advice to the German federal government
and the state (Lander) governmentson the
structure and development of higher
education and research.

Administrative Agreement between the Federal Government and the States (Lander) on the establishment of a German Council of
Science and Humanities from 5 September 1957 in the version of 1 January 2008

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Hke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Organisational Sructure :
Chairman
l ™ Secretary General
Plenary Assembly /
/ \ v
Scientific Commission Administrative Commission Head Office
32  votes given by 32 votes given by 5 departments
o 16 state with a staff
24  scientists Lo s of about 70

8  personalities from

of which about 32
public life 16 Federal Government are scientists

\ send menmber s l /supports

Committees and working groups
(complemented by extern experts)
prepare recommendations ans reports

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Objectives

_ Support decision-makers in universities, non-university
research institutions and ministries

_ Provide comparative information on research quality and on
research capacities

__Increase transparency and thereby promote competition

_ Not directly linked with funding

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Research Rating: Time Schedule

2003-2004 German council of Science and Humanities developed
methodology for a new research rating

2005 Council assigned steering group to conduct pilot study (to
test and refine the methods for the research system)

Oct 2005 — | Rlot study with two subjects: Chemistry (published
May 2008 December 2007) and Sociology (published April 2008)

Nov 2009 — | Development of performance dimensions and criteria for
June 2010 Humanities
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Methods (1)

_Informed peer review
__one peer group for each unit of assessment

_ Data: quantitative and qualitative data
_Multidimensional review: No overall score

= Rating not Ranking

7

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Performance Dimensions and Criteria
(Chemistry, Sociology and EEIT)

Performance Dimension Criteria
|. Research Quality
Research Il. Impact
l1l. Efficiency
Promotion of young researchers IV. Promotion of young researchers

V. Knowledge Transfer

Knowledge Transfer

8

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Hke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Matrix EEIT: Criterion |I: Research Quality

Criterion Aspects of criterion Data
Research 1. Reception (relative) | quantitative:
Quality _ Citations per paper

__Citation indexes

_Publications (P) — Backgroundinformation
for judgement of Citation indicators

2. Quality of Outputs

qualitative:
__List of publications

__Research output other than publications:
e.g. databases, software, patents

3. Judgement by other
peers

qualitative:
__List of third party funded projects
__List of important prizes and awards

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Methods (2)

_ Subject-specific indicators, e.g.:
_ Chemistry peer group: bibliometric indicators
__Sociology peer group: Sample publications submitted by institutions
__Techniques peer group: bibliometric indicators for the best five
publications

_ Subjects:
_ Disciplines and research units
_ Coverage of universities and non-university research institutions

_ Survey period: five years

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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The German Academic System:
University and non-university research institutions
according to focus of research

Universities

Industry

research

directed — researeh———»
Governmental
\ research institutes

Universities of

applied sciences

Fraunhofer—Gesellschaft

National Research Centres ]
\/ ‘ o

(FhG)

l

basic
Independent

applied

Max-Planck-Society

~\.(MPG)/

Academies
e —

<

<

1

T~

Leibniz Association
(WGL)

Helmholtz Association of

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Hke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Publication of Results (Chemistry)

unsatisfactory satisfactory

good

very good  excellent

Research quality

(average of the
research units)

Impact

Efficiency

Promotion of
young researchers

Knowledge

! transfer

Public understanding
of science

below average

O Alle Einrichtungen

@ TU Miinchen |

average

above average

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr.

Publication of Results (Chemistry) ;
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research units)
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Effiency ————
Promotion of |
young [
researchers i
coeae |
" transfer J
100%
Public 1
understanding of B0%
science .
below average 60%
0O Alle Einrichtungen @ TU Minchen |
40%
27% 27%
23%
20% ol
SDAI ’_.
0%
0% [ 1
unsatisfactory satisfactory good very good excellent
@ TU Minchen
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Developments (2nd Pilotstudy)

__Two more disciplines in order to test adaptability to other
subjects and to improve the methodology

_ Standardisation of research units

__Assessment of interdisciplinary research units and institutes,
especially non research institutions

_ Dialog with users in order to minimize the efforts, manpower
and time spent

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Research Rating

Dr. Elke Litkemeler
luetkemeler @wissenschaftsrat.de

Head Office of the German Council of Science and
Humanities
www.wissenschaftsrat.de
www.forschungsrating.de

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Research Rating Engineering Sciences (2nd
Pilotstudy)

__Jdune 2008: Steering committee appointed the expert group
__Fall 2008 — Fall 2009: Adaptation and development of the
concept and questionaire for Hectrical Engineering & Computer
Science

