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Abstract: “University Rankings” - or “League Tables”, as yh&re known in the United Kingdom — have in a
short period of time become an important featunealicy-making and practice in higher educationeylare
now a global phenomenon serving different purpdseslifferent and varied audiences. Even if they aot
necessarily universally appreciated, there is areasing understanding that they have become fiirel ‘arm

of the quality-assurance tool, together with acita¢idn, government regulation and licensing" ahelytare
clearly here to stay. Indisputably university ramkihas changed the way higher education institsiteomd
their activities are being presented, perceivedams@ssed at the institutional, local, nationaliatetnational
levels.In our research we will try to answer sonsesjions concerning this topic: is university ragkan
inflexible tool, which favors traditional universs, with resources and experience?; what types of
performance indicators, procedure and ethical denations should be included in a conceptual fraonkw
or typology for higher education ranking systems?
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1. Introduction

Rankings and league tables of higher educationtutisns (HEIs) and programs are a global
phenomenon. For the many purposes that HEIs strgg,have become a part of the framework of
national accountability and quality assurance gses, allowing more nations to see the development
of future rankings. Given this trend, producingkiags and league tables hold HEIs accountable for
quality in their own data collection, methodolognd dissemination.

Ranking approaches and systems, like higher edurcetstitutions, vary extensively and are often tie
to the unigue higher education context of a natitmwever, each system or approach tends to include
a logical set of elements. Data is first eithedezied from existing data sources or original data
collected. Following this, the type and quantity vdriables are selected from the information
gathered. Next, the indicators are standardizedvagighted from the selected variables. Finally, the
calculations are conducted and comparisons are read®at institutions are sorted into “ranking
order.” These rankings are often controversial heavily debated in some local, national, and now
increasingly international contexts. Whether or oofleges and universities agree with the various
ranking systems and league tables findings is mifstgnt; ranking systems clearly are here to stay.
When U.S. News and World Report began its annudding of “America’s Best Colleges” in 1983,
publishers in other countries quickly followed witheir own hierarchical measures of providing
consumer information and institutional marketingilerattempting to impact the quality of higher
education.

The issue then becomes not whether ranking sysstmsld exist, but rather how these higher
education ranking systems might best be construdtedther words; what types of performance
indicators, procedures, and ethical consideratglrmuild be included in a conceptual framework or
typology for higher education ranking systems?
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Current methodologies exhibit various strengths am@dknesses. Different rankings/league tables
include indicators that students may overlook whignking about an institution’s quality. These
rankings allow institutions to distinguish themss\based on who they are and what they do for
consumers of higher education. Similarly, rankingagthodologies indirectly impact quality in higher
education because of their ability to promote cditipa.

Nevertheless, the inherent weaknesses of thesangafilkague table methodologies often overshadow
their strengths. Rankings/league tables’ major flaay be their continual changes in methodology.
For instance, although institutions may not acyuellange in a significant way, ratings can fluctuat
year-to-year because the weights assigned to @iffeindicators have changed. Likewise, many
rankings come up with a single number that sumrearilze overall ranking of an academic institution.
This practice makes it difficult for students tostthiguish among institutions based on the
characteristics they find most important. Additibmamuch of the objective data used in the
rankings/league tables is self-reported by thatuigins. Continuing such a practice without ex&éérn
validation of data could lead to difficulties fankings/league tables in the future as institutjglase
more stakes in rankings’ ability to influence belbav

“Rankings of higher education institutions showdflact the healthy balance between universal global
values and local characteristics of cultures, smseand educational systems. It should be reftkict
ranking methodologies leading to international carigpns and stimulating the search of excellence
in the international educational space.”@tonski, 2002)

As the provision of higher educational opportusitiiecomes increasingly international, so the need
for reliable means of international institutionahgparison becomes more prescient. Where, at the tur
of the century, no truly international ranking dfjteer education institutions existed, a number of
organizations now compile and publish annual glabaversity rankings. The two most frequently
cited of theses rankings are the Academic Ranking/orld Universities, compiled by researchers
from the Institute of Higher Education at Shangl&otong University, and the Times Higher
University World Rankings, complied by employeesnirthe Times Higher Education Supplement,
based in London.

These two rankings currently represent the mostpecehensive efforts to compare universities across
borders, although it should be noted that in spetiglds such as business administration, top glsho
have been ranked by a number of different pubboatifor some time. Business Week started the
trend in 1988, and the Economist, Forbes, The Wad#et Journal, and The Financial Times have all
since followed suit.

