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Series Editors’ Introduction

We are pleased to introduce another volume in the Palgrave Macmillan
International and Development Education book series. In conceptualizing
this series we took into account the extraordinary increase in the scope and
depth of research on education in a global and international context. The
range of topics and issues being addressed by scholars worldwide is enor-
mous and clearly reflects the growing expansion and quality of research
being conducted on comparative, international, and development educa-
tion (CIDE) topics. Our goal is to cast a wide net for the most innovative
and novel manuscripts, both single-authored and edited volumes, without
constraints as to the level of education, geographic region, or methodology
(whether disciplinary or interdisciplinary). In the process, we have also
developed two subseries as part of the main series: one is cosponsored by the
East-West Center in Honolulu, Hawaii, drawing from their distinguished
programs, the International Forum on Education 2020 (IFE 2020) and
the Asian Pacific Higher Education Research Partnership (APHERP); and
the other is a publication partnership with the Higher Education Special
Interest Group of the Comparative and International Education Society
that highlights trends and themes on international higher education.

The issues that will be highlighted in this series are those focused on
capacity, access, and equity, three interrelated topics that are central to
educational transformation as it appears today around the world. There are
many paradoxes and asymmetries surrounding these issues, which include
problems of both excess capacity and deficits, wide access to facilities as
well as severe restrictions, and all the complexities that are included in
the equity debate. Closely related to this critical triumvirate is the over-
arching concern with quality assurance, accountability, and assessment.
As educational systems have expanded, so have the needs and demands
for quality assessment, with implications for accreditation and account-
ability. Intergroup relations, multiculturalism, and gender issues comprise
another cluster of concerns facing most educational systems in differential
ways when one looks at the change in educational systems in an inter-
national context. Diversified notions of the structure of knowledge and
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curriculum development occupy another important niche in educational
change at both the precollegiate and collegiate levels. Finally, how systems
are managed and governed are key policy issues for educational policy-
makers worldwide. These and other key elements of the education and
social change environment have guided this series and have been reflected
in the books that have already appeared and those that will appear in the
future. We welcome proposals on these and other topics from as wide a
range of scholars and practitioners as possible. We believe that the world of
educational change is dynamic, and our goal is to reflect the very best work
being done in these and other areas.
Joun N. Hawkins
University of California, Los Angeles

W. JAMES Jacos
University of Pittsburgh



Preface

In the course of many centuries, universities have survived revolutions,
coups, wars, famines, reformations, societal reengineering, and economic
depression. In one fashion or another, they remain. Their nearest rival
in longevity: the Catholic Church. And this has occurred despite numer-
ous predictions of obsolesces and doom—witness management guru Peter
Drucker’s prediction in the 1990s that bricks-and-mortar universities and
colleges would soon find themselves in the dust heap of history, brought
to an end by the assumption of cheaper forms of providing “educational
services.” We are still waiting.

Today, universities exist within an increasingly diversified and grow-
ing market of higher education providers, shaped by growing worldwide
enrollment demand and the insatiable need for new knowledge. There is
lictle prospect for the development of a singular form of higher education.

At the same time, universities continue to evolve, increasing their value
to the societies they were created to serve. Universities are now more impor-
tant for socioeconomic mobility, for knowledge production, for generating
economic and civic leaders, and for pushing innovation and societal self-
reflection than in any other time in their history. Their modern evolution
has been an iterative process of external and internal forces, marked by the
movement from elite to mass higher education, from institutions primarily
concerned with teaching to increased focused on creating knowledge, with
economic engagement, and providing a growing array of public services;
from relatively high levels of government subsidies to relatively low public
funding support; from relatively high levels of institutional autonomy and
isolation to much closer ties to stakeholder demands, including complex
accountability regimes; from institutions with regional or national orienta-
tions and distinct academic cultures, to the aspiration to be global players
and significant convergence in management structures and organizational
behaviors. One result: research-intensive universities of today are very dif-
ferent from the leading national universities of the past. And with global-
ization and increasing expectations by government, by the private sector,
and by society in general, organizational reforms are accelerating.
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Within the pantheon of a growing number of postsecondary institu-
tions, this book argues that there is a place, indeed a need, for a group of
leading national universities with specific characteristics. As defined in
the following chapters, the New Flagship University model is not simply
a leading national university, with historical links to preserving socioeco-
nomic castes and elite paths to power, with the best students, the best
faculty, and the first claim on resources. Most countries have these institu-
tions, what my coauthors and I call a Traditional Flagship University to
help differentiate the old from the new.

As profiled in this book, the New Flagship University is a more com-
prehensive institution in the range of its activities and in its self-identified
social purpose. Regional and national relevance is a primary goal of its
academic leaders and faculty; global rankings are a secondary concern.
International engagement, in its various forms, and increased journal pub-
lication and other markers of research productivity, are valued, yet they
are framed as a path toward this larger purpose—not as an end unto itself.
Flagships also seek to more overtly shape their own destinies.

In much of the world, ministries are the most significant driver of
reforms within universities via new resources and sometimes intrusive
accountability regimes. The great challenge for the network of universities
that are truly leaders in their national systems of higher education is to
more overtly shape and articulate their own missions, build their inter-
nal processes aimed toward excellence in all of their endeavors, and, ulti-
mately, to meaningfully increase their role in the societies that gave them
life and purpose.

What drives much of the current waves of ministerial edicts and
funding? One cause is the sense that their universities are not produc-
tive enough, in research and in their influence in socioeconomic mobility
and economic development—opinions shaped mightily by relatively new
benchmarks provided by global rankings of universities. Within a vacuum
of other sources of information, this has led to a contemporary infatuation
with rankings, and its offspring: the notion of a World Class University
(WCU). Ranking regimes and WCUs are nearly one and the same. Both
are characterized by a focus on a narrow band of internationally recog-
nized indicators of research productivity. The realization that Russia, or
France, or Germany, or China, did not have a top-ranked university caused
immense anxiety and a subsequent search for government-formulated
solutions. To be without a globally ranked university is now viewed as a
distinct disadvantage in the new knowledge economy. National pride also
plays a role.

Asdiscussed in the first section of this book, the aspirational model of the
New Flagship University is, in part, a reaction to this myopic yet powerful
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vision of what leading universities should do and achieve. University lead-
ers, faculty, and ministerial agents need an alternative narrative. This book
attempts this feat by providing a profile of the New Flagship University.

Four “realms” of policy and practice are discussed, including a Flagship
University’s place in national systems of higher education; the expanse
of programs and activities related to their “core” mission of teaching and
learning and research; old and new notions of public service and approaches
to regional and national economic development; and governance, manage-
ment, and internally derived accountability practices that form a founda-
tion for the New Flagship model. Each policy realm provides examples of
policies and best practices—from the conceptual idea of engaged learn-
ing, to research and public-service goals and their integration into faculty
advancement, approaches to technology transfer, and models of internal
governance and management.

One important theme is that the path to increased research productiv-
ity, and improved rankings is not through surgical efforts to boost faculty
journal publications, patents, and licenses. Rather it requires a more holis-
tic approach to shaping the mission, academic culture, and practices of
a university to, in essence, take care of the fundamentals outlined in the
New Flagship model.

Another theme is that ministerial directives and efforts to force quality
improvement and greater productivity, a legitimate concern for all national
governments, have limits for expanding the overall social and economic
impact of their universities. Ultimately, it will be the internal academic
culture and efforts to seek institutional self-improvement that will deter-
mine which universities have a greater local, regional, national, and global
impact. The New Flagship model is an attempt not only to provide a
coherent framework toward development and change, but also to com-
municate the mission of leading research-intensive universities to a wider
public. Admittedly, this is an ambitious goal—one with many flaws, and
with only brief descriptions of the many facets and nuances explored in
each of the policy realms.

The list of policy and practices is not meant as a litmus test for achiev-
ing the status of the New Flagship University. Many universities are
already fully engaged in many of the characteristics and programs fea-
tured in the model. And not all universities, for example, will view the
wide range of public and community service practices described as relevant
within their national culture and societal needs. Resource constraints add
another extremely important variable. The existing academic culture of
faculty adds yet another constraint along with issues related to manage-
ment capacity, and the larger political and economic environment in which
universities operate. In much of the world, there is a limited pool of faculty
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with the PhD, for example, and there are major challenges related to effec-
tive university management. As discussed in the Flagship profile section
of the book, and in the chapters by contributing authors who focus on
various regions of the world, the level of autonomy, governance structure,
and management capacity, and the alignment of an institution’s academic
culture, are key factors for pursuing institutional self-improvement.

Taking these national and academic culture variables into account, the
idea is that the Flagship model is aspirational, adoptable, and waiting for
greater definition and expansion. Whether it will be powerful enough to
attract adherents is, of course, an open question.

The first part of the book concludes with a discussion of the strengths
and weaknesses of the New Flagship model, the contextual aspects that
may determine its relevance in various parts of the globe, and an attempt to
answer predicted questions—for instance, is it most relevant in developing
or developed economies? Is it simply a matter of institutional self-identity
or ministerial selection? This forms a transition to Part 2 of the book.

The five chapters that then follow are written by observers of global
efforts to reform and reposition higher education in nation-states. Each
provides a historical and contemporary window into the leading universi-
ties within their own particular country or region of the world, which they
know intimately. One important question posed to each author: to what
extent is the New Flagship University model relevant in Asia, in Russia, in
South America, and in the Scandinavian region? Another is the extent to
which global university ranking regimes, and the World Class imagery, are
influencing national policy making and institutional behaviors.

In each nation or region of the world discussed, there are significant
efforts at university reform and also particular political cultures, economic
capabilities, and demographic shifts. John Hawkins has extensive experi-
ence and knowledge on higher education in Asia. He offers observations
on what he calls the “rapidly changing ecology of higher education in the
region.” Ministries and universities continue to look externally for mod-
els and inspiration, with an increasing domination of rankings and vague
notions of becoming World Class.

Hawkins (Director of the Center for International Development
Education at UCLA, and the former editor of Comparative Education
Review, among many other positions) observes a “predicament.” University
leaders in Asia are increasingly concerned with meeting, in some form,
the objectives outlined in the New Flagship model—although, again, this
is a relatively new nomenclature. The push toward research productivity
draws leading universities away from spending resources where the impact
on local and national communities might be greatest. Yet, he sees an
eventual maturation for institutions that have undergone rapid growth in
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enrollment and programs, and that the larger ideals of the Flagship model
can coexist with their World Class desires.

In their retrospective on the role of leading national universities in
Russia, Isak Froumin and Oleg Leshukov trace their transformation from
a set of elite universities before the revolution into the Soviet network
of institutions. This included Specialized Sectorial institutions largely
focused on serving the labor needs of a specific industry under a com-
mand economy model; Regional Infrastructure Universities focused on
professional programs—Ilike teacher training and medicine—under a
strict national curricular framework that served a region; and what they
call Soviet Flagship Universities—the Russian version of the Traditional
Flagship.

Under this coherent structure of higher education, the Soviet Flagships
provided a wide range of academic degrees; they had the primary respon-
sibility to train future faculty and Soviet government leaders and to be
centers for furthering Soviet ideology. Each region had a mix of all of
institutions described: Specialized Sectorial, Regional Infrastructure, and
a Soviet Flagship. Some Soviet Flagships, however, were more equal than
others. A small group had special status and influence, including Moscow
State University and Saint Petersburg University. Under the Soviet model,
basic academic research in the sciences and technology became largely the
purview of researchers at the Russian Academy of Science.

The Soviet higher education system was a very powerful conceptual
model that fit the needs of the state and influenced other communist
countries within Russia’s sphere of political influence, notably China. The
post—Cold War shift in Russia, explain Froumin and Leshukov, meant
another dramatic shift in this system.

The path to a quasi-market economy led to a changed conception of
the role of leading national universities. Under federal government policies
beginning in the 1990s, selected leading universities gained the ability to
set their own educational degree requirements and to develop admission
criteria beyond the national examination. They also gained a larger role
in basic research once largely reserved for the Academy of Science—a dif-
ficult transition for faculty. This led to a period of experimentation that
the authors view as often chaotic; universities now competed for students
in a period of declining demand, and with academic cultures still stuck
largely in a civil-service mentality. Government policy also came to value
international comparisons in research productivity and practices, and
in the organization of major research-intensive universities, leading to
a restructuring of the higher education system. This included a massive
wave of institutional mergers and later a series of “excellence” programs
to elevate a core set of universities to higher rankings and World Class
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status. Greater international engagement has become a cornerstone of
these efforts providing a path to greater interaction and exposure to prac-
tices that may improve research productivity and the quality of degree
programs.

While government policies, and pressure, focus on higher rankings,
Froumin and Leshukov recognize that the larger ambitions and frame-
work of the New Flagship model should be the larger goal. But they see
significant challenges for Russia’s leading national universities to adopt
a more expansive mission. Froumin has a unique perspective on Russian
higher education, and on education in other parts of the globe, having
worked at the World Bank when it first began to push the idea of World
Class Universities.

Andrés Bernasconi and Daniela Véliz Calderén trace the historical
development of national universities in Chile, and more generally in Latin
America. The founding of many universities in this region of the world
incorporated broad mandates intended to shape national cultures, educate
future government officials, and help organize political institutions and
national systems of education—a process of postcolonial state building. By
the twentieth century, the Universidad de Buenos Aires, Universidad de San
Carlos in Guatemala, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México, and the
Universidad de Chile, among others, emerged with these assigned roles.

In their stated mission, they had similarities with their American pub-
lic university counterparts. However, they remained largely the vassals of
the societal elite, with limited capacity for research and without a strong
sense of their role in socioeconomic mobility and economic development.
Those larger objectives—often referred to as a “third mission” in many
parts of the world, connoting a sense of a new role—are now drawing the
interest of national ministries and university leaders. Rankings, and the
World Class prestige, are a concern, providing benchmarking that indi-
cates generally low research productivity—with some notable exceptions.
But the policy debates in nations such as Chile are more focused on how
the leading national universities, public and private, both of which receive
government funding, can more effectively expand access equitably, and to
a lesser extent engage in promoting technological innovation and boost
local economies.

Bernasconi and Véliz view the New Flagship model as a useful guide.
But they also see major challenges. Universities are not adequately funded,
for one. One result: most universities have very large enrollments and high
student-to-faculty ratios. In Chile and in other parts of Latin America,
with exceptions in Brazil, governments are reluctant to create different lev-
els of funding for different universities. Spreading few resources among
many universities creates mediocrity. The low proportion of faculty with
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doctorates is also a factor that inhibits research productivity and the build-
ing of quality graduate programs.

Governance and institutional management capacity are also extremely
weak. Strategic decision making and opportunities for innovation are rare.
This is partially due to the structure of governance in most Latin American
universities. Rectors are often elected and have limited authority regard-
ing resource allocations. Faculty are a significant conservative influence,
wedded to a civil-service mentality that allocates power to senior and often
unproductive faculty.

There are exceptions and examples of innovative and emerging Flagships
in Latin America, but in the view of the authors, most of the leading
national universities in the continent and up the isthmus stand in contrast
to their counterparts in other key regions of the world. Without a major
effort on the part of these universities to redefine themselves, the Flagship
model is “more of a benchmark than a realized ideal in Latin America.”

Bjorn Stensaker and Tatiana Fumasoli explore the world of Scandinavian
universities, focusing their attention on the University of Copenhagen, the
University of Oslo, and Stockholm University. In many parts of the world,
universities, and their faculty, they observe, have norms and hierarchies
that are resistant to growing societal and government demands for greater
relevancy. Yet, they see a particular Scandinavian culture that is differ-
ent. While national governments in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden have
followed a familiar neoliberal path to more specific demands for outputs
and less overt steering, this has not led simply to a network of competing
institutions removed from larger societal needs, but to greater coordina-
tion among institutions regarding their individual roles in an expanded
mission to shape Scandinavian countries. This has also created room for
the leading national universities examined to seek innovation, fueled in
part by government resource allocations and cooperation. “We observe
that Scandinavian Flagship Universities operate on a two-fold level,”
the authors explain: “a systemic level, which is mainly national but also
regional; and an international level where they endeavor as single academic
organizations in a competitive arena, pursuing excellence and prestige
through research and ranking.”

Stensaker and Fumasoli also attribute a culture of cooperation to the rel-
atively small size of each country. Combined with robust funding provided
by robust economies that depend on international trade, Scandinavian
Flagships seek collaborations inside and outside their borders in a man-
ner that strengthens academic productivity, and makes them more stra-
tegic actors in supporting regional communities. For these reasons, they
view the universities in their case study as largely fulfilling and the New

Flagship model.
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In her epilogue, Manja Klemene¢i¢ states the desirability of the New
Flagship profile, but also notes the need to explore pathways by which
campuses might debate and revise their missions, policies, and practices.
How much will this be a bottom-up deliberative process that includes
faculty, students, and administrative staff, and how much is it a campus
leadership issue, and even a ministerial-influenced process? If the New
Flagship model is to have an impact on the behaviors of universities, this
is an essential and complicated topic that is not fully discussed in this
volume—what Klemenc¢i¢ describes as perhaps the second-phase conversa-

tion for exploring the pursuit of the New Flagship ideal.

Joun AuBrEY DouGLass

Center for Studies in Higher Education
University of California—Berkeley
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Introduction

Seeking an Alternative Narrative

It is a familiar if not fully explained paradigm. A World Class University
(WCU) is supposed to perform highly influential research, embody a
culture of excellence, have great facilities, and retain a brand name that
transcends national borders. But perhaps, most importantly, the particular
institution needs to sit in the upper echelons of one or more world rankings
generated each year by nonprofit and commercial enterprises. That is the
ultimate proof for many government ministers and for much of the global
higher education community. But is this an accurate way to gauge the
value, breadth of activities, and societal impact of the best universities?

International university rankings are fixated on a narrow band of data
and prestige scores. Citation indexes are biased toward the sciences and
engineering, biased in their focus on peer-reviewed journals published
mostly in English, on the number of Nobel laureates and other markers of
academic status, and tilted toward a select group of largely older universi-
ties that always rank high in surveys of prestige.

These indicators are useful and informative, supplying a global and
comparative measure of productivity and status. Yet government minis-
tries are placing too much faith in a paradigm that is not achievable, that
often fails to value the broader activities and outputs of many universities,
and that loses sight of the economic and socioeconomic mobility needs of
their countries. They aim for some subset of their national universities to
inch up the scale of this or that ranking by building accountability sys-
tems and “excellence” programs that influence the behavior of university
leaders, and, ultimately, faculty. Some of this is good. These ministerial
initiatives create incentives to reshape the internal culture of some national
university systems that have weak internal quality and accountability poli-
cies and practices. Their global pervasiveness reflects a frustration with
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the academic research achievement of higher education institutions. There
also is a profound distrust among most ministries about the ability of their
major national universities to elevate their performance without significant
external pressure and, often, interventions. In most nations, the academic
community has rarely articulated a vision of how their national systems
should develop, or how their institutions might best serve the societies that
created and sustains them financially. Until recently, many universities
showed little interest in self-induced organizational reforms—for example,
moving away from civil service as opposed to merit-based approaches to
faculty advancement. Arguably, they needed a push from their respective
ministries.

Yet, it is also clear that rankings have become the proxy and guide for insti-
tutional productivity. The ubiquitous efforts of ministries, and now many
universities, to pursue higher rankings have detrimental consequences—in
essence, establishing incentives focused largely on increasing the quantity
of research production at the expense of other vitally important functions
of a major national university.

In the following section of this book, I attempt to advocate and describe
the notion of the New Flagship University as a more relevant ideal—a
model that builds on past traditions and roles of leading national uni-
versities. This updated vision of the Flagship University is not simply an
institution with some of the best students, the best faculty, high research
output, and claim on public financing. That older, limited view of a lead-
ing national university is more appropriately called a Traditional Flagship
University—institutions that have been grounded in national service, but
historically with a limited vision of their role in socioeconomic mobility,
economic development, and public service, and without the devotion to
institutional self-improvement that marks the world’s best and most influ-
ential universities.

The New Flagship model is much more expansive, providing an updated
vision of the role, practices, and activities relevant to a contemporary world
where knowledge production is rapidly advancing, and the needs and
demands of society are more complex and urgent than in the past. The
intent is to help steer leading universities, and their ministries, beyond the
confines of rankings and myopic desires for WCU status. The Flagship
model does not ignore international standards of excellence focused on
research productivity, yet it is grounded in national and regional service,
and has a specific set of characteristics and responsibilities that, admit-
tedly, do not lend themselves easily to ranking regimes.

The Flagship paradigm is also built on an important proposition. After
a long period of ministries attempting to shape the mission and activities



INTRODUCTION 5

of universities, including various accountability schemes and demands
focused on the normative WCU model, we need to enter a period in which
institutions themselves gain greater autonomy and financial ability to cre-
ate, build, and sustain internal cultures of self-improvement and evidence-
based management. The great challenge for the network of universities
that are truly leaders in their own national systems of higher education is
to more overtly shape and pronounce their own missions and, ultimately,
to meaningfully increase their role in the societies that gave them life and
purpose. The New Flagship University profiled in the following narra-
tive is intended as a construct for this cause. It reflects the activities of
many leading universities, and is aspirational and open to adoption and
interpretation.

It is important to note that top-ranked research-intensive universities,
particularly the public universities in the United States, were not built on
a narrow band of quantitative measures of research productivity or repu-
tational surveys that characterizes the contemporary crop of international
rankings. And while influenced at the margin by these rankings, their path
to national and international relevance was, and continues to be, rooted in
their larger socioeconomic purpose and internal practices. In summary,
and to offer an initial sketch, Flagship’s often have some combination of
the following descriptives:

¢ Comprehensive Institutions—These institutions are generally com-
prehensive and research-intensive, focused on regional and national
relevancy. This does not exclude institutions focused almost entirely
on science and technology, for example, but they have more limited
abilities to fully embrace the Flagship model.

® Broadly Accessible—These institutions are highly selective in
admissions at the undergraduate and graduate levels, yet they also
are broadly accessible so as to be representative of the socioeco-
nomic and racial/ethnic demography of a country. Flagship uni-
versities have a commitment to promote socioeconomic mobility
and reduce inequality in the societies they serve and, at the same
time, attract and retain talented students, and faculty, from across
the world. These are not incompatible goals—indeed, they are the
hallmarks of the most productive universities; but they do require
sufficient enrollment and program capacity.

® Educating the Next Generation of Leaders—Flagship universities are
intent on educating and providing talented leaders, generally for the
regional and national societies they serve, as well as on enhancing
engagement with the larger and increasingly international world.
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® Highly Autonomous—These institutions are sufficiently autonomous
and publicly financed so that they become leaders of knowledge gen-
eration and thought, not just followers. This is admittedly hard to
define; yet I offer some practical policy realms related to governance
and other management aspects of Flagship Universities.

¢ Management Capacity—These institutions have an internal culture
of evidence-based management that includes the constant search for
institutional self-improvement built on internally generated quality
assurance, which, ultimately, cannot be achieved by ministerial poli-
cies and directives alone.

¢ Economic Engagement—These institutions are broadly engaged in
regional/national economic development and public service across
all the disciplines, with participation by faculty, students, and
staff, and organizational support by the institution. Most universi-
ties have various activities intended to boost economic develop-
ment and to integrate students and faculty into community-based
research and service. But for many leading national universities,
this is a relatively new pursuit, sometimes referred to as a novel
“third mission” not yet fully valued by an academic culture slow
to adapt to a wider definition of the purpose of their institution.
Flagships view this form of engagement as a core mission, and have
or are in the process of integrating these efforts into a broader
institutional strategy.

® Leaders in a Larger Higher Education System—These universities
have a self-identity as part of a larger system of national/regional edu-
cation. In this system, Flagships can provide policies, practices, and
collaborations that influence the behaviors of other postsecondary
institutions in their regions and in their nations, and in other ways
become more connected to the larger national education system. Too
many leading universities view themselves as islands, focused on their
own productivity and prestige in isolation.

These characteristics are not sufficient unto themselves to describe the
New Flagship University model. A more detailed exploration and reflec-
tion on the model is offered later in this narrative. Rather, they offer an
initial sketch.

Figure 1.1 captures the larger purpose and objectives of Flagship
Universities, with only one that is valued and partially captured in the
current crop of global and national rankings—the creation of new know-
ledge. Different types of universities throughout the world share these
objectives. Yet, they have a special meaning for the modern reincarnation
of the Flagship University.
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Figure I.1  The Objectives of Flagship Universities.
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Source: John Aubrey Douglass. Center for Studies in Higher Education—UC Berkeley.

Outlining the objectives of these institutions is simply a reference point
to a larger, and more challenging, question: what is the path to becoming a
New Flagship University or, for those campuses that already see themselves
as having such a status, for expanding on the model. The logical sequen-
tial route is from regional/national engagement, then to global influence.
There probably is no shortcut. Hence, one might postulate that a WCU,
defined largely by data on research productivity, does not make a Flagship.
At the same time, a Flagship is more likely to be a WCU, providing the
necessary environment for high-quality research productivity, but not at
the expense of the larger public purpose and the soul of the university
enterprise.

Before more fully venturing into the model, including goals, policies,
practices, activities, and outputs, it is important to explore more fully
the dynamics of the rising interest in global rankings and the notion of
a WCU. What are its benefits and costs on the behaviors and success of
universities and national higher education systems? Is there room for an
alternative or a complementary narrative?



Chapter 1

How Rankings Came to
Determine World Class

A direct correlation exists between the emergence of international rankings
of universities and the pervasive rhetoric and obsession with World Class
University (WCU) status. Building on a model first ventured by commercial
rankings of colleges and universities in the United States as consumer guides
for prospective students—notably the US News and World Report ranking of
American colleges and universities—international rankings based on similar
formulas made their appearance around 2003.! As government ministries
focused increasingly on research-intensive universities as a path for national
economic development, they quickly embraced rankings as a quantifiable
source for assessing the place of their universities in the global marketplace.

Seemingly based on simple and understandable metrics, rankings
reinforce an already present anxiety: that many economically developed
economies, and those striving for such status, lack the best universities.
There is now a widespread perception that the most competitive econo-
mies require one or more top-tier research-intensive universities to fuel
innovation and economic growth—particularly in technology-driven and
high-profile businesses sectors. To be without one, or a set of them, is seen
as a distinct disadvantage. While economic competitiveness is arguably the
primary focus of the WCU ambition, national pride plays a role as well.
How could a great nation like Germany, like France, the birthplaces of so
many important scientific and technological advances, survive the twenty-
first century without some critical mass of WCUs? A rapidly rising China
recognizes in some form that its astounding growth in its higher education
system, in enrollment, in doctoral programs, and more, must also include
an improvement in the quality and quantity of research output. How can
it not aspire to its own network of WCUs?
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Status Anxiety and Seeking Excellence

WCU anxiety, or, more accurately, the sense that Europe and most other
regions of the world do not have an appropriate collection of research-
intensive and quality players found prevalent in the United States and the
United Kingdom, is a relatively new revelation. In the four decades after
World War II, most nations, including those in Europe, sought to trans-
form their existing network of largely elite universities that served a small
and largely privileged population. They quickly built mass higher edu-
cation systems focused on the equality and homogeneity of institutions.
There was little or no concern for mission differentiation among universi-
ties. Institutions also clung to the notion that they should operate sepa-
rately from crass commercial needs of a larger society. The result: old and
new universities believed they had the same narrow ivory tower mission,
the same claim to pursue research, and the same claim on funding.

With the exception of fields such as engineering, much of the research
agenda of faculty, and their universities, had no strong sense of their role
in economic development. Most of the academic community continued
to embrace a Humboldtian model of autonomous research and doctoral
training in the midst of dramatic increases in access for first-degree stu-
dents mandated by governments and the thirst of a larger public for a wider
vision of their engagement in society.

With many differences between nations, and among the disciplines,
the macro observation is that the understandable drive to create equality of
opportunity, to help reorder society, and to treat all universities the same, is
one significant reason that much of continental Europe failed to support and
sustain a network of highly selective, top-performing research universities.
The post—World War II drive for mass higher education also led govern-
ments to see their universities as simply one among many public services,
faculty as simply another brand of civil servant. Most ministries ignored
the unique characteristics and organizational behaviors of the academic
community. Adding to the story in Europe, in both Germany and France,
existing networks of research institutes and, as in France, an elite group of
small Ecoles all based in Paris, further eroded the ability, and interest, to
create truly comprehensive research-intensive universities. In England, the
1992 elevation of the polytechnic sector to university status by the Thatcher
government ended a binary system that had distinguished the mission and
claim on public funding between the polytechnics and universities.