_Winter 2009/ 10: Data collection

_ Participants: 31 Universities and 16 external research
Institutions

_March — August 2010: Data analysis (incl. patent and citation
analysis)

__Fall 2010: Assessment process

_Winter 2011: Publishing

German Council of Science and Humanities | Dr. Bke Litkemeier | 08.10.2010, Berlin
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Background

 Rankings (at institutional level) do not fully account
for the difference in discipline mix that make each
institution unique

* Many rankings are biased towards universities with
strong hard sciences while against those specialized
in social sciences and humanities

* Average performance on some indicators can vary
significantly from one field to another






Aim & method of the study

e Examine indicators frequently used in major ranking
systems to explore whether they have bias against
social science fields or have significant discrepancies
across different fields

e Compare per capita performance or other relative
measure in different fields

 Based on empirical data either at institutional level
or at national level

 The perimeter of field depends on the data provider

E‘J





The Top American Research Universities
by The Center for Measuring University Performance

e Total Research Expenditures
* Federal Research Expenditures

e Endowment Assets
Number of memberships in

e Annual Giving the National Academy of Sciences,

/ the National Academy of Engineering
or the Institute of Medicine

 National Academy Members

e Faculty Awards

* Doctorates Awarded Postdoctorates in Science and
. / Engi i
* Postdoctoral Appointees AEREEES

SAT Scores






Indicators not applicable to social science fields

 National/international awards that do not cover
social sciences (e.g. Fields Medals)

e Memberships of National/International
organizations that are not relevant to social
sciences (e.g. Academician, IEEE fellow)

 Research output in Science, Engineering and
Medicine fields (e.g. papers in Nature and Science,
papers indexed in El, ISTP..., patents)

e Others (e.g. National Key Labs)

CWCU

Ao





Indicators that have bias against social science fields

e Research income/expenditure

Research income for 75 National Universities in China

Total Per academic staff
(in Billions RMB) (in Thousands RMB)

Science, Engineering

and Medicine 202 371.1

Social Sciences and

Humanities - 95.5
Ratio 126:1 3.2°'1

of Education (2009). Statistics on Subordinate Universities of Ministry of Education of China, 2008 | CWCU

'*?ﬂ_ﬂ





Indicators that have bias against social science fields

e Publications and citations in ISI databases

Number of papers and citations per faculty member for

3,634 doctoral programs at 274 institutions in US
Papers per Citations per

faculty faculty
Biological Sciences 7.62 59.62
Physical Sciences and Mathematics 6.39 31.94
Engineering 6.04 17.83
Social and Behavioral Sciences 2.14 5.47
Arts and Humanities Unknown Unknown

esearch Council & National Academy of Sciences (1995). Research-Doctorate Programs in the CWCU
L‘m

Change. Washington, D.C., National Academy Press. -,,_mw""‘





Indicators that have bias against social science fields

e Publications and citations in ISI databases

Citations per paper for 3,634 doctoral programs at

274 institutions in US

Citations per paper

Biological Sciences 7.82
Physical Sciences and Mathematics 5.00
Engineering 2.95
Social and Behavioral Sciences 2.56

Arts and Humanities Unknown

E‘r- -_rﬁ‘
Research Council & National Academy of Sciences (1995). Research-Doctorate Programs in the CWCU

d Change. Washington, D.C., National Academy Press. _ﬂ_m“,,.ﬁ“





Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
* Percentage of International Students

Percentage of Int’l Students by Field in US

% of N. of Int’l Students Total Enrollment
Field Int’l Students  (In Thousands) (In Thousands)
Engineering 7.4% 95 1283
Physical &Life Sciences 6.5% 45 691
Mathematics & Computer 6.1% 68 1112
Agriculture 4.7% 7 153
Fine & Applied Arts 4.0% 32 790
Business & Management 2.9% 109 3714
Humanities 2.9% 17 569
Social Sciences 2.7% 54 1921
Health professions 1.0% 26 2672
Education 0.8% 16 1951
Others 2.2% 60 2693
Undeclared 0.7% 29 4328 -
Chi-Square=347.698, df=11, Sig.<0.01 Ew@
ducation Statistics( 2009). Digest of Education Statistics 2009 (2004 data) \uﬁ_,m

tion (2004). Open Doors: Report on International Educational Exchange





Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
* Percentage of International Students

Percentage of Int’l Students by Field in China

N. of Int’l Students Total Enrollment
(In Thousands)

% of
Field Int’l Students

Literature and Arts 4.5%
Philosophy 2.5%
Medicine 1.7%
History 1.3%
Economics 1.0%
Science 0.8%
Law 0.6%
Education 0.3%
Management 0.3%
Agriculture 0.2%
Engineering 0.1%