2. The Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU

The Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWUasv first published in June 2003 by the
Center for World-Class Universities and the Ingéitof Higher Education of Shanghai Jiao Tong
University, China, and then updated on an annusisba

The original goal of the Shanghai Jiaotong UniwgrésJTU) ranking was to discern what kind of

research gap existed between Chinese and ‘workdclaniversities, and was conducted as an
academic exercise rather than an act of consunveicady for international consumption. In response
to requests from international colleagues, SJTEarhers have since agreed to publish their fireding
on the World Wide Web.

More than 1000 universities are actually rankedABRYVU every year and the best 500 are published
on the web.

Although the initial purpose of ARWU was to findetiglobal standing of Chinese top universities, it
has attracted a great deal of attention from usities, governments and public media worldwide.
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A survey on higher education published by The Eausbin 2005 commented ARWU as "the most
widely used annual ranking of the world's reseancliversities®. Burton Bollag, a reporter at

Chronicle of Higher Education wrote that ARWU "iensidered the most influential international
ranking®.

One of the factors for the significant influenceA®®WU is that its methodology is globally sound and
transparent. The EU Research Headlines reportedWWU work on 31st December 2003: "The
universities were carefully evaluated using sevieditators of research performanéeChancellor of
Oxford University, Chris Patten, said "the methagdyl looks fairly solid ... it looks like a prettygd
stab at a fair comparisofi.Professor Simon Marginson of University of Melboeicommented that
one of the strengths of "the academically rigoransl globally inclusive Jiao Tong approach" is
"constantly tuning its rankings and invites opehlatmration in that" (Marginson, 2007).

The ARWU and its content have been widely cited amgployed as a starting point for identifying
national strengths and weaknesses as well ast&icf reform and setting new initiatives. Bill
Destler, the president of the Rochester Instituitd @chnology, drew reference to the ARWU to
analyze the comparative advantages that the WeE@rope and US have in terms of intellectual
talent and creativity in his publication in the joal Nature (Destler, 2008). Martin Enserink reéerr
to ARWU and argued in his paper published in S@ehat "France's poor showing in the Shanghai
ranking ... helped trigger a national debate abigher education that resulted in a new law...rgjvi
universities more freedom”(Enserink, 2007).

Starting from 2009, the ARWU has been published Sthyanghai Ranking Consultancy, a fully
independent organization. Besides ARWU, the Coasait is going to provide various global
comparison and in-depth analysis on research wiiies, supporting relevant decision making by
national governments and universities in globatesn

ARWU uses six objective indicators to rank worldvensities, including:

= the number of alumni, 10%;

= the number of staff winning Nobel Prizes and Fidltelals, 20%;

= number of highly cited researchers 20%;

= number of articles published in journals of Natanel Science 20%;

= number of articles indexed in Science Citation kdeExpanded and Social Sciences Citation
Index, 20% and

= per capita performance with respect to the sizndhstitution, 10%.

Table 1. Definitions of measures used in the 200 Aual Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) Top
500 rankings.

Measure Weight Definition

Alumni 10% The total number of the alumni of an institatisinning Nobel
Prizes and Fields Medals. Alumni are defined asehwho
obtain bachelors, masters or doctoral degrees fiinve
institution. Different weights are set accordingttie periods of
obtaining degrees. The weight is 100% for alumniaiing
degrees after 1991, 90% for alumni obtaining degipel981-
1990, 80% for alumni obtaining degrees in 1971-198@ so
on, and finally 10% for alumni obtaining degreesl801-1910.
If a person obtains more than one degree from stitution, the
institution is considered once only.

Award 20% The total number of the staff of an institutimning Nobel

L A world of opportunity. (2005). The Economist, V8I76. Issue 8443, p. 14-16.

2 Group endorses principles for ranking universit{g806, June 9). Chronicle of Higher Education.

% Chinese study ranks world's top 500 universi(2803, December 31). European Commission<Researzdiiies.
4 Chris Patten's speech. (2004, February 5). Guardia
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Prizes in Physics, Chemistry, Medicine and Econsmaad
Field Medals in Mathematics. Staff is defined assth who
work at an institution at the time of winning theze. Different
weights are set according to the periods of winritng prizes.
The weight is 100% for winners after 2001, 90%\anners in
1991-2000, 80% for winners in 1981-1990, 70% fonmvers in
1971-1980, and so on, and finally 10% for winners1B11-
1920. If a winner is affiliated with more than oimestitution,
each institution is assigned the reciprocal of thenber of
institutions. For Nobel prizes, if a prize is shhigy more than
one person, weights are set for winners accordmgheir
proportion of the prize.