Because many parts of the world embraced over time a homogeneous
model of higher education, the research-intensive university became the
ideal; conversely, to be anything less, in mission and in the draw on public
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resources, seemed inequitable and discriminatory—a perpetuation of a
division between elite and mass higher education. Reinforcing this view-
point, other forms of postsecondary education, including vocationally
oriented institutions such as the Fachhochschulen network of campuses in
Germany, were and are viewed as not really a part of higher education, but
simply an extension of a nation’s secondary system.

This bifurcated vision comes in sharp contrast to the United States,
where a diversity of institutional types are viewed as essential parts of
state systems of higher education, including private liberal arts colleges,
regional public universities that are teaching intensive, and public com-
munity colleges with a mix of vocational, liberal arts, and adult educa-
tion programs. Most do not aspire to the research-intensive model and,
instead, seek excellence in their own sphere of responsibility. There is
always pressure for mission drifte—for example, many liberal arts colleges
have launched master’s programs in a few fields where there is market
demand. But there simply is not the status anxiety found in more homog-
enous systems, or expectation of most institutions to compete for research
grants and the corresponding need for laboratory and other facilities
found at research-intensive universities.

Informed by the American experience, and the homogeneous impulse
of European ministries in the throes of a spectacular increase in the num-
ber of new universities, in 1976 sociologist Martin Trow worried that
there was no ensured place for elite institutions. They were becoming an
“endangered species” (Trow 1976). The egalitarian impulse of ministries
saw elite institutions as incompatible with democracy, as depriving newer
and more egalitarian institutions of resources and, most significantly,
reinforcing socioeconomic class biases. They were being squeezed out
in the rapid building of new national higher education systems. Elite
institutions, Trow argued, need not be bastions of privilege. Effusing his
version of the American mantra first iterated by Thomas Jefferson that
America’s public universities could be the breeding ground for a new
“aristocracy of talent,” Trow thought they instead could break class bar-
riers. If managed in the interest of the public good, they could provide
an exceptional environment for educating broadly minded and creative
individuals from all walks of society. In his view, they needed not only
to be preserved, but also nurtured and, by their mere output of talent,
offered value for money. Influenced by California’s network of public
colleges and universities, Trow implied that elite institutions could be
rationalized only as part of a larger coherent network of postsecondary
institutions—in isolation, they were unjustified in the modern econo-
mies with democratic predilections. This was a contrarian view outside
of the United States, until recently.
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Many nations are transitioning from the initial stages of creating mass
higher education systems, often at the expense of quality, to an under-
standing that successful national higher education systems must have
sufficient levels of differentiation in the mission, purpose, and financing
among their various institutions. Not all can be top-tier, high-performing
research and doctoral educating institutions; some should be more teach-
ing intensive or professional and vocation in orientation. The result prom-
ises a better match between the aspirations of the students and the labor
needs of a particular nation, and offers a more efficient system of public
funding for higher education.

The importance of a more diversified market of higher education pro-
viders is a relatively new vision. The result is that in recent years ministries,
the only entities that, thus far, appear to care about the overall performance
and coherence of national systems of higher education, creatively conjured
indirect methods to encourage mission difference. An overt discussion
was, and remains, politically volatile in much of the world. Instead, new
policies emerged as part of what might be called discreet campaigns to
not only foster mission differentiation, but also bolster or create a glob-
ally competitive set of universities. This includes competitions for special
research funds, often called “excellence” initiatives, and new forms of
national accreditation and incentives to merge specialized institutions into
larger universities.

The arrival of international rankings in the early part of this century
accelerated the desire for mission differentiation and further deepened
growing status and performance anxiety. “The explosion of university
rankings perhaps signals the reality that we live in a compared and ranked
world,” note Mmantsetsa Marope and Peter Wells in a 2013 report to
UNESCO.? In the course of globalization, international agencies, such
as UNESCO and the OECD, and national governments, seek new ways
to judge the position of nations in the larger world. The commercial
innovation of university rankings, they note, is just one part of this larger
reality.

Influenced by the search for one or more WCU’s, most national sys-
tems are transitioning to performance-based funding and often large-
scale restructurings (van der Wende 2014; Estermann et al. 2013), with
England’s Research Excellence Assessment (REA) being one of the first
and most influential models. In Continental Europe, for example, at least
seven countries—Austria, France, Germany, Hungary, Norway, Poland,
and Spain, each a member of the European Higher Education Research
Area (EHEA)—had some form of an excellence program.> Many of these
initiatives have positive influences on the resources and the culture of
national universities, largely because they are competitively distributed.
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Often for the first time, universities are engaged in a process of deciding
where their strengths lie and what areas of research they want to expand.

Even for institutions that do not “win” a government excellence grant,
universities that choose to compete oftentimes are making choices about
their academic programs and conjuring innovative research efforts.
Although consistent funding by governments is a problem, most excellence
programs have cycles for grant applications and new rounds for funding; in
the case of Germany, the concept is a five-year cycle. This allows universi-
ties to return with new ideas and proposals to compete for funding. Yet, it
is also important to note that excellence programs tend to reinforce exist-
ing hierarchies of institutions in national systems—an outcome that aligns
with ministerial desires for greater mission differentiation.

More funding, more competition, that is all good. Academic leaders
and faculty also have a long tradition of leveraging new resources, whatever
their government-announced purpose, to their own priorities and uses. In
the United States, the first large wave of purpose-driven external funding
came in the wake of Sputnik, with fears that major universities were becom-
ing simply research factories for the nation’s defense needs. Later, increased
corporate sponsorship of research led to fears of academics’ subservience
to commercial interests. A cavalcade of books and articles pronounced the
evils and new dominance of privatization and corporate influence. But
neither the dire federal nor corporate-induced consequences arrived in the
force predicted. One might argue that the “excellence” initiatives focused
on rankings and world-class status offer a similar opportunity to simply
leverage government support.

As new and special funding schemes have become more pervasive, and
the influence of rankings has accelerated, the ethos and need to compete
has spread into the daily workings of universities. University administra-
tors and academics have embraced the language of WCU and the focus
on rankings, reinforcing the paradigm.* A survey of some 171 universi-
ties in Europe states that over 70 percent of respondents used rankings to
inform strategic, organizational, managerial, or academic actions that are
largely, but not solely, intended to improve their ranking. Of those who
noted that rankings influenced their behaviors, some 26 percent reported
changing research priorities, some 21 percent also altered faculty recruit-
ment and promotional criteria, and many stated that they shifted funding
and other campus resources, changed student admissions criteria, or closed
or merged departments to enhance their standing in global and national
ranking regimes (Hazelkorn 2014).

Inducing universities to be more strategic is certainly not unto itself
a bad outcome, particularly among a large cadre of universities that for
decades remained caught in an organization culture that avoided hard
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choices about resources, about faculty pay and promotion. In an era of
increased global competition, “ordinal cross-border comparisons are inevi-
table,” notes Simon Marginson.’ Yet, there is increased recognition of the
inadequacy of the ranking and WCU paradigm that, thus far and for the
immediate future, focuses on a limited set of outcomes: generally, cita-
tion indexes heavily weighted to STEM fields + research income + Nobel
or other internationally recognized research awards + oftentimes, reputa-
tional surveys (Marginson 2013; Hazelkorn 2011). Further, WCU advo-
cates do not provide much guidance on what organizational behaviors and
methods can lead to greater productivity in research, teaching, and public-
service activities.

The Ranking Market

Campus rankings are not all bad, but none is particularly good—whether
it is generated by a commercial enterprise, or a university-based think-
tank, or the increasing phenomenon of a government entity creating its
own ranking scheme. If you subscribe to the notion that the methodology
to date is inadequate, biased, and overly influential, and your own national
institutions rank poorly in, say, the widely cited Academic Ranking of
World Universities (ARWU), then one response is to devise new ranking
schemes that espouse improved methodology and, in the end, focus on
tweaking the same limited set of available data.

Global higher education rankings are a growth industry. Some 50 or
more countries have developed national rankings and there are ten private
enterprises that claim to provide global or, in some cases, regional com-
parative rankings (see figure 1.1).

Dissatisfied with the poor ranking of its national universities, the
Russian Federation created its own world rankings that placed Moscow
State University fifth, just ahead of Harvard University and the University
of Cambridge. Germany, Japan, the United Kingdom, and other countries
have various forms of single-country rankings, often intended as consumer
guides. But the bigger and more influential movement is global rankings
that, seemingly based on quantifiable data, provide a comparative bench-
mark for understanding university performance.

Consternation over the poor showing of French universities, and
Europe in general relative to the United Kingdom and the United States,
led to a European Commission—funded effort at ranking intended to be
“more objective and more favourable to European universities.” Known
as the “Multi-Dimensional ranking of higher education institutions,” or
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Figure 1.1  The Proliferation of Global Rankings.

Year Established
Academic Ranking of World Universities ARWU 2003
Shanghai Jiao Tong University
Webometrics Spanish National Research Council 2003
World University Ranking Times Higher Education/ 2004-2009
Quacquarelli Symonds —
Performance Ranking of Scientific Papers for Research 2007
Universities HEEACT
Leiden Ranking Centre for Science and Technology 2008
Studies, University of Leiden
World’s Best Colleges and Universities US News and 2008
World Report
SClmago Institutional Rankings 2009
Global University Rankings Rating of 2009
Educational Resources, Russia
Top University Rankings Quacquarelli Symonds 2010
World University Ranking Times Higher Education 2010
U-Multirank European Commission 2011
U21 Ranking of National Higher Education Systems 2012
University of Melbourne

U-Multirank, it is intended as largely a consumer guide for prospective
students and includes, unlike other rankings, student evaluations of aca-
demic programs.® In a recent analysis of the six major international rank-
ings currently on the market, including Shanghai Jiaotong University’s
ARWU, Leiden University, QS, Scopus, the Times Higher Education World
University Rankings, and U-Multirank, those rankings with a high depen-
dence on research productivity indicators were viewed as strong method-
ologically, but weak in conveying the full mission of research-intensive
universities; U-Multirank was strong conceptually but weak because of
its reliance on subjective data submitted by universities and the fact that
many major universities simply do not participate in providing the relevant
information (Marginson 2013).

The lucrative and high-stakes business of university rankings has led
to new commercial products. In search of new markets and higher prof-
its, Times Higher Education (THE), a periodical and originally a subsid-
iary of the London Times, is one of the most aggressive and imaginative
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purveyors. Its World University Rankings first came out in 2004 and
quickly established itself as a major brand in ranking markets. Now its
product line also includes a 7HE 100 Under 50 [years old] Rankings,
a THE Asia University Rankings, and a THE BRICS & Emerging
Economies Rankings.

Indicative of the growing complexity of the ranking industry, in 2014
THE announced that it would no longer contract with Thomson Reuters
to use data from their Annual Academic Reputation Survey and other
data-collection efforts in their products. THE would now do almost all
data collection “in-house, carried out by a new, dedicated team of data
analysts at THE.” The exception is that research publication data would
still come from Elsevier’s Scopus database. Only five years earlier, 7THE
ended a similar arrangement for supplying data under contract for much
of its formulaic rankings with Quacquarelli Symonds, a British company,
before entering the aforementioned arrangement with Thomson Reuters
in 20009.

THE stated in November 2014 that it “intends to build the largest and
most comprehensive database of university data in the world.. . to be used
to develop new analyses, in response to sector demand and consultation,
including new rankings and analytical services.”” Those analytical services
have already come to include “summits” related to its growing menagerie
of sector-focused rankings, such as a Summit for 7HE Young Universities,
that both promote their products and provide venues to guide universi-
ties on the path to higher rankings. Another summit was held in Doha
in February 2015, “dedicated to addressing the development of World
Class education and research in the Middle East and North Africa.”® The
so-called MENA events featured keynote speeches on university leader-
ship, strategy, and international cooperation by Alice Gast, president of
Imperial College London, along with Jean-Lou Chameau, president of
the King Abdullah University of Science and Technology (KAUST) in
Saudi Arabia, and Jamil Salmi, a higher education consultant and author
of many WCU books and articles.

After losing its business with 7HE, Quacquarelli Symonds went on to
build its own ranking product, the QS Top University Rankings, only a
year later and with good success. Similarly, Thomson Reuters is attempt-
ing to no longer be simply a supplier of data for the ranking products of
other companies, and has created a Global Institutional Profiles Project to
generate “university profiles using multiple aspects of a university mission
as a tool for consumers and governments.” This Thomson Reuters project
includes data from its Annual Academic Reputation Survey and informa-
tion supplied by universities, along with bibliometric data from the Web
of Science.’
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Among nonprofit groups, the widely acknowledged biases in world
rankings led to searches for alternative approaches. The international con-
sortium known as Universitas21 seeks to rank the overall performance of
national systems as opposed to individual campuses. This effort does not
profess to find the “one best system,” but seeks to add to our understanding
that the national context is important, providing data on relative national
investment rates in higher education and calibrating research publications
in relationship to a country’s total population (Williams et al. 2013). Using
many of the variables included in other international rankings, such as
citation analysis, plus new variables such as “connectivity”—an analysis of
online interactions and similar evidence of links with the global world—
the results provide a contrary view of quality and productivity. According
to U20’s analysis, the top five countries in terms of overall performance:
the United States, Sweden, Switzerland, Canada, and Denmark.'®

Universitas21’s national rankings provide a useful view of how well
national systems of higher education perform. Yet, the global campus rank-
ings computed each year by the ARWU, and by THE’s World University
Rankings, and to a lesser extent QS, clearly have the market advantage in
influencing ministerial and campus behaviors. Their rankings of universi-
ties are not overly complicated, creating a comparative “accountability”
tool that is hard to displace.

A Zero-Sum Game

There are other problems with current campus rankings regimes that are
important for this discussion. Besides being methodologically suspect and
narrow in their focus, global rankings generate unachievable goals for the
vast majority of aspiring universities. Rankings establish what is some-
times called a “deficit model” in which no institution is ever good enough
except the ones at the very top (Locke 2011).

What are the chances to move up in rankings? The top 25 universities
in almost all the recognized world rankings have changed very little over
the past decade, and they are not likely to change much in the future. It
is a consistent bunch (see figures 1.2 and 1.3).!! There is some movement
among the various rankings between 25 and 100, but even here, it is, thus
far, marginal and hard to interpret—a warning to ministries who are fun-
neling funding into efforts intended to make large leaps in global univer-
sity rankings among national universities.

Among the top 100 in the Academic Ranking of World Universities,
between 2012 and 2013, the average change in rank was only 1.66—up
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Figure 1.2 A Consistent Bunch: Times Higher Education UK-based World
University Rankings 2014.

1. CalTech
2. Harvard University
3. University of Oxford
4. Stanford University
5. University of Cambridge
6. MIT
7o Princeton University
8. UC Berkeley
9. Imperial College London
10. Yale University
11. University of Chicago
12. UCLA
13. ETH Zurich
14. Columbia University
15. Johns Hopkins University
16. University of Pennsylvania
17. University of Michigan
18. Duke University
19. Cornell University
20. University of Toronto
21. Northwestern University
22. University College London
23. University of Tokyo
24. Carnegie Mellon University
25. National University of Singapore

Source: Times Higher Education/Thomson Reuters World University Rankings.

or down. Shanghai Jiaotong University’s ARWU was first established in
2003 at the request of the Chinese government which sought comparable
information on the quality of its universities. The Shanghai ranking is
largely based on citation analysis and markers of academic prestige, like
Nobel laureates, and does not include the somewhat dubious variable of
reputational surveys.

The average change in the Times Higher Education world rankings was
5.36 places and the QS average was 3.97—both are more volatile than
ARWU and correlated with a much wider array of data variables, includ-
ing reputational surveys. There are other reasons to trust the ARWU’s
rankings more than those of the other two big players. As Richard Holmes
notes, “ARWU uses publicly available data that can be easily checked and
is unlikely to fluctuate very much from year to year. THE and QS use data
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Figure 1.3 A Consistent Bunch: Shanghai Jiaotong Academic Ranking of
World Universities 2014.

1. Harvard University
2. Stanford University
3. MIT
4. UC Berkeley
5. University of Cambridge
6. Princeton University
vz CalTech
8. Columbia University
9. University of Chicago
10. University of Oxford
11. Yale University
12. UCLA
13. Cornell
14. UC San Diego
15. University of Washington
16. University of Pennsylvania
17. Johns Hopkins University
18. UC San Francisco
19. ETH Zurich
20. University College London
21. University of Tokyo
22. Imperial College
23. University of Michigan
24. University of Toronto
25. University of Wisconsin

Source: Academic Ranking of World Universities.

submitted from institutions. There is room for error as data flows from
branch campuses and research centres to the central administrators and
then to the rankers. QS also has the option of replacing institutional data
with that from third party sources.”'?

There has been some movement among the top 100 to 500, depend-
ing on the ranking enterprise, and often with small margins of cumula-
tive scoring determining whether an institution in, say, the AWRU is
ranked 150th or 180th. A number of universities in Asia, and in par-
ticular China, have moved up—an indicator of significant investments
exclusively in STEM research productivity. Between 2004 and 2014,
among its over 2,200 tertiary institutions, China increased the number
of its universities from 8 to 32 in the top 500, and from zero to six in
the top 200.
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Considering the short time in which China has pursued mass higher
education and the development of a core set of top institutions, this is a
sign of improvement, but really only in the realm of research productiv-
ity, and specifically citations. At the same time, it is important to note
that citation indexes, seemingly the gold standard for assessing research
productivity and influence, may be of diminishing value. A big factor is
the continued proliferation of new journals and articles facilitated, in part,
by the relative ease to establish new journals, mostly online open access
publications, many with open calls for contributions by authors. Many of
the new publications are established in developing economies. The overall
growth is correlated to the increased pressure for academics to publish, and
for universities to improve their publications records and, ultimately, their
rankings. Since 2008, the growth in recognized scientific journals and
articles used in citation indexes has averaged just above 3 percent a year;
in 2012 alone, there were 28,100 active peer-reviewed journals publishing
some 1.9 million articles (Ware and Mabe 2012).

Two other forces influence the proliferation of scholarly journal arti-
cles and books and, in turn, drive up citations. One is the general growth
in knowledge and the establishment of new fields, including an explosive
growth in multidisciplinary research, particularly in the hard sciences,
medicine, and technology. One estimate is that global scientific “output,”
as measured by academic articles, doubles about every nine years.!> The
other force is the growth in the number of active scientists and engineers in
academia and in the private sector. For largely professional reasons, and as
never before, they seek to publish, often with a dizzying array of coauthors.
The inevitable growth in knowledge and new forms of inquiry, more aca-
demics looking to publish in recognized journals, more journals and new
technologically driven forms of publishing and delivery—all are changing
the nature of research generation and dissemination that does not always
favor quality over quantity.

But beyond this and other limitations in the methodology of global
university rankings, there is a conceptual limitation that is not fully appre-
ciated by ministries and universities. Assuming that a WCU is an institu-
tion that ranks among, say, the top 50 or even 100, universities on some
recognized world ranking, then it is a zero-sum game, analogous with rat-
ing universities on a bell curve. Yet, many governments and many universi-
ties strive for the WCU status under the assumption that one or more of
the current global ranking enterprises will decipher that moment in time.
They have bought into the bell-curve model and the concept that research
productivity and citation indexes determine a global hierarchy. Married
to this concept, European governments complain, as noted previously,
that there are not enough European universities in the top 50 and many
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are spending money to do something about it. There is also a sense by
governments of failed potential, or what has been called by the European
Commission the European Paradox: “whereby Europe has the necessary
knowledge and research, but fails to transfer this into innovation and
enhanced productivity and economic growth” (van der Wende 2009).

To encourage greater engagement with the economy, and improve rank-
ings, Germany’s federal Ministry of Education and Research launched
a widely publicized national competition to identify ten among its 104
universities that have the potential of becoming elite universities—the
Excellence Program with an initial budget of €1.9 billion.'* Under presi-
dent Sarkozy, and extended by his successor, President Hollande, France
launched a similar initiative to help boost the research productivity of its
national universities. Despite austerity plans to cut some €50 billion in
general government spending over three years, in 2014 Hollande pledged
€2 billion for the creation of new regional university research centers as part
of a second wave of “Initiatives of Excellence,” or Idex (Marshall 2014).

Having fueled the ranking frenzy, China plans on having 20 top uni-
versities that aspire to match MIT in productivity. As part of that effort,
but also in an attempt to improve the research and teaching quality of
some 100 universities, the Chinese central government is spending nearly
3.68 billion euros over ten years. Before the World Class nomenclature
appeared, in 1998 President Jiang Zemin famously explained that “China
must have a number of top-class universities at the international level.”

In Africa, Nigeria hopes for 20 or more WCUs, although seemingly
under a rubric of its own making that is different from the current crop
of ranking enterprises;”® Sri Lanka wants at least one WCU and Vietnam
desires one in the top 200 by 2020. Japan’s ministry of education, known
as MEXT, has a target of 30 universities becoming “World Class” institu-
tions beyond the University of Tokyo, with five in the top 30 in global
ranking, and at least one breaking the top ten mark.!®

In 2013, the Russian government announced a plan to have at least five of
its National Research Universities in the top 100 WCU by 2020. They have
designated which ones, besides Moscow State University, that are assigned
to achieve this goal, providing special financial subsidies: Tomsk Polytechnic
University, the Higher School of Economics—Moscow, the Engineering
Physics Institute, the Moscow Institute of Steel and Alloys and the National
Research University of Information Technologies, Mechanics and Optics."”

However, ambition cannot outpace reality if rankings in the shape of
a bell curve are the standard. Eventually, ministries and universities will
need to recognize that the math simply does not add up for all to claim
WCU status if they remain fixated on this or that ranking and the values
they exude.
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Recipes for Attaining World Class

The construction of international and national campus ranking regimes
led to the question of; and subsequently advice on, how to achieve WCU
status. In an early critique of the emerging WCU frenzy, Philip Altbach
noted that “the problem is that no one knows what a World Class University
is, and no one has figured out how to get one.” At that time, he argued,
“that it is just as important to have ‘national-’ or ‘regional-class’ academic
institutions as to emulate the wealthiest and, in many ways, most elitist
universities” (Altbach 2003).

As the currency of the various ranking systems increased, however, min-
istries and a literature emerged to do just that—essentially defining world
class as a metric of certain research productivity measures and prestige
indicators. Perhaps no agency has been more engaged in advocating the
value and proper path than the World Bank.'® So what defines a WCU?
According to the World Bank, and others, there are three rather generic
but informative traits: a high concentration of talented faculty and students,
abundant resources, and a favorable governance organization with a high level
of autonomy.”

Indeed, these are important, but they are not sufficient unto themselves.°
To some degree, the WCU audience is those universities, and officials
in national ministries, who rank poorly; certainly, the advocates garner
lictle interest from the research universities with the greatest productiv-
ity. And the advocates are largely outsiders peering into the workings of
major research-intensive universities, seeing certain productivity outcomes
and making some general observations, yet failing to attempt to decipher
the culture, organizational behaviors, and building blocks to achieve their
advocated goals: higher rankings.

With the emergence of the WCU model have come worries over its
influence, including shifting the priorities of universities.?! In an earlier
2006 analysis of the WCU movement that is still relevant today, Henry
M. Levin and his coauthors noted, “The subjective nature of world class
status means that institutions will attempt to address those dimensions
that are considered in assessing reputations and that are visible. In this
respect, research activity, publications, citations, and major faculty awards
are highly visible and measurable while the quality of the educational pro-
cess is not” (Levin et al. 2006). Within the context of Asia, Ka Ho Mok
has also complained of the one-dimensional, research productivity focus
of rankings (Mok 2011). More recently, Marijk van der Wende has noted a
desire for “the inclusion of the quality of teaching” (van der Wende 2014).
Altbach and Jamil Salmi, while noting “different pathways” to WCU
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status and caution regarding overzealous national efforts and a narrow
focus on rankings,?* reiterate that such institutions should be embedded in
some form in local and national needs—although what this might mean
remains vague.?? Over time, Altbach and Salmi, both keen observers of
global trends in higher education, have shifted from being critics of the
WCU model to what might be termed qualified advocates, publishing
articles and books and giving speeches on the pathway to such a status.
Indeed, the literature on WCU is large and growing, in part fostered by
various consultants and conferences on how to get there, often organized
by the ranking industry.?

Ministries pouring funding into special initiatives intended to induce
higher research productivity and higher scores on citation indices might
take heed of one conclusion by those studying how universities can achieve
WCU status: it seems that most nations without a highly ranked university
will find the fastest path toward having one is by starting a new insti-
tution from scratch, rather than attempting to shape, and fund, existing
ones.” This implies that the organizational behavior of existing univer-
sities, and academics, is in many instances beyond repair; that internal
cultures needed for high performance are elusive and limited. It also seems
to imply that a route not likely to succeed are ministerial efforts to induce
and sometimes require the merger of existing universities to create more
comprehensive institutions, consolidate management, and improve rank-
ings and reputations.

Yet, the concept that established universities cannot easily, or ever, make
the transition to higher research productivity, or more importantly for this
discussion, greater relevancy, is not a vision shared by most ministries.
They are pursuing a variety of policies to change the standing of their uni-
versities. One simple observation is that many national systems of higher
education suffer in the ranking metrics, and World Class race, because they
have too many small institutions. Scale matters in assessing the research
output of institutions and perceived prestige. Germany has significant and
globally recognized research conducted in many of its specialized centers,
notably the Max Planck Institutes. But they operate separately from large
universities. One result is that Germany has few high-profile and highly
ranked universities in any global rankings.

Increasingly, ministries and institutions themselves have sought institu-
tional mergers based on the premise of improved university management
and finances, altering academic cultures to push greater productivity, as
well as improving the international standing of reconstituted universities.
This is not only part of the rationale behind the merger frenzy in developing
economies such as China, Russia, and Brazil, but also the modern incarna-
tion of the University of Manchester with the absorption of the University
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of Manchester Institute of Science and Technology. One recent study on
university mergers in Finland points to the “world class” objectives of minis-
tries as the primary motive.?®

Many mergers, particularly in those countries that at one time pursued
the Soviet model of specialized institutions, including China, have helped
improve the quality and performance of institutions, after a painful first
period of reorganization. Universities that once had a limited and specific
link with a segment of a planned economy, such as railroads, or telephone
communications, merged to include a broader array of disciplines.

In yet another consequence of the emergence of the WCU model and
ranking criteria, and also due to the general concern over the quality and
productivity of academics, many ministries have adopted pay incentives for
faculty who publish journal articles. Low pay for academics remains a sig-
nificant problem in most parts of the world, shaping behaviors, including
academics who work outside of their home universities to make a higher
income. On the basis of criteria formulated often at the ministerial level,
faculty can raise their low level of pay substantially by publishing in inter-
national journals that the ministry has chosen as sufficiently eminent and
correlated with citation indexes—an injection into the process of faculty
advancement that indicates distrust of universities and assumptions regard-
ing what constitutes academic rigor and quality in publishing. In some
instances, the number of publications in international journals figures into
funding for individual academic departments and for general ministerial
funding for a campus. Government-derived incentives exist in many Asian
countries, including Japan, Korea, and China, and in parts of Europe,
Turkey, Russia, Norway, and elsewhere. “Chinese researchers who place in
the top half of colleagues in terms of bibliometric measures can earn three
to four times the salaries of co-workers,” note Chiara Franzoni and coau-
thors in an article in Science, “and also can be rewarded by access to bet-
ter apartments. Some Chinese and Korean institutes pay cash bonuses to
authors who publish in Science, Nature and Cell” (Franzoni et al. 2011).

