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Taking the information function 
seriously...
 Most external quality 

assessment / accreditation 
gives crude information
 Only basic (‘threshold’) quality
 Only few summary statements

 Accreditation: yes/no, as a whole
 What do What do 

(prospective(prospective
) students ) students 
want to want to 
know?know?2



Taking the information function 
seriously...
 Rankings, 2 types:

 Worldwide rankings of 
universities 

 National information systems 
about study programmes
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Worldwide rankings

 Some examples
 Shanghai Jiao Tong ranking
 Times Higher Education 
 Leiden rankings
 Webometrics
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clear, 
unequivocal

positions
clear rules for 
calculation of 
overall score

How to rank – and how not
An example of a widely accepted ranking

Source: 
presentation 
Federkeil, 
CHE
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clear
rank position

rank scale with
overall value

is this university 
64,8% as good as 

Harvard?

weights of 
indicators ?

How to rank – and how not
 Can we rank HEIs like that ?  – Some do ...

Source: 
presentation 
Federkeil, 
CHE



Worldwide rankings

 League tables, as if 1 > 2 > 3 
> 4 > .... 155 > 156 > ... 200

 Whole university, as if it has 
same level of quality all over
 Does not apply to rankings of 

e.g. business schools
 One quality, as if there is a 

single thing called quality
 Indicators: research, (some?) 

peers, whatever is 
measurable...7



Worldwide rankings

 “Gaming the rankings”: 
manipulation of processes, 
numbers etc. to get better 
indicators
 E.g. allow more applicants into 

first stage of entry, to become 
more selective

 Easier for education-related 
than for research-related 
indicators? (input vs. output?)
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Worldwide rankings: Publication

 Rankings achieve high sales 
volumes  journal and 
magazine publishers have 
commercial interests

 Publications must be 
credible
 Harvard, MIT, ... in top

 Publications must be exciting
 Change of methods to 

reshuffle top positions

 On rankings, 
see: 
 Van Dyke
 Dill & Soo
 Usher & 

Savino etc.
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National student information systems

 Some of the better:
 Robust ratings 

(top – middle – bottom)
 Ratings per indicator

 Choose your own set of 
indicators

 Interactive (web-based) rather 
than printed

 Exist in e.g. 
Germany, the 
Netherlands, UK 
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CHE ranking: publication – Internet

good exam results (f)

mentoring (s)
student – staff ratio (f)

integration clinical – pre-clinical

overall judgement (s)

Results of indicators 
ordered 

lexicographically

Problem of 
internationally 
incomparable 

data
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CHE ranking: publication – Internet

good exam results (f)

mentoring (s)
student – staff ratio (f)

integration clinical – pre-clinical

overall judgement (s)



Classification of higher education 
institutions
 CHE ranking: universities and 

Fachhochschulen separate

 SK123: universities and 
hogescholen mixed (if you 
want)

 Which Which 
higher higher 
education education 
institutions institutions 
are are 
comparablecomparable
??
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Definitions Definitions 
Diversity:Diversity:
 The The levellevel of variety in a system at a specific point  of variety in a system at a specific point 

of time.of time.

Differentiation/Diversification:Differentiation/Diversification:
 The The processprocess in which the diversity of a system  in which the diversity of a system 

increases. increases. 
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A General DistinctionA General Distinction
External Diversity:External Diversity:
 differences differences betweenbetween entities in a system. entities in a system.

Internal Diversity: Internal Diversity: 
 differences differences withinwithin entities in a system. entities in a system.
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In Higher EducationIn Higher Education

Systemic/Structural/Institutional Diversity:Systemic/Structural/Institutional Diversity:
 The level of variety in different The level of variety in different types of types of 

institutions.institutions.

Programmic Diversity:Programmic Diversity:
 The level of variety in The level of variety in types of programmestypes of programmes  

offered.offered.
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 Diversity is a strength!Diversity is a strength!

 By means of a European classificationBy means of a European classification

 Needs to be made transparentNeeds to be made transparent

Diversity in the EHEA 

17



 Carnegie Classification (USA): Carnegie Classification (USA): 
1973, 1976, 1994, 2000, 20061973, 1976, 1994, 2000, 2006

 Chinese higher education classification: Chinese higher education classification: 
20072007

Classifications are International 
Phenomena

18



First Version of a European First Version of a European 
Classification of HEIsClassification of HEIs  

EducationEducation Research and Research and 
innovationinnovation

International International 
orientationorientation

C
om

m
unity 

C
om

m
unity 

engagem
ent

engagem
entSize and settingSize and setting
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Future use of the ClassificationFuture use of the Classification
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This project has been funded with support from the European Commission. 
This presentation content reflects the views only of the author. The Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which 
may be made of the information contained therein.

  www.u-map.euwww.u-map.eu
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http://www.u-map.eu/
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Main model of MGUR project

 Classification as ‘cradle’

 Focused rankings growing 
out of the ‘cradle’
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Aimed-for output of MGUR project:
Hypothetical examples
 Student: Where in the world 

can I find a higher education 
institution classified as 
concentrated on 
undergraduate education that 
performs well on student 
satisfaction and on job 
chances?
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Aimed-for output of MGUR project:
Hypothetical examples
 Company: Where in Europe 

can I find a higher education 
institution classified as 
concentrating on innovation 
activities that performs well 
on patenting?
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Questions?

Thank you for your participation!
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