HiCite 20% The number of highly cited researchers in 2fjexti categories.
These individuals are the most highly cited with@mch
category. The definition of categories and detajedcedures
can be found at the website of Thomson Reuters.

Nature & 20% The number of papers published in the jourmédgure and

Science between 2004 and 2008. To distinguish tiker cof

author affiliation, a weight of 100% is assignedr fo

(N&S) corresponding author affiliation, 50% for first hat affiliation
(second author affiliation if the first author difftion is the same
as corresponding author affiliation), 25% for thexinauthor
affiliation, and 10% for other author affiliationsOnly
publications of 'Article’ and 'Proceedings Papemet are
considered

Science

Publications 20% Total number of papers indexed in Science iGitatndex-

Expanded and Social Science Citation Index in 2008ly
(PUB) publications of 'Article’ and 'Proceedings Papsmes are
considered. When calculating the total number gfeps of an
institution, a special weight of two was introducked papers
indexed in Social Science Citation Index.

Per capita 10% The weighted scores of the above five indicattivided by the
number of full-time equivalent academic staff. Hetnumber of
academic staff for institutions of a country canbetobtained,
the weighted scores of the above five indicatorssid.

Overall 100%

Source: www.arwu.org

For each indicator, the highest scoring instituimassigned a score of 100, and other institutesas

calculated as a percentage of the top score. HBtebdition of data for each indicator is examined f
any significant distorting effect and standardistal techniques are used to adjust the indic#tor
necessary.

Scores for each indicator are weighted to arriva ihal overall score for an institution. The hagh
scoring institution is assigned a total score dj,1dhd other institutions are calculated as a p¢age
of the top total score. The scores are then placddscending order.

To generate a final ranking, the performance oheamiversity in each measure is expressed as a
percentage of the top-performing university. Thitre weightings shown in Table 1 are applied to
these relative measures and a total score caldul@teobtain the final ranking, each universityrgco

is then expressed as a percentage of the scorvadhby the top university. For example, a score of
80 means that the overall weighted performancehaf tniversity was 80 percent that of the top
performing university.

There are two key points to note about the meaaused in the ARWU rankings. First, the ARWU
indicators measure the research performance of igensity, with no indicators of teaching
performance.
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Second, five of the six measures are totals okeipeople or research outputs. Only one indicator i
calculated on a per academic staff member basis.mbans that the AWRU is, to a certain extent, a
measure of volume of research, with larger ingtihg at an advantage.

Of the specific measures used in the ARWU rankirigs, inclusion of Nobel prize winners is
controversial as it is largely science-based amdbeasubject to politicking (Marginson 2007). Is@l
means that institutions earn points from people wiay have long since ceased to be associated with
that institution through a halo effect. This higtonature also applies to the HiCite measure, which
examines citations of individuals between 1981 @9 (Holmes 2006).

The ARWU compiles an overall ranking, but it alsedks out each university's performance in five
subject fields (math, physics, chemistry, compatgence, and economics/business) as well as in five
broader fields (natural sciences and math, engimggéechnology and computer sciences, life and
agriculture sciences, clinical medicine and phagmand social sciences).

Although the Shanghai rankings are perhaps the fmegtiently cited of international rankings, the
methodology is certainly not without its criticketquality of an academic institution be open ® th
same type of evaluation?

Among the most vocal (and visible) critics of thkaSghai rankings has been the Times Higher
Education Supplement. The flaws perceived by thtsBrnewspaper led it to produce its own annual
international ranking of universities. In an edidéthat accompanied its inaugural report in 2064,
publication questioned the validity of using themher of prizewinners among faculty and alumni as a
criterion for gauging the overall quality of a uersity, especially in an historical context. Whedit

a university for enrolling a prizewinner 40 yeagoa Furthermore, why credit only the university at
which the original research was conducted andhetristitution that currently pays the prizewinser’
salary? All valid questions considering the Shanghakings allot a 30 percent weighting to the
faculty and alumni prizewinner categories. In reg@ THES sought to produce a ranking that took
into account a broader spectrum of criteria on Whiz judge the academic quality of universities
worldwide.

Despite its popularity, the Shanghai rankings hewee under some criticism regarding both their
methodology and choice of variables (Liu and Ch&@§5 and Van Raan, 2005). Vincke (2009) notes
that using an averaged score to measure perfornfesca determining influence on the ranking. With
respect to the choice of variables, Shanghai Usityeiuses only a limited set of criteria, which
measure academic performance solely in terms afareb excellence, to rank a wide range of
universities. This “one size fits all approach’4ai capture the specific characteristics of aersity

and ignores the objectives an institution pursugside of research, such as education and a social
mission. In terms of its criteria, the ranking iaded in favor of science and technology and almost
totally disregards other fields such as the artslamanities.

Thus, schools with strong scientific departmentg fauch better in the rankings than schools that
specialize in the arts, humanities or social s@sncThe ARWU also favors English-speaking
universities as English is the predominant languEgecademic publications. Van Raan (2005) points
out these biases and warns against the misuseeslycsimple bibliometric indicators. Finally, the
ARWU does not take into account the effect of fspeperformance. Zitt (2007) notes that ninety
percent of criteria used in rankings are size-ddpeth Indeed, the Shanghai rankings essentially
measure overall production and not efficiency, ppreach that favors large universities. And while
they do include one variable to this effect (“PCGH’)s rendered almost useless as it is only cdegpu
for the universities which survive pre-selectiorsdxd on their performance with respect to the other
criteria.

3. Times Higher Education Supplement (Thes)

The first THES rankings were published in 2004 armte designed to inform readers of the THES
about the comparable performance of the world'svemsities through measuring a number of
877



European Integration - Realities and Perspectives 2012

dimensions of university performance. Up to anduding 2009, the THES rankings were compiled
by QS Quacquarelli Symonds Ltd.

Building on its criticism of the SJTU rankings aitsl experience producing domestic league tables,
the THES has sought to produce a ranking thatusréat, rather than historical,” and finds suitable

“proxies for excellence in teaching and researdkith this in mind, the THES methodology places

great stock (70%) on peer review.

The measures used to compile the 2009 THES rankmfsde: survey results from academics and
employers that captures the perceptions of thatguadla university, measures of class size, ragear
impact and the proportions of international facultyd students at an institution (see Table 2). A ke
point to note is that the THES is heavily reliantsurveys about the perceived quality of universiti
with the academic and employer survey contribufigercent of the weighted performance score.

From 2007, the THES rankings have been calculatec iway that reduces the dispersion in
performance in the various measures, reducingnipadt of outliers. This process involves the use of
z score$ to calculate the relative performance of univésitcompared to the top performing
university. The weightings in Table 2 are then @&gupto the score in each measure to arrive at a
relative score, which is then expressed as a pegerof the top performing university. This overall
score is then used to determine the rankings.

Table 2. Definitions of measures used in the 2009ries Higher Education Supplement (THES) Top 200

rankings.
Measure Weight Definition
Academic Peer Review 40% Composite score drawn from peer review survehich is
divided into five subject areas). There were 9,8&fponses ir
(Acad PR) 2009 (6,354 in 2008).
Employer Peer Review 10% Score based on responses to employer surveye Tiere 3,281
responses in 2009 (2,339 in 2008).
(Emp PR) P ( )
Faculty Student Ratio 20% Score based on student faculty ratio. A loweniper of students
to staff is treated as representing higher quafitieaching.
(EFTSFTE) P g higher quaite g
Citations per Faculty member 20% Score based on research performance factoegasathe size of
Cites FTE the research body. The citations are sourced fréma |t
(Cit ) bibliometric database SCOPUS and represent thé fmtahe
last five years.
I nternational Faculty 5% This measure captures international reputatimhis. measured
Int facul by the proportion of international faculty at a wersity. A
(Int faculty) higher proportion is treated as representing bettefiormance.
I nternational Students 5% This measure captures international reputatimhis. measured

by the proportion of international students at avemsity. A

(Int students) higher proportion is treated as representing beteiormance.