The push for international publications is most prevalent in the sci-
ences, but affects the social sciences as well. In England, and beginning
in the 1980s, the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) ranked academic
departments based largely on citation analysis, then determined the flow
of general-support funds for research, past performance thereby deter-
mining future funding. This process was modified in 2014 under a new
“Research Excellence Framework” that is a more complicated formula-
tion. The REF now attempts to also calculate the “impact” of research on
the “economy, society, public policy, culture and the quality of life’—a
high-stakes evaluation process that might best be called a work in progress
(Atkinson 2014).
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There are some indicators that these financial incentives have led to
greater instances of plagiarism, a greater focus on quantity, rather than
quality, of publications, and a further push for academic researchers to
seek conventional lines of inquiry in order to get published (Butler and
Mulgan 2013). In their study on ways to gauge the “connectivity” of uni-
versities with regional and national needs, Gaétan de Rassenfosse and
Ross Williams note that the incentives to publish encourage research-
ers toward topics that appeal to an international audience, rather than
local community needs. “Worldwide citation are larger if the research is of
interest to an international audience,” they state. In their analysis of some
50 national higher education systems, they note an “inherent conflict”
between the emphasis of ministries on rankings, and citation analysis,
and the desire and need for greater engagement with local communities,
particularly in smaller-populated countries that increasingly view interna-
tional interaction as key to their economic development (de Rassenfosse
and Williams 2015).

However, it is also true that many universities had low expectations
for faculty, linking their pay and status to a civil-service mentality that
focused on years in employment as opposed to actual productivity. And,
while intrusive, these policies are having a positive effect on the number,
if not necessarily the quality, of journal publications, refocusing the time
and effort of faculty, departments, and campuses (Franzoni et al. 2011).
Faculty are incentivized to seek international collaborations, bolstering the
trend that researchers view their most important colleagues in a discipline,
or a field, as global.

As the ranking competition has heated up, universities in some parts of
the world have attempted to game the system via key faculty, and sometimes
temporary, recruitments, just in time for government ranking exercises—
a known practice in England. There is also speculation that some global
ranking agencies have been offered remuneration to help a university creep
up a bit higher. In the United States, some institutions manipulate data,
or seek international students with, on average, higher standardized test
scores, to help bolster their domestic rankings, which focus largely as con-
sumer guides for prospective students. Reporting on student-to-faculty
ratios by American universities and colleges, for instance, is becoming
increasingly unreliable—a major factor in the US News and World Report
college ranking.

Since rankings are here to stay, some seek avenues to materially improve
ranking methodologies and include other data; with the proliferation of
global rankings, might policy makers and university leaders incorporate
more nuanced interpretations of their meaning? I sense there are signifi-
cant limitations on the availability of data to adequately broaden our
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understanding of what universities do in their respective societies. Research
productivity will remain the primary focus. The proliferation of rankings
may induce a more healthy understanding of the limits of their meaning,
but to date most nation-states and universities look to only one to two
global rankings—essentially providing a gold standard.

To return to the main theme of this chapter, there is room, indeed a great
need, for more innovative and broad thinking on what a leading university
might or should be—indeed, a thirst for an alternative or revised concep-
tual model that is distinctly separate from global rankings. At least among
a cadre of leading national universities, might the ranking paradigm, and
the sometimes narrow thinking and gaming it induces, be altered?
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Chapter 2

The Origin of the Flagship Idea and
Modern Adaptions

The notion of the public Flagship University has its origins in the early
development of America’s higher education system in the mid-1800s. It
included a devotion to the English tradition of the residential college as well
as the emerging Humboldtian model of independent research and gradu-
ate studies, in which academic research would, in turn, inform and shape
teaching and build a stronger academic community. But just as important,
the hybrid American public-university model sought utilitarian relevance.
Teaching and research would purposefully advance socioeconomic mobil-
ity and economic development. As part of an emerging national investment
in education, public universities also had a role in nurturing and guiding
the development of other educational institutions. For these and other rea-
sons, America’s leading state universities were to be more practical, more
engaged in society than their counterparts in Europe and elsewhere, evolv-
ing and expanding their activities in reaction to societal needs.

By the 1870s, most states had established one or more public
universities—the first step in developing the world’s first mass higher
education system. In their mission to educate and train virtuous citizens
and economic and political leaders, they also played a key role in support
ing America’s experimental democracy. For only an educated citizenry, it
was believed, could properly carry out the civic responsibilities of a par-
ticipatory form of government. In his effort to establish the University of
Virginia, Thomas Jefferson noted the importance of higher education in
a young nation with no monarchy or apparent class structure. As noted
previously, universities could generate an “aristocracy of talent”; they could
be the primary means of promoting science and learning useful to a land of
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yeomen farmers and merchants. In a very real sense, universities were to be
the American embodiment of the Enlightenment: a progressive institution
devoted to reason, to individual empowerment, to pragmatism.

As state-chartered public universities grew in their numbers and influ-
ence, the words “Flagship University” emerged in the United States,
drawing on the nautical term in which the flagship or lead ship in a navy
provided the primary means of coordinating naval maneuvers by an admi-
ral or his staff. Usually one university attained a leadership position in a
growing network of public institutions.

Reflective of the New Flagship University descriptive offered previ-
ously, the American public university purposefully opened their doors
to a wide range of citizens from different economic, social, religious, and
geographic backgrounds—a marked contrast to the array of private col-
leges and universities that were linked to sectarian communities and social
classes. They were also distinctly secular although not godless, reflecting
the establishing principles of America as a nation: the first secular and con-
stitutionally based government in the world. Although severely hampered
by overt racism and other forms of discrimination, the ideal was that pub-
lic universities needed to be open to all who had the interest and abilities
to benefit from a course of study.

Leading state universities were also developed as comprehensive institu-
tions. They incorporated traditional liberal arts fields of the era and pro-
fessionally oriented programs with a direct service to local and regional
economies. Teaching and research in areas such as agriculture and engi-
neering, along with programs providing outreach and educational services
to farmers and local businesses, helped fuel economic development and
socioeconomic mobility. This remains an ingrained component in the
mission of America’s public universities. Public service and engagement in
economic development is now called a “third mission” by ministries and
universities in most parts of the world, as if it were a new adventure and
a departure from the traditional, and more comfortable, spheres of teach-
ing and autonomous forms of research. This was never a “third mission” of
universities in the United States, but part of their “core” purpose.

America’s public universities took responsibility for setting standards
and developing other sectors of a state’s evolving education system—{rom
the elementary and secondary schools, to other public tertiary institutions.
State and local governments have the responsibility to build and regulate
their education systems, and most initially invested in “common schools”
(what today are elementary schools) and in one or more universities and
colleges, but not in secondary education. State Flagship universities were
central players in helping to develop the public high school as part of their
assigned role to increase educational attainment rates.
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Each of these distinct missions remains a component of the modern
American university and forms a foundation for the New Flagship model—
broad access, a wide array of academic programs, purposeful engagement
with local economies, and leadership in developing public education.
There were geographical differences, however, in the emergence of the
American public university. In the eastern seaboard, where the US popula-
tion first settled, private institutions dominated, and state governments
were extremely slow to develop public universities. In the Midwest and
throughout the West, however, states rushed to create new educational
opportunities and established these key institutions.

Under the US constitution, states have the responsibility for organizing
and coordinating their education systems; there is no equivalent power at
the federal level in the United States of a higher education ministry found
in most other parts of the world. But the push toward the Flagship model
had an extremely important impetus from Washington. In 1862, and in the
midst of the American Civil War, Congress passed and President Abraham
Lincoln signed the Agricultural College Land Grant Act. It offered the
one thing the federal government had lots of: land largely in the expansive
West, given to each state to sell and generate income to establish or build
existing universities, and, specifically, degree programs and research that
would support local economies.

The “Land Grant Act” significantly bolstered the Flagship University
movement. Without excluding “classical studies,” or military training,
and emerging scientific fields, the subsequent largess provided funding,
“to teach such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the
mechanic arts, in such manner as the legislatures of the States may respec-
tively prescribe, in order to promote the liberal and practical education
of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life.”
In accepting the funding from Washington, states and their universities
were required to have education and research programs configured to pro-
mote agriculture, mining, and civil engineering, fields vital to the nation’s
economy.

The United States was not alone in desiring universities with a utilitarian
purpose. The notion, if not the title, of the Flagship University emerged
in other parts of the world. In England, for example, Jeremy Bentham
articulated the concepts of individual freedom and the need for English
society to build public institutions that were utilitarian, secular, and egali-
tarian. Established in 1826, University College London espoused many of
Bentham’s ideas, becoming the first university in England to be entirely
secular, admitting students regardless of their religion and gender. But
within the landscape of British universities, University College’s charter
was unique.



34 THe NEw FLacsHip UNIVERSITY

Much later, England developed a set of “civic” universities that espoused
similar egalitarian ideals. This included Birmingham University in 1900,
followed by Liverpool in 1903, Manchester in 1903, Leeds in 1904,
Sheffield in 1905, and Bristol in 1909. Each was founded in cities experi-
encing a boom in commerce, trade, and industry. England’s existing set of
universities and colleges was distinctly elitist, reinforcing an existing rigid
social class structure, and seemingly far removed from the educational
needs of these emerging commercial centers. Business interests merged
with civic leaders to build, fund, and support these new institutions; they
admitted largely sons of merchants and bankers, and focused on providing
students with “real-world” skills such as in engineering, medicine, law, and
business (Eggins 2014).

Later these “civic” universities, bound to a specific city, became known
as “red-bricks” as they were relatively new, compared to the ancients in
Oxford and Cambridge. They, along with a group of colleges that called
themselves Polytechnics that focused on vocational education, marked an
important innovation, but distinctly less progressive or as broad a vision
of purpose as the public universities in America. They offered training,
but little applied or developmental research or the range of public engage-
ment and active involvement in local economies that were essential roles
of the great publics in states like Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Texas,
California, and Washington.

There are other national examples of universities established and nurtured
to be, in some form, transformative institutions. As Andrés Bernasconi and
Daniela Véliz discuss in their chapter in this book, there is a long history of
chartering Latin American universities to improve the socioeconomic con-
ditions of their respective nations—what is termed their “social mission.”
Often written in the midst of their postcolonial transition, these mission
statements tended to focus on cultural preservation and enhancement,
socioeconomic access, and, as stated in the charter for the Universidad de
Buenos Aires, paying “particular attention to Argentina’s problems,” or
in the case of Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México founded in its
modern form in 1910, to “conduct research primarily on national problems
and spread as widely as possible the benefits of culture.”

Similar language can be found in the chartering of major public univer-
sities in the United States. The University of California’s charter of 1868
included the charge, “A general diffusion of knowledge and intelligence
being essential to the preservation of the rights and liberties of the people,
the Legislature shall encourage by all suitable means the promotion of intel-
lectual, scientific, moral, and agricultural improvement.” In the admission
of students, the criterion was secular (religion being one of the great divides
in early American society), with wide geographic representation, and, soon
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after its founding, open equally to women—although with ingrained
biases on what studies they could pursue (Douglass 2007).

The University of Michigan, for example, was to provide an “uncom-
mon education to the common man,” as stated by its president Henry
Tappan; and the University of Wisconsin, along with most other state uni-
versities chartered in mid-1800s, saw that its ultimate mission was to serve
every corner of the state and every citizen in some way. And in both the
United States and Latin America, the leading public universities were, at
some point, also granted significant levels of autonomy—at least in law, if
not always in practice. But the desire and rhetoric, I sense, of a larger social
and economic role in nation building in Latin America was often louder
than the actual effect, and for many complex reasons. With a few excep-
tions, the major public and catholic universities in Latin America focused
narrowly on access and, to some degree, social programs, and less on the
broader role of research that benefited economic development that charac-
terizes the history of America’s major public universities.

The Flagship University nomenclature has been used in various parts of
the world, but never with a clear sense of its definition or meaning. In the
post—World War II era and into the 1960s, the South Korean government
established what it called “Flagship National Universities” in each of its eight
provinces and two independent cities. In this era of nation building, and for
a time in the midst of the Korean War, most of these institutions were the
result of mergers of existing, smaller regional colleges. Today, each of these
ten institutions have medical schools and like other designated national
universities in Asia, they have the most competitive entrance exams. As
noted, there was no clear description of what a Flagship University should
be in Korea and the term was no longer used after about 1968.

Some European nations, in particular Hungary after the end of com-
munist rule, explored using the Flagship title to distinguish a number of
its leading universities. But an inherent political and organizational chal-
lenge of designating one or more existing institutions as a leading and
perhaps favored university, particularly within the context of a national
system with politically powerful universities with equal claim on public
funding, essentially ended the reform drive. The need for mission differ-
entiation, and with only a select few truly research-intensive universities
adequately funded, is now widely understood by ministries and those who
study higher education systems. Yet achieving this, either as a government
directive as originally attempted in Hungary, or indirectly by competitive
and selective funding of certain institutions, is politically difficult.

A new research project based at the University of Oslo uses the Flagship
title to explore how some European universities are adapting to the
demands of ministries and businesses to become more engaged in economic
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development and social inclusion. In that project, funded by the Research
Council of Norway, the investigators state that a Flagship University “is
defined as a comprehensive research-intensive university, located in one
of its country’s largest urban areas... [that is] in general among the oldest
and largest institutions for higher learning of its country.”> The project
seeks to explore the activities and goals of a variety of existing depart-
ments in some 11 northern European universities—in essence, an induc-
tive approach in which case studies will help define what it means to be a
Flagship University.

Another example of the use of the Flagship moniker is a project focused
on collecting data and supporting the development of eight sub-Sahara
African universities by the Centre for Higher Education Transformation.
Based in Cape Town, researchers at CHET have used the Flagship title
to help outline the current vibrancy, goals, and challenges facing these
institutions (Bunting et al. 2013). Under the title the Higher Education
Research and Advocacy Network in Africa (HERANA), the project ini-
tially pursued the hard work of gathering comparative data among the uni-
versities and, via a collaborative mode, outlined the idea of the need for an
Academic Core of variables—for example, student-to-faculty ratios, goals,
the percentage of faculty with doctoral degrees, and correlations necessary
for top-tier national universities to pursue institutional improvement.’®

It is clear from these examples that the Flagship University title means
different things to different people, and is often influenced by national
context. Internationally, it is only now coming into vogue. As the reader
will see in the contributing chapters to this book, observers of higher edu-
cation have a view that a Flagship institution is, generally, simply a leading
national university with sanction and funding from national governments,
one with the best students, the best teachers, high research output, and
some influence on regional politics and economic activity.

But that is an incomplete, indeed severely limited and not a very mean-
ingful description, much like the title of World Class University. For the
Flagship title to be relevant, the following chapter seeks to explore and
articulate its purpose and characteristics. This includes the internal cul-
ture of a Flagship University, and what policies, practices, activities, and
outputs define it and make it relevant in the modern world.

NoTEs

1. California Constitution Article 9 Education Section 1, 1879. This is a reitera-
tion of the charge originally passed in 1868 as a statutory law that established
the University of California.
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2. Based at the ARENA Centre for European Studies at the University of Oslo,
the research project is titled European Flagship Universities: Balancing
Academic Excellence and Social Relevance. See: www.sv.uio.no/arena/english
/research/projects/Flagship/.

3. The HERANA project is supported by funding by the Ford Foundation and
the Carnegie Corporation and includes the University of Botswana, Cape
Town, Dares Salaam Tanzania, Eduardo Mondlane University Mozambique,
University of Ghana, Makerere University Uganda, Mauritius, and the
University of Nairobi Kenya. Beyond developing comparative data and
analysis, it has the goal as, “to disseminate the findings of the research pro-
jects, better co-ordinate existing sources of information on higher education
in Africa, develop a media strategy, and put in place a policy dialogue via
seminars and information technology that facilitates interactions between
researchers, institutional leaders and decision-makers.” See www.chet.org.za
/programmes/herana/.



Chapter 3

Profiling the New Flagship Model

What are the contemporary characteristics, values, and practices of a
group of institutions we can identify as Flagship Universities? This chapter
provides an initial profile of the model, framed by the tripartite mission of
research-intensive universities: teaching and learning, research and know-
ledge production, and public service.!

Leading national universities are now more important for socioeco-
nomic mobility, for producing economic and civic leaders, for know-
ledge production, and for pushing innovation and societal self-reflection
than in any other time in their history. They are constantly expanding
their activities in reaction to societal demands, generating new avenues
of research and discovery, and expanding their reach into most aspects
of modern life. The net result is that the Flagship Universities of today
are significantly different from the leading national universities of an
earlier era.

The descriptive that follows offers a way to capture and comprehend
the modern reincarnation of what is, in essence, an ancient institution
transformed. Much of the profile will be familiar; but for some engaged
in building anew or reforming their universities, the true breadth of the
New Flagship University’s purpose and pursuits, and contemporary inno-
vations, may come as a revelation.

To state the obvious, different nations and their universities operate in
different environments, reflecting their own national cultures, politics,
expectations, and the realities of their socioeconomic world. The pur-
pose here is not to create a single template or a checklist, but an expan-
sive array of characteristics and practices that connects a selective group
of universities—an aspirational model. However, many institutions and
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ministries may see only a subset as relevant, or only some aspirations as
achievable in the near term. Universities that practice the general ideals
of the New Flagship will also see that this brief chapter does not include
all the activities and roles universities play in their distinct political and
economic environment.

Finally, the New Flagship University profiled is not, and could never
be, a wholesale repudiation of rankings and global metrics, or of the desire
for a global presence. The model is compatible with the World Class
University (WCU) focus on research productivity but aims much higher
to help articulate a larger purpose. And national and regional relevance
and international engagement are mutually compatible goals—indeed the
markers of the best universities.

Noting these caveats and qualifications, there are a few key universal
conditions that allow the New Flagship University, whatever its manifesta-
tion, to exist and mature:

Mission differentiation—National systems of higher education require
mission differentiation among their networks of postsecondary institu-
tions. There can be only a limited number of research-intensive univer-
sities, some of which might be Flagship universities. Under this rubric,
Flagship universities are different from most other major universities in
the nation in that they are:
® Highly selective in admissions, yet also broadly accessible—At
the undergraduate and graduate levels, admissions criteria need to
include objectives calculated to assess the probability of a prospective
student’s academic success as well as their engagement and potential
contribution to a university’s larger purpose.
® Faculty teaching, research, and public service responsibilities—
Faculty have roughly equal responsibilities for teaching, research,
and public service, broadly defined duties, and clearly stated objec-
tives, course workload requirements, and a process of evaluation that
also reflects the larger purpose of the university.
A comprebensive array of academic programs—Flagship universities
provide or aspire to offer degree programs across the disciplines,
including professional fields such as engineering, law, medicine, and
teacher training. This does not exclude campuses that are heavily or
entirely focused on science and engineering; but institutions without
a broad array of disciplines, including the social sciences and humani-
ties, have a more limited ability to, for example, support interdis-
ciplinary research or to meet regional and national socioeconomic
needs.
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A sufficient “academic core”—Universities that exude the values of the
Flagship model can do so only if they have sufficient funding and a
baseline of core characteristics. This includes manageable student-
to-faculty ratios, a significant population of permanent faculty with
doctoral degrees, sufficient numbers of master’s and in particular doc-
toral students, and evidence of sufficient graduation rates and research
productivity.

The Center for Higher Education Transformation (CHET), based
in Cape Town, first outlined the Academic Core concept (Cloete
et al. 2011; Bunting et al. 2013). CHET’s baseline criteria focused
on the developmental needs of African universities; but they provide
a useful framework for all universities that are early in the stages of
maturation.” In the following, I adopt criteria from CHET, with some
additions:
® Proportion of academic staff with doctoral degrees—More than half

of the faculty with teaching responsibilities should be full-time per-
manent faculty (positions with identified funding and a long-term
contract of some form); of those, at least 40 percent of the permanent
academic staff should have doctoral degrees, and at least 25 percent
of the permanent faculty defined as full-time should be in the senior
ranks, defined as a full or associate rank or equivalent.

o Academic staff-to-student ratios—Counting undergraduate and grad-
uate students, the ratio should not exceed 25 to 1, with a preferable
target of about 16 to 1.

® Postgraduate enrollments—Research-intensive universities require a
healthy balance of postgraduate students to undergraduate students,
with a floor of at least 20 percent of students in master’s and doc-
toral programs, and a preferred ratio of approximately 30 percent or
more.

® Research funding per academic—Research requires government and
institutional funding and “third-stream” external sources such as
industry and donors; Flagship institutions seek diverse funding
sources for faculty-directed research activity.

® Balanced Enrollment Portfolios—Although the historical purpose of
an institution and the needs of the society it serves may vary, gener-
ally a goal is to have 30 to 50 percent of students in science, technol-
ogy, engineering, and math (STEM) fields.

These are baseline requirements for a Flagship. The Academic Core
concept has particular relevance for universities in developing econo-
mies which often have a low number of faculty with doctoral degrees
with adequate training in research methodologies, or experience with
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mentoring students, and where faculty salary levels often do not afford
what would be considered a middle-class lifestyle.

These are challenges found in many part of the world.? The impor-
tant point is that there is a healthy balance in the various ratios of
first-degree and graduate students, permanent faculty, and a general
assessment of productivity in graduates and research output.
Institutionally driven quality assurance—While ministries of education
can influence the quality of university academic programs and activi-
ties, ultimately, top-tier institutions require sufficient independence to
develop internal cultures of quality and excellence. This must include
merit-based academic personnel policies. If there is any one major
theme that determines what are the most productive universities, it is
the quality of the faculty. Universities need to have high expectations
regarding their talents, responsibilities, and performance, driven by a
process of regular peer review—an important topic discussed later in
this chapter.

An ancillary observation: government policy regimes and induced
efforts to improve the quality and performance of all or a select group
of national universities reflect doubt about the ability of their universi-
ties to become top, globally competitive institutions, and often with
good reason; but ministries should view such government requirements
and often one-size-fits-all policies related to academic advancement
as simply an initial stage in the goal of achieving high-performing
Flagship universities, with the next and more important stage focused
on sufficient autonomy to support a culture of campus-based institu-
tional self-improvement.

The following New Flagship University profile is organized in four cat-
egories or realms of policies and practices, summarized in figure 3.1.
Each relates to the institution’s external responsibilities and internal
operations. Within the context of a larger national higher education
system, the idea is that Flagship institutions have a set of goals, shared
good practices, logics, and the resources to pursue them. Generally, the
sequence is from the larger external context, to the mission of the insti-
tutions and goals, to the management structure to make it happen. Put
another way, my effort here simply attempts to help create coherency,
and to provide some guides and examples, for what many universities
are already doing.
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Figure 3.1 Flagship University Realms of Policies and Practices.
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At the same time, it is important to note that universities are complex
organizations that purposefully pursue mutually supportive activities that
do not lend themselves easily to separate categories—in a vibrant univer-
sity, teaching, research, and public service are symbiotic activities, built on
a model of institutional revenue sharing and mutual support. Hence, there
is some redundancy in this profile.

Profile I: Flagship Universities and National
Higher Education Systems

1. Position within a Larger National Higher Education

As noted previously, the idea of the New Flagship University assumes that
national higher education systems require mission differentiation among
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an often growing number of tertiary institutions. Most nation-states have
come to realize that it is neither cost-effective nor possible to develop high-
quality higher education systems in which all universities have the same
mission and programs. Within a larger, hopefully coherent network of
public and private tertiary institutions, it is in fact vital that there exists a
subgroup of leading national universities that can help nations most effec-
tively pursue economic development, improve socioeconomic mobility,
provide measures of academic quality and support for other educational
institutions, and produce political and economic leaders and good citizens.
Hence, the actual number of “Flagship” universities in a nation may vary,
determined in part by geography and population density, socioeconomic
needs, and financial resources.

2. Defined Service Area

Most public universities have a sense of their responsibilities in regard
to student admissions by some defined geographic area, with a caveat
related to international students. But they often have a vague understand-
ing of their role in economic development and public service. Greater
and overt definition of a distinct “service area”—without exclusion of
larger regional and international activities—is an important framework
for directing or encouraging activities of universities and for evaluating
their effectiveness.

3. Selective Admissions

Flagship universities draw most of their students from a national and
regional pool of talented students. But this should not be to the exclusion
of drawing talent from a continental and international pool—with dif-
ferent goals at the first-degree, graduate, and professional levels. At the
first-degree level, admission standards are often regulated by national
policies focused on a single national test. Flagship universities need
greater flexibility for determining the talent and potential of prospective
students and to balance their selection of an entering class with other
considerations, including the socioeconomic background of their student
body, geographic representation, and exceptions for students with special
talents. [See section 13 on the “Four Essential Freedoms” of Flagship
universities.]
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Profile II: Flagship Core Mission—Teaching/
Learning and Research

1. First-Degree/Undergraduate Education Goals

An essential goal of the New Flagship University is to provide first-degree
students with an education that is engaging, that promotes creativity and
scholarship, and that results in high-order skills that are useful in the labor
market, for entry possibly into graduate education, for good citizenship,
and for a fulfilling life.

Pedagogical research has generated the concept of engaged learning.
This includes two observations: (1) The amount of time and energy
students put forth in academic and other pursuits (e.g., community
service) is positively correlated to learning and other desired outcomes
of undergraduate education; and (2) Institutional policies and prac-
tices can influence the level of student engagement. Our universities
strive not to produce passive students who meet some minimum floor
of knowledge and skills, but innovative and creative students who are
ambitious and talented. In shaping the undergraduate experience, uni-
versities need to seek the following opportunities and learning outcomes
for students:

Inquiry-based learning
Experiential learning
Research engagement
Interdisciplinary opportunities
Integrative knowledge
Collaborative learning and problem solving
Diversity/global citizenry
Ethics/responsibilities
Quantitative literacy
Communication skills

Digital literacy

One important concept is that there are many different student experi-
ences and learning processes, shaped by the socioeconomic background of
students; their mental health, social support systems, and sense of belong-
ing at a large university; their different intelligences, abilities, and interests
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that may change overtime; their field of study; opportunities for engaging
in research, and for being mentored.

At the same time, with their wide array of disciplines and faculty, and
existing and potential links with local communities, universities must assess
and view the student experience holistically, and beyond the narrow con-
fines of the traditional classroom. The Student Experience in the Research
University (SERU) Consortium with survey data from top-tier research-
intensive universities has explored how these experiences inside and outside
of the classroom shape student engagement and learning outcomes.

With the benefit of SERU data, research-intensive universities can
conceptualize Five Spheres of the Undergraduate Student Experience: cur-
ricular engagement (including courses as well as interaction with faculty
and graduate students, learning communities etc.), research engagement
(faculty directed or mentored, paid and unpaid), public and community
service (voluntary or integrated into requirements or credits toward a
degree, often termed service learning), cocurricular activities, and their
social life and conditions (comprising a wide array of factors, including
their living arrangements, financial needs, working full-time or part-time,
and sense of belonging).4

In the accompanying Figure 3.2, the size of each of these spheres of
the student experience is representative, reflecting the relative importance
for a generic student. Curricular engagement is at the core of the student
experience. It is therefore shown as a larger sphere. However, the student
experience is not a singular model, but nuanced and varied, within a
university itself, within a disciplinary field of study. The socioeconomic

Figure 3.2  Five Spheres of the Undergraduate Student Experience.
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background and interests of students are a variable. At the same time, there
are academic cultures, and norms in different nations, that may value cer-
tain spheres over others.

Based on this model, the following focuses on three of these spheres—
curricular engagement, research engagement, and cocurricular activities.
Each provides concepts and policy examples related to supporting the
undergraduate experience at a Flagship University.

Curricular Engagement

Research-intensive universities, and Flagships in specific, are increasingly
focused on creating a robust environment for faculty and students to be
active learners and producers of knowledge. This is in sharp contrast to
outmoded, yet still prevalent in many parts of the world, practices of rote
teaching and learning—essentially, teaching facts and theories in lecture
formats and readings without encouraging or seeking higher-order criti-
cal thinking. Flagship universities should be in the business of creating
engaged and innovative thinkers. This requires the engagement of faculty
in that cause—for some faculty, a relatively new concept. Too often, uni-
versities, and their faculty, have been passive in their fundamental role of
mentoring and shaping the learning outcomes of undergraduate students.

This is an expansive topic. The following briefly discusses only a few
concepts and programs intended to positively shape the curricular experi-
ence of students in research-intensive universities—in part, an attempt by
these institutions to recalibrate their internal cultures that have increas-
ingly valued research productivity over undergraduate education. This
includes the two innovations: Learning Communities and Learning and
Professional Development Goals.

Learning Communities

Large research-intensive universities need to seek curricular-focused oppor-
tunities for students to find or be invited into small, university-supported
communities of students and faculty intended to promote active learning,
provide greater curricular coherence, and promote interdisciplinary learn-
ing and interaction between students, undergraduate and graduate, and
faculty. This can include:

¢ Linked courses: Students take two connected courses, usually one
disciplinary course such as history or biology and one skills course
such as writing, speech, or information literacy.

® Learning clusters: Students take three or more connected courses,
usually with a common interdisciplinary theme uniting them.
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Freshman interest groups: Similar to learning clusters, but the stu-
dents share the same major, and they often receive academic advising
as part of the learning community.

Federated learning communities: Similar to a learning cluster, but
with an additional seminar course taught by a “Master Learner,”
a faculty member who enrolls in the other courses and takes them
alongside the students. The Master Learner’s course draws connec-
tions among the other courses.

Coordinated studies: This model blurs the lines among individual
courses. The learning community functions as a single, giant course
that the students and faculty members work on full-time for an entire
semester or academic year.

Special University Colleges: Many US universities have what are
called “honors” colleges within their universities that provide a spe-
cialized number of courses and opportunities for interaction with
faculty and fellow honors students. There are also a growing number
of “university colleges” that are semi-independent entities of major
research universities. They often offer a liberal arts curriculum and
multidisciplinary degree programs, have their own faculty and facili-
ties, and have separate admissions practices that are significantly
different from the larger university they are part of. They usually
include in their curricular design a general education course progres-
sion. Amsterdam University College, a joint project of the University
of Amsterdam and Vriej University, is an example of a growing move-
ment to create alternative academic programs and environments for
undergraduate students (Tinto 2003).

Figure 3.3 provides examples of institutional programs that relate to the
concept of learning communities. Some are institution-wide and others
are specific to academic programs or student populations such as entering
first-degree students.

Learning and Professional Development Goals

Many universities are now engaged in a relatively new collaborative pro-
cess that involves outline learning and professional development goals for
students, and assessing outcomes. At UCLA, a recent initiative outlines
campus-wide goals that are influenced by the notion of engaged learning
and that are, at first glance, extremely ambitious. In the course of their
studies, students are to:

Demonstrate progressive growth of intellectual and academic compe-
tencies, including analytical and critical thinking skills as well as the
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Figure 3.3 Case Examples: Honors Programs, Colleges, and Learning
Communities.

e University of Oregon—Departmental Honors Program and Honors
Colleges. Department Honors programs are offered by nearly every
department. Each involves extensive course work, a final thesis or research
project, and close mentoring by a faculty advisor. For example, The Lundquist
College of Business Honors Program provides challenging, stimulating and
enriching opportunities for learning, experience and opportunity. Each year
via a highly selected admission process, a new learning community with a
cohort of thirty-five dedicated students is formed. Working together with a
select group of faculty, these students take classes that have been specifically
designed for the Honors Program. They engage in experiences available
only to Honors students. Oregon also includes the Robert D. Clark Honors
College, a highly competitive, small liberal arts college of approximately 800
students admitted in their 2-year at the University of Oregon. The Clark
Honors College features small classes and close interaction between students
and faculty. It emphasizes interdisciplinary scholarship and independent
research in a tight-knit, dynamic community of students and faculty. The
College is made up of students from every department and school at the
University of Oregon—from architects and musicians to biology and business
majors—with classes designed to foster intense and creative exchange among
different approaches and viewpoints.

e Amsterdam University College—A Liberal Arts Program in a Large
European University. University Colleges are a major movement in Europe
and elsewhere, usually providing within the venue of a larger comprehensive
university a liberal arts program with its own admissions criteria and
curriculum. Amsterdam University College was founded in 2009 as a joint
venture of the University of Amsterdam and Vriej University. AUC offers
a three-year honours degree in three very broad majors in science, social
sciences, and humanities. Students can choose between approximately
200 courses across eight fields in the sciences, nine in the social sciences,
seven in the humanities, as well as the academic core. As part of AUC’s
interdisciplinary orientation, students have to pursue ‘tracks’ in at least
two fields within their major. Interdisciplinarity is also emphasized by
AUC’s themes, which link fields across majors. The college emphasizes a
strong academic core, which includes academic writing and basic calculus
or statistics, but also more unusual courses such as logic or ‘identity and
diversity’, which are compulsory for students of all majors. Furthermore,
students are required to take two to three language courses.

e University of Wisconsin—Residential Learning Communities. The
campus has some ten Residential Learning Communities that group students
around academic and professional fields such as biotechnology, green
technologies, multicultural learning, entrepreneurialism, creative arts and
women in sciences. For example, the Entrepreneurial Residential Learning
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Figure 3.3 Continued

Community (ERLC) has 64 residents living in Sellery Hall. The ERLC’s
mission is to teach students to put their ideas into action through the
entrepreneurial process. Whether a student is undecided, or thinking
of majoring in art history, engineering, business, or something else the
ERLC can benefit them by teaching the entrepreneurial process. All ERLC
residents are asked to enroll in the 3-credit, MHR Course Entrepreneurship
and Society which fulfills general education requirements, counts towards
the Undergraduate Certificate Program in Entrepreneurship and provides
students with access to faculty and community members on a personal basis.

Rutgers University—First Year Interest Groups. First-Year Interest Group
Seminars (FIGS) are one-credit seminars taught by upper-class students
to aid first-year students in their transition to college while exploring an
academic interest area. Every FIGS seminar is graded Pass/No-Credit. FIGS
are offered to first-year students in the School of Arts and Sciences, School
of Environmental and Biological Sciences, and Rutgers Business School.
The course meets for 10 weeks in the Fall semester to provide opportunities
to explore an interest area, topic or field of study. Additionally, students in
each FIGS practice problem-solving skills, gain insight into the pursuit of
academic/career interests, and learn how to tap into the resources of the
University. Each FIGS section is limited to 25 students in order to facilitate
an intimate educational experience, lively participation in class, trips/tours
around campus, and group projects.

acquisition of knowledge, and identify the relevant academic success
skills and strategies to facilitate this development.

® Develop an understanding of what a research university is and the

purpose and aims of the university’s curricula and how common
spaces of learning across disciplines can be used to further the stu-
dent’s academic, personal, and professional development.

¢ Develop basic knowledge of university requirements and pursue

opportunities to survey and explore potential majors, minors, and
other programs of study that can further their academic, personal,
and professional development.

¢ Develop skills to make decisions regarding career goals, demonstrating

awareness of the factors that influence career success and satisfaction.

® Engage in a process of self-reflection to identify and continue to refine

personally meaningful reasons and goals for attending the university.

® Engage in a process of identity exploration and development, includ-

ing exploring personal issues and decisions based on sex/gender iden-
tity, sexual orientation, race and ethnicity, socioeconomic status,
faith and spirituality, disability, and other factors.
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® Demonstrate increasing levels of multicultural competence, specifi-
cally acknowledging the importance of successful interaction with
people of diverse perspectives and backgrounds through respectful
discourse. Students will also develop strategies related to conflict
resolution and engaging in difficult dialogues.

¢ Demonstrate progressive growth of the self-management skills neces-
sary to lead emotionally, physically, and fiscally healthy lives, includ-
ing the ability to effectively utilize health, financial planning, and
other resources.

Many universities have developed similar objectives for their students.
In some form, these campus-wide objectives provide a tool for focusing
faculty deliberations on the shape and structure of the curriculum at the
discipline level and, at the same time, providing students with a sense of
what they should get out of their degree program. With a similar set of
campus-wide learning outcome goals, academic departments and schools
at Berkeley have developed their own set of goals for their first-degree
students (see figure 3.4).

Figure 3.4 Case Example: Learning Objectives for Electrical Engineering and
Computer Sciences, University of California—DBerkeley.

e An ability to apply knowledge of mathematics, science, and engineering.

e An ability to configure, apply test conditions, and evaluate outcomes of
experimental systems.

® An ability to design systems, components, or processes that conform to
given specifications and cost constraints.

® An ability to work cooperatively, respectfully, creatively, and responsibly as
a member of a team.

e An ability to identify, formulate, and solve engineering problems.

® An understanding of the norms of expected behavior in engineering
practice and their underlying ethical foundations.

® An ability to communicate effectively by oral, written, and graphical means.

® An awareness of global and societal concerns and their importance in
developing engineering solutions.

e An ability to independently acquire and apply required information, and
an appreciation of the associated process of lifelong learning.

e A knowledge of contemporary issues.

® An in-depth ability to use a combination of software, instrumentation,
and experimental techniques practiced in circuits, physical electronics,
communication, networks and systems, hardware, programming, and
computer science theory.
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At the same time, it is important to note the difficulty of assessing the
actual ability of students and the “learning gains” they experience over the
course of their university careers. This is because higher-order knowledge
and thinking skills are not easily quantifiable—despite the promises of
learning assessment tests (Douglass, Thomson, and Zhao 2012).

Universities are in the business of helping student transition from
home life to being productive citizens. The curricular structure, along
with opportunities for community service, internships in local businesses,
and cocurricular activities, are all components in their professional devel-
opment. Beyond these core components of the student experience, uni-
versities are increasingly developing programs and links with local and
regional employers and with professional associations. Professional pro-
grams such as medicine, business, and engineering programs have long
had such connections with employers, including internships and on-going
relationships with faculty. Preparation for the job market—local, national,
or global—for students studying in the social sciences and humanities is
more complex. Yet, in most developed economies, unemployment rates are
much lower for students with a bachelor’s degree five years or fewer after
graduation—with some notable exceptions in the aftermath of the Great
Recession. Further, career paths are much more nuanced with the growth
of the service sector and, for example, of technology companies that rely
on broad skill sets.

At the same time, universities need to recognize significant changes
occurring in labor markets, reflecting the growth in the “knowledge econ-
omy.” Particularly in developed economies, to be prepared and competitive
in the labor market, more and more undergraduates are entering graduate
education after their first degree. In many cases, this places greater value
on their broad skill sets than on their knowledge of a particular field.

Undergraduate Research Engagement

In his famous manifesto on the symbiotic relationship of faculty and
students, Wilhelm von Humboldt stated, “The goals of science and
scholarship are worked towards most effectively through the synthe-
sis of the teacher’s and the students’ dispositions. The teacher’s mind
is more mature but it is also somewhat one-sided in its development
and more dispassionate; the student’s mind is less able and less com-
mitted but it is nonetheless open and responsive to every possibility”
(Humboldt, 1825).

Humboldt’s vision influenced all universities that sought to be produc-
tive generators of new knowledge. But most of the focus was on gradu-
ate education, and to a lesser extent the role of undergraduates. In the
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United States, a 1998 report titled Reinventing Undergraduate Education
focused in earnest on the idea of the undergraduate “student as scholar.”
Building on one of the main concepts of the research university, its main
author, Earnest Boyer, emphasized the ideas of “research-based learning”
and engaged scholarship, in and outside of the classroom, as an important
component of the student experience (Boyer, 1998).

What followed is an elevated sense by many universities globally that
undergraduate research engagement in various forms should be promoted.
Today this includes credit-bearing courses, funding support, and organi-
zations to help open opportunities for faculty-directed research. It is now
widely recognized that opportunities for research experience are important
for students to expand their networks of professional relationships, key for
deciphering their career goals, generating job opportunities, and making
choices about graduate school (Douglass and Zhao 2013). Among the ben-
efits of various forms of undergraduate research experience:

e Skills development, including study design, data collection, compu-
tation, analysis of findings, and communication of results.

e Dositive attitudes, habits, and intentions, including research ethics,
perseverance, and professionalism.

¢ Clarification or confirmation of career plans including postgraduate
studies.

® Enhanced career preparation or preparation for postgraduate
studies.

® Greater networking opportunities—exposure to the world of active
learning and potential career paths.

® Promoting links with regional economies and public services.

Figure 3.5 offers examples of campus-supported undergraduate research
programs.

Cocurricular Activities

Cocurricular refers to student activities, programs, and learning experi-
ences that are supported in some way by a university, but that are volun-
tary, usually with no course credit, and reflect the students” own interests.
They may be connected to or mirror the academic curriculum; some may
be supported directly by the university through funding or facilities. This
can include a wide range of activities in the form of student clubs and orga-
nizations, including but not limited to student government, newspapers,
musical groups, reading clubs, fan clubs, environmental awareness asso-
ciations, sports teams, art shows, debate competitions, and mathematics,
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Figure 3.5 Case Examples: Undergraduate Research Programs.

e University of Michigan—UG Research Opportunity Program.

This program creates research partnerships between first and second
year students, and faculty, research scientist, and staff from across the
University of Michigan community. Begun in 1989 with 14 student/faculty
partnerships, today, approximately 1100 students and over 700 faculty
researchers are engaged in research partnerships.

MIT—Undergraduate Research Opportunities (UROP). MIT’s program
cultivates and supports research partnerships between faculty and
undergraduates, with funds provided via faculty and stipends up to $4,880
offered to students to then find faculty mentors. UROP offers the chance to
work on cutting edge research—whether established faculty research projects
or to pursue student derived and proposed projects.

An associated project, International Research Opportunities (IROP)
is designed for MIT undergraduates who want to conduct mentored
research in an international setting. The overseas research opportunities
provide many of the same benefits offered through conventional study
abroad experiences—including the chance to connect with individuals
from diverse cultural backgrounds who share similar intellectual goals.
In addition, IROP experiences help students enhance communication
and leadership skills and refine collaborative and decision-making skills,
while increasing understanding and awareness of ethical issues. IROP
projects generally take place over the summer and mirror the traditional
campus-based UROP model: qualifying projects must have the approval,
mentorship, and guidance of an MIT faculty member.

UC Berkeley—Undergraduate Research Apprentice Program and
SMART Program. Undergraduates can apply for semester or year-long
opportunities to gain skills working on faculty-led research projects under
URAP; more than 1200 students from all majors participated yearly.
Administered by the Graduate Division, the SMART (Student
Mentoring and Research Teams) program enables doctoral students to
provide mentored research opportunities for undergraduate students at
UC Berkeley and is designed to broaden the professional development of
doctoral students and to foster research skills and forge paths to advanced
studies for undergraduates. Graduate mentors who work under the guidance
of a faculty adviser receive a stipend of $5,000. Doctoral students selected
as SMART mentors must complete a one-unit course, Mentoring in Higher
Education GSPDP 301. Each undergraduate mentee will be funded in the
amount of $3,500 for approximately 200 hours of work.
University of Campinas (Unicamp)—Brazil—Undergraduate Research
Scholarships. The office of the Vice President for Research is responsible
for selecting the best undergraduate students who wish to engage in
scientific research projects under the supervision of faculty members,
an activity for which they receive a monthly scholarship. The program,
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Figure 3.5 Continued

which exists since 1992, is supported by funds from Unicamp and from
the Brazilian federal research agency. In 2010 about 1,000 students were
supported through these funds. Coupled to the independent program of the
state research agency FAPESP, which provides about 500 other scholarships
each year, approximately 10 percent of all undergraduates are engaged in
formal supervised research activities in all areas while doing their studies.
At least a quarter of these students go on to pursue graduate studies,

highlighting the nurturing role played by this program.

robotics, and engineering teams and contests. These activities can be pro-
vided virtually. But much more often, they provide an avenue for the per-
sonal and real-time interaction of students who are drawn to a particular
interest and seek opportunities to meet and work with their peers.

Cocurricular activities may occur with a university’s direct or tacit
support, or simply may exist largely on the volition and drive of individ-
ual students. But in some form, they exist in all universities. Within the
American context, most, if not all, of these activities outside the classroom
do seem to provide substantial personal benefits to student development—
particularly for students who lead a club or organization. They purport to
enhance reflective thought, a capacity to apply knowledge, and what has
been termed “civic skills” (Verba et al. 1995; Brint 2014).

There is wide variation in how universities, and their students, value
these activities. In a nation often termed a society of joiners, and among
public universities that are members of the prestigious Association of
American Universities, there is on average one official student organization
for approximately every 39 students. The Berkeley campus alone has over
1,700 student clubs and organizations. Steven Brint notes that students at
engineering schools (those who are promoting online everything) were the
most active joiners: Brint found one student organization for every nine
students at MIT and Cal Tech (Brint 2014).

There is a need for further research on the different patterns of
cocurricular activities in various parts of the world and their influence
on student behaviors and development—including their role in develop-
ing networks that appear to sometimes influence job opportunities and
career paths. There are also questions on whether a high level of engage-
ment in these activities, seemingly removed from the formal curriculum,
either benefits or detracts students from their progress toward a degree.
Whatever the conclusion, Flagship universities consider the role of these
activities as a component of their overall strategy for promoting engaged
learning and capable graduates.
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Social Life and Conditions

Many other factors influence the student experience, their academic per-
formance and development as individuals. These include, but are not
limited to, the nature of their housing arrangements (on-campus versus
off-campus private housing), their income (financial aid or not), their work
status (part-time or full-time work either out of necessity or cultural habit
and family demands), and family responsibilities.

But just as important is the socioeconomic background of students.
Flagship universities seeking to enroll students with diverse backgrounds
need to better understand their needs and desires to best help them gain
the most from their university careers and to help them progress toward
degree completion (Douglass 2007).

Universities, and the societies that support them, vary in their perceived
need to take into account the practical aspects of a student’s socioeconomic
background, the cultural biases within and outside the university com-
munity, and the realities of their living conditions and mental state. In
some form, however, Flagship universities must have a breadth of programs
to support students through their university careers, including academic
tutoring and remedial instruction, career counseling services, support with
student housing and residential life, student orientation, and health care
provisions. More generally, campus support services help give coherency to
the student experience, help to monitor students’ academic progress, and
attempt to support a “‘campus climate” that encourages inclusion, toler-
ance, and a sense of belonging—important at Flagships that have as part
of their mission enrolling a broad spectrum of society.

2. Graduate Education

Flagship universities have special responsibilities for graduate and profes-
sional education. Reflecting their role as generators of new knowledge
and as leading producers of professional talent in the societies they serve,
approximately 30 to 50 percent of all student enrollment at Flagship uni-
versities should be in graduate education, and within an array of master’s,
doctoral, and professional degree programs.

In all nations, graduate education is a critical component in develop-
ing and supporting professional expertise required for knowledge-based
economies. Increasingly, and as noted previously, undergraduate educa-
tion is no longer the end of formal education, but the required entry into
further formal training and, ultimately, an influential catalyst for eco-
nomic growth and generating the expertise for alleviating a multitude of
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challenging social issues, from human health, to poverty, transportation,
social services, and urban planning.

Historically, there has been a great diversity in the approaches to gradu-
ate education, in terms of what type of students enter graduate programs
(e.g., natives versus international students), how they are educated, what
professions they are trained for, and how they find employment. But the
elevated role of graduate education has brought an increased focus on the
structure and quality of graduate education.

Similar to the graphic representation of the various activities shap-
ing the student experience at the undergraduate level, Figure 3.6 depicts
the graduate student experience. Here, six spheres reflect the complexity
of graduate education and training: curricular engagement, cocurricular
activities, research engagement, teaching experience, and professional
development (including employment and internships in business and
government), public and community service, and the social life and con-
ditions in which students pursue their degrees—from master’s and pro-
fessional programs, to the doctorate. In this portrayal of the graduate
experience, the size of the sphere illustrates the world of a doctoral stu-
dent that is not only dominated largely by developing research expertise
and preparation for the job market, but is also heavily influence by their
personal life.

Figure 3.6  Six Spheres of the Graduate Student Experience.
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Again, universities, and their various disciplines and professional fields,
will vary tremendously on what components influence the student experi-
ence. For example, cocurricular and public and community service are not
always associated with graduate education; yet, degree programs in medi-
cine, social welfare, and law often have significant components related to
public service; and STEM fields also can have robust cocurricular activity
and forms of social networking.

This is a period of tremendous change in graduate education. Like under-
graduate education, graduate education has grown tremendously in the
number of programs and enrollment. Throughout much of the developing
world, graduate education is a relatively new enterprise. For instance, China
now has the largest number of graduate students in the world; yet, only three
decades earlier only about 19 doctoral degrees were granted annually in all of
China (Ma 2007). In other parts of Asia, in Africa, and in nations attempt-
ing a rapid improvement in educational capital, there is an urgent need to
expand doctoral programs to, in part, help meet the need for new faculty in
their rapidly growing national systems of higher education. Globally, there
is a shortage of doctorate recipients. The quality of doctoral programs, and
their output in terms of degrees, is a critical role for Flagship universities
that can, ultimately, shape the willingness of top talent, both students and
faculty, to stay, work, and live, in a particular region of the world.

Similar to reforms in undergraduate education, there is significant
global movement to improve the quality of graduate programs (Nerad and
Evans 2014). This includes but is not limited to:

® More deliberately structured curricular requirements geared toward
the array of professions the program is intended to serve.

® Increased use of English in courses and for master’s theses and dis-
sertations in programs attempting to attract and retain international
talent, and for preparing future academics and business leaders whose
professions are increasingly global in context.

¢ Clearly stated skills students are to acquire and expectations on their

academic performance.

Articulating the mentorship responsibilities of faculty.

¢ Coordination with the professions and business to better match
training with labor needs.

¢ Collaboration with the private sector in providing internships as part
of graduate training and integrating graduate students into faculty-
led university—industry research activity.

® Assessments of the quality of life of graduate students and efforts to
support their financial and social needs to make them productive
members of the academic community.
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® Improved integration of graduate education into the larger purpose
and operations of the university.

Universities, in general, and Flagship universities in particular, must
view graduate education as a complementary and symbiotic part of their
teaching, research, and public service mission, and as a key component in
their financial model. While some professional fields, such as business,
may be income generators, graduate education, and doctoral programs in
particular, are expensive in both time and money.

For doctoral students being trained for academic professions, this
means not only the development of research skills, but also training and
experience in undergraduate teaching and, when possible, supporting
undergraduate engagement in research and public service (see examples
in the previous sections). Reflecting their mission to serve the socioeco-
nomic needs of the societies that sustain them, New Flagship Universities
must offer professional-oriented master’s and doctoral programs that are
devoted to fulfilling specific labor and social needs.

3. Research

High levels of research productivity are a significant characteristic of
Flagship universities, a responsibility that should be roughly equal to teach-
ing in terms of time and effort of permanent faculty. The types of research
output from academic institutions can be outlined in the following modes:

¢ Discovery—basic or blue-sky research that has no immediate appli-
cation, commercial or otherwise.

¢ Integration—synthesis of information across disciplines, across topics
within a discipline, or across time.

® Engaged scholarship—rigor and application of disciplinary expertise
with results that can be shared and that connects the intellectual
assets of the institution, that is, faculty expertise, to public issues,
such as community, social, cultural, human, and economic develop-
ment. (The characteristics of engaged scholarship is more fully dis-
cussed in Profile III).

¢ Teaching and learning—systematic study of teaching and learning
processes. It differs from scholarly teaching in that it requires a for-
mat that will allow public sharing and the opportunity for applica-
tion and evaluation by others.

While these are widely recognized distinct modes of academic research, it
is important to note changing notions in how research is being undertaken
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and defined. A relatively new research culture has emerged, which increas-
ingly seeks transdisciplinary approaches to inquiry and recognize the exten-
sive social distribution of knowledge. Knowledge and data are now so diffuse
that many researchers are required to work interactively. This creates both
challenges and opportunities for Flagship universities to support research in
the various disciplines, and to effectively evaluate its quality and influence.

A key component in the Flagship model is regular peer evaluation
of faculty research (a topic for later in this chapter). However, as noted,
research activities, and knowledge production, are not simply the realm of
faculty. Having graduate and undergraduate students engaged in know-
ledge production has always been a value in American higher education,
an antecedent to the Humboldtian model of the modern university as a
learning and research-focused community.

Graduate students are formally engaged normally through the process of
coursework and, particularly at the doctorate level, through the dissertation
and other forms of research production and dissemination. The structure
and quality of doctoral programs is a concern in all major research-intensive
universities, with a trend away from the once-common continental Europe
model of no or negligible coursework and often minimal mentorship and
supervision until the near completion of the doctoral thesis.

Research engagement for first-degree students, as noted previously, has
a positive influence on a student’s maturation and overall academic and
social experience. Further, and to reiterate, research experience is important
for expanding the development of professional relationships and networks
that can be important for deciphering students’ career goals, generating
job opportunities, and making choices about graduate school.

International Engagement

All Flagship universities have goals and programs related to various forms
of international engagement—from student enrollment and support to
curriculum and research activity. The range of this activity and focus, how-
ever, will and should vary depending on the geographic location, language,
political considerations, national policies such as granting travel visas, and
the “brain gain” or “brain circulation” needs of a nation or region. A more
expansive outline of the types of international engagements among univer-
sities is offered later in this chapter.

While the emphasis in the Flagship model offered here is on regional
and national responsibility and relevancy, it is also true that, as noted in a
recent study of international research engagements among Latin American
nations, “International cooperation is not only a trend, but it is almost
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a mandatory practice for any individual, research group or country.” The
exchange of students and other forms of cross-border experiences is now
a common component of research-intensive universities, along with an
increasing number of joint degree programs. Yet it is important to note
that most universities do not have very clear strategies on international
engagement, in part because of the decentralized nature of academic activ-
ity and the autonomy of faculty. In the rush toward global engagement,
institutions generally need to focus more on the quality of the interaction
and how it fits into the institution’s mission, and less on the volume of
interactions and agreements. As noted previously, international engage-
ment, in its various forms, should be a path for supporting this first-order
purpose and mission—not an end unto itself.

Profile III: Flagship Universities and
Public Service and Economic Engagement

Engaged Scholarship and Public Service

Flagship universities promote public service in various forms by faculty,
students, and staff via formal programs and incentives. This form of
university “outreach” is extremely important, providing a significant
impact on local and regional communities, opportunities for learning
and experimentation, and direct evidence of a New Flagship University’s
priorities. For example, universities, as one observer has stated, can focus
“expertise on improving living conditions in poor areas that can make
serious headway against social problems. As civic engagement elevates the
quality of university teaching and learning, it produces millions of univer-
sity graduates with both hands-on competence in their fields and a per-
sonal commitment to being agents of social change. And increasing public
goodwill for universities can make government and private funders more
generous in their financial support” (Hollister 2014).

All leading national universities, and more specifically a subset of
their students, faculty, and staff, are engaged in some form of public
service. For Flagship universities, the question is the coherency of these
efforts, and, just as importantly, the extent they are valued within the
institution.

Several factors help explain relatively high levels of engaged scholar-
ship and public services in America’s leading public research universi-
ties. One is the expectation that students applying to universities at the
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undergraduate level have some public service experience, broadly defined.
When they enter the universities, they already have interest in student
volunteerism and community engagement. A second factor relates to
expectations placed on faculty and an academic culture that has long
valued community service and engagement with local business and
governments—although with differences among the disciplines. This
includes incorporating engaged scholarship into faculty reviews of their
performance and promotion. And a third factor: campus organizations
targeted toward community engagement.

The following provides examples of how Flagship universities can pur-
sue this central part of their mission.

Community Valunteering

Faculty, students, and staff at most universities interact informally as indi-
viduals in various forms of community service. But Flagship universities
should include formal mechanisms, such as “community service centers,”
that attempt to identify and link the university community with oppor-
tunities for volunteer work. Various forms of civic engagement provide an
important path for universities to contribute to local needs—in schools,
in hospitals, local social services, charities, and similar community-based
activities. It also raises the visibility, and the value, of the universities
within their communities.

Service Learning

Beginning in the 1980s, universities in the United States developed the
idea of “service learning” as a pedagogical approach, focused on student
learning at the undergraduate and graduate levels through activities that
benefit the community—a form of experiential education. Properly devel-
oped as a component of the curriculum, service learning can be trans-
formational for students by both connecting them with their personal
interests and expanding their understanding of their role in society. Today,
service learning often includes credit-bearing courses for undergraduates
and faculty-directed internships with a public service focus, similar pro-
grams for graduate students, and resources and support for faculty to gen-
erate their own initiatives.

The University of Michigan, for example, has an endowed center for
engagement, focusing on student service learning and partnerships, and
producing a refereed journal of scholarly work. Living and learning com-
munities, honors, and other cohort curricular modules are focused on
civic learning issues that promote student and faculty civic engagement
with the issues of diversity, access, and student success.
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Similarly, UCLA established the Center for Community Partnerships—a
reflection of the high priority the campus has placed on engagement with
its surrounding community in the Los Angeles area. This was not the
beginning of UCLA’s involvement in the community; the university has
been engaged in the Los Angeles area for decades, though not in a system-
atic way. The goal of the Center is to help strategize UCLA’s public service
activities.

Reflecting the importance of the service learning movement, over
1,100 colleges and university in the United States are part of the Campus
Compact organization that shares best practices and innovations among
universities. More recently, an international organization, the Talloires
Network, has emerged with similar goals, promoting the concept of
the “engaged university” as a core institutional mission—again, a
relatively new concept for many universities (Watson et al. 2013; van
Schalkwyk 2014). Figure 3.7 provides examples of of “service learning”
programs and the following is an outline of objectives for service learn-
ing experiences:

® Increase retention, particularly among first-generation college
students.

¢ Increase diversity of local enrollment as a form of outreach.

¢ Enhance achievement of core learning goals that has an effect on
progress to degree.

® Make learning more relevant to students, helping them clarify their
talents and interests at an early stage of their academic careers; it
often impacts choice of major and eventual career.

® Develop students’ social, civic, and leadership skills.

® Strengthen undergraduate research skills and capabilities.

® Encourage students to be productive participants in the community
by connecting them to their surroundings.

Faculty-Engaged Policy Research

Flagship universities look for ways to encourage academically relevant
work that simultaneously meets campus goals and community needs. In
essence, it is a scholarly agenda that integrates community issues as a value
for faculty. In this definition, community is broadly defined to include
audiences external to the campus that are part of a collaborative process
that contributes to the public good. Figure 3.8 provides a comparison of
the traditional view of academic scholarship to scholarship that is publicly
engaged (based on Furco 1996). Both should have high value within the
contemporary Flagship University.
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Figure 3.7 Case Examples: Service Learning Programs.

e University of Minnesota—Service Learning Courses and Scholars

Program. Each semester, the University of Minnesota offers some 50
courses, most for credit, that have service learning components in a
wide range of disciplines that enroll approximately 2,000 students. This
class-related community involvement enhances students’ understanding
of course materials. While deepening the learning process in this way,
students build a sense of civic responsibility. Support for most service-
learning classes is provided by the Community Service-Learning Center
which also sponsors a Community Engagement Scholars Program
that requires at least 400 hour of community engagement work such as
volunteering and a final project, called the Intergrative Community
Engagement Project that is noted on student transcripts for graduate
school and employment applications.

University of Glasgow—Service Learning Program. Service-learning at
the University of Glasgow combines academic coursework with voluntary
work in the community, to help students experience policy in practice. It is
part of the Public Policy Honours curriculum, and an accredited course
for visiting students. Program requirements include one academic course
in semester 1: Service in the Community 20 credits, an 8 week placement
at 6 hours per week, in a welfare agency in Glasgow, and a 3,000 word
reflective journal by the student.

Texas A&M—Service Learning Courses and Scholars Program. Service-
Learning Fellows program with up to 6 faculty selected via a competitive
review process who receive a $3,000 faculty development award for
integrating service-learning into their teaching, research, and public service
while becoming recognized campus leaders in service-learning pedagogy
and community engagement. The program is a partnership between the
Center for Teaching Excellence, Office of the Associate Provost for
Undergraduate Studies, and the Department of Student Activities Leadership
and Service Center.

The following summarizes some of the benefits that can be derived by

a systematic approach to promoting and supporting engaged scholarship
by faculty.

® Bolster the links between research and teaching. Research indicates

that learning is enhanced by real-world experiences that broaden a
student’s perspective and connect theory with practice. In addition,
research that is informed by community participation can have a
uniquely meaningful impact that is locally visible.
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Figure 3.8 Traditional Views on Academic Scholarship versus the Scholarship
of Public Engagement.

Traditional Scholarship

Scholarship of Public Engagement

Breaks new ground in the discipline

Answers significant questions in the
discipline

Is reviewed and validated by qualified
peers in the discipline

Is based on a solid theoretical basis

Applies appropriate investigative
methods

Is disseminated to appropriate
audiences

Makes significant advances in
knowledge and understanding of the
discipline

Breaks new ground in the discipline
and has a direct application to
broader public issues

Answers significant questions in the
discipline, which have relevance to
public or community issues

Is reviewed and validated by
qualified peers in the discipline and
members of the community

Is based on solid theoretical and
practical bases

Applies appropriate investigative
methods

Is disseminated to appropriate
audiences

Makes significant advances in
knowledge and understanding of the
discipline and public social issues

Applies the knowledge to address

social issues in the local community

o Improve diversity, student retention, and progress to degree. A uni-
versity that more fully integrates community engagement into its
research and teaching develops stronger ties to multiple communi-
ties and may be better able to attract and engage a diverse student
body. In addition, research shows that engaged students remain in
school and progress to degree at a greater rate than students who
are not engaged.

® Reenergize faculty around engaged scholarship. Creating a civic engage-
ment initiative and providing a supportive infrastructure may reener-
gize faculty teaching and research by providing a fresh perspective on
the value their work brings to society.

o Connect the university to policy makers. Universities are being ques-
tioned about their relevance, lack of transparency, and high costs.
Community-based teaching and research is one way to “live” the



66 Tue New FLacsair UNIVERSITY

public mission and reinforce the important role that the university
plays in serving the public good.

® Build transdisciplinary and interdisciplinary research capacity. The
problems of society are complex, and addressing them requires exper-
tise and research that cross disciplinary lines. These capacities should
be supported among faculty and nurtured in students.

® Building a research community around societies’ most challenging policy
issues. Focusing on issues that are of local and national public concern
brings the unique strengths of a research university to bear on the most
pressing challenges that face the state. This can enhance public knowl-
edge of and appreciation for the university system, thereby making
more tangible the return on public investment in higher education.

® Bringing in new resources and funding. Both government and private
funders are calling for more collaborative approaches to projects as
a condition of funding. In addition, local and regional funders who
may not normally contribute to other university endeavors may have
greater interest in investing in projects with clear public purposes and
applications.

® Build social capital among students, faculty, and communities. Academic
inquiry not only addresses critical research questions but also
enhances the ability of students, faculty, and communities to take
action and build ongoing relationships that yield multiple benefits.
The development of such social capital has been shown by research
to strengthen communities, making them more resilient and healthy.
New networks of trust and cooperation are likely to emerge and cre-
ate academic partnerships for scholarly work.

Regional Economic Engagement

Regional economic engagement is an important mission of the modern
Flagships—essentially, one avenue for making university-generated basic
and applied research and intellectual property relevant. To a significant
extent, although not solely, Flagship universities must have teaching and
research programs that specifically support local industry and businesses,
and that promote entrepreneurialism. The following discuses two major
forms of economic engagement: fulfilling labor needs in local markets,
and technology transfer.

Labor Needs

While Flagship universities are engaged in the education and training
of talent for national, indeed global, labor markets, they must include a
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conscious effort to support local economies. This is a dynamic process
with two general routes:

¢ Supporting local labor markets and the needs of businesses and
municipal and regional government via public service activities,
research engagement usually via faculty-directed projects, and by
part-time work. Public service and research engagement activities,
in particular, can act as apprenticeship opportunities and often help
guide student career interests and shape local economies.

® Education and training for specific professional careers such as engi-
neering, law, and medicine, but just as often via students entering the
labor market with high-order skills, such as writing and analytical
abilities.

How best to build and guide university efforts to educate first-degree
and graduate students for labor markets is a complex challenge. In some
fields where institutions have enrollment capacity, the need may be very
clear—particularly in professional fields with such shortages as nurses,
doctors, or engineers. But labor markets are increasingly diversified and
nuanced. In developed economies, the link between a specific university
degree in a discipline with employment, particularly at the first-degree
level, is often not linear. Graduates of universities often change employers.
This is why Flagship universities with a broad range of academic programs,
including in the social sciences and humanities, must provide opportuni-
ties for students to gain skills and knowledge that make them adaptable in
the labor market.

At the same time, universities have or need to develop close associa-
tions with major employers. This can be at the programs level. Engineering
programs have a long history of close interaction with business and indus-
try, with faculty engaged in applied research, students working in related
internships, faculty and postdoctoral students spending significant periods
of time in formal private sector employment, and engineers in local busi-
nesses having appointments in academic departments. One sees similar
patterns of close collaboration among certain science fields—particularly
those related to biotechnology.

Another form of collaboration related to local, regional, and national
labor needs is the establishment of, and participation of university fac-
ulty and officials in, business forums. This is sometimes organized around
specific industries, such as energy or education. It can also be simply a
regional business forum, seeking avenues for economic development.

Reflecting the emphasis of the Flagship model on evidence-based
management, universities need to develop longitudinal data on the
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employment of their graduates. They should also conduct surveys on the
skills and knowledge desired by, and expectations of, regional employers.
More broadly, universities need to regularly assess their overall regional
and national economic impact.

Until recently, in many parts of the world ministries sought to make
frequently crass assessments of the needs for specific degrees for regional
and national labor markets, and to then make budget allocations accord-
ingly—a predilection for central planning that was largely a failure.
Flagship universities need to engage in a rigorous process of analysis and
assessment of how they can best meet labor needs and the career path, and
interests, of their graduates.

Technology Transfer

Flagship universities are actively engaged in a process of technology transfer.
There are many complex policy issues involved for universities. Institutions
need to protect the independence of academic research, yet also form and
leverage university—business partnerships that effectively bring university-
generated ideas and technology into the market.

Technology transfer is process of disclosure, patenting, licensing, and
enforcement of these patents and licenses. But it is also about consciously
promoting economic development and making ethical choices. Among the
key policies are the following:

¢ Goals of technological transfer—While the specter of substantial
and steady income from patents and licenses, or university-associated
businesses, is often a goal of universities, this is rarely a reality. Costs
can be high for getting university inventions into the marketplace,
and to then protect them against infringement. Much more impor-
tantly, tech transfer is part of a larger effort to promote economic
development and interaction of faculty and students with local and
regional business and industries—a major route for brain circulation
between the public and private sectors. It is important to note that
patent and licensing activity and the number of spin-offs is not neces-
sarily the most important evidence of the key role of universities in
promoting economic development.

¢ Technology Transfer Modes—The flow of information between
university and business sectors and, perhaps most importantly, the
movement of personnel to and from the academy are often cited as
the critical factors for promoting a vibrant business climate.® The
structure of a nation’s economy, along with a stable government and
legal framework for businesses and universities to operate in, are
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also important influences on the ability of universities to strategi-

cally increase their role in the economy. University—industry relations

consist of a wide variety of activities, including:

© Direct funding of research costs through contracts and grants.

© Formal licensing to industry of university-owned patents and
technology.

o Gifts and endowments including endowed chairs designated for
colleges, schools, departments, or individuals.

© University—industry exchange programs and student internships.

o Specialized programs designed by the university for continuing
education and training of professionals, primarily through univer-
sity extension programs.

o Participation of industry representatives on campus and university-
wide advisory groups.

o Cooperative research projects, some of which include government
participation and the use of specialized facilities.

o Use of unique university facilities on a fee-for-service basis.

o Research and development facilities of industries housed on
university-property industrial parks.

o Activities of cooperative extension.

© Faculty consulting.

o Research activities of the Agricultural Experiment Station and its
affiliated field stations.

® Ownership of intellectual property (IP)—Policies are generally set

at the national and institutional level. Increasingly, national govern-

ments are allowing university researchers to share in the ownership of

intellectual property and in any resulting income, with the university,

and sometimes with the source of research funding—often a govern-

ment agency. The structure and ratio of ownership may vary, but the

driving principle is self-interest by the inventor and the university to

get IP into the market, and to facilitate “spin-off” businesses.

The following discusses two key areas related to effective tech-transfer
policy: first, setting the rules of engagement, and second, providing sup-
port mechanisms to encourage entrepreneurialism an interaction between
university researchers and students with the private sector and government
entities.

Rules of Engagement

A paramount concern is that universities develop rules of engagement with
the private sector and other outside agencies seeking research collaborations
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and the development of intellectual property. Many universities do have
policies shaped by years of experience in fields such as engineering. But
many do not, and close ties with industry in areas such as biotech, energy,
and nanotechnology are relatively new. Properly devised, these rules can
provide guidance for the academic community and a university to develop
ethical relationships with the private sector and government, and criteria
for when to decline interactions that are inappropriate.

With a growing role of university-based research and education in
economic development, there is a learning curve on how best to manage
relationships with private sector, and government, interests. The following
provides an example of guiding principles at the University of California
for technology transfer:’

® Open academic environment—All university research, including
research sponsored by industry, is governed by the tradition of the
free exchange of ideas and timely dissemination of research results.
The university is committed to an open teaching and research envi-
ronment in which ideas can be exchanged freely among faculty and
students in the classroom, in the laboratory, at informal meetings,
and elsewhere in the university. Such an environment contributes to
the progress of teaching and research in all disciplines. Reasonable
steps should be taken to insure that commercial pressures do not
impede faculty communication among colleagues or with their stu-
dents about the progress of their research or their findings. Indicators
of possible problems include the disruption of the informal exchange
of research findings and products, the lessening of collegiality, and
the rise of competitive and adversarial relations among faculty.

¢ Freedom to publish—Freedom to publish and disseminate results
is a major criterion of the appropriateness of any research project.
University policy precludes assigning to extramural sources the
right to keep or make final decisions about what may be published.
A sponsor might seek a delay, however, in order to comment upon
and to review publications for disclosure of its proprietary data or for
potentially patentable inventions. Such a delay in publication should
normally be no more than 60 to 90 days.

® QOutside professional activities—Faculty should be encouraged to
engage in appropriate outside professional activities. Each year, fac-
ulty should submit an annual report on outside professional activities
to the department chair. This information is included in the faculty
member’s record and evaluated in the academic review process. It is
the responsibility of each faculty member to assure that such out
side activities do not interfere with obligations to the university in
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teaching, research, and public service; and that no portion of time
due to the university is devoted to private purposes.
Responsibility to students—Universities need to protect the aca-
demic freedom of students, and responsibility for adherence to these
principles rests with the faculty. Students who have reasons to believe
they are in situations that violate those principles should be able to
discuss the issue with a third party, such as the department chair
or campus ombudsperson. Students must be able to choose research
topics for educational reasons without being overly influenced by the
need to advance investigations of direct interest to a particular firm;
they must be protected against the premature transmittal of research
results; and they must be advised objectively on career choices.
Patent and licensing policy—Universities recognize the need to
encourage the practical application of the results of research for the
public benefit and need to balance several objectives in both patent-
ing and licensing intellectual property: (1) facilitating prompt and
effective development of useful inventions; (2) preventing the inap-
propriate use of public funds for private gain; (3) maintaining good
relations with industry to make the best use of opportunities for edu-
cation and research funding; and (4) obtaining appropriate revenues
for the university from the licensing of patents. For these purposes,
the University Patent Policy provides for: (1) mandatory disclosure
to the university of potentially patentable inventions by employees or
those who otherwise use facilities or research funds of the university;
(2) assignment of patent rights to inventions developed in the course
of university employment, or with use of university research facili-
ties, or university funds; (3) sharing of royalties with inventors; and
(4) transferring of technology to industry for the public benefit.
Terms and conditions for licensing agreements should consider the
nature of the technology, the stage of development of the invention,
the effect on the research endeavor in question, the public benefit,
and the marketplace. Agreements are negotiated on a case-by-case
basis. If a company needs time to evaluate a research result, an option
agreement may be negotiated to allow a limited time for a review for
licensing purposes. A university can grant the right of first refusal to
the sponsor for an exclusive or nonexclusive license, based on the level
of sponsor support. Any license of a patentable invention must at least
provide for diligent development by the licenses and, in most cases,
for the payment of royalties. Reproduction of copyrightable expres-
sions may be separately licensed. Agreements, options, nonexclusive
licenses, and exclusive licenses must not interfere with the principle
of open dissemination of research results.
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Tech Transfer and Entrepreneurial Support

Most major universities have an office of technology transfer with vary-
ing levels of authority and effectiveness, and targeted programs to support
entrepreneurialism among faculty and students (see figures 3.9 and 3.10
for examples).

Figure 3.9 Case Examples: Technology Transfer Offices.

® University of California, Berkeley—Office of Intellectual Property &

Industry Research Alliances. IPIRA was created in 2004 to provide a
“one-stop shop” for industry research partners to interact with the campus.
IPIRA’s mission is to establish and maintain multifaceted relationships
with private companies, and thereby enhance the research enterprise of
the Berkeley campus. These relationships include sponsored research
collaborations, and intellectual property commercialization sometimes
referred to as technology transfer. This office reports to the Vice Chancellor
for Research and consists of two groups: the Office of Technology Licensing,
and the Industry Alliances Office. OTLs primary objectives:

o Pursue public benefits from UC Berkeley IP including improvements
to quality of life and economic development by leveraging the IP rights
of UC Berkeley innovations in ways that help catalyze the fast, broad
application of those innovations.

o Establish IP terms of research partnerships by reconciling the IP policies

and practices of the University with the IP rights that sponsors want in

their research agreements.

Provide IP-related guidance, education and feedback channels for the

campus community, and also as pertinent to UC Berkeley for the public,

industry, government and press.

© Lead Fiduciary Stewardship of UC Berkeley IP by obtaining fair
compensation from companies for access to IP rights, and prudently
managing the campus’s financial costs in securing IP rights.

ETH Zurich—Industry Relations. The ETH Industry Relations team
provides a gateway for industry and matches interested companies with
research skills available at ETH Zurich and focused on creating and
strengthening mutually beneficial relationships between ETH Zurich and
corporations worldwide. This includes arranging meetings between companies
and ETH Zurich research groups and organize workshops and laboratory
visits and supporting ETH Zurich “Competence Centres” in Energy
Science, Education, Materials and Proccesses, Integrative Risk Management,
and World Food Systems, and with other institutes and national industry
associations Across various platforms and initiatives, ETH Zurich and the
ETH Zurich Foundation invite partners from industry to support and sponsor
visionary projects, talented students and young entrepreneurs.

o
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Figure 3.9 Continued

® University of North Carolina—Office of Technology Development.
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill’s Office of Technology
Development is charged with facilitating the process of connecting the
fruits of University research to the companies best equipped to bring
them to the public, and in doing so, to tap into new sources of income
to encourage innovators and help support additional research. the
University holds public access and societal benefit to be the primary
goals of technology transfer and recognizes that the patenting, licensing,
and publication of its health-related innovations present opportunities to
increase their global accessibility and improve the condition of human life.
OTD evaluates the innovation for its commercial potential; takes steps to
obtain appropriate protection for the intellectual property represented by
the innovation; identifies strong prospects for commercial partnership; and
negotiates an appropriate licensing agreement.

Figure 3.10 Case Examples: Entrepreneurial Support Programs.

® University of California, Berkeley—Student Entrepreneurial Support
Programs. Berkeley’s Center for Entrepreneurship and Technology
(CET) includes the Berkeley Method of Entrepreneurship claims a unique
pedagogy for undergraduates offered in three interconnected layers of
theory, entrepreneurial mindset, and new venture networks. A seminal
aspect of the BMoE is the use of a game-based learning approach to
develop the entrepreneurial mindset and social behaviors needed to develop
successful new ventures. The curriculum embeds games and exercises
within an experiential and competition-based journey of venture creation.
CET’s courses leverage on the BMoE and incorporate fundamentals in
entrepreneurship, leadership, and product management, combined with the
latest trends in cutting-edge technology such as mobile, web 2.0, and big
data, turning simple group exercises into interesting projects that often result
in real world companies.

Another Berkeley program, Skydeck, is an engineering and MBA-focused
incubator to create new digital technology focused businesses Skydeck, is a
joint program of the Hass School of Business, the School of Engineering,
various research instittutions, and with Berkeley’s affiliated Lawrence
Berkeley National Lab. The focus is to promote new start-ups, some student
directed and driven, and to keep more of them in and around the city of
Berkeley. One program is focused on supporting student start-up ideas via a
dedicated team of Haas MBA students who offer direct support to startup,
helping to generate financial modeling, marketing strategies, impact analysis,
customer relations, project management, sustainable business development.
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Figure 3.10 Continued

® University of Washington—Venture Capital. The Commercialization Gap
Fund is a partnership between UW’s Center for Commercialization and
the Washington Research Foundation to help promising innovations reach
the level of development at which they can attract seed stage investment.

e ETH Zurich—ETH Innovation und Entrepreneurship Lab. The
programmes and services offered by the ieLab for young entrepreneurs
and researchers are designed to help make the results of scientific research
carried out at ETH Zurich available to business and society more quickly
and to fully exploit their commercial value. This includes:

o Individual coaching by successful serial entrepreneurs.

o Intensive networking to establish links with experienced business figures.

o Support for forging partnerships and alliances with industry at an early
stage

© Help with finding out about the wide range of funding programmes
available for young entrepreneurs in Switzerland.

o “Matchmaking” through contacts with trainees, postdocs and students
at ETH Zurich.

O Access to all the services offered by ETH transfer, e.g., legal matters,
contracts, patents.

o Help with finding follow-up financing for setting up a business.

o Office space in an open-plan environment, including IT infrastructure.

o Specialist workspaces in the Life Science area with BSL-2 laboratories.

The trend is for universities to first set up a centralized office for a
campus to connect with faculty, help assess the value of ideas and inven-
tions, help in the process of patenting and licensing, and provide links with
venture capital and potential business partners. But large universities with
robust research programs in science and technology fields tend to evolve by
creating technology transfer staff that work in specific disciplines.

Continuing Education and Extension Programs

A critical component in the strategy to extend university- and research-
based knowledge is to offer nonformal educational programs and services
within a defined service area. Continuing Education refers to courses
offered beyond a university’s normal curriculum and to nonregistered stu-
dents; Extension is a term used in the United States and relates to a wider
array of program activities, including public lectures and demonstration
projects, field research, and publications intended to bolster local econo-
mies or improve water conservation and similar activities.
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Dating back to the 1890s, Extension has been an extremely important
part of the mission of Flagship universities in the United States, with a
focus on agriculture and food, home and family, the environment, and
community economic development. The innovation of online courses
(often nondegree credit) and certificate programs also significantly expands
the potential reach of university programs and engagement with local and
global economies.

Continuing Education and Cooperative Extension exists throughout
the world; but it is often not organized and financed in a way that places
it more centrally into the array of university activities. Figure 3.11 offers
case examples of this important activity—a fundamental service to society

for Flagships.

Figure 3.11 Case Examples: Continuing Education and Extension Programs.

® University of Cambridge—Institute of Continuing Education.

Established in 1873, the University of Cambridge’s Institute of Continuing

Education offers a wide array of career development part-time and short

term courses that lead to certificates and diplomas up to the masters level,

and including online courses.

® University of Wisconsin—Extension. Wisconsin’s extension programs
date back to 1882. The University of Wisconsin works in partnership
with the 26 UW System campuses that includes community college,
regional institutions and other public research university campuses, along
with 72 Wisconsin counties, three tribal governments, and other public
and private organizations to fulfill its public service mission. Through
statewide outreach networks, UW-Extension also connects university
research to the specific needs and interests of residents and communities,
including:

o Cooperative Extension—Works with individuals, families, farms, business
and communities, applying university knowledge and research to
address issues in rural, suburban, and urban settings. Locally based
Cooperative Extension staff collaborates with University of Wisconsin
campus specialists to provide educational programming in Wisconsin’s
72 counties and within three tribal nations. The Wisconsin Geological
and Natural History Survey and Leadership Wisconsin are part of this
division.

o Continuing Education, Outreach and E-Learning—Provides continuing
education services through all 26 UW System campuses, including
these leading-edge new online degrees: Bachelor of Science degree in
health and wellness, bachelor of science degree in health information
management and technology and bachelor of science degree in
sustainable management.
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Figure 3.11 Continued

o Entrepreneurship and Economic Development—Supports the
Broadband & E-Commerce Education Center, Center for Technology
Commercialization and the Wisconsin Small Business Development
Center, with locations at the University of Wisconsin System four-year
institutions.

© Broadcasting and Media Innovations—Responsible for Wisconsin Public
Radio and Wisconsin Public Television as well as distance-learning and
conferencing technology services.

® University of Campinas Unicamp—Brazil—FExtension and Outreach. An
essential element of Unicamp’s pedagogical and social mission, the initiatives
aim at bringing the institution closer to the community is the responsibility
of the Office of the Vice-President for Extension and Outreach. The office
is responsible for receiving and stimulating proposals for university extension
activities and implementing these with the joint efforts of technical,
administrative and operational staff using the institution’s own funds or funds
obtained from partnerships with other teaching institutions, public bodies,
non-governmental organizations or public or private companies. Initiatives
have focused popular culture; the history and memory of social movements;
restoration of citizenship to street dwellers and indigenous people; social
inclusion of individuals with special physical needs; socio-environmental
education; sustainable agriculture; socially responsible economics; and the
appreciation of culture as a tool for promoting health and well-being.

® University of Cape Town—Health and Welfare Outreach. The Students

Health and Welfare Centres Organisation, is a student-run, non-profit

community outreach organisation based at UCT. Its mission is to improve

the quality of life of individuals in the developing communities in the Cape
metropolitan area. It is divided into two main service sectors: Health and

Education.

o Health relies on volunteer doctors, medical and allied health science
students in all years of study to deliver primary health care in under-
resourced communities. It co-ordinates six clinics either from permanent
health facilities or from SHAWCO Health’s three, fully equipped mobile
clinics. These clinics often serve as the only port-of-call for community
members who work during the day, or who cannot make the trip to the
neighboring day hospital.

o Education has over 10 student projects running in four community
centres, Khayelitsha, Kensington, Manenberg and Nyanga, schools and
children’s homes. Volunteers are transported to and from the centers
where they engage with learners with structured curriculum. Junior
projects focus on literacy and numeracy whereas intermediate and senior
projects focus on English, Maths, Physical Science and Life Skills.
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While fully online courses leading to a degree or certificate may
have some limitations as a curricular tool for enrolled undergradu-
ate and graduate students at a university, they have perhaps the most
potential impact as Extension programs. Many leading national uni-
versities are expanding their efforts in this area, often using virtual
platforms provided by commercial and nonprofit enterprises such as
Coursera and Udacity. Figure 3.12 outlines online course definitions
developed by The Sloan Consortium—a think tank that studies online
education.

Some universities have also provided online access to course materi-
als gleaned from their own curriculum and for use by other institutions
and by individuals—another example of the public services activities of
universities.

Figure 3.12 Definition of Traditional, Hybrid, and Online Courses.

Proportion of Type of Course  Description

Content Delivered

Online

0% Traditional Course where no online technology

is used—content is delivered in
writing or orally

1-29% Web Facilitated ~ Course that uses web-based
technology to facilitate what is
essentially a face-to-face course.
May use a course management
system (CMS) or web pages to
post the syllabus and assignments

30-79% Blended/Hybrid ~ Course that blends online and
face-to-face delivery. Substantial
proportion of the content is
delivered online, typically
uses online discussions, and
typically has a reduced number of
face-to-face meetings.

80-100% Fully Online/ A course where most or all of
MOOCS the content is delivered
online. Typically have no
face-to-face meetings
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Relations with Schools

Flagship universities can play a large role in helping to influence and sup-
port schools in a university’s service area. This includes the following:

® Shaping curriculum standards—Through its admissions criteria, for
example, required courses, or creating or participating in national/
regional curricular standards, or special courses in subjects such as
math and composition via Cooperative Extension, Flagship universi-
ties can and should have a significant influence on school develop-
ment—particularly at the secondary level.

® Teacher training—All Flagship universities should operate teaching
training programs that are selective in admissions. They need not be
large, but should be viewed as setting standards in teaching educa-
tion. Historically, many Flagship universities have also established
“Laboratory Schools” owned or jointly owned and operated by the
university, creating a school that can employ innovative curricular
ideas and unique training opportunities that should also reflect
socioeconomic realities of the societies they serve.

o School principal education—As part of their critical role in support-
ing local schools and the path to a postsecondary education, many
Flagship universities have distinct graduate programs for current and
future heads of schools, often with a focus on secondary schools.

® School and student outreach—Faculty, staff, and students should pro-
vide opportunities for students from designated service-area schools
to visit and be introduced to what it means to be a tertiary student
via formal programs.

Relations with Other Postsecondary HEIs

The Flagship model assumes formal and informal forms of coordination
and mutual support with other major tertiary institutions. Admittedly,
this runs counter to the political culture of many major research universi-
ties where national norms tend to view each institution as an island, seem-
ingly disconnected from the operation and welfare of what are sometimes
viewed as competitors. Among the forms of institutional coordination:

® Regional and national course coordination and articulation.—In some
instances, Flagship universities may develop programs at the first-
degree and professional level jointly with other usually nearby insti-
tutions. See figure 3.8 for examples.
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® Transfer programs—Course articulation can also lead to formal
programs between institutions in which students matriculate at a
designated stage at one institution to the New Flagship University.
Beginning as early as 1907, California led the United States in the
development of a state-wide effort at course articulation for the pur-
pose of promoting what are today known as community colleges.
Community colleges were to provide vocational training and adult
education courses. But they also provided the first two years of a
liberal arts program leading to the Associate of Arts degree, repli-
cating the first two years of a bachelor’s program at the University
of California. Then as now, students with the AA degree can then
matriculate to any UC campus at the third-year level to complete a
four-year bachelor’s program.

Today, approximately 28 percent of all undergraduates at the
University of California are transfer students; nationally in the
United States, some 35 percent of all students who earn a bachelor’s
degree attend and gain course credits in more than one institution
on the path to that degree. There are other examples of a nascent
attempt in other parts of the world at promoting national and
regional course articulation and pathways for students who transfer

(see figure 3.13).

Figure 3.13 Case Examples: Regional and National Higher Education
Coordination.

e KU Leuven Association Belgium. Founded in 2002, the KU Leuven
Association is an open and dynamic network linking eleven university and
colleges across Flanders and Brussels with the KU Leuven, but with a focus
on the institutions in the Leuven regional area, and with the purpose of
forming cluster of centres of excellence in areas such as teaching, research
and the arts. Its members strengthen each other by exchanging expertise
and pooling resources, which enables them to improve the quality of
both education and research. One example of institutional coordination:
the Association’s common digital learning platform, Toledo, creates
several possibilities for multi-campus education. Toledo offers a number
of online teaching facilities to students and lecturers: making course
materials available, communicating with lecturers and fellow students,
posting tests and assignments, creating a wiki or blog, offering tools for
assessment. Because all Association members use Toledo, it is easy for
lecturers to teach the same course at different institutions or to interact
with lecturers on other locations, and for students to enroll in courses at
partner institutions.
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Figure 3.13 Continued

o Intersegmental Public Higher Education Course Articulation in California.
The ten campus University of California system and the twenty-four campus
California State University system work with the 110 public California
Community Colleges to maintain “intersegmental” course articulation
agreements. There are two kinds of articulation agreements administered:

o Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum IGETC
articulation identifies courses that may fulfill lower division general
education requirements at UC or CSU campuses.

o Campus-specific articulation determines whether CCC coursework will
satisfy major, breadth or other requirements at each UC campus. Each
campus manages the following:

— Campus-specific general education/breadth agreements
— Course-to-course agreements by department
— Lower division major preparation agreements

® Joint community outreach efforts—Flagship universities should lead and
collaborate with other tertiary institutions in efforts to expand access
to higher education for lower-income and other disadvantaged groups
at the secondary and lower levels of education. This can include pro-
viding secondary students information and personal contacts on what
it will take to enter a higher education institution and not just the New
Flagship University, and programs at the Flagship and other postsec-
ondary institutions in which targeted students come to a campus, are
exposed to its environment, and gain a sense that they can aspire to a
university degree within a supportive academic community.

Profile IV: Flagship Universities—the
Building Blocks for Management,
Accountability, and Quality

Institutional Autonomy

The organization and management of national higher education systems
are changing globally. Most are moving toward greater levels of autonomy
while demanding expanding accountability requirements. In 2003, for
example, Japan passed the National University Corporation Act that made
all national universities legally autonomous with greater powers delegated
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to the president and a governing board. Two years later, Singapore passed
similar legislation giving three universities autonomous status as nonprofit
private corporations (Felden 2008). France has pursued a significant refor-
mulation of the authority of their national universities, granting new rights
for academic leaders to manage university land and finances and the pro-
cess of faculty advancement.

Yet in much of the world, a dynamic still exists where national univer-
sities are still subject to significant operational and financial management
dictates from ministries and, at the same time, maintain a decentralized
structure of academic decision making characterized by a university rector
or president (titles vary) with weak management powers. In many universi-
ties, faculty authority remains linked to the historic role of faculty as self-reg-
ulating enclaves. They are largely devoid of accountability to the university
as a whole; the rector or equivalent position is elected for a relatively short
term, sometimes solely by the faculty, and sometimes with voting by stu-
dents and staff—although usually with faculty vote having a higher weight.
The voting process and short-term tenure of the rector can be influenced by
intense domestics and campus politics, pitting groups against each other and
encouraging wholesale changes in a university’s upper management. The
new leadership tends to have a lack of interest in prior policy initiatives.

The lack of sufficient management capacity is one of the reasons that
many national governments have moved toward greater levels of legal
autonomy for their universities. Ministries aim for improved leadership
and greater institutional accountability, quality, and productivity. But this
is not an easy transition for many universities. They owe their existence
and much of their management culture to a dependence on ministerial
direction and, often, remain dependent on a civil-service culture that is
not performance based. Once granted greater autonomy, universities often
lack a clear understanding of the relative roles and authority of rectors and
other top-level university managers and faculty, students, and staff. It is
uncharted territory that has caused great consternation in many national
higher education systems.

Flagship universities need a strong conceptual model of governance to
assert their leadership role and shift their focus away from a dependence
on ministerial demands. This should include the following three operating
principles:

® Academic autonomy—Flagships should have “Four Essential
Freedoms” focused on the academic operation of an institution®:
© The right to select students—within some general framework of
national and sometimes regional policy.

© The right to determine what to teach.
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© The right to determine how it will be taught.
© And the right to determine who will teach.

o Fiduciary autonomy—Flagship universities require a sufficient level
of independence for the effective and efficient use of resources. This
should include significant budget authority: for example, the abil-
ity at the university level to shift some or all allocated funds and
resources, such as land and buildings, to identified needs, and to
redistribute personnel, including reallocating faculty positions.

® Public accountability—Governments that fund and give life via char-
tering of universities, whether public or private, must monitor and
assess institutional performance, preferably assisted by a university
governing body with representatives from government and civil soci-
ety that can hold academic leaders accountable for achieving institu-
tional goals.

At the same time, a high level of institutional autonomy via govern-
ment provision is not sufficient in itself to support the goals of a Flagship.
It must be accompanied by a governing and management structure that
allows for decision making with relatively clear lines of authority and rules
on shared governance with faculty.

Governance and Management

The level of autonomy provided by governments and their ministries var-
ies tremendously, although it is generally characterized by greater levels of
freedom in financial and academic management for university administra-
tors. Governance and management capacity are a significant variable for
institutions that, properly structured, allow a university to fully pursue the

Flagship model.

Governing Board

Common to all Flagship universities in the United States, and increasingly
at major, top-tier research universities throughout the world, is some form
of a governing board. Such boards include members from the larger society
that the university serves. They are sufficiently autonomous from national
ministries, and government in general, to set broad institutional policies
and hire and fire the top university administrator.

Depending on its legal authority and the process for selecting members,
the board should provide a crucial combination of public accountability
and, at the same time, a buffer between the occasional political vacillations
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of ministries and other forms of political pressure that may not benefit the
university’s long-term mission and public purposes.

If properly constituted, governing boards act as conduit and forum for
major policy decisions that balance the academic values necessary for the
internal life of universities while responding to the external needs and mul-
tiple demands of stakeholders. See figure 3.14 for an example of the general
principles for a university governing board’s operation, developed by the
Association of Governing Boards based in the United States.

Figure 3.14 Case Example: Outline of General Principles for a University
Governing Board Association of Governing Boards (AGB).

® The ultimate responsibility for governance of the institution rests in
its governing board. Boards are accountable for the mission and heritage
of their institutions and the transcendent values that guide and shape
higher education; they are equally accountable to the public and to their
institutions” legitimate constituents. The governing board should retain
ultimate responsibility and full authority to determine the mission of the
institution within the constraints of state policies and with regard for the
state’s higher education needs in the case of public institutions or multi-
campus systems, in consultation with and on the advice of the president,
who should consult with the faculty and other constituents.

® The board should establish effective ways to govern while respecting
the culture of decision making in the academy. By virtue of their special
mission and purpose in a pluralistic society, universities have a tradition
of both academic freedom and constituent participation—commonly
called “shared governance”—that is strikingly different from that of
business and more akin to that of other peer-review professions, such as
law and medicine. Faculty are accorded significant responsibility for and
control of curriculum and pedagogy. This delegation of authority results
in continuous innovation. Board members are responsible for being well
informed about and for monitoring the quality of educational programs
and pedagogy. Defining the respective roles of boards, administrators,
and faculty in regard to academic programs and preserving and protecting
academic freedom are essential board responsibilities.

® The board should approve a budget and establish guidelines for
resource allocation using a process that reflects strategic priorities.
Budgets are usually developed by the administration, with input from
and communication with interested constituents. The board should not,
however, delegate the final determination of the overall resources available
for strategic investment directed to achieving mission, sustaining core
operations, and assuring attainment of priorities. Once the board makes
these overarching decisions, it should delegate resource-allocation decisions
to the president who may, in turn, delegate them to others.
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Figure 3.14 Continued

® The governing board should manifest a commitment to accountability
and transparency and should exemplify the behavior it expects of other
participants in the governance process. From time to time, boards should
examine their membership, structure, policies, and performance. Boards
and their individual members should engage in periodic evaluations of their
effectiveness and commitment to the institution or public system that they
serve. In the spirit of transparency and accountability, the board should be
prepared to set forth the reasons for its decisions.

® Governing boards have the ultimate responsibility to appoint and assess
the performance of the president. Indeed, the selection, assessment, and
support of the president are the most important exercises of strategic
responsibility by the board. The process for selecting a new president
should provide for participation of constituents, particularly faculty;
however, the decision on appointment should be made by the board. Boards
should assess the president’s performance on an annual basis for progress
toward attainment of goals and objectives, and more comprehensively every
several years in consultation with other constituent groups. In assessing
the president’s performance, boards should bear in mind that board and
presidential effectiveness are interdependent.

® Boards of both public and independent colleges and universities should
play an important role in relating their institutions to the communities
they serve. The preceding principles primarily address the internal
governance of institutions or multi-campus systems. Governance should
also be informed by and relate to external stakeholders. Governing boards
can facilitate appropriate and reciprocal influence between the institution
and external parties in many ways.

Source: Statement on Board Responsibility for Institutional Governance, AGB, 2010.

Most major universities also have an affiliated “Foundation” or
“Development” corporation with a board to solicit donations and gifts,
with funds that are managed outside of the legal framework and restric-
tions of the university itself. This provides a means to generate additional
income and fund-targeted projects, like buildings and scholarships, and
sometimes operating funds. But this is very different from the larger policy
and financial accountability role of an effective governing board that opti-
mally would charter and regulate a university’s foundation.

Executive Leadership

In many countries, the role of the president or the equivalent title of rec-
tor, vice chancellor, warden, etc., has been extremely weak, largely either
a ceremonial position or a temporal, elected position in the university
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community with limited authority to manage an institution. Similarly, the
extensive, often invasive, authority of ministries and rules and regulations
generated by national governments has provided little room for effective
institutional management to arise. This is changing in most parts of the
world, with formal government policies creating broader authority for uni-
versity presidents, including greater authority in budget management and
administrative authority.

As noted, growing executive authority is a source of significant tension
and confusion among faculty. On one extreme, too much authority can,
as Michael Shattock states, give rise to a managerial model that can “push
academic participation to the periphery” and lead to “a loss of academic
vitality and distinctiveness” (Shattock 2013). Yet the other extreme is more
common: a lack of organizational capacity to effectively shape university
activities and output.

Faculty and Shared Governance

To help navigate the proper balance in authority, universities need to
clearly define the role of administrative leaders and faculty in university
management under a model of “shared governance.” These relative and
shared roles are summarized in the following;:

¢ Academic administrators should, generally, have the primary roles in
all issues related to budget decisions, and effective management of
university operations that support academic activities. They should
act as the primary liaison with governing boards, government author-
ities, and other stakeholders. Executive leaders can also provide a stra-
tegic vision for universities and ideas for new initiatives, yet always in
a consultative manner with university faculty and other members of
the academic community.

¢ A representative body of the faculty (such as a “faculty senate”) should
have direct or shared authority regarding all academic activities of a
university, including oversight of academic programs and curricu-
lum, shared authority with the university’s rector or president over
faculty appointments, generation of admissions standards and prac-
tices where there is institutional discretion, and consultative rights
for major budget decisions related to academic programs.

Most universities have never fully articulated and codified the role of fac-
ulty in formal university policies, instead relying sometimes on government
laws or more informal modes of behavior and precedent. The University of
California, a multicampus system with ten campuses, provides an example
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of policies on shared governance that arguably is one reason for its status as
one of the great university systems in the world. It includes delegated author-
ity by the university’s Board of Regents to its Academic Senate—the repre-
sentative body of the faculty—in five areas of university management:

¢ The authority to determine the conditions for admission.

¢ The authority to establish conditions for degrees and to supervise
courses and curricula. The Senate has the responsibility to monitor
the quality of the educational programs that students must complete
to earn their degrees and to maintain the quality of the components
of those programs.

® The authority to determine the membership of the faculty and the
process of their advancement. The Senate has a responsibility to
monitor the quality of the faculty who teach courses, who develop
the educational program, and who conduct research at the University
of California. Faculty are evaluated under a uniform set of criteria
that are intended to maintain a level of excellence on each UC cam-
pus. In order to ensure the quality of the faculty, the Senate also
monitors faculty welfare issues that affect recruitment and retention
of high-quality faculty.

¢ The authority to advise on the budget of the campuses. The University
empowers the Senate to advocate budget allocations that channel
resources into activities that enhance the academic programs of the
university.

® The authority to conduct hearings in disciplinary charges against
faculty that enforce the Faculty Code of Conduct and other policies
of the university related to faculty performance in carrying out the
university responsibilities.

Yet, it is also important to note that statements on the relative authority
for faculty and administrators are not sufficient unto themselves for effec-
tive shared governance. The best universities have an academic community
with a strong sense of their shared burden in maintaining and improving
the effectiveness and quality of their institutions, and mutual respect among
administrators and faculty. In their study of the changing nature of shared
governance among Nordic universities, including Helsinki, Copenhagen,
Oslo, Lund, and Uppsala, Bjorn Stensaker and Agnete Vabg note that while
most universities emphasize leadership and governance capacity, most efforts
at improving university management “overlook the cultural and symbolic
aspects of governance along the way” (Stensaker and Vabg 2013). It is not
simply about rules and regulations regarding management authority. It is
also about relationships and a sense of common purpose.
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Academic Freedom

Critical to the success of the New Flagship University model is the prin-
ciple of academic freedom. Many universities have their own definition of
this critical organizational concept. Columbia University has the following
statement:

[Columbia provides the right] of faculty to determine the content of what
they teach and the manner in which it is taught and the freedom to choose
the subjects of their research and publish the results. It also guarantees that
they will not be penalized for expressions of opinion or associations in their
private or civic capacity.'?

With concern among major universities regarding the freedom and rights of
academics in various parts of the world, in 2013 the Association of American
Universities (AAU, representing the leading public and private universi-
ties in the United States), the Group of Eight Australia, and the League
of European Research Universities issued the “Hefei Statement on the Ten
Characteristics of New Research Universities,” The statement reads:

The responsible exercise of academic freedom by faculty to produce and
disseminate knowledge through research, teaching and service without
undue constraint within a research culture based on open inquiry and the
continued testing of current understanding, and which extends beyond
the vocational or instrumental, sees beyond immediate needs and seeks to
develop the understanding, skills and expertise necessary to fashion the
future and help interpret our changing world."

Similar rights should be extended to students, particularly in regard to
freedom of expression. For both faculty and students, however, there are
restraints in all societies in some form regarding speech—including “hate
speech” or varying forms of sedition. The cultural and political environ-
ment in which Flagship universities operate cannot be ignored; yet, each
should have some formal statement regarding academic freedom.

Quality/Evaluation of Faculty and Academic Programs

The model of the New Flagship University requires sufficient autonomy
and academic leadership to develop and sustain an internally derived cul-
ture of self-improvement and institutional quality. There are three cor-
nerstones for this effort: (1) a clear outline of expectations for faculty that
reflects the values of the Flagship University and the broad range of faculty
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responsibilities—often not well thought out or articulated in many uni-
versities; (2) a process of hiring faculty and a regular review of a faculty
members’ performance throughout their careers, linked to the policies on
their duties; and (3) regular review of academic departments or faculties
(often called program review) intended for internal decision making.

The following outlines how a system of regular evaluation of faculty
and academic programs can be pursued.

Faculty Appointment and Advancement

How faculty are hired and promoted differs in various parts of the world.
Many leading national universities are still mired in a civil-service mental-
ity in which faculty seniority, not actual performance, constrains institu-
tional effectiveness and innovation.

Over time, leading research universities in the United States have devel-
oped a process for an initial faculty hire, a period of evaluation of a per-
son’s productivity and promise (usually five to six years), and then the
status of tenure (with the initial title of Assistant Professor) with regular
reviews (every two to three years) of a faculty member’s performance in
teaching, research and public service—a process of “post tenure” review.
Faculty advancement, including pay, is determined by their performance.
Failure to gain regular promotions diminishes the standing of that person
in the eyes of peers, and places limits on current and future salary. It also
can result in greater teaching workload and does not limit a university
from firing a faculty member who is a poor performer or for budgetary
considerations.

Policies, and procedures related to hiring and promotion are important,
but alone do not suffice. In their study of MIT and UC Berkeley, sociolo-
gists Jean-Claude Thoenig and Catherine Paradeise note the central role
of a campuswide organizational culture that values innovative thinking in
the course of a faculty career—not simply the quantity of journal articles
or other rudimentary gauges of productivity. At the best universities, they
observe, the focus on innovative work in a wide spectrum of faculty activ-
ity sets the best institutions apart. “Performance evaluation and especially
the quality of a person’s research are considered vital not only for that
person, but the whole local community.”!?

Other national systems, such as in Australia, provide contracts for full-
time faculty, initially short term and, with evidence of academic perfor-
mance, longer-term contracts that, essentially, provide a similar level of
stability and peer review found in tenure systems. In both, the civil-service
culture based on years served is absent.
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How to evaluate faculty performance and promise within a Flagship
University? Itis important to recognize considerable variation in the research
interests of faculty. Harking back to the previous sections, some pursue tra-
ditional forms of research and other “engaged scholarship.” Further, faculty
teaching, research, and public service interests evolve over time.

Figure 3.15 provides a conceptualization of the primary areas of respon-
sibility and activity for faculty: teaching and mentoring, research and
creative work, professional competence and activity, university service
(including activities related to academic management at the program,
discipline, and campus-wide levels), and public/community service. Like
the previous depiction of the experience of undergraduates and graduate
students, the size of each sphere is only an example of a faculty member
with significant research productivity. Theoretically, the weighting will
vary depending on faculty members’ interests, abilities, and stage in their
academic careers.

The University of California has a history of developing innovative
academic personnel policies that have significantly influenced the quality
and productivity of the institution. The accompanying Figure 3.16 pro-
vides an outline of the posttenure review policies of California’s Flagship
University.

Figure 3.15 Five Spheres of Faculty Appointment and Promotion.
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Figure 3.16 Case Example: University of California Process for Faculty Post
Tenure Review.

Personnel actions for merit, promotion, and appraisal normally begin in the
department. The department chair, in consultation with each candidate,
assembles a review file, which, after departmental discussion and voting, is
sent to the Dean or other appropriate administrative officer.

In cases of promotions the file goes next to an ad hoc review committee,
which is appointed by the Chancellor or designee, from nominations provided
by the Senate Committee on Academic Personnel. The majority of the ad hoc
membership comes from outside the home department and the membership
of this committee is kept confidential.

The ad hoc committee reviews the case and, normally, its recommendation
is sent to the Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP). CAP, which is also
known as the Budget Committee on some campuses, reviews the complete
case, including all recommendations and documentation, and evaluates
it in view of campuswide standards. Ad hoc committees are not normally
used for appointments to Assistant Professor tenure track positions or for
merit increases. CAP normally provides the peer review. A recommendation
goes from this committee to the Chancellor or Vice Chancellor for a final
decision.

If the Academic Vice Chancellor or designee makes a preliminary assessment
in the case of an appointment, reappointment, formal appraisal, non-
reappointment, or promotion of an individual in the Professor series, which is
contrary to recommendations of the Dean or Provost, the department chair,
or the Committee on Academic Personnel, the Academic Vice Chancellor
informs that reviewer and asks for further information which might support a
contrary decision. In the case of non-reappointment of an Assistant Professor,
the candidate may, upon request, seek access to documents in the review file.
The department chair shall receive documents provided to the candidate.
After additional information is furnished, CAP and the Dean or Provost
are given the opportunity to comment on the augmented file before the
Chancellor makes the final decision.

Each faculty member understands that performance will be evaluated
on campuswide criteria. The following provides the criteria for that review,
as stated in the University of California’s Academic Personnel Policies.'?

Teaching and Mentoring

Clearly demonstrated evidence of high-quality in teaching is an essential
criterion for appointment, advancement, or promotion that includes doc-
umentation of ability and diligence in the teaching role. In judging the
effectiveness of a candidate’s teaching, peer review should consider points



ProFILING THE NEw FLaGcsHIP MODEL 91

such as the candidate’s command of the subject; continuous growth in the
subject field; ability to organize material and to present it with force and
logic; capacity to awaken in students an awareness of the relationship of
the subject to other fields of knowledge; fostering of student independence
and capability to reason; spirit and enthusiasm that vitalize the candidate’s
learning and teaching; ability to arouse curiosity in beginning students, to
encourage high standards, and to stimulate advanced students to creative
work; personal attributes as they affect teaching and students; extent and
skill of the candidate’s participation in the general guidance, mentoring,
and advising of students; effectiveness in creating an academic environ-
ment that is open and encouraging to all students, including development
of particularly effective strategies for the educational advancement of stu-
dents in various underrepresented groups.

Review should pay due attention to the variety of demands placed on
instructors by the types of teaching called for in various disciplines and
at various levels, and should judge the total performance of the candidate
with proper reference to assigned teaching responsibilities.

Research and Creative Work

Evidence of a productive and creative mind should be sought in the can-
didate’s published research or recognized artistic production in original
architectural or engineering designs or the like. Publications in research
and other creative accomplishment should be evaluated, not merely enu-
merated. There should be evidence that the candidate is continuously and
effectively engaged in creative activity of high quality and significance.
Work in progress should be assessed whenever possible. When published
work in joint authorship or other product of joint effort is presented as
evidence, it is the responsibility of the department chair to establish as
clearly as possible the role of the candidate in the joint effort. It should be
recognized that special cases of collaboration occur in the performing arts
and that the contribution of a particular collaborator may not be readily
discernible by those viewing the finished work.

Professional Competence and Activity

In certain positions in the professional schools and colleges, such as
architecture, business administration, dentistry, engineering, law, and
medicine, a demonstrated distinction in the special competencies appro-
priate to the field and its characteristic activities should be recognized as
a criterion for appointment or promotion. The candidate’s professional
activities should be scrutinized for evidence of achievement and leader-
ship in the field and for demonstrated progressiveness in the develop-
ment or utilization of new approaches and techniques for the solution of
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professional problems, including those that specifically address the pro-
fessional advancement of individuals in underrepresented groups in the

candidate’s field.

University and Public/Community Service

The faculty plays an important role in the administration of the univer-
sity and in the formulation of its policies. Recognition should therefore be
given to scholars who prove themselves to be able administrators and who
participate effectively and imaginatively in faculty government and the
formulation of departmental, college, and university policies. Services by
members of the faculty to the community, state, and nation, both in their
special capacities as scholars and in areas beyond those special capacities
when the work done is at a sufficiently high level and of sufficient high
quality, should likewise be recognized as evidence for promotion. Faculty
service activities related to the improvement of elementary and secondary
education represent one example of this kind of service. Similarly, contri-
butions to student welfare through service on student-faculty committees
and as advisers to student organizations should be recognized as evidence,
as should contributions furthering diversity and equal opportunity within
the university through participation in such activities as recruitment,
retention, and mentoring of scholars and students.

Beyond this outline of policy on faculty responsibilities and expectations,
universities need to set standards related to possible conflicts of interest,
Faculty and staff are increasingly engaged in activities outside of the uni-
versity, often serving the larger public-service role of the university, some-
times with additional compensation. Universities need policies that ensure
these university employees are maintaining their commitments in time and
service, such as teaching courses and mentoring students. They must also
avoid engaging in consulting and research grants in which their financial
interests may interfere with normal duties as university employees or with
their impartial judgment as researchers. National or regional governments
may have general policies related to ethical conduct, but universities need
to have their own set of policies and the means to enforce them.

Program Review

Regular reviews of existing academic programs ensure that standards of excel-
lence are maintained and that schools and departments plan strategically for
the future. In many parts of the world, academic program review, like post-
tenure review, is a relatively new concept. Increasingly, ministries of education
are setting up standards and requirements for program review and for vari-
ous forms of university accreditation. However, the most significant path for
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institutional self-improvement and evidence-based management is internal,
campus-driven review processes that can offer an honest assessment of the
strengths and weakness of a department, like history, or physics, or a college.

Effective Academic program reviews are designed to elicit input from
faculty, students, and staff of the department under review. The model at
Berkeley, and similar to that at other top public universities, is to perform
a review of an academic department, school, or program every eight years
or so that includes the following process:

® A Program Review Committee of the Academic Senate coordinates
and monitors the review process, with staff support offered by the
campus’ office of institutional research.

® Each department, school, or program undertakes a self-study, assess-
ing its intellectual agenda, its programmatic goals and resources, and
identifies critical challenges and opportunities facing it. The depart-
ment, or unit, is supported in this effort by data provided by the
Office of Planning and Analysis.

¢ A carefully selected external committee completes a report based on
its interviews with faculty, students, and staff and relevant review
documents provided by an institutional research office. The aca-
demic program being reviewed has the opportunity to respond to the
committee’s report and to one written by the member of the Senate’s
Program Review Committee. Subsequently, all review documents are
submitted to the Academic Senate for response by the committees
and the Executive Vice Chancellor (EVC), the head academic officer
at Berkeley.

® Reviews culminate in an outcome letter that delineates action items
for units, deans, and central administrators. The dean responsible for
the program under review completes the EVC and Senate reports are
distributed to units after the review.

¢ The EVC outcome letter is formally transmitted to the unit, which
concludes the review. At this point, all review reports and the out-
come letter become part of the public record.

® The unit is expected to take actions to address the findings of the
program review. The outcome letter designates the timeline for
acting on the recommendations. The unit is expected to report on
actions it has taken as part of its annual request for new or replace-
ment faculty positions to the responsible dean unless otherwise nego-
tiated at the wrap-up meeting. The dean is expected to comment
on the unit’s progress in his/her annual request to gain or retain a
faculty position. The institutional research office is responsible for
maintaining a database of initiatives undertaken in response to the
recommendations.
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Diversity of Funding Sources

Most universities seek a greater array of financial sources, moving away from
a funding model dependent largely on governments. In part, the diversity
of funding sources for research-intensive Flagship Universities reflects the
growing diversity of academic and public service activities; but it also often
reflects a decline in government investment in leading national universities.

Throughout the twentieth century, for example, the state universities
like Berkeley, Michigan, Texas, and North Carolina gained more than half
of their operating funds from state governments. Today, declining invest-
ment rates and much expanded funding portfolios has meant that state
funding is only about 15 percent of the budget for these famous universi-
ties. The other major sources of funding include tuition and fees, research
grants and contracts, and income from patents and gifts.

While Flagship universities generally are diversifying their fund-
ing sources, they must retain their commitment to their regional and/or
national socioeconomic role. At the same time, a diversified funding port-
folio promises greater funding stability and, in most circumstances, a path
to greater institutional autonomy.

Institutional Research Capacity

Institutional research (IR) is an essential activity for Flagship University.
Most universities have had very limited formal policies and strategies for
gathering institutional data, and for employing trained staff to generate
the information and analysis required for competent and innovative man-
agement. One catalyst for increasing IR capacity is the growing demand of
ministries for data to meet evolving accountability schemes; various inter-
national and national ranking efforts are also leading to relatively new
campus efforts to generate and maintain databases and formulate strate-
gies for improving citation index scores and similar measures of output.

In many research-intensive universities, however, there remains a sig-
nificant lack of IR capacity and understanding, by academic leaders and
by faculty, of the critical role of IR for institutional self-improvement and
quality control. Flagship universities need to focus on their own data and
analysis needs, including internal accountability efforts like Program
Review, and not simply react to external demands. IR capability generally
includes the following co-dependent functions:

¢ Data development and maintenance on core university activities
¢ Enrollment, personnel, and financial management
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® Outcomes assessment, program review, accreditation
* Institutional reporting and analysis
® Strategic planning

These are interconnected purposes, of course, that link general data
collection and management with efforts at strategic planning. But how to
effectively pursue them? Figure 3.17 offers a model on how an Institutional
Research office at a Flagship University might be organized.t

All major universities need a professional IR staff. They also need to
seek collaborations with similar regional or national universities, and even
international partners, to help build a comparative perspective, and to bol-
ster institutional research as a profession with common standards of data
collection, research, and analysis methods.

Many universities, sometimes lacking a central campus administration
with sufficient authority to direct strategic efforts, simply seek out faculty
without adequate training to provide IR. Often these efforts requests are
ad-hoc, and do not take into account the breadth of data analysis needs
of a campus. Major universities should maintain a divide between faculty
responsibilities and those of professional IR staff—although interaction
is obviously important and some faculty may want to take on a full-time
professional role in IR.

Information is power. It is of course ironic that most universities have
extremely limited IR capabilities, partially understandable, as most uni-
versities have had a decentralized structure of decision making and, until
recently, limited external accountability demands. Organizational models
may differ, including the focus of IR efforts that are influenced by the
varying demands of ministries."” Yet, all campuses need some form of a
centralized IR office.

International Cooperation and Consortia

While Flagship universities should have a strong focus on regional and
national needs, they must also leverage collaborations with faculty, pro-
grams, and, more generally, with universities in other parts of the world.
As noted previously, the crucial strategic approach for Flagship Universities
is not to see international engagement as an end to itself (or, for that matter
WCU rankings), but as a component of their larger missions and pursuits.
At the same time, there is significant policy convergence in the activities,
and social and economic demands, being made of universities. They can
learn much from each other and benefit greatly by exposure to the activi-
ties and innovations of peer institutions.!® Indeed, international coopera-
tion and joint activities can be transformative.!”
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There are institutions that have various international agreements
and programs that are not well focused or carefully planned. The vol-
ume of engagements appears to take precedence over the value and costs
to the institution—in money, but also in faculty time. High-visibility
projects, like a branch campus, take shape without a substantial busi-
ness plan and without strong faculty support. Sustainability in terms
of funding and faculty interest and participation is often a challenge.
Most international engagements cost institutions money, despite prom-
ises of income generation. This is not to discourage experimentation
and risk taking, but to encourage greater introspection and analysis on
initiatives.'®

Figure 3.18 lists the ways Flagship University may pursue international
engagement (Edelstein and Douglass, 2012). This includes individual fac-
ulty initiatives; the management of institutional demography; mobility
initiatives; curricular and pedagogical change; transnational institutional
engagements; network building; and campus culture, ethos, and leadership.

The various strategies for internationalization take different levels of
institutional effort and resources. Figure 3.19 provides a general mapping
of this range of institutional effort. Student and faculty exchanges are
common at all leading national universities. Within non-Anglo countries,
courses in English are increasingly common in selected fields, and nearly
universal in business master’s programs. But in many nations, there are
legal and cultural difficulties, including the language ability of faculty,
that pose challenges to this pathway for internationalization.

Joint courses are also increasingly common in select fields, usually
driven by the interests of one or more faculty in a department or program.
Joint and double-degree programs are placed as a higher order of insti-
tutional effort, conditioned by how they are organized, the ability and
willingness of faculty to coordinate with faculty in other institutions, and
sometimes the ability of students to physically or virtually navigate course
requirements and language differences. Generally, these are degree pro-
grams with relatively small enrollments.

Joint research projects and coauthorship in academic journals with
international collaborators are growing dramatically—more common
than joint courses and, particularly in the sciences, can require significant
resources in the form of faculty time and laboratory facilities. Curricular
reforms intended to integrate global knowledge and skills into courses and
degree programs are placed as a high-effort activity. As many observers of
internationalization note, there is often much rhetoric around the concept
that campuses are reforming and repositioning their curriculum and aca-
demic programs to be more international. Yet there are few strong exam-
ples of this happening in a coherent and pervasive manner. Particulatly in
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Figure 3.18 Clusters and Modes of International Engagement.

Cluster 1—Individual Faculty Initiatives
® Research Collaboration
® Teaching and Curriculum Development
® Academic Program Leadership
e Sanctioning Authority

Cluster 2—Managing Institutional Demography
® International Student Recruitment
® Recruitment of Foreign Academic and Administrative Staff
e Visiting Scholars and Lecturers
e Short Courses, Conferences and Visiting Delegations
® Summer Sessions, Extension Programs and Language Acquisition Programs

Cluster 3—Mobility Initiatives
® Exchange and Mobility Programs
e Study Abroad Programs, Internships, Service Learning, Research Projects
and Practicums

Cluster 4—Curricular and Pedagogical Change
® Incremental Curricular Change
e Foreign Language and Culture
® Cross-Cultural Communication and Inter-Cultural Competence
® New Pedagogies and Learning Technologies
o Extra-Curricular and Student Initiated Activities

Cluster 5—Transnational Engagements
® Collaboration and Partnerships with Foreign Institutions
® Dual, Double and Joint Degrees

Multi-site Joint Degrees

Articulation Agreements, Twinning, Franchising

Research-Intensive Partnerships

Strategic Alliances

Branch Campuses, Satellite Offices and Gateways

Cluster 6—Network Building
® Academic and Scholarly Networks
e Consortia
o Alumni Networks

Cluster 7—Campus Culture, Ethos, and Symbolic Action
e An International Ethos: Changing Campus Culture
® Engaged Leadership

universities that adhere to a three-year bachelor’s degree and where stu-
dents enter a specific field and have few or no opportunities for general
education, there are limits placed on developing global knowledge and
skills, including education abroad.
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Figure 3.19 Mapping of University Internationalization by the Least to Most
Amount of Institutional Effort.

Student and Faculty Exchanges

Courses in English/Non-Native Foreign Language
Joint Courses
Joint Research/Coauthored Publications
International Faculty and Staff

Double and Joint Degrees

Increased

BTN F e = Intensity of Effort

Global Knowledge

Shared Facilities
Strategic
Alliances

Branch
Campus

There are many purported strategic alliances among universities,
either in the form of university-to-university agreements, or in various
international associations. But their actual meaning and importance is
often minimal. Strategic alliances in this mapping include only major
and significant efforts between universities and are very rare. Perhaps the
best example is the Singapore-MIT Alliance launched in 1997. Under
a formal agreement, MIT and Singapore are engaged in on-going col-
laborations in research, education, and innovation. The relationship has
yielded hundreds of joint research publications and scores of research
collaborations.

Shared facilities with international partners are rare, but are a growing
phenomenon. The logistics can be significant and, again, may relate to
the sustained interest of key faculty and the mobility of researchers, and
graduate students.

A branch campus requires the greatest level of campus time and effort
and is a growing phenomenon, although with a common pattern. Almost
all are small-scale, boutique experiments in a limited set of disciplines with
high student demand such as business, engineering, or information sys-
tems and computer science. They are more like outposts than genuine uni-
versity campuses, although with a number of exceptions. Education City
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in Qatar, for example, with some ten branch campuses, graduated only
243 students across all fields and institutions in 2011.

Most branch campuses also appear to be only loosely connected to
their home campus, with limited impact on its core functions of teach-
ing, learning, scholarship, and scientific research. Because of their small
scale, they involve a small set of students and faculty members on the main
campus. In most cases, students do not come to the “mother” institution
for a period of study and home-campus students do not matriculate at the
branch campus (Edelstein and Douglass 2012).

As discussed in the chapters providing case studies of Asia, Russia,
Chile, and Scandinavian countries, internationalization has different lev-
els of importance, perceived and real, among different countries. Every
Flagship is expanding its international engagement; the question is in what
ways and for what purpose (de Rassenfosse and Williams 2015).
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Chapter 4

Considering National Context and

Other Variables

In an often cited analogy, the university is imagined as a village—an
insular and tightly knit community, focused on teaching and learning
as a worthy endeavor of its own, but somewhat removed from the larger
world. The modern comprehensive university is, however, more like a
city. It has many subcultures and responsibilities that reflect its growing
role in society. “Some get lost in the city,” Clark Kerr once explained in
his assessment of major American universities in the early 1960s, “while
others, both faculty and students, find communities within the larger
institution.” The “city,” continued Kerr, “is more like the totality of civi-
lization” (Kerr 1963).

Fast-forward to the beginning of the twenty-first century, and the mis-
sion and activities of the most ambitious universities is even more com-
plex and expansive, the link between teaching, research, and public service
more symbiotic. In some aspects, core values remain, like the mentoring
relationship between faculty and student. But in many other ways, the
university of the past and today are very different places, their once insu-
lar character dissipating in response to the growing demands of major
stakeholders—national and regional governments, the private sector, and
citizens seeking tertiary education.

Like no other institution in our modern world, universities service
the needs of the increasingly expert-driven society. Higher education
provides a key source of human capital; it is an increasingly crucial tool
for bolstering socioeconomic mobility, and for providing a transition
for talented young people moving from home to the working world.
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Graduates then flow into the labor market, becoming entrepreneurs,
professionals, good citizens, and community leaders. Some devote them-
selves to public service; some become the next generation of researchers
and faculty.

The explosion in knowledge is another reason universities play an increas-
ingly central societal role. The world’s academic community steadily creates
new fields of inquiry, innovative ideas, and new technologies. Virtually
every major technological advance in the past six or more decades, for
example, relates in some form to academic related research—from com-
munications and computing, to lasers and health-related technologies
like magnetic resonance imaging, the science behind research on climate
change, and revolutionary discoveries in nanotechnology and biotech-
nology. Interdisciplinary and collaborative research is the contemporary
mode, particularly in the sciences, in turn informing the teaching and the
public service role of well-managed universities.

Globalization and advances in communication technologies have also
reshaped the activities of faculty, students, and staff. In a fashion seen
never before, individual researchers seek colleagues and collaborators out-
side their disciplines, and outside of their own universities and nations—
not only with other academics, but also with those in business and
government.

At the same time, it seems that many national universities, and their
academic leaders and faculty, have difficulty conceptualizing and articu-
lating the wide range of university activities and engagement with society.
The Flagship model presented previously has the lofty objective of provid-
ing that updated vision. It also seeks to support an institutional culture of
self-improvement and evidence-based management, rooted in an ethos of
national and regional relevancy.

The best universities are those that are striving to get better, and not
simply in the realm of research productivity—the primary concern of the
rhetoric and policy initiatives associated with improved international rank-
ings and attaining recognition as a WCU. It is a much broader charge that
includes teaching, public service, and internal mechanisms for supporting
quality and excellence.

A key assumption in articulating the New Flagship model is that there
are universal policies and practices that can be adopted in different nations
and regions of the world. However, there are many important contextual
variables that constrain and influence institutions that might claim the
New Flagship title. The following provides a discussion on some of these
variables and the strengths and weaknesses of the model—a brief critique
on its applicability in different parts of the globe.
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History of Higher Education
System Building

There is great variation regarding how nations have built and funded their
higher education systems. These histories condition and shape contem-
porary efforts at reforming universities. If the national political culture,
for instance, has traditionally supported uniformity in the funding and
missions of its particular network of universities, then any effort to create
differentiated missions among existing and oftentimes politically powerful
universities is difficult. It hinders any official government designation of
the Flagship title and the required financial resources.

However, leading universities in a region or nation, with components of
the Flagship model, including a breadth of academic programs across the
disciplines and a culture focused on public service, may self-identify as a
Flagship. They may adopt the Flagship title, and perhaps use it in helping
to shape institutional culture and to recast the discussions with ministries
and the public on their role in society.

Demographic Variables, Economic
Growth, and Funding Capability

Nations with growing populations, often accompanied by increased demo-
graphic diversity, including immigrant groups, are in particular need of uni-
versities that exude the ethos of the New Flagship University. Generally, but
not always, universities are then operating in an environment of increased
enrollment demand and additional financial resources. Stable or declin-
ing populations and economies create a more difficult environment for the
Flagship model. Resource choices by ministries or regional governments
often are then subject to difficult process of redistribution of existing tax-
payer revenue among public services, or among postsecondary institutions.

National economies in developing nations also may find it challenging
to provide adequate public funding for the full breadth of Flagship activi-
ties. A partial answer is that leading universities in, for example, Africa
or parts of Asia, focus on certain aspects of the model, including public
service, or tech transfer and regional economic development. As noted, the
Flagship model is aspirational and adoptive to the national circumstance
of universities that see value in it as a rhetorical and policy pathway.
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Gender, Racial, and Class Discrimination

To some extent, all societies suffer the social malady of discrimination
that excludes or segregates groups not by actual or potential academic abil-
ity, but based on societal biases. One extreme is gender discrimination
that excludes women from some or all forms of higher education. Severe
forms of formal and sometimes informal discrimination essentially bar any
nation from achieving a New Flagship University. Not only are universi-
ties then limited in their ability to promote socioeconomic mobility and
to progressively influence local communities and economies; attracting
talented faculty and staff, and students, is restricted, as most of them seek
institutions committed to international standards of equal opportunity
and professionalism.

Democratic Traditions and Stable Governments

Nations that have strong democratic traditions and widespread faith in the
capability and openness of government generally provide the best environ-
ment for a viable higher education system, and the Flagship model. Failed
states or highly centralized and controlling oligarchies create significant
limits on the ability of universities to be fully engaged in the Flagship
ideal. At the same time, some nations with strong democratic traditions
can also have ministries that are constantly pursuing major changes in
accountability regimes and funding models. This also creates an unstable
policy environment requiring increased effort by universities to adjust to
external demands, as opposed to a focus on internally derived mechanisms
for quality assurance and strategies for regional and national relevance.

Quality Feeder System of Students

Almost all universities, including those that are highly ranked or those that
view themselves as among the elite and of best quality, have thus far largely
neglected their potential to help shape and influence the quality of their
respective national school systems. As outlined in the Flagship model,
there is a wide array of activities in which universities can be engaged in
shaping the curriculum and experience of prospective students, and gener-
ally the education of all students, and in providing outreach to regional
school systems.
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Open Societies

Societies that do not provide significant levels of freedom of speech and
widely understood standards of academic freedom are excluding them-
selves from the pantheon of Flagship Universities. In the words of the
Hefei Statement noted previously, the best universities exist more generally
in societies with, “A tolerance, recognition and welcoming of competing
views, perspectives, frameworks and positions as being necessary to sup-
port progress, along with a commitment to civil debate and discussion to
advance understanding and produce new knowledge and technologies.”!

Attracting and Retaining Talented Faculty

Itis a simple truth: the quality and achievements of a university, Flagship or
otherwise, is determined by the quality and morale of its faculty. From this
fact come other markers of quality and excellence, including top-quality
graduate students who are increasingly operating in a global market for aca-
demic degree programs. But there are many variables that make the process
of recruiting and retaining high-quality faculty challenging. Particularly in
developing economies, there is generally a shortage of doctoral programs
and graduates trained as both teachers and researchers. Faculty with the
appropriate credentials and abilities, many educated abroad in more devel-
oped economies, are more mobile. They can be difficult to retain.

A series of studies developed by the Centre for Higher Education
Transformation (CHET) has outlined the capacity challenges for sub-
Sahara African universities: a lack of faculty with a doctorate; a poor
pipeline to supply the growing number of faculty positions; inadequate
time and funding for faculty-directed research.? The reality is that in
many nation-states in the midst of building their higher education sys-
tems, universities have little choice but to hire their own doctoral degree
students as full-time faculty. This process of internal faculty develop-
ment is prone to nepotism and lower levels of faculty productivity as
researchers (Yudkevich, Altbach and Rumbley 2015). Faculty with expe-
rience in other university environments, and with rigorous academic cul-
tures, tends to generate more innovative and quality academic programs.
As noted, the hiring and retention of quality faculty, the existence of a
clear set of expectations and a process of regular review and opportuni-
ties for promotion, and adequate salaries, are among the most important
preconditions for a Flagship University.
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University Management and
Governance Capacity

Institutions that are constantly reacting to ministerial directives, includ-
ing where and how funding should be spent or, to provide another exam-
ple, that have highly decentralized organizations in which departments
or schools are seemingly immune to universitywide efforts at reform and
resource reallocation, experience reduced capacity to mature and expand
their role in society.

Relevance in Developing Economies

The Flagship model has the greatest potential impact on nations still in
the process of expanding and shaping their higher education systems.
Usually within the context of a growing population enrollment demand,
there are more opportunities to build academic programs, to hire new
faculty, and to develop innovative outreach services to businesses and
local communities.

But there are also significant challenges. Low faculty salaries relative to
the cost of living are a common problem, for example, and correlate with fac-
ulty seeking other forms of income—often teaching at another institution.
Without the appropriate level of institutional support and a clear under-
standing of their responsibilities, entrepreneurial faculty sometimes operate
their research activities in an agency or institute outside their home uni-
versity. Some universities also operate within cultures that have significant
levels of corruption. For example, and particularly where faculty salaries are
extremely low relative to the cost of living, students of means may pay for an
improved grade in a class. Some regions of the world also have severe rules
and customs constraining the ability of women to gain an advanced educa-
tion or to enter the labor market as equals with men. Some nations have
policies and practices limiting academic freedom and free speech.

Institutions that aspire to the Flagship model may also face questions
related to the supply and demand for their graduates, in turn influencing
ministerial decisions on funding. Many nations face a problem with pro-
viding appropriate employment opportunities for university graduates, like
in China, Spain, and even the United States. This is a disjuncture that in
part reflects the structure of economies. In China, for example, the service
sector and other economic sectors in need of advanced education remain
relatively small, although growing.? In Spain, there are similar challenges,
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with unemployment for university graduates clearly exacerbated by the
downturn in the global economy and the slow pace of a recovery in busi-
ness activity. Yet, one of the great stories in the growth of the US economy,
and the support of socioeconomic mobility, was that most state govern-
ments sought to create a supply of higher education opportunities before
there was significant demand, eventually fueling long-term economic
growth. This historical lesson remains salient.

Another concern is “brain drain,” the movement of educated or profes-
sional people from one country, economic sector, or field for another, usu-
ally for better pay or living conditions. We still see significant movement
of academic talent from the Southern to the Northern Hemisphere. The
desire is that the brain drain phenomenon is eventually superseded by the
concept of “brain circulation,” as talent—in the form of students, faculty,
researchers, and business people—increasingly moves among nation-states
and economies. Many nations with developing economies have established
programs to attract talented academics, mostly scientists and engineers, to
their top universities, including paths to citizenship. The Flagship model
could assist in these efforts, making institutions that espouse its values
more attractive.

Relevance in Developed Economies

Developed economies have generally a mature mix of existing universities
and, sometimes, as in Germany and France, a network of highly productive
research institutions such as the Max Planck and Leibnez Institutes and the
CNRS/Grands Etablissements that have, thus far, operated largely separately
from the public university sector—although often with links to graduate
programs and, in the case of Germany, shared faculty with local universi-
ties. In this context, the Flagship model is more difficult to achieve.

Germany offers an alternative approach. There are few leading national
universities; rather, good-quality universities exist across the network of
nearly 100 institutions in the 16 Landers (or states), each with a few highly
ranked academic departments. U-Multirank, which focuses on the strength
of academic programs by discipline, indicates this selective strength
in German universities. Combined with federally and Lander-funded
Institutes, 13 universities of technology, including the Fachhochschule
(Universities of Applied Sciences in the mold of a polytechnic with voca-
tional programs usually tied directly to local labor market needs), com-
prise a well-defined system in Germany that is, in terms of graduates and
research productivity, very successful.
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Most German universities, however, and specifically their academic
leaders and faculty, remain tied to an older and rather limited vision of
their role in society, focused on teaching and research, and not on public
service or larger concepts of institutional engagement. Federal “excellence”
initiatives push at the edges of this model, but the ability of Germany’s uni-
versities to pursue a more ambitious institutional profile appears limited.

Official Government Identification
and Funding

As indicated previously, the Flagship model can be aspirational, helping
to guide the behavior of relatively to highly mature universities that see
value in its outline of public purpose, and potentially a revision or replace-
ment for the World Class paradigm. There is a growing recognition that
greater mission differentiation, in which institutions excel in their area
of responsibility as members of a system of higher education, means that
not all institutions are alike. The World Class race is just one example of
this recognition; more common are indirect efforts at differentiation, like
revised funding regimes for research found in England.

Ultimately, the preferred evolution is to have a certain number of insti-
tutions, possibly through a government-devised competition, attain the
Flagship title. The aspirational, self-identified Flagship is the likely path,
but perhaps a longer road to expanding the model if there are no additional
general operational resources offered to institutions. Some institutions,
however, could claim the Flagship mantel, offering a strategy or academic
plan that appeals to ministries or other funding sources.

Private Universities and the New

Flagship Model

The Flagship ideal has its historical roots in public universities with their
primary responsibility, in the United States and increasingly internation-
ally, to be inclusive and to focus much of their activity on promoting
socioeconomic mobility and economic development. Yet, many private
institutions, including many of the Catholic-affiliated universities, also
exude or aspire to elements of the Flagship model.
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How Does the Flagship Model Help Other

Postsecondary Institutions?

While the Flagship model is fully applicable to only a select group of
national universities, in part because it requires significant financial
resources, elements of the model can provide guidance and use by other
institutions that are not fully research intensive or able to focus on the
large array of purposes and programs outlined in the model. A key concept
in the idea of Flagships is that they are part of a larger higher education sys-
tem, with institutions that have a responsibility to excel in their particular
spheres of responsibility. Institutions that are more teaching intensive, or
focused largely on local labor markets, or on engaging students in com-
munity service, may find elements of the model useful and with a similar
goal: to constantly seek institutional self-improvement.

The New Flagship University is a holistic model, applicable to some sub-
group of major universities. While governments and other stakeholders
have a legitimate claim to influence and shape the operations and mis-
sions of their universities, the Flagship model may provide a path for some
universities to explain and seek greater institutional identity, to build a
stronger internal culture of self-improvement and, ultimately, a greater
contribution to economic development and higher rates of socioeconomic
mobility that all societies seek. For that to happen, some groups of institu-
tions will need to embrace some version of the model on their own terms
and articulate it clearly and loudly.

NoTEs
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Chapter 5

The Predicament of the Quest for
WCU Status and Seeking an Asian
Flagship University
John N. Hawkins

Higher education in Asia has a long history of leading national universities
that have some of the New Flagship University characteristics—primarily
as highly selective institutions, employing among the best scholars and
serving as the primary path for creating a nation’s civic elites in the absence
of other postsecondary institutions (Hawkins 2013). Historically, these
leading universities were grounded in national service, but with a limited
vision of their role in socioeconomic mobility, economic development, and
public service. One thinks of Tokyo University, Peking University, and
Seoul National University in East Asia, and on a smaller scale, their coun-
terparts in Southeast Asia and South Asia.

In the twentieth century, several forces and factors were at work to
push forward the expansion of this elite system toward what Martin Trow
(2005) has called the massification phase, and which Ronald Dore termed
“the diploma disease” (Dore 1997). Despite the difference in tone of these
two descriptions of this movement, it can be said that the process of expan-
sion has had three perhaps-unintended outcomes. These include:

® Because their mission was primarily “internal,” these leading national
universities were not necessarily concerned with competing with
other higher education institutions (HEIs) outside of the national
setting.
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e With the rise of the complex interplay of neoliberalism, globaliza-
tion, and internationalization in the mid-twentieth century (already,
in the twenty-first century, these have become contested concepts—
see Hawkins 2014), the “internality” changed as national higher edu-
cational systems looked “externally,” seeking to achieve a new goal
of joining the ranks of world-class universities (WCUs) legitimated
and measured via the rise of a series of new comparative international
ranking regimes.

e This, in turn, has created a “predicament” for higher education in
general and historical flagship universities and newly arising research
universities in particular, resulting in a rapidly changing ecology of
higher education in the region.!

This chapter explores this ecology and the complexity of these various
forces and factors in the Asia region within the critical context of mas-
sification, the rise of dominant ranking regimes, the quest for WCU sta-
tus, and the contrast and predicament of policy makers who may seek to
articulate and pursue the two models of the World Class and the New
Flagship University.

Massification, Rankings, and

the Quest for WCU Status

Higher education throughout much of the world, and certainly across
the considerable differences of the Asia Pacific region, has been in one
or another stage of massification (Trow 2005) for the past three or four
decades. From an outside perspective, it may appear as if the general shape
and dynamics of this massification movement are similar, largely irrespec-
tive of local country differences. On closer inspection, however, it seems as
if the process of massification itself is highly complex and differentiated,
taking a variety of shapes and pathways.

There exist at least two ways of looking at this process. One hypoth-
esis is that increasing access through massification increases inequality.
That is, as a higher education system becomes more massified, contra-
dictions emerge. For example, massification of higher education produces
institutions of significantly different quality—in the research productivity
of faculty, in the preparedness and academic talent of students, in their
graduate rates, and their value to the labor market. Some observers assert
that the gulf between HEIs at the “top” of the quality end of the distribu-
tion and the “bottom” (however determined) has widened worldwide, year
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after year, as massification has progressed. Further, that it will grow more
pronounced in the coming decades. What evidence is there to support this
proposition?

In the case of Asia, an important consideration is to look where enroll-
ment demand and growth has occurred and the dynamics related to that
growth. Enrollments at the tertiary level globally have increased by over
50 percent in the last decade, and in Asia by a much greater percent-
age (Calderon 2012). The majority of the enrollment growth in com-
ing years will be in two countries: China and India. Both have massive
populations and are characterized by very significant patterns of income
and social inequality. It follows that the diversity of students in higher
education increases as they come from social classes and income levels
with little preparation, increasing the propensity of for them to drop out;
many attend low-quality and sometimes exploitative postsecondary insti-
tutions that spring up to “serve” underprepared populations (Bettinger
and Long 2009).

Within “conventional” tertiary institutions, these students come at a
greater cost because they require tutoring, counseling, and a variety of sup-
port services—more than the elites do. As participants within the higher
education process, they simply do not have the academic background or
ability when compared with those in the historically Flagship Universities.
Building up overall systemic capacity is also expensive and time consum-
ing, with the result that often expansion cannot keep up with demand,
facilities become substandard (often because investment for them is all on
the front end for initial construction, with little thought of or provision
for on-going maintenance), which in turn leads to study conditions that
are inferior, overcrowded, characterized by inadequate libraries and infor-
mation and communication technologies, resulting in restricted range of
the curriculum. In most of these situations, very few or no resources are
made available for the continued education and training of faculty, which
in turn quickly leads to the perpetuation of outdated curricula, and other
challenges (Trow 1973; Altbach 2010).

The academic professionals needed to staff these expanded facilities tend
to be less qualified, overworked with very large teaching loads that include
large classes, low salaries, and little opportunity in time and energy to pro-
vide personal attention to students. Indeed, in many of these contemporary
massified higher education systems in the Asia Pacific region, faculty at
lesser-regarded institutions are often forced to hold positions at multiple
institutions, a situation that leads to a downward cascade of professional
preparation, timeliness of knowledge, and energy to teach effectively. This
situation may be seen to approximate an under-class of this fraction of the
academic profession (Chapman 2009). Massification usually means that
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much of the expansion is in the private sector, often leading to the prolifera-
tion of institutions that are underfunded and exploitative, and which tend
to function basically as “demand absorbing” institutions, almost irrespec-
tive of the quality of the education being produced (Jiang 2011). At the same
time, high noncompletion rates tend to grow with massification (especially
as it moves toward Trow’s final stage of “universalization” in which higher
education is deemed necessary for all). Even in the United States, data indi-
cate that it takes longer to graduate (on average 6.3 years for a BA) with
many students being either unwilling or unable (often for financial reasons)
to continue, and they simply drop out. In many countries, the practice is
to simply fail large proportions of students to bring in more, either to meet
income needs or to fulfill government-mandated quotas (Smit 2012).
Therefore, massification in many instances takes place in the absence
of an increase in the quality of the secondary system and adequate-quality
regimes, leading to admission of students unprepared for higher education.
When massification of higher education takes place in the absence of a cor-
responding “reform” or “restructuring” of secondary education, the distor-
tions of the latter are telegraphed directly into the former. The result is that
many institutions (as suggested earlier) may end up in the periphery of the
newly emergent system, with students fundamentally unprepared to suc-
ceed with the demands of higher education. Such institutions, however, are
characteristically likely to be evaluated in terms of metrics common to the
system as a whole, and thus enormous pressures are generated and trans-
mitted throughout the system to sustain what are deemed suitable levels
of graduation. These tendencies are underscored and multiplied when the
processes of massification are accelerated. The most common indicators of
the costs of such dynamics are often made present in professional fields in
which graduates are required to take national qualification examinations
where failure rates can be high. One important result of these dynamics is
that the combination of all of these factors often leads to efforts to create,
assure, and maintain quality by agencies (both governmental and nongov-
ernmental) providing a quality-assurance mission, often resulting in an
impossible challenge. Determining the quality of these new institutions
entering the system is a daunting challenge, but often no less so than that
of seeking to create and implement quality routines that can lead to sen-
sible and verifiable data for such a wide range of institutions. One result is
that “quality assurance” exercises often are empty and of dubious value.
Another important result is that elite institutions continue to domi-
nate these differentiated systems, characterized by enrolling a highest
text scores and percentage of upper-income students, the best faculty, the
highest completion rates, the largest share of the public higher education
budget, and other accruements. In contrast, the lower-level institutions
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attract those with lower (and lowest) scores and less income, who are less
competitive on examinations and generally ill prepared for a “true” higher
education.

Overall, however, the available data are unclear on whether a degree
from one of the lesser institutions actually increases life and opportuni-
ties, although some US data suggests that, overall, a higher education
degree from any institution does increase such lifelong income opportuni-
ties (Baum 2014). On the other hand, Korean and Japanese data, which
is available, show that it does not do so, and acts instead to perpetuate
inequalities. Studies by Lee (2014) show that in both Japan and Korea,
despite massification and declining fertility, socioeconomic stratification
in higher education remains persistent over time. The data indicate that
in terms of academic preparedness, financial affordability, and investment
attractiveness, massification has not ameliorated socioeconomic stratifica-
tion, but rather there has been a low impact on changing the background
of students and continued vertical stratification among institutions.

Another aspect of massification has been the actual scale on which
many of these unintended consequences arise. Wang and Liu (2011), for
example, detail many of these for China in Higher Education News, not-
ing that whereas many of these occurrences have taken place outside of
China, within China they have occurred on a massive scale, complete with
numerous protests and other manifestations of disorder arising in large
part from the unexpected and unanticipated high cost of higher education
and its surprisingly low returns for a certain class of students (“Facts and
Details” 2013).

To this circumstance must be added, not only for China but also increas-
ingly for much of the developed world (e.g., Spain, Egypt, France, and
Britain), the astonishing increase in the number of under- and unemployed
graduates. For Xiaoyan Wang and Jian Liu, this phenomenon stands as
evidence that, for China at least, its “current social, economic and politi-
cal structures are not ready to absorb them” (Wang and Liu 2011, p. 2).
An increasingly apparent conclusion evident to many commentators is that
the well-known and remarked “alignment crisis” in higher education that
is typified by the inability of graduates to find employment is a funda-
mental structural feature of those economies in which massification is the
characteristic form of higher education. This is compounded by data that
reveal that in China there are downsides for both equity and equality in
postsecondary participation that can affect students’ lifetime opportunities.
Surveys continue to show that upper-income students are favored for access
to the best and most selective universities; they receive more financial aid
than lower socioeconomic students in lesser institutions, and, despite mas-
sification, have fewer lifetime opportunities as a result (Qiong Zha 2011).
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A Competing Hypothesis

A second and competing hypothesis states that even conceding all or most
of the above problems and issues, a massified system nevertheless increases
“long-term” equity and equality prospects. Part of the apparent conflict
between the two views can be explained by the reality that it just might
take longer to achieve this relative social state than is thought. This propo-
sition points to the following kinds of evidence that may be adduced from
what in most instances must be viewed as emerging or emergent forms of
massified higher education. This includes the following observations.

Massification, it is held (in a contradictory argument to that made pre-
viously), sets a tone for all further education, and raises the overall talent
pool of emerging countries. In this framing, massification acts as a kind
of “demand pull” that transmits signals of quality and aspiration (often
drawn from global comparisons) that are held to “chip away” at the paro-
chial and more narrowly conceived educational parameters and standards
of nationalist systems prior to the onset of the massification stage (Dill
2007). Eventually, it will pay to attend HEIs and obtain a degree. This
assertion accords with recent studies in the United States that find, in sur-
veys of all members of the labor force, those with a bachelor’s degree earn
about 170 percent more than those who attain no more than a high school
diploma, while those with an advanced degree earn about 225 percent
more (Baum 2014). Whether this is an economic principle or an indication
that the United States is some sort of outlier remains to be demonstrated.
Recent reports from China’s newly massified system suggest that recruit-
ment is down in almost every province as parents and students opt out of
attending a postsecondary institution, skeptical of the benefits they might
accrue (“Tremors in China” 2014).

It seemingly is an invariable requirement that governments must
increase their regulation and monitoring of these new largely private insti-
tutions that contribute to massification, to gradually increase their qual-
ity through rigorous quality assurance and accreditation processes (Dill
2007). In order for massification to result in a steady pattern of improved
access accompanied by requisite quality, there must be greater transpar-
ency. Experience throughout the world continually attests to this central
proposition of higher education quality assurance, namely that whether
recognized or not, higher education both nationally and internationally
constitutes a form of market in which various forms of symbolic cur-
rency are given value and exchanged. Transparency is a requisite require-
ment for the effective exchange of information in such a market, one that
allows “consumers” of the higher education “product” (however defined)
to make informed decisions. This has become a major task of national
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quality assurance activities and figures importantly into both the emergent
ranking system (as one form of generating such transparency) and nascent
efforts to create viable standards for international/global quality compari-
sons (Marginson and Sawir 2005).

It is evident that for the qualitative improvement and overall benefi-
cial aspects of massification to occur, there must be government action
to provide for cost-sharing, financial aid, and admissions practices and
outreach (as outlined in the Flagship model discussed in Part I of this
book), to help the low socioeconomic students with abilities gain access
to the top institutions, thus increasing that pool of talent. Where such
action is absent, as indicated in Hypothesis One above, higher education
systems will inevitably operate to both perpetuate existing inequalities and
to create new ones. This is a particularly important point on which to
gather data and provide context, inasmuch as the “modal” pattern of gov-
ernment involvement in higher education is to provide significant support
in earlier stages of massification (along with the loosening of government
regulation for private institutions), but in later stages, spurred by elements
of neoliberalism, to restrict government support. Current concerns in the
United States focus on how declining support for higher education may
reduce middle-class achievement for graduates (Quinterno and Orozco
2012) (providing evidence for Hypothesis One), whereas much evidence
exists to document how, when government support does exist, it tends
to level inequalities (Arrow 1993; Schultz 1972; 1988). This “role of the
state,” much maligned in the climate of neoliberalism in recent years, is
being reinvigorated as a kind of “fourth revolution,” with Asia as the model
exemplar (Micklethwait and Wooldridge 2014).

One apparent requirement to achieve an outcome of long-term equity
and equality is to construct diversified systems and alternative paths
for students to climb what is sometimes termed an educational ladder.
National governments need to provide coherent and stable higher educa-
tion systems—as Douglass notes, a prerequisite for rationalizing the exis-
tence of more elite Flagship universities. As experience with the California
Master Plan indicates, these systems can be constructed such that institu-
tions are provided with funding appropriate to their mission, are provided
access to sufficient numbers of students who have demonstrated academic
competence appropriate to that institution, and where faculty, administra-
tion, and regulatory authorities (whomever they are) agree on the mission,
capabilities, and limits of each institution within the system. Such explicit
and self-conscious ideas of mission, combined with explicit notions of
limitation, militate against “mission creep,” which is invariably a source of
“introduced inequality” and instability where it occurs. Here is where we
see clearly the critical role that Flagship Universities can and should play
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in the broader scheme of a national higher education system (Douglass
2015; 2000). In the modern context of Asia, and elsewhere, they cannot
and should not be independent operators, but part of a larger network of
institutions.

Given the foregoing, we can then provide two “contextual” conditions
for each of the two hypotheses. The first focuses specifically on issues con-
cerning the changing economic structures, locally, nationally, regionally,
and globally, and their implications for how, where, and why educational
efforts are situated within these changing structures. More simply, given
the dynamics of massification, how do Asian nations in particular make
assessments, judgments, and efforts to create appropriate higher education
capacities within the continually changing parameters of labor markets
at all four levels specified above, and how do they relate to the more con-
temporary notion of the Flagship University discussed in this book? An
important entailment of this question is how do they do so (or are expected
to do so) within a climate and structure of international competition such
as that generated by the pervasive focus on international rankings, a phe-
nomenon that often generates stipulations for institutions irrespective of
what some would see as the requirement to produce quality education for
meeting local needs.

The second contextual condition one would wish to see addressed is
the complex of implications for the growth of higher education in the
ever-developing context of existing and future regional cooperation. For
example, how do universities with higher numbers of students foster more
regional cooperation in promoting research, in the range and nature
of academic programs, and in the various pathways and processes sup-
porting student mobility? This appears a critical consideration in many
instances, since some commentators perceive that collectively we will run
short of resources to invest in higher education if we continue to engage
in unnecessary competition and status seeking (Hawkins and Neubauer
2014), in part influenced by the increasing influence of rankings and the

notion of WCUs.

The Effects of the Ranking Game in Asia

It is understandable that along with the expansion of higher education
capacity came a desire to make some sense of comparative quality out
of this complex enlarged pool of institutions nationally and internation-
ally. That, along with the competitive environment of globalization and
increased student and faculty mobility, helped create an ecology that
begged for comparative measures. By 2014, it could be argued that six
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ranking agencies dominated the higher education ranking scene: Academic
Ranking of World Universities (ARWU-Shanghai Jiaotong), Leiden
University, QS (Quacquarelli Symonds), Scimago, Times Higher Education,
and U-Multirank. Despite early critiques of such regimes and their obvi-
ous shortcomings, even some of the most critical observers were forced to
conclude, “...global university ranking is here to stay” (Marginson 2014,
p. 45). With that in mind, it is important to remember that the evidence
is sound that they indeed are quite limited in their ability to contribute to
a reasonable evaluation of the quality of a university. Simon Marginson
(2014) notes at least eight social science and behavioral arguments in
favor of this conclusion, noting that improvements need to be made in
the quality of the data utilized in the ranking schemes, the methodologies
employed, and the criteria utilized to optimize behavioral effects on per-
formance, among others.

In the Asia region, while the ranking phenomenon has clearly colonized
some aspects of higher education policy, key higher education scholars have
presented sharp critiques of its allure. To cite just three prominent scholars:
Liu Niancai, who developed the ARWU model, nevertheless notes that
most ranking systems measure only portions of university goals and objec-
tives and that “the fundamental role of universities—teaching, and their
contributions to society are not well taken into account” (Liu 2011, p. 5;
2009). In Hong Kong, Ka Ho Mok and Anthony Cheung, both of the
Hong Kong Institute of Education, have critiqued the rankings as being
one-dimensional, ignorant of student learning measures, methodologically
biased, overly focused on citation indices, and ignorant of teaching qual-
ity, university’s role and mission, and the contributions universities make
toward community and human development (Mok 2011).

As discussed in this book, many basic weaknesses exist in the ranking
phenomenon, whereby much is made about the value of comparisons and
methods, while its limitations are also widely recognized yet largely ignored
in the race for status and prestige promoted by ministries and many uni-
versities alike, particularly in Asia. Dean Neubauer (2011) observes that
ranking exercises have taken over the more traditional evaluation func-
tions common to most HEIs in the Asian region. They are basically too
simplistic for the complexity that the expansion of higher education in
Asia demands, thus contributing to the predicament that higher education
finds itself in as it seeks to redefine itself in the twenty-first century. This
stands in contrast to an increased interest in the “internally” driven aca-
demic culture of self-evaluation and devotion to institutional self-improve-
ment that is offered in the contemporary Flagship University model.

China, Japan, Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore—all are pursuing major
higher education reforms designed specifically to improve the ranking of
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their major universities. Constrained by the skewed viewpoint of the WCU
model, most have been partially successful. The following comments are
focused on the elite, research universities in these settings, since that is
where the example of what constitutes research is most often defined. It
is suggested that even for this level of higher education, let alone the mass
of institutions in Asia, the research model historically developed in the
United States and Europe may not be the most appropriate for the twenty-
first century and for developing innovative universities and colleges, and
may in fact drive out such other critical missions of the university as teach-
ing and learning.

In China, roughly 150 universities have been selected through either
the 211 or 985 projects and billions of yuan invested to raise the over-
all quality of these institutions, especially their research endeavors, to
achieve WCU status and rise in one or more of the ranking regimes. In the
Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS) institutes, equally large investments
have been made in mathematics, physics, chemistry, chemical engineer-
ing, biological sciences, earth sciences, and technological sciences, to bring
these fields up to World Class status. Without doubt, these efforts have
yielded impressive results as measured by publication rates, patent rights,
and other metrics (Salmi 2009). When looked at more carefully, there
remains much to be done. Evaluations of both the quantity and quality
of R&D show that institutions, especially those benefitting from the two
programs mentioned earlier, are now contributing around 80 percent of
internationally recognized publications in China, and that China, in 2007,
had a higher share of scientific publications than other East Asian nations.
However, there are questions regarding the quality of the research output
(NSF 2007; Simon and Cao 2009). The reasons cited for this lack in qual-
ity are several, but the main focus is on a lack of creativity and reluctance
for risk taking (Simon and Cao 2009).

China has also moved quickly in the direction of facilitating university—
industry linkages, away from basic research and toward applied research,
so that a national pattern has emerged reflecting an increasing share of
university-affiliated enterprises in S&T dominated by those universities
in the 985 program (Zhu and Liu 2009). Nevertheless, the research gap
between China’s best and most heavily funded universities (the 211 and
985 universities) and the ranking-dominated WCU model remains large,
as does the research gap between all universities that are not part of these
two programs and those that are, thus leaving the system with a large
contradiction and predicament whereby a small elite group receiving large
investments from the central authorities defines “quality” research while
not meeting this standard itself when compared with highly ranked uni-
versities elsewhere.
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When taken as whole, China’s higher education system is facing a num-
ber of contradictions. As in the majority of the world’s countries, rank-
ings are equated with WCU status. The incredible expansion of capacity
has without doubt offered more access to higher education for increas-
ing numbers of Chinese students (producing about 3 million graduates
per year). At the same time, employment rates are declining, degrees are
devalued, quality has suffered, and China appears to be facing a bubble
in the number of graduates and a limited labor market (Minzner 2013).
Educational leaders are reassessing state priorities, seeking to strike a more
appropriate balance between the elite institutions that are seeking higher
rankings and the increasingly large number of relatively “new” universi-
ties that are also expensive but producing graduates who face an uncer-
tain future of underemployment, unemployment, and failed expectations.
A 2006 evaluation of the 985 project asks the question of how much more
investment it would take to successfully imitate the top research universi-
ties in the West and concluded that “it is uncertain for the Chinese gov-
ernment how much total financial support would be enough for helping
the top Chinese universities reach the goal of a world-class university”
(Chen 2006, p. 148).

Japan has taken a similar route to boost its research efforts through
the so-called Toyoma Plan (Shinohara 2002) launched in 2002, and the
Japan Top 30 Program (Centers of Excellence for 21st Century Plan). The
Top 30 program provides 31 research universities with US $150 million
per year over five-year period. Yet another program, the Global Centers of
Excellence initiative begun in 2007, funded an additional 50 to 75 univer-
sities in five new fields every five years (Salmi 2009). Many of these efforts
focused on the sciences, although literature and some social sciences were
also included. In general, this centrally directed effort to raise the quantity
and quality of research in Japanese universities and institutes had several
objectives:

¢ Invite World Class researchers to join faculty in select universities.

® Involve doctoral-level students in joining research teams.

® Financially support such young researchers as research assistants and
postdoctoral scholars.

® Increase international collaborative linkages with world-class (e.g.,

highly ranked) universities.

Conduct international symposia and workshops.

Upgrade research equipment.

Increase research space.

Establish laboratories overseas.

Generally take measures to promote R&D (Shinohara 2002).
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Then in 2007, Ministry of Education (MEXT) launched the World
Premier International Research Center Initiative (WPI) as a further effort
to meet world research standards and “... position Japan within the global
flow of intellectual mobility.” The stated goal for this research improve-
ment effort was to

provide concentrated support for projects to establish and operate research
centers that have at their core a group of very high-level investigators [in sci-
ence and technology]. These centers are to create a research environment of
a sufficiently higher standard to give them a highly visible presence within
the global scientific community—that is, to create a vibrant environment
that will be of strong incentive to front-line researchers around the world to
want to come and work at these centers. (MEXT 2007)

These are just the most prominent of Japan’s efforts to increase research
quality in a global context. Again the question remains as to the success of
these efforts and whether they have also had an effect on innovation rather
than simply imitating a research model that is perhaps inappropriate for
the Japanese system as a whole. The government ministry responsible for
higher education, MEXT, and has conducted various evaluations by other
agencies or companies (such as the Mitsubishi Research Institute) on these
efforts and with mixed results. The funds expended to launch and main-
tain these programs have produced positive results for some of the centers
but questionable results for others. The general critique has been that there
is a lack of information about programs such as WPI and that fewer than
half of the “internationally leading scientists” are aware of the program
(Mitsubishi 2009).

The quality of the research that can be tracked to the COE and WPI
initiatives is mixed as well, with much room for improvement. There
appears to be no discernible narrowing of the quality gap between Japan
and other competing nations (Mitsubishi 2009). A final evaluation of
these programs will be conducted in 2017, but it is questionable whether
the expenditures can be justified, given the results so far. The research gap
between those few universities that received the funds and those that did
not remains and has widened. There appears to be little discussion about
the nature of research and the need for alternative models for the range and
diversity of higher education in Japan (Mori 2013).

In the Republic of Korea, a broad program was launched in 1999 to
upgrade the research profile for the twenty-first century. Called Brain
Korea 21 (BK21), this effort not only focused on the top research uni-
versities but also singled out selective regional HEIs, impacting about 50
universities overall. The Korea case is instructive because it demonstrates
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what a middle-income nation can accomplish in seeking to raise its
research standards to approximate those of the leading world universities.
The principal vehicle for this effort was BK21. With over US $ 1.2 billion
invested over seven years, BK 21 focused on raising the quality of graduate
students rather than making a direct investment in faculty research per
se. Nevertheless, this investment had a significant impact on the research
environment for Korea’s top universities. The role of the national govern-
ment in funding research was central: in 2003, 76 percent of all R&D
funds came from the government.

Seoul National University, as the once traditional and now increasingly
like the New Flagship University, has been the natural leader in Korea,
influencing other universities. “Most universities in Korea are aspiring to
become flagship universities like SNU,” explains Kim Ki Seok, seeking to
become the “Korean Harvard, or Korean ‘“Todai’ [University of Tokyo]”
(Kim 2007, p. 125). The imitative impulse is prevalent in Korean higher
education, including a revised tenure and promotion system, and a related
reward structure built on the publish-or-perish model. Kim (2007) provides
an interesting discussion of the limits of this structure, the overreliance
on the SCI index in evaluating research, and comparisons between Korea
and Harvard, the University of Tokyo, and the University of California
at Los Angeles, demonstrating how SNU has come close to matching the
research prowess of these three comparison institutions. Kim notes, how-
ever, the limits of these quantitative approaches to measuring the quality
of research and little is said about whether an “innovative” or creative out-
come has been achieved that serves national as well as international goals
and distinguishes between Flagship and WCU missions.

A number of evaluations on the impact of BK21 on Korean univer-
sity research quality and capacity have been completed or are in progress
(Shin 2009a; 2009b; Seong et al. 2008). There is general agreement that
according to a variety of metrics, Korean research productivity since the
implementation of BK21 has increased (as measured by the number of
scholarly research articles, books, and other research outputs). But at most,
these increases only kept pace with other developing or developed econ-
omies and, in some cases, such as China, fell behind their competitors.
There was no narrowing of the research gap between Korean universities
and those of the West, particularly the United States. A RAND study
critiqued most of the other evaluations as well as structural impediments
in Korean universities to increasing research innovation and capacity. This
report proposes a new evaluation model to determine the effectiveness
and impact of BK21. At the most, one could suggest that BK21 was very
effective in bumping Korea R&D in selected universities to a new level,
but given the investment and the continuing gap that exists among other
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advanced systems, one can wonder if it was worth the investment or if the
program was too narrowly constructed toward the goal of achieving WCU
status. The elite nature of the effort did not positively impact the bulk of
Korean four-year universities, other than to set up a research goal not likely
to be achieved by most of them (Shin 2009b).

Other universities in the region have focused on carving out a par-
ticular niche in which to excel and innovate yet largely focus on research
output. Recognizing that it is unrealistic to be “good at everything,” Hong
Kong University, the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
(HKUST), and National University of Singapore (NUS) have deployed
strategies to excel in selected areas. Recruiting the best faculty both locally
and from abroad, as HKU and NSU have done, has resulted in a fac-
ulty mix that is very diverse and who “think in different ways,” according
to Barry Halliwell, deputy president of NUS (Thomas 2013). Building a
research niche thatis related to local circumstances is another such strategy.
HKUST has achieved high marks from the Quacquarelli Symonds (QS)
rankings because of its research program that focuses on under researched
areas in the local region, its relatively new history as a university (1991),
and “a hunger to be better” (Thomas 2013). These institutions appear to
be pursuing strategies more in line with the missions of flagship universi-
ties, in that they are imitative (but in highly selective ways), innovative,
and locally relevant.

A final look at the research environment in India demonstrates the lim-
its of an imitative model of higher education with respect to research, and
perhaps makes the case for finding new approaches to what constitutes
research, allowing for some success in building an innovative university.
India’s colonial legacy has left it with a system of research best described
by Jayaram as “retailing knowledge” (Jayaram 2007). This has left India
with a research system far behind other advanced countries, both in qual-
ity and in quantity of research productivity. There is a hard distinction
between teaching and research, which disconnects graduate students from
the research world and provides disincentives for faculty to maintain a
research program beyond their dissertation. Research remains the purview
of institutes, which are decoupled from universities and thus disconnected
from graduate students. So while India does not imitate the dominant
model of research, it has not developed any real alternative either. India
in some respects illustrates the difficulty of linking research appropriately
with higher education, with the intent of creating new and innovative
approaches to higher education and relevant research.

On the other hand, India has an opportunity to try new approaches to
this linkage rather than be trapped in the race to develop “World Class”
higher education based on the dominant model. Indiresan (2007) in
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some respects makes the same point by suggesting that if India has the
“will” (a big “if”) to establish an innovative research university, it can do
so “without having to face opposition from entrenched vested interests”
(p. 118). While China, Japan, and Korea are clearly on a path to imitate
the dominant model of the research university, India may offer a surprise
by developing a new and innovative research university, possibly at odds
with current ranking regimes.

This opportunity may be realized due to the unlikely but incred-
ibly fortunate discovery of US$22 billion in the basement of the Sree
Padmanabhaswamy Temple in the capital of the state of Kerala. Inasmuch
as India does not currently possess anything approaching what might be
called a WCU, here is an opportunity to build an institution where money
is clearly not an objective (Altbach 2012). Accomplishing this outcome,
however, would require building a university that is completely out of the
context of the Indian higher education experience: a governance model
that is independent of the Indian government, has an independent board
of trustees, isolated from government bureaucracy and capricious private-
sector for-profit investors. Such a university would be both international
and local-regional (thus satisfying one major criteria of the Flagship model),
and it would follow a meritocratic reward structure for both students and
faculty (Altbach 2012). It is unknown as of this writing whether this proj-
ect has begun or is just an idea. In any case, it offers an important lesson
about what a difficult and tremendous task it would be to suddenly “con-
struct” a WCU in a setting that has not thus far nurtured the basic fun-
damentals for such a venture. Questions about sustainability, relevance,
and quality abound and there is a hint that a focus on the Flagship model
would be much more feasible and likely to succeed.

Nalanda International University is another example in India. With
significant investments, high cultural status, and international linkages
working in its favor, this project has much going for it, but as Altbach
points out, its rural location (Bihar) and its “development” focus will make
it difficult to progress in the rankings competition (Altbach 2013). One
option would be to “forget about the rankings.” But the risk is the alien-
ation of public and private funding sources, which place high value on
these metrics (Altbach 2013, p. 3). Again, this is a work in progress merit-
ing close observation in the future.

Another interesting development suggests that a WCU has been formed
quickly by leveraging both funding and a history of R&D. It is the recent
formation of the University of Chinese Academy of Sciences (UCAS) (Zha
and Zhou 2013). Described as having been “born with a silver spoon,”
UCAS was formed in 2012 by transforming the Graduate School of the
Chinese Academy of Sciences into a university, automatically boasting
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a faculty, doctoral supervisors, and doctoral students exceeding those of
both Peking University and Tsinghua University and conferring more doc-
toral degrees than the most productive universities in the United States.
As Zha and Zhou note, “China seems to have had a world class university
overnight” (Zha and Zhou 2013, p. 2). This follows a trend where since
2011 universities have gradually been taking on significant research roles,
the primary goal of which is to achieve WCU status. Distributing CAS’s
various research units, laboratories, and faculty to higher education would
provide a significant boost to China’s university system and its quest to
attain WCU status.

Is this “quick fix” through restructuring and fund allocation a reliable
method of attaining WCU status? What does it mean for the idea of the
New Flagship University advocated in this volume? On the face of it, the
predicament remains of a disproportionate share of the budget and cur-
riculum targeting S&T, rather than providing a comprehensive approach
to the great variety of activities and purposes of universities, including the
interplay of their teaching and learning at both the undergraduate and
graduate levels, knowledge production, and a public service role in the
societies they are intended to serve.

Challenging the WCU Paradigm

While the pursuit of improved rankings and a claim to WCU status
described continues as seemingly the primary goal for most universities
in the Asian Pacific region, there has been a growing debate about the
value and feasibility of this vision. Alternative ways are being discussed
that challenge and critique this model and suggest other more creative
ways to look at the role of R&D and scholarship in higher education. Here
I will outline some of the features of that debate and, returning the reader
to the idea of the New Flagship University as an alternative, reflect on its
applicability and nuances.

It has been difficult for universities in the region to avoid the temptation
to be imitative rather than innovative. The strategy of imitation (largely
of US and Western European higher education, and focused largely on
research productivity) has in some respects limited the opportunities for
innovation, inasmuch as imitation is costly, based on “ladder climbing,”
and often driven by rankings, rather than by new ideas. Striving for WCU
status, high rankings, the desire to strive toward the “emerging global
model” (EGM), and other policy goals that rely on what Deem, Mok,
and Lucas (2008) call “copying,” are typical of such strategies. This is
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especially true of research, which in the United States carries with it a
somewhat unique history. The predominant role of government-funded
research through large competitive contracts (such as the National Science
Foundation, NASA, and others), firmly established this Federal model that
characterized the research efforts initially of universities such as Harvard,
MIT, and Cal Tech, and then was followed by other universities in the
United States. It was heavily science oