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o FOREWORD AND

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The idea of a European Quality Assurance Forum was proposed by EUA to the “E4 Group” (ENQA, ESU, EUA, and
EURASHE) in 2003. The proposal for an annual European QA Forum grew from the observation that the dialogue
among QA agencies, higher education institutions and students was happening at national rather than at European
level. Thus, it seemed important to create an annual European event that gathers all actors in order to discuss
quality issues in the context of the changing higher education landscape, examine European and international QA
trends, and improve the articulation between quality culture and external accountability.

The first forum was offered in 2006 at the Technical University of Munich and was immediately recognised as a
mile-stone in meeting these objectives. The second Forum, hosted by the Sapienza Universita di Roma in 2007,
demonstrated that the forum had become the premiere European quality assurance event. The third Forum,
hosted by Corvinus University of Budapest and focused upon “Trends in Quality Assurance”, attracted 500
participants from 55 countries, including 11 from outside Europe, thus demonstrating the growing international
interest in this European event. Participants included academics responsible for internal quality and students, as
well as representatives from QA agencies, national authorities and intergovernmental organisations.

The main themes of the 2008 Forum included:

- discussions on how higher education institutions and QA agencies are responding to new challenges, such as
learning outcomes.

- an examination of the (positive or negative) impact that rankings have on quality levels and their unintended
consequences

This publication gathers together a representative sample of the contributions to the Forum. It includes some of
the keynote presentations as well as a few of the many excellent papers that contributed to lively discussions in the
parallel sessions. The keynotes discuss quality assurance from a conceptual and policy perspective. The papers are
mostly focused on institutional case studies and show the variety of ways in which higher education institutions
and QA agencies work on quality. It is worth noting that many contributors used the 2008 forum as an opportunity
to test their ideas for new quality assurance initiatives or to receive feedback on ongoing activities. Among these is
the rising interest in involving students in quality assurance or examples of QA cooperation across borders.

The Forum Organising Committee hopes that this collection of papers will inspire higher education institutions,
academic staff, students and QA agencies to reflect upon ways of ensuring quality while respecting the need for
diversity and innovative practices in research and education.

On behalf of the Forum Organising Committee, | wish to thank the following for their support of this activity:
Corvinus University of Budapest that hosted the Forum with a great sense of organisation and hospitality, the 85
authors who submitted papers to the Forum, the Lifelong Learning Programme of the European Commission
which funded it partially, and Thérése Zhang and Réka Sipos, EUA, who spearheaded its organisation on behalf
of the E4.

The European Quality Assurance Forum will be offered again on 19 — 21 November 2009 at the Copenhagen
Business School and will focus upon an examination of how creativity and diversity in higher education can be
supported by quality assurance. We hope to repeat the success of the first three Forums and look forward to
welcoming you then.

Henrik Toft Jensen

Chair, Forum Organising Committee



1. INTRODUCTION

Democratising quality

Lee Harvey!

The title has two inferences. First, that quality needs democratising; that is, that it needs to be a more democratic
process. A second inference is that quality is a democratising process; that it acts as an agent for democracy.

The question, though, is what is meant by quality in this context? Clearly, the setting is the quality of higher
education provision but does ‘quality’ here mean the intrinsic quality of the process or is it short hand for ‘quality
assurance’? As this is a Quality Assurance Forum, it is appropriate to start with the latter.

Is quality assurance a process that encourages a more democratic approach to the higher education processes of
learning and research?? Or is quality assurance a non-democratic edifice that is in need of democratisation?

Before attempting to answer these twin questions, a brief review of what is meant by democracy and, thus,
democratisation. No doubt we are all aware of Abraham Lincoln’s view that democracy is a government “of the
people, by the people, and for the people”. This approach, and many like them, in effect defines democracy as
a form of government. One in which there is a presumption that, in the last resort, power is vested in the people
and exercised directly by them or by their elected agents under a ‘free’ electoral system. The problem with this
view of democracy is that there is an intrinsic hope that an open electoral system is concomitant with the wielding
of power.

Of course, democratic government is seen as more than a free electoral system: a democratic society is also
characterised by constitutional government, human rights, tolerance and equality before the law.

Democratic government has two main forms. First, the increasingly rare direct democracy, where everyone
involved has a role in the decision-making. Second, representative democracy, where a person is elected in some
way to represent the views of the constituency. Most democracies entirely distort the nature of representation
via party politics, which means the election is of a package and that, once elected, the party member primarily
represents the views of the party not the direct concerns of the constituency.

Further, without wanting to get into a protracted discussion of the nature of democracy, there is a growing fracture
between electorate and government within democracies. As Jonathan Steele noted in (2002):

The thinning-out of western democracies, which have seen a long-term trend towards ever lower electoral
turn-outs, is partly due to despair over low standards of executive accountability, but also to the failure of
elected representatives to respond to many citizens’ real concerns. By this measure...there is a continuum
between the election [of Robert Mugabe] in Zimbabwe and the contest which ended with George W Bush
in the White House... Both [involved]...flaws in compiling complete voters’ rolls, excessive use of state and
private finance to distort access to the media, low public faith in the relevance of the contest, and manipulation
of the counting procedures.

So what are the issues here about democracy that relate to our concerns with quality assurance? Perhaps you can
already see parallels.

First, democracy is not a simple concept, especially in practice. Ideally, it involves a process by which people
ultimately govern themselves and intrinsically, involves a system of judicial fairness, tolerance for alternative views
and the preservation of fundamental rights. In practice, the people hand over the process of governing to others.
Party political systems mean that they hand over the process of legislation-making to a party albeit that the people
can vote to change the party. However, this is the tip of the governing iceberg; there is a whole infrastructure

1 Professor at Copenhagen Business School and member of the Forum organising committee.

2 Note, that the ‘third-leg’ of university activity, community engagement, is not addressed here as quality assurance
processes do not, in the main, engage with that, rather they focus on research and teaching.
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in most democracies that is not changed by the electoral system, such as the judiciary and the civil service. The
governing executive is appointed by the elected leader not by the people. In many situations, a large proportion of
the people do not take part in elections for one reason or another, not least because they feel disengaged from the
process. Further, beneath all these layers of the democratic state, there are powerful elites who, at best, manipulate
and, at worst, entirely disregard the democratic process: their power being vested in wealth and position rather
than the democratic electoral process.