Overall 100%

Source: www.topuniversities.com

Marginson (2007) argues that the large weightinglieg to survey responses (50 percent) captures
how a university is perceived, not how they aciupkrform. The result is that universities are bein

judged on credentialism and not actual learning @s@arch outcomes. In addition, he argues that
there is a lack of transparency in these measurgs groblem with regional bias. Marginson argues

1 A"z” score indicates how many standard deviatiansbservation is above or below the mean value.
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that universities in the UK and USA will have betteme recognition. This is compounded by a low
response rate (around 1 percent) for the acadesgicrpview measure.

Marginson has also criticized the use of the nundfestudents to academic staff as a proxy for
teaching quality, with a lower ratio supposedlyleefing higher quality. Marginson argues that
teaching quality cannot be accurately assessed agiesource quantity indicator such as this.

Though the ranking authors suggest that the prigpodf international students reflects the prestige
with which an institution is viewed, Marginson aeguit simply rewards volume building. This
measure will also favor universities in Englishagag countries and those in countries where tisere
a centrally mandated export education policy.

Many of the criticisms leveled against the Shanglakings could also be applied to the THES
rankings. However, the THES does attempt to redieeemphasis on scientific and technological
fields of study in composing its ranking. Nonetlsslethe somewhat arbitrary nature of choosing and
weighting criteria — often termed the “weight-anid& approach, and common to the SJTU, THES
and a majority of university rankings around theldle— leaves the THES ranking open to criticism,
after all there are far more than six factors amdractions within those factors that decide theral
environment of a campus.

4. Case Study — Romania

There are 56 public higher education institutiamd&Romania, 28 accredited private higher education
institutions, 21 private higher education instibats certified to provisionally operate and 5 préivat
higher education institutions certified to provisidly operate in the process of accreditation.

A total of 110 higher education institutions anche®f them is to be found in the best 500 univiesit
published by the Academic Ranking of World Univeesi (ARWU).

University of Bucharest (UB) and Babes-Bolyai Umsity (BBU), Cluj-Napoca are the only
institutions in Romania that have managed to béuded in the 2009 edition of Times Higher
Education - QS World University Rankings, of thetwenters higher education in the world.

The two institutions were not ranked among the 50P. University of Bucharest ranged overall
between 500 and 600 places in the rankings aftesemutive three years stood at 400 and 500 seats
category. UB ranked 288 in Natural Sciences. Im,tuBBU, placed after the location 600, is
mentioned for the first time this international kanry.

“Times Higher Education”, ranking based on voteshef academics and alumni worldwide, includes
39 European universities in the top 100, three ntloae last year. Instead, Americans are in decline,
with 36 higher education institutions, six fewearnhn 2008.

Romanian universities are missing from all hiersgstmade worldwide, whether based on criteria like
popularization of the institutions or their webesit the number of awards received by students or
teachers or the number of results in research.

In 2005, it was realized a research (Florian, 20€8)cerning the Romanian universities and the
ARWU ranking. This research was an attempt to egénthe score that Romanian universities would
obtain in this ranking, as none of them entereddbes00 of world universities.

The data presented suggested that the result® @hhnghai ranking are irreproducible. At least the
data concerning the SCI indicator suggested tlegaatithors of the Shanghai ranking deviated from the
official published methodology when computing tleeres of the universities. It is understandablé tha

the values of some of the indicators used are tmréproduce, as in the case of the Size indicator,
where data about universities’ personnel are harobtain and inconsistent, and sometimes requires
using educated guesses, or as in the case of ti&iNdcator, where the necessity of weighting as a
function of author importance may require an epane automated counting method. It is less

acceptable that the values for an objective indicatich as SCI cannot be reproduced using the
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published methodology. These findings underminer¢f®vance of the Shanghai ranking and adds to
other critiques of its methodology and results. Thaclusion of the paper was that the results are
irreproducible, given the currently published metblogy. The inconsistencies found here may be
clarified if the authors of the Shanghai rankindl wublish also the un-normalized values that they
used for the indicators, and the actual transfdonatthey performed on data. It would be useful if
they would insure the transparency of their resuits at least implement on their website the
possibility that the public compute automaticalg score of any university, given raw data.

When taking into account the ARWU criteria, theldaling observations were made. Romanian
universities have one graduate winner of NobelePritseorge Emil Palade, who graduated in 1940
Faculty of Medicine, University of Bucharest, FaguWhich is now part of UMF Carol Davila.
Graduation Year corresponds to a score of 0.4,rdowpto the weighting methodology as Shanghai.
Romanian universities have not graduates winnershefFields Medal, or Nobel prize winning
professors.

According to ISI Highly Citet] in 2005 it was one single researcher  highlydittom Romania:
lonel Ciucanu, West University of Timisoara, Aglicwal Sciences. In 2010, there are two, prof.
Ciucanu and Gheorghe Paun, Institute of Mathemafitise Romanian Academy, Computer Science.

The articles published by researchers from Roméilia2005) in prestigious journals Nature and
Science were around 11.

Since obtaining Nobel Prizes or Fields is relagivahlikely in the short term, the way how the
Romanian universities could increase their ranlsogres in Shanghai is by increasing the number of
ISI articles, and especially in the Humanities, androving quality publications science, which abul
lead to increased presence in prestigious jou@knce, Nature or index Researchers "highly cited”

The estimation shows that even the best univessitidcRomania must increase its score by at least 2
times to enter the top 500 universities in the diorl

The number of ICI articles, absolute or relateghéasonnel, represents the main source of points for
the Romanian universities according to the Shangiesihodology.

5. Conclusions

Each year, the release of the Times Higher Edut&igpplement (THES) Top 200 and the Annual
Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) Top 500 unigéy rankings generates significant interest
around the world.

As well as generating media interest, it appeaas ithternational university ranking systems have
achieved some degree of public and policy credjbih a number of countries (Marginson 2007).
This is due, in part, to the impact of rankingstioa choice of destination of international studeats
important source of revenue for higher educaticstititions. Research suggests that international
students are among those most likely to look ajuedables when making their decision about where
to study (HEFCE 2008).

Given that international university rankings systemppear to be here to stay, it is important that t
information provided by these rankings is fully emstood. The analysis shows that delving beyond
the overall ranking and understanding the limitagiand scope of the ranking systems is key to
assessing the performance of the world universitiéise right context.

Regardless of the prestige of such lists, collegalemic rankings should be taken with a grain bf sa
The greatest criticism and controversy surroundargking lists involves questions of methodology.
Additionally, because each publisher uses sligttfferent factors for ranking schools, the lists of
rankings are not necessarily comparable. Howevanynstudents and parents still consider such

! http:/fisihighlycited.com/
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rankings to be useful when selecting a collegettiend, which attests to the continued popularity of
ranking lists like the ARWU or the THES.

European Union will create a new global systemcfassifying universities, in an attempt to improve
the European universities and to improve the econpower of Europe.

National rankings of universities have become aroom practice in the 1990s, however, as higher
education has gained a global dimension, more amek students choosing to study abroad, it has
developed a tendency to draw up global rankingmofersities, reports EUObserver.

This means that the classification system recearesncreasing attention for various reasons: the
students use them to restrict their list of optjgnsblic and private institutions decide to allecainds

to universities according to their position in thesnkings, universities use them to promote
themselves and some politicians to give them aeaements or national aspirations.

Although the number of rankings increases every,\thare are two major university rankings - and
rival: Times Higher Education Supplement in the BKd Shanghai Jiao Tong University Academic
Ranking of World Universities in China.

Both classifications are prepared from mid-2000 iangeneral both show that American universities
are far ahead of those in continental Europe.

In the last six SJTU rankings, 17 American univ@siwere among the 20 universities of the world,
the only European higher education institutionghie top 20 were Cambridge and Oxford. At the
same time, THES included in the top 20 only 12 Aigaar universities, four British and, occasionally,
one French.

European Commission and some Member States hai@zed the way these rankings are prepared,
saying they are very biased and "not accuratelyorkrre diverse and multifunctional nature of
universities and their research activities.

"The Commission believed that many of the curremkings really do not fulfill their purpose, for
example, because they focused more on researcloithtre aspect of teaching and the institutions in
their entirety, and not on programs or departmésts;s executive The Brussels when asked to create
a new classification system for universities.

France calls for a long time to create a Europdtrnative to the current classification systems,
arguing that the current selection criteria favargh-Saxon institutions of higher education and
disadvantage on the French or other European dgesintr

According to the European Commissioner for Educatidaros Sefcovic, the European project of
drawing up a new "multidimensional” ranking credtebetter balance between research and the
indicators for quality education.”

The plan to develop a European system of clas8iitaf universities is part of wider EU efforts to
modernize higher education, as part of an oveti@tegy for economic growth.

In the end, it still remains a good question: Cantbe quality of academic research accurately
captured by a single aggregated measure sucheakiag?
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