Chi-Square=471.698, df=10, Sig.<0.01
of Education (2009). Education Statistics 2008

(In Thousands)
143.3
0.6
28.7
1.0
11.3
10.0
4.7
3.4
10.7
0.7
9.1

3212
24
1655
74
1088
1314
787
1087
4105
412
7734
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Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
* Percentage of International Students

Top 10 and Universities on Percentage of Int’l
Students among 75 National Universities in China
Top 10 Bottom 10
Beijing Language & Culture U U Electronic S&T
Fudan U U S&T China
Peking U U Geosciences
Beijing U of Chinese Medicine Northwestern Polytechnic U
Tsinghua U China Agriculture U
Renmin U Lanzhou U
Wuhan U Dalian U S&T
Beijing Normal U Beijing U Post & Telecommunication
U Int’l Business & Economics Nanjing U S&T
Zhejing U Hunan U

: Ministry of Education (2009). Statistics on Subordinate Universities of Ministry of Education of China, 2008 B
CWCU
1
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Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
 Unemployment / Employment Rate

Unemployment Rate of 2009 Bachelor's Degree Recipients

(2 months after graduation) in China

N. of Bachelor's

Unemployment
Field Degree Recipients ploy
(In Thousands) Rate
Science, Engineering and Medicine 1229 17.2%
Social Sciences 752 19.9%
Arts and Humanities 477 20.2%

Chi-Square=0.115, df=2, Sig.=0.94
: Ministry of Education (2010). Employment Statistics of Undergraduate Graduates, 2009






Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
 Unemployment / Employment Rate

Unemployment Rate of 1999-2000 Bachelor's Degree

Recipients (1 year after graduation) in US

Education

Field Unemployment Rate

Mathematics and physical sciences

Engineering

Business and management

Health professions

Public affairs and social services

Psychology
Humanities

Social sciences
History

Biological sciences

ion Statistics( 2009). Digest of Education Statistics 2009 (2003 data)

2.6%
2.8%
2.9%
2.9%
3.1%
3.5%
3.9%
4.9%
6.1%
7.2%
8.6%

e





Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
e Student / Faculty Ratio

Student/Faculty Ratio by Field in China

N. of Students  N. of Faculty

el (In Thousands) (In Thousands)

Student/Faculty

Science, Engineering

and Medicine 11070 004 18.3
Social Sciences 7062 318 22.2
Arts and Humanities 24750 1553 15.9

Chi-Square=30.867, df=2, Sig.<0.01
: Ministry of Education (2009). Education Statistics 2008






Indicators that have discrepancies across fields
e Ratio of undergraduate to graduate students

Undergraduates/Graduates Ratio

at 976 Doctoral-Level Institutions in US

Total Enrollment  Undergraduates/

Field

(In Thousands) Graduates
Education 719 0.8
Mathematics & Physical sciences 199 2.0
Engineering 478 2.8
Business & Management 1311 2.9
Biological sciences 388 4.4

Chi-Square=266.970, df=4, Sig.<0.01

rollment (2008 data)






Indicators that have discrepancies across fields

* Faculty Salary

Average Faculty Salaries by Field at 4-Year Colleges and

Universities in US (2009-10)

Top 5

Assoc. Assist.
Field Prof. Prof. Prof. Field

Legal professions $134,146 $101,045 $83,991 Theology

Engineering $112,679 $86,031 $75,226 Visual arts
Business $109,919 $92,573 $85,996 English
Parks,
Computer $101,219 $82,230 $70,791 recreation
Air Communications

$99,803 $71,605 $59,434

transportation technologies

rom: http://chronicle.com/article/Chart-Average-Faculty/64500/

Bottom 5

Prof.
$71,473

$79,098
$79,372

$80,513

$81,269

ASSsoOC.
Prof.

$59,979

$62,197
$61,684

$64,126

$63,907

Assist.
Prof.

$51,605

$51,480
$51,502

$53,246

$56,041






More indicators need to be examined

 Expenditure per student
e Quality of intake students

e Faculty awards, mixed
— The Top American Research Universities, 24 awards

— Maclean’s University Ranking, more than 40 awards

e Students evaluation

— Cashin, W. E. (1990). Students do rate different academic
fields differently. New Directions for Teaching and Learning,
43,113-121.






Final Remarks

 Record the field information of target data
whenever possible

* Field ranking & overall ranking

* Field-normalization
— By field average, e.g. CPP/FCSm

— By national share or world share
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