Does this start to chime with quality assurance? Is quality assurance a process controlled by the constituency? Is it
something that the ‘people’ (in this case those within higher education institutions) feel able to engage with? Is it
delegated to some other authority (either internal to the institution or external to it)? Is there tolerance, fairness a
sense of rights preserved? Are there any elections? Does the power reside behind the scenes?

Most external quality assurance involves a government department or, more likely nowadays, an ‘independent’
agency, albeit usually set up by government and ultimately, if indirectly, responsible to the appropriate ministry.
The purpose, approach, focus and methodology may or may not be enshrined in legislation or regulation but is
usually specified in detail by the agency with or without consultation with the sector. The result is an imposed set of
procedures. Higher education institutions are, through persuasion or direct sanction, required to comply with the
procedures and take part in quality assurance processes. When the purpose of quality assurance is control of the
sector, or checking compliance with government policy, or ensuring accountability (usually for taxpayers’ money)
and the methodology involves some form of inspection, albeit in the apparently benign form of peer review, then
there is not much sign of democracy.

The whole edifice looks autocratic and from within universities feels autocratic. Perhaps that is the fate of quality
assurance. However, should universities, which, through their social critical role, are at the heart of democracies,
not also be subject to democratic evaluation of their own quality? Or is quality evaluation by its very nature
autocratic?

There are attempts to soften the autocracy. Fitness for purpose is meant to enable institutions to identify their
own mission and be checked against how well they fulfil self-imposed intentions. However, fitness for purpose is
not so benign: underpinning all such systems are broader expectations that cut across the specific concerns of
the institution. In some systems, of course, such as South Africa, this is directly systematised in the checking of the
fitness of purpose of the institutional mission. A softening, therefore, that is a sham democratically.

The visiting peer-review team at the heart of the ubiquitous approach to quality assurance is another attempt
to democratise quality assurance. Peers, it is argued, are insiders to the sector, provide insight, understand issues
and are, therefore, supportive and sharing. An alternative view suggests that they are biased, prejudicial, and
amateurish: evidence provided by people having been peer reviewed suggests that, rather than supportive, peers
can be destructive and pernicious (Ceci & Peters, 1992; Westerheijden, 1990; Stensaker, 1998; Langfeldt, 2002).

So how can quality assurance be a more democratic process? The answer is not self-regulation. This does not work
as has been spectacularly demonstrated in the financial sector. All social, political, scientific and economic sectors
should be accountable in a democracy. But accountable ‘downwards’ to the people, or at least their ‘stakeholders’,
not accountable ‘upwards’ to ministry or quango. Accountability does not have to be accounting to an autocratic
bureaucracy.

The ‘perfection’ or‘consistency’ approach to quality, encapsulated in some approaches to total quality management,
for example, proposes a simple solution to democratisation: instead of checking output, everyone in the process
is expected to be responsible for the quality of their own part of the production process. The emphasis is on
ensuring that things are ‘done right first time” (Crosby, 1979). When unsatisfactory outputs occur, the process is
analysed so that corrections can be made to ensure that the problem does not recur. The notions of zero defects
and getting things right first time involve a philosophy of prevention embodied in a quality culture. The emphasis
is on ‘democratising’ quality by making everyone involved in a production process responsible. This approach
has some appeal when there is a clear tangible product. However, when the outcome is the enhancement and
empowerment of the student, who is not a product but a participant in a transformative learning experience,
or the development of new ideas, concepts or paradigmatic development in science, there is no simple way of
specifying the quality requirements at each stage of the process.



Maybe quality assurance, to become democratic, needs to focus not on external agendas but the internal agendas
of higher education institutions. Perhaps an improvement purpose provides the basis for a more democratic
approach. Perhaps a democratic quality assurance is one that starts with the key stakeholders and asks what they
want and explores whether their expectations are fulfilled. Of course, agencies will say that is what, in effect, they
do by proxy. One might be sceptical of such a stance. Agencies are increasingly sophisticated and efficient in their
quality assurance approaches but democracy in quality assurance is not achieved by agencies pretending they
constitute a democratic check on, for example, accountability.

Furthermore, governments (and agencies) should not pretend that accountability, control of the sector and
compliance requirements constitute a basis for improvement. The linking of quality assurance with accountability,
which has been the norm in so many countries, has seen a clear separation between those involved with innovation
in learning and teaching and those engaged in developing quality management systems. While they continue to
operate in separate realms, there is little hope for even a Crosbyesque approach to democratisation of quality
through the establishment of quality culture let alone a fundamental shift from autocracy to democracy in the
development of the quality of higher education.

Improvement -or enhancement- driven approaches to quality assurance provide the basis for a more democratic
approach. The Scottish enhancement-led institutional review (ELIR) is an approach that focuses on specific
issues for improvement, encourages dialogue, sharing of good practice and works, in the main, in a democratic
fashion from the bottom-up, albeit much of the quality work is delegated to ‘representatives’. In this case the
representatives are not elected but tend to be self-appointed by dint of their interest and enthusiasm in taking
forward the higher education endeavour. The top-down steer is provided by the university pro-vice chancellors
(academic), working through the Scottish Higher Education Enhancement Committee, who decide on the annual
enhancement themes. A process that involves lengthy meetings and protracted debate before the participants
come to an agreement.

Trawling the internet for material on democratising quality in higher education was rather fruitless. However, to
my own surprise and not little embarrassment | found an article entitled ‘Democratising quality’, which | had
presented at the 7th Conference on Assessment in Higher Education of the American Association for Higher Education
in June 1992. The paper noted:

Accountability was at the heart of the concern with quality in British Higher Education in the 1980s.... The
British government expected a clearer account of public monies consumed by higher education...and a
realignment of outputs to cater for the needs of industry.... Along with funding cuts in other sectors, the
government demanded more ‘value for money’ from higher education institutions (Cave et al, 1990). In
essence, this meant applying pressure on institutions to increase student numbers without a commensurate
increase in funding.... As student numbers rose the concern with quality intensified. On the one hand
there was a general concern among those working and studying in higher education that the quality of
the education being provided was suffering as a result of the increased student numbers. Meanwhile the
government, via the funding councils, was using ‘quality’ as a means of further encouraging polytechnics to
increase numbers [and hence income]. (Harvey, Burrows and Green, 1992, p. 1)

The main concerns of the paper were ‘how will quality be assessed? Who will do the assessing and what
methodology will be applied to assessing the quality of provision of a higher education institution?’ The proposed
external quality assurance methodology, at that time, caused some concern in institutions as it ‘involves outside
assessors going into institutions and, among other things, observing what takes place in teaching and learning
situations’. The paper reported on the progress of the Quality in Higher Education Project (a multi-agency-backed
project in the United Kingdom in the early 1990s) which set out to identify the nature of quality, assess the
perceptions of different stakeholders and attempt to identify a flexible and dynamic methodology that will take
account of the disparate perspectives and ever changing circumstances. The paper regarded the first step to
democratisation as the gathering of information about quality criteria.
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The QHE research has attempted to democratise the concept of quality in higher education. Quality, like
‘freedom’ or ‘justice’ is an elusive concept. We all have an intuitive understanding of what it means but it
is often hard to articulate. It is also a relative concept in that it means different things to different people in
different contexts and in relation to different purposes. Rather than simply adopt an ‘official’ view of quality we
wanted to try and discover what different ‘stakeholders’ regard as important criteria for assessing the quality of
higher education. We thus surveyed the views of those ‘stakeholders’ whose views are less frequently expressed:
students, staff, and employers. We intended to compare the views of these groups and to relate them to the
documented priorities of government, funding councils, accrediting bodies and assessment agencies. Our aim
is to find out the views on quality of each of these groups... (Harvey, Burrows and Green, 1992, p. 3)

Democratising quality assurance in 1992 was construed as exploring the views of those at the learning and teaching
interface and the views of those people who were going to be employing graduates. This project, in the early years
of quality assurance, naively hoped to impact on subsequent national approaches unaware that rationalism would
be overturned by political pragmatism (albeit that in the United Kingdom the project did persuade civil servants to
think beyond the classroom when assessing higher education teaching quality). Nonetheless, this early attempt at
democratising quality is not so far from the re-emergent approaches that have shifted the emphasis from external
to internal quality assurance, system to culture and from accountability to enhancement. These are starting to
think about quality as a substantive enterprise driven by particular concerns about improvement rather than
generic concerns about system. Particular concerns that, in the realm of learning and teaching, are contingent on
the engagement, enthusiasm and enterprise of students and staff at the learning interface, enabled by managers
who provide the context, the encouragement and the necessary support for pedagogic innovators and risk takers.
The same enabling framework also applies for the quality of cutting-edge research.

Conclusion

The lack of material over the last decade that discusses the democratisation of quality in higher education reveals
how little concern there has been in developing an inclusive quality assurance approach. It is arguable that, instead
of pushing for democracy, the default mode for academics confronted with an autocratic edifice is resistance,
whether through direct obstruction or more frequently indirect distortion, revision or disengagement (Newton,
2008).

Itis argued that universities are bastions of democracy through their social critical role. Further, that role is manifest
in their educational quality. Giroux (2008, pp. 18-19) noted:

As a political and moral practice, education must be engaged not only as one of the primary conditions
for constructing political and moral agents, but also as a public pedagogy—produced in a range of sites
and public spheres—that constitutes cultural practice as a defining feature of any viable notion of politics.
Education after Abu Ghraib must imagine a future in which learning is inextricably connected to social change,
the obligations of civic justice, and a notion of democracy in which peace, equality, compassion, and freedom
are not limited to the nation state but extended to the international community.

Suddenly, the argument in this paper has been propelled into another realm. This is no longer democratisation of
the quality assurance it is quality education as a democratising process. Democratising in the fundamental sense
of democracy: as encapsulating power in the people, tolerance, fundamental rights and egalitarianism, especially
before the law (rather than democracy construed as an electoral system). Giroux’s analysis draws on an earlier
essay by Adorno in which he argues for the democratic power of education. Although a Marxist, Adorno was also
an elitist, reinforced by the horrors of World War Two, which led him not to trust uneducated populism. Adorno
argued for education as a moral and political force against human injustice and Giroux’s analysis of the Iraq war
and its aftermath is a timely reminder of the critical core of higher education.



Adorno’s distrust of populism stemmed from the easy manipulation of the population. Not wanting in any way
to demean Adorno’s powerful work by comparison to this paper, nor to draw any close parallels between the
critique of fascism (and consequent need for education to avoid such future devastating manipulation of the
population) and quality assurance, there are distant echoes. There is a monster lurking in the wings that has
populist appeal, is easily manipulated, provides a distorted view and claims unwarranted attention. This is, of
course, ranking. It provides an insidious form of accountability, maximising its populist appeal by emphasising its
deceptively simple idea of university status. Rankings are arbitrary, misleading and theoretically bankrupt but that
appears only to boost their standing with politicians and the public, fed by a stupendously uncritical media. The
real problem with rankings is not their distorting effect but the desire, by those who should know better in higher
education institutions, to want to climb league tables. As a result they pursue strategies that have little to do with
transformational learning; developing critical reflective learners gains you no points on the world ranking lists
(Harvey, 2008). Rankings are fundamentally undemocratic, not as a form of quality assurance but because they
inhibit the democratising quality of higher education.

So ‘democratising quality’ is in part a plea for a more democratic approach to quality assurance, to one that
prioritises and enables substantive and specific, bottom-up improvement rather than autocratic generic
accountability, control or compliance monitoring. However, it is more than a concern with quality assurance
procedures as such, it is about what the outcome of those procedures might be and ‘democratising quality” is
shorthand for a desire for an empowering and enhancing transformative quality higher education that underpins
the fundamental elements of democracy.

Qecoee



The emperor has no clothes? Rankings and the shift from quality
assurance to world-class excellence

Ellen Hazelkorn’

Ranking of higher education institutions (HEI) has, arguably, become the performance assessment mechanism
we have all learned to hate — but the issues are more complex than most critical commentary suggests. If higher
education is to succeed internationally then it will need to up its game about quality. One measure of quality is the
ability to attract international students. If rankings are a manifestation of global competition for talent, then they
can also be seen as a measure of quality or world-class excellence.

How has this situation come about? Why have rankings become so popular that both governments and HEls
use them as a mark of ambition and pre-eminence? What impact is the global reputation race having on higher
education? How is higher education responding to the challenges of global competition? What are the policy
options?

The following comments and observations are based on research conducted in association with OECD, IAU
and Institute of Higher Education Policy (with funding from the Lumina Foundation) over the past several years
(Hazelkorn, 2007, 2008, 2009).

Why rankings?

Because knowledge is now widely acknowledged as the foundation of economic growth, social development and
national competitiveness, higher education and HE research now top the policy agenda. But if HE is central to
the economy, then its productivity, quality and status becomes a vital indicator of international competitiveness.
Yet, many countries face demographic problems as evidenced by the greying of the population and retirement
of professionals combined with a decline in the number of students choosing science and technology subjects.
This is occurring at a time when the Lisbon Strategy aspires to make Europe ‘the most dynamic and competitive
knowledge-based economy in the world’. Key elements of this strategy involve increasing investment in R&D
and doubling the number of PhD students. Accordingly, the benefits of (cultural) diversity for innovation and skill
shortages are triggering initiatives to increase high-skilled immigration including international students, who are
widely acknowledged to make a significant contribution to a country’s R&D efforts (OECD, 2007, p34). Today, the
‘battle for talent’ or ‘scramble for students’ now complements more traditional struggles for natural resources. In
this context, global competition is reflected in the rising significance of rankings as a measure of the knowledge
producing or a talent catching capacity of higher education.

While rankings have become very popular in recent years, they have existed — in the United States —for a long time.
US News and World Report began providing consumer-type information about US universities in 1983. Since then
national rankings have been created in over 40 countries. Global rankings may be more recent but they are also
more influential; the Shanghai Jiao Tong Academic Ranking of World Universities (henceforth SJT) began in 2003 and
the Times QS World University Ranking in 2004. Today, there is an obsession with rankings — being the subject of
political statements, HE strategic statements and media coverage. Their results are covered widely in the popular
press; indeed news organisations are one of the main promoters or developers of rankings. The focus of attention
is primarily on the status of the top 100 universities, despite the fact that (according to the International Association
of Universities) there are over 17,000 HEls in the world.

Their popularity has risen because they are perceived to provide independent information about the quality and
performance of higher education. However, because higher education is now seen as the motor of the economy,
global rankings have acquired an even more significant value. They appear to order global knowledge, by

! Director of Research and Enterprise, and Dean of the Graduate Research School, Dublin Institute of Technology,
Ireland and Director of the Higher Education Policy Research Unit (HEPRU).



hierarchically arranging the biggest and most prestigious producers of knowledge. In this respect, rankings are
perceived as providing a gauge of international competitiveness which is measured by the number of HEls in the
top 20, 50 or 100. Yet, in many instances there is a gap between ambition and the rank of national HEIs. The first
SJT in 2003 identified only 10 European universities among the top 50 compared with 35 for the US — in contrast
to the ambitions of the Lisbon Strategy. Thus, regardless of whether HElIs are large or small, old and new, globally
facing or regionally based, all HEls have been drawn into the global higher education marketplace.

As a consequence, many governments around the world are reviewing the structure and organisation of their
HE systems. In contrast to previous perceptions that higher education fails to attract sufficient policy attention,
this demonstrates that this is no longer the case. But, being at the centre of policy, with increased funding and
autonomy comes at a price. That price is greater accountability, more efficiency, better value-for-money, curriculum
reform, modernisation of the organisation and processes, new governance models, and greater emphasis on
productivity and quality assurance. In other words, more output which is measurable, comparable and at world-
class standard.

Global rankings are essentially the latest step in a trend for greater transparency and accountability beginning with
college guides which have been popular in the US, UK and Australia for several decades. These provided descriptive
qualitative information about HEls for students and parents to help inform their choice. This market has grown
because of the importance attached to an HE qualification for future career opportunities and quality of life. While
accreditation procedures have always assessed the quality of what HEls deliver, over the last decades these processes
have acquired more formality, and the results have become public — sometimes published in the newspapers.
The focus is usually on teaching and learning and/or research, either at the subject/discipline level but also at the
institutional level. Benchmarking has transformed these processes into a strategic tool, helping HE leaders and
governments to compare systematically the practice and performance with peer institutions or countries. National
rankings are another type of performance assessment mechanism, and their results are often used to speed up
change and modernisation, strategic planning and quality improvement. Global rankings were the next logical step;
in a globalised word, cross-national comparisons are a product whose time has come.

Do rankings measure quality?

Rankings compare HEls using a range of different indicators, which are weighed differently according to each
ranking system. In other words, the choice of indicators and the weightings attached to them are not value-free but
reflect the priorities of the producers. Information is generally drawn from three different sources: 1) independent
third party sources, e.g. government databases; 2) HEI sources or 3) survey data of students, employers or other
stakeholders.

The most influential rankings are the S|T? and the Times QS World University Ranking which began in 20043,
More recently, Cybermetrics Lab in Spain created Webometrics in 2004 to compare the size and scale of HE
web presence?, and in 2007 the Higher Education Evaluation & Accreditation Council of Taiwan established the
Performance Ranking of Scientific Papers for Research Universities®. The latter attempts to correct for institutional size
and age, which is also a goal of the Leiden Ranking which is produced by the Centre for Science and Technology
Studies (CWTS) which uses its own bibliometric indicators®. As mentioned earlier, there are many national rankings
but the most influential are the CHE-HochschulRanking (Germany)’, US News and World Report (US)® and the
Sunday Times University Guide (UK)°. There are also discipline-specific rankings, most notably for business, law and
medical schools/universities.

2 http://ed.sjtu.edu.cn/rank/2003/2003main.htm

3 http://www.topuniversities.com/worlduniversityrankings/ methodology/simple_overview/
4 http://www.webometrics.info/methodology.html

5 http://ranking.heeact.edu.tw/en-us/2008/Page/Methodology

6 http://www.cwts.nl/ranking/LeidenRankingWebSite.html

7 http://www.daad.de/deutschland/hochschulen/hochschulranking/06543.en.html

8 http://colleges.usnews.rankingsandreviews.com/college/

9 http://extras.timesonline.co.uk/stug/universityguide.php



Table 1 below indicates how different rankings measure similar activities differently. The SJT and Taiwan rankings

focus exclusively on research. The Times QS is slightly broader in scope, but assuming that peer appraisal is actually

a reputational survey — of which a key element is probably based on research reputation — it could be argued
that the three rankings are compatible — and their results would tend to reflect this similarity. Table 2 shows how
different rankings, in this example national systems, choose different indicators to measure research. The clear

lesson from these two tables is that despite the common term, rankings differ considerably and do not necessarily

measure what the user thinks they are measuring.

RANKING SYSTEM INDICATOR DIMENSION WEIGHTING
SJT Academic Ranking of World Universities Quality of Education 10%
Quality of Faculty
* No. Nobel Prize/Field Medal 20%
* No. HiCi Researchers 20%
Research Output
* No. Articles in Nature/Science 20%
* No. Articles in Citation Index 20%
Size of Institution 10%
Times QS World University Ranking Peer Appraisal 40%
Graduate Employability 10%
Teaching Quality/SSR 20%
International Students 5%
International Faculty 5%
Research Quality/Citations per Faculty 20%
Performance Ranking of Scientific Papers Research Productivity
for Research Universities * No. Articles in last 11 years 10%
* No. Articles in current year 10%
Research Impact
 No. Citations in last 11 years 10%
* No. Citations in last 2 years 10%
e Avr. no Citations in last 11 years 10%
Research Excellence
e HiCi index of last 2 years 20%
* No. HiCi Papers, last 10 years 10%
* No. Articles in High-Impact Journals 10%
in Current Year
* No. of Subject Fields where University 10%

Demonstrates Excellence

Table 1. Comparing What Rankings Measure

(Source: SJT, Times QS, and Higher Education Evaluation & Accreditation Council of Taiwan)



INDICATORS USED FOR RESEARCH RANKING SYSTEM (COUNTRY)

Overall grants (money amount) Slovakia

Grants per faculty (money amount) Austria, Germany, Italy

Grants per faculty (absolute numbers) Italy

Research projects funded by EU Italy

Participation in int'l research programmes Poland

No. of publications Sweden

Publications per researcher Germany, Slovakia, Switzerland
Citations per faculty UK

Citations per publication Germany, Slovakia, Switzerland
No. of int'l publications Poland

% articles cited within 15 two years after publication Sweden

No. of publications with 5+ citations Slovakia

% articles belonging to top 5% most cited articles (HiCi) Sweden

No. of patents (absolute number) Germany

Patents per faculty Germany

Ratio of pg research students UK

Research quality Germany, UK

Reputation for research Austria, Germany

Table 2. Measuring Research
(Source: Hendel and Stolz, 2008, p. 181)

While HE guides were originally produced to help students, and their parents, make informed choices about an
undergraduate education, the audience today is much broader. This is especially true for global rankings. Even the
results of research assessment exercises, e.g. the UK Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) or the German Excellence
Initiative have effectively come to be perceived and used as a ranking. As the number of rankings grows, the
audience has expanded to include international postgraduate (PhD) students and faculty, other HEls and HE
organisations, government and policymakers, employers, sponsors and private investors and industrial partners.
The public and public opinion, through the publicity given to rankings, are influenced by rankings which in turn
can (positively or perversely) affect public support for higher education. The latter can be particularly significant for
HEls which rely significantly on public funding.

The debate about rankings has to date primarily focused on the indicators used and their suitability as proxies,
whether it is possible to measure and compare complex diverse HEls with different missions and contexts, and the
bias attached to the choice and weightings of indicators. Because rankings rely on quantitative data, they rely on
that which can be (easily) measured rather than that which might be most appropriate. The choice of data has
implications for the methodology and the results. For example, because the only publicly available cross-national
data is drawn from bibliometric and citation databases means there is an in-built bias in favour of bio-medical
research in the SJT. In contrast the Times QS uses a combination of peer review and questionnaires in an attempt
to measure broader HE activity, e.g. peer assessment, student learning and employer perceptions. But its small
sample size has prompted criticism. Reliance on bibliometric databases and citations has raised questions about
inherent bias in both Thompson ISl and Scopus against the arts, humanities and social sciences (albeit the latter
is slightly better in this regard), and whether citations measure impact beyond a relatively select group of ‘tribal’
academics, and the extent to which self-referencing is significant. There is a further concern about the English
language bias. While the humanities and social sciences argue the relevance of the national language for the
discipline others say that whether we like it or not, English is the language of world science.

Indicators act as proxies for what is really being measured. For example, US News and World Report uses student
entry scores to measure how selective an HEl is. In other words, does the HEI accept everyone or only a proportion
of applicants? It is often assumed that the more selective an HEIl is seen to be, the better it is. Citations and
publications measure academic quality, sometimes used or perceived as the equivalent as teaching quality.
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Likewise, the number of Nobel prizes or similar awards measure academic excellence. The size of the institutional
budget and library resources may be used to measure the quality of the infrastructure. Some systems measure
employability as a proxy for the quality of the graduates. While each of these indicators provides some useful
information, they can equally distort the interpretation or behaviour. Employability indexes may be a function of
regional or wider economic factors; likewise mounting evidence from the US illustrates that student selectivity can
be manipulated while it also discourages HEIs from widening access.

Can rankings genuinely measure reputation or are they simply a self-fulfilling prophecy which is self-perpetuating?
This is one of the main criticisms against the Times QS peer survey which asks academics around the world to
identify the top HEls. Concern has been expressed about what is called ‘rater bias’ or ‘halo effect’ — because
someone knows an institution as good it must be good for everything. The example usually cited is Princeton
University’s Law School which has been ranked highly — except Princeton does not have a Law School. The CHE
ranking asks academics to assess the teaching quality of peers, but it is not clear how someone can know about
a colleague’s teaching ability. Reputational surveys are susceptible to ‘gaming’ in other ways. There is evidence
of respondents deliberately downgrading competitors, and students — with or without faculty encouragement
— upgrading their assessment because of the perceived link between institutional rank and employment/career
opportunities.

Finally, is there a single definition of quality? And, is it possible to measure and compare HEls as a whole? At a
time of growing diversity of mission and providers, rankings use a common system to measure all HEls. Many
critics argue this is norming higher education. Because global rankings focus on research intensity, teaching and
learning, community engagement, third mission and innovation, social and economic impact, etc. are ignored. In
addition, HEIs are complex organisations with strengths and weaknesses across various departments and activities.
An aggregate score is unable to reflect this. Because the complexity of higher education is reduced to a final
‘score’ which is a single digit, institutional differences are exaggerated. Ratings or banding has been suggested as
a possible way around this particular problem. Ultimately, there is a concern that rankings validate a ‘one size fits
all" model of higher education, which undermines the fact that HEls have different missions and provide diverse HE
learning and research experiences and contributions. Excellence can be defined differently depending upon the
criteria — or indicators/weightings — used.

How are rankings impacting on higher education?

Despite all the concerns and the issues raised about rankings, HEIs are compelled to take the results very seriously.
In response to an international survey, 58% of respondents said they were unhappy with their current rank, and
93% and 82% said they wanted to improve their national or international ranking, respectively. Seventy per cent
expressed a desire to be in the top 10% nationally, and 71% in the top 25% internationally — a mathematical
impossibility (Hazelkorn, 2007).

Evidence drawn from research which | have conducted and from other international studies illustrates that rankings
have a profound impact and influence on institutional behaviour and academic decision-making. The following
discussion highlights the impact on particular stakeholder groups.

1) Students are particularly vulnerable to rankings. There are four different sub-groups. Domestic undergraduate
students are most likely to rely on local intelligence and attend an HEI which is geographically close. However,
mobility is on the rise particularly among high achievers and it is the high achiever group that is most desirable.
Domestic postgraduate students are increasingly more (internationally) mobile and sensitive to rankings
— having become acquainted with them while at college/university. International undergraduates are a special
category, and include students who are on an Erasmus/junior year abroad programme. The largest market is
international postgraduates, especially PhD students. Hence, this is key focus for international recruitment, as
most HE International Offices would attest. These students are highly receptive to global rankings, and in some
instances, scholarships and future employment depend on it.

There is growing international evidence: 40% of US students use news magazine rankings, and 11% said rankings
were an important factor influencing their choice (McDonough et al 1997, 1998). Rankings are particularly crucial



for above-average students who are likely to make choices based non-financial factors, e.g. reputation (Spies
1978). In the UK, 61% of students referred to rankings before making their choice, and 70% considered they were
important/very important (Roberts, 2007, 20), while 60% of prospective German students ‘know rankings and use
rankings as one source of information among others’ (Federkeil, 2007).

In the US, above average or high achieving students and their parents make choices that are based on non-financial
factors, e.g. reputation. Rankings are used as a barometer. Similarly, students who are able to pay full fees —in other
words, those not on a scholarship — are likely to attend higher ranked college (even by a few places). While the
US experience may be unique, it has also been exposed to the influence of rankings for the longest time and that
experience is noteworthy. There is some evidence that students in binary systems may be migrating out of what
are perceived as lower status institutions. And because, student selectivity is an important metric (see above), HEls
are adjusting their selection practices accordingly — preferring to recruit high SAT scored students rather than
implement their access policies.

2) Employers are also influenced by rankings — and more information is becoming available about their increasing
interest in rankings. To date, many employers have had their own impilicit view as to which institutions are best. On
campus recruitment at particular campuses, often termed the ‘milk run’, has been a tradition for decades in the US
and UK. Large corporations have a more systematic approach than do SMEs. A UK study showed that employers
favoured graduates from highly ranked institutions: 25% cited league tables as the basis on which they made their
decision (University of Sussex, 2006, 87, 80, also 87-92). Boeing has recently announced that it will begin to rank
HEls on the basis of graduate success. It said it preferred its own view about what was happening rather than taking
biased views coming from institutions (Baskin, 2008).

3) Academic and industry partners are another growing user group. According to the international survey
(Hazelkorn, 2007), HEls use rankings to help determine which institutions to partner with. Because international
global partnerships are now a strategically important feature of academic and research collaboration, and are
often used as a measure of the quality of research proposals, HEIs are looking carefully before venturing into
partnership arrangements. Formerly, student exchanges were considered to be making a valuable contribution
to the learning experience; they are now increasingly displaced by more strategic deliberations as reflected in the
growing importance of global HE networks. Indeed, 57% of respondents said rankings were influencing other
HEIs to partner with them, and 34% said they felt rankings were influencing the willingness of HEIs to accept their
membership of academic or professional organisations.

Similarly industry is beginning to use rankings to influence their decisions about academic partnership and
philanthropy. Deutsche Telecom admits it used rankings to influence its decision about professorial chairs (Spiewak
quoted in van Raan, 2007, 94), and Boeing said it will be using performance data to determine ‘which colleges...
share in the $100-million that [it] spends... on course work and supplemental training’ (Baskin, 2008).

4) Government decisions are also susceptible to rankings. It has already been noted that politicians commonly
use the rank of HEls to demonstrate national competitiveness in much the same way that ‘trophy wives’ are
displayed. More seriously, rankings are influencing policy views at the system level, as illustrated by the German
Excellence Initiative and recent changes in French high education. The EU decision, under the French Presidency,
to develop a Global University Ranking follows concern about the perceived poor standing of European universities
vis-a-vis US counterparts. The example of the Malaysian government, which established a Royal Commission
of Inquiry to investigate why rankings of two top universities fell by almost 100 places within a year, has been
well-documented (Salmi and Saroyan, 2007, 40). Macedonia is the first country to recognise legislatively, for
accreditation purposes, qualification from HEIs ranked among the top 500 in the Times QS, S|T or USN&WR. But
rankings are also influencing policy beyond higher education. Dutch immigration law is now targeting immigrants
from particular HEIs ranked 150 or better — a decision that is likely to be copied.

5) Changes have been evident, over many years, in academic work practices. Rankings are a recent driver of this
change because of the importance now attached to research productivity and quality. Many HEls are actively
head-hunting high achievers with high-citation status (HiCi). Use of performance measurements or performance-
based pay may be a relatively recent phenomenon in many countries, but there is a close correlation between



the indicators used in both. Some HEls are also using rankings to identify poor or under achievers. This can affect
faculty morale, and management of this new human resource environment is a critical challenge for HE leaders.

But, faculty are not innocent victims. Faculty from high ranking institutions and those who desire to be in high
ranking institutions, are very conscious about the professional capital that rankings transmit.

Given most faculty in postsecondary institutions teach and usually engage in public service, research is the
activity that differentiates among institutions [and individual faculty], conferring high status and prestige
(Slaughter and Leslie, 1997, p. 117).

Those who rise to the top of the academic league table accumulate ‘research power’ (Marginson and Considine,
2000) and can be well rewarded in the deregulated academic labour market. Not surprisingly, some academics say
they are cautious about entering research partnerships with colleagues in lower or not-ranked HEls, while others
pursue strategies to rank in journals.

How are the institutions responding? According to the 2006 survey (Hazelkorn, 2007), 63% of HE leaders said
they were taking action in response to rankings. The overwhelming majority took strategic or academic decisions;
only 8% indicated they had taken no action. This compares sharply with an earlier study from the US, when 20%
of university presidents said they ignored rankings. Table 3 provides an overview of the types of actions pursued
by HEls, drawing a relation between the actions and weighting of particular indicators in either the SJT or Times
QS Ranking. While many of these changes could have been introduced for normal competitive, rationalisation or
sound academic reasons, there is a strong correlation between them. The biosciences benefit vis-a-vis the arts or
humanities because of their track record in research earnings and requirements but their output is more highly

Examples of Actions Approximate Weighting
Research ¢ Increase output, quality and citations SJT =40%
¢ Reward faculty for publications in highly-cited journals Times = 20%

e Publish in English-language journals
e Set individual targets for faculty and departments

Organization ~ ® Merge with another institution, or bring together discipline SIT = 40%
complementary departments Times = 20%
* Incorporate autonomous institutes into host HEI
e Establish Centres-of-Excellence & Graduate Schools
¢ Develop/expand English-language facilities, international student
facilities, laboratories, dormitories
e Establish Institutional Research capability

Curriculum e Harmonise with EU/US models SIT=10%
e Favour science/bio-science disciplines Times = 20%
e Discontinue programmes/activities which negatively affect
performance

¢ Grow postgraduate activity relative to undergraduate
* Positively affect student/staff ratio (SSR)
* Improve teaching quality

Students e Target recruitment of high-achieving students, esp. PhD Times = 15%
o Offer attractive merit scholarships and other benefits
* More international activities and exchange programmes
® Open international office

Faculty e Recruit/head-hunt international high-achieving/HiCi scholars SJT = 40%
 Create new contract/tenure arrangements Times = 25%
e Set market-based or performance/merit based salaries
® Reward high-achievers
* Identify weak performers

Public Image/ e Professionalise Admissions, Marketing and Public Relations Times = 40%
Marketing ¢ Ensure common brand used on all publications
e Advertisements in Nature and Science and other high focus
journals
¢ Expand internationalisation alliances and membership of global
networks

Table 3. Mapping Institutions Actions against Rankings
(Source: Hazelkorn, 2009)



rewarded in rankings nonetheless. High-achieving students are highly prized because they complete in a timely
fashion and progress more readily to employment — which are often key metrics. Not only governments — as
mentioned above — but HEIs have examined strategic options to merge based on the ranking premium.

Moving beyond institutional rankings

Rankings are having both a positive and perverse effect on higher education. They have introduced a new competitive
dynamic into the higher education environment, forcing all HEIs — almost regardless of mission and context — into
the global marketplace. In so doing, they have created a sense of urgency, accelerating the modernisation agenda.
Despite criticism, rankings are forcing higher education to prioritise institutional performance and quality, thereby
enhancing public accountability and transparency. Just as no restaurant wants to be placed at the bottom of
the list for poor hygiene, so also ‘league tables’ compel HEIs to respond. A survey conducted by the Australian
National Union of Students on HEI treatment of student representation provoked an immediate response by
Vice-Chancellors whose universities were listed at or near the bottom.

The focus or preoccupation with world-class excellence is accentuating vertical and hierarchical differentiation,
and widening the gap between mass and elite higher education. It is facilitating the formation of global networks
of HEIs which aim to maximise their collective capability and reputation, and hence their knowledge-producing
and talent-catching capabilities. We are familiar with associations such as Universitas 21 or the Coimbra group,
but the EHEA and ERA have similar objectives: creating a common HE space to enhance academic collaboration
in teaching/learning and research for the benefit of members and society. The ASEAN countries have sought to
establish a similar HE space. These developments are helping reshape higher education on a global level, aligning
national and institutional priorities. Ultimately these developments are challenging governments and HEls to
(re)think about the role and purpose of mass higher education, and how and what should be measured.

At a policy level, rankings are seen as an indicator of higher education performance, and are linked increasingly to
resource allocation. Governments around the world are considering how best to improve the quality, productivity
and efficiency of higher education. Restructuring the system, concentrating resources in a small number of elite
HEls or ‘centres of excellence’, and fostering greater mission differentiation are common policy strategies. These
actions are also linked to improving visibility, status and reputation.

At an international level, several supra-governmental projects have emerged as a response to the prominence
and critique of the SJT and Times QS rankings. As an antidote to the preoccupation with research, the OECD
AHELO project (Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes) is examining the possibility of measuring/
comparing teaching and learning, similar to the PISA project’. The EU dlassification project aims to establish a
typology of European HEls, similar to the Carnegie Classification Project, which will define common characteristics
of peer HEls and enable more appropriate benchmarking''. The recent announcement of a European/Global
Ranking of Universities is arguably the next step in this process'2. Parallel to these developments, DG Research has
established an Expert Group on the Assessment of University-based Research’3.

Some of the actions described above — by governments and HEls — suggest there is a single appropriate response
to the challenges that global rankings pose. However, rather than elevating individual HEIs to world-class status,
debate should be focused on building world class HE systems. Instead of concentrating resources into a small
number of elite HEIs, the aim should be to build a diverse, horizontal set of high performing globally-focused
institutions which provide excellence across diverse fields of learning and discovery, impacting economically and
socially. Learning from the strategies of successful mega-regions, innovation clusters, Mode 2 research networks
and biodiversity, a strategy for a World Class HE System would develop a portfolio of HEIs and research institutes
innovatively interacting with business, enterprise and society to attract international students and researchers, and
maximize collective capability beyond individual capacity.

10 http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,3343,en_2649_35961291_40624662_1_1_1_1,00.htm

" http://www.u-map.eu/

12 http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/08/1942&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&g
uiLanguage=en

13 http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/detail.cfm?ref=2156&l=all



Rather than generating an unsustainable reputation race, emphasis on world class systems focuses on higher
education’s contribution to the intellectual, social and economic fabric of society that sustains culture and
democracy. It also challenges the view that knowledge is only created in elite universities, that innovation only
happens in S&T disciplines, and that impact is measured only by the citation index. As a consequence, the
ranking of higher education systems, for example The Lisbon Council University Systems Ranking. Citizens and
Society in the Age of Knowledge'* and QS SAFE - National System Strength Rankings', are likely to become
more prevalent in the future. And, in the current global economic and financial environment, this approach is
more important than ever.

Conclusion

Whether we like it or not, rankings have taken on a QA function and are equated with excellence. This is
evidenced by the growing number of user groups — beyond the original target audience for college guides. It
now includes a wide range of stakeholders who use rankings to inform decisions and opinions. As a consequence,
rankings incentivise and influence behaviour, and more attention is being given by higher education to issues of
quality and performance, and to benchmarking. As a result, changes are being made — positively and perversely
— to the curriculum, to research priorities, and to the organisation. A world-class university is estimated to cost
approximately $1.5-$2b per year. Pursuing this strategy only makes sense if the indicators and metrics are
appropriate and the funding is available, otherwise governments and HElIs risk subverting other social and
economic policy objectives. Building a World Class HE System would enable countries to mobilise and amplify
the potential of the whole system for the benefit of society at large.

142008, http://www.lisboncouncil.net/media/lisbon_council_policy_brief_usr2008.pdf
15 http://www.topuniversities.com/index.php?id=1925



2. QUALITY ASSURANCE ON THE MOVE

Developments to encourage quality enhancement: a case study

Kath Hodgson’

How can an institution ensure that effective quality enhancement takes place in an environment where the rules and
regulation of quality assurance are seen by many academic staff as discouraging such activity? Can the restructuring of
the central support teams really make the difference or does restructuring need to be undertaken in a broader context of
cultural change within an institution? This case study provides a possible answer.

The Further and Higher Education Act 1992 set up the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE)
and required it, amongst other duties, ‘to secure that provision is made for assessing the quality of education’
in institutions of higher education. (Further and Higher Education Act, 1992, 5.70) From 1997 this has been the
responsibility of the UK Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA). This innovation, with its emphasis
on audit and assessment, was not greeted with enthusiasm in universities. The putting together of information
required as part of quality assurance processes, particularly for Audits and Reviews, was, and to a large extent still
is, seen as particularly irksome — a time consuming bureaucratic collecting of data.

The measuring of quality was seen by many academic staff as holding back improvement. There were those
who argued that there was too much emphasis on getting a good result and that this made it more difficult
to use assessments to bring about real improvements. (Newton, 2002, p. 39-61) Gosling and D’Andrea had
raised similar questions in 2001. ‘Has the expansion of ever more intrusive quality assurance procedures resulted
in an equivalent enhancement of the quality of student outcomes?’ (Gosling & D’Andrea, 2001, p. 7-17) They
suggested that typically staff charged with quality development/enhancement in universities were distinct from
those with responsibility for seeing that the demands of quality assurance are addressed. They saw a need ‘for a
quality system that not only performs a regulatory function but one that functions to improve the quality of the
educational experience...” (Gosling & D’Andrea, 2001, p. 11)

These concerns were also recognised officially. In 2002, HEFCE established a Teaching Quality Enhancement
Committee ‘to review arrangements that support the enhancement of quality in learning and teaching in higher
education’. (HEFCE: Teaching Quality Enhancement Committee Interim Report, 2002) The QAA gave detailed
attention to the part that evidence of enhancement should play in their national processes. That it should play
a significant role was acknowledged but it proved difficult for institutions to accept as they still focussed on the
previous experience of reviews at subject level. Following the demise of Subject Review the inclusion of Discipline
Audit Trails in the institutional level review process did nothing to dispel this view. Even the QAA document series
‘Learning from Audit’, which was a clear attempt to provide guidance for institutions on enhancement, was viewed
sceptically by many academic staff.

In 2006 a new scheme for audits was introduced which incorporated a change of approach giving explicit
focus to enhancement. The change was reflected in the statement that the ‘aim of QAA is to support and not
undermine institutions in their work to enhance the learning opportunities they make available for students.’
(QAA: Handbook for Institutional Audit, 2006, p. 1) QAA Audit teams are now charged with exploring explicitly an
institution’s strategy for enhancement. For the purpose of audits, enhancement is regarded by QAA as ‘the process
of taking deliberate steps at institutional level to improve the quality of learning opportunities’. (QAA: Handbook
for Institutional Audit, 2006, p. 1) The aim of the change was helped by the decision to discontinue any subject
level engagement.

These changes are important but the view at institutional level, particularly amongst academic staff, of audits and
quality assurance as a bureaucratic time-consuming collection of data and paperwork will not change quite so
easily. To this end, it can be argued, that to facilitate change at institutional level amongst academic staff, those

! Director of Learning & Teaching Support, University of Leeds.



responsible for work associated with quality should not be seen as part of the management concerned only with
getting good results. Instead they should be seen as colleagues who work with academic staff and are accepted by
them. They must be seen to have a good knowledge and understanding of academic work and of the nature of
learning and teaching. (Hodgson and Whalley, 2006) A recent joint report by the QAA, HEFCE and HEA indicates
that many institutions are now making or planning changes to their arrangements for quality enhancement and in
particular to the offices which support it. (HEA: Quality enhancement and assurance — a changing picture?, 2008)
Whilst it is important that staff in quality units understand the demands of quality assurance, they must also be able
to ensure that the quality assurance processes do not hinder but in fact assist in an institution’s concern to enhance
its provision and further its mission.

In common with other universities, the University of Leeds has always sought to improve the quality of students’
learning opportunities, without necessarily using the word ‘enhancement’. It was done in a number of ways
— directly through academic staffs’ work with students and indirectly through the establishment of units and the
appointment of staff with appropriate responsibilities and expertise in ‘quality’.

At the University of Leeds the work associated with quality assurance was managed by an office in the central
administration. In preparation for the first HEQC Institutional Review, the University established a small central
unit, consisting of two administrative staff supported by two clerical staff. In addition to managing the Institutional
Review, the unit supported taught courses committees which oversaw the quality assurance process of approving
programmes. Following the introduction by the QAA of the programme of reviews at the subject level, the unit
also managed these reviews. The unit had no other links with learning and teaching and was set up essentially
to help achieve the best possible outcome from external reviews. It focussed on ensuring that schools could
demonstrate adherence to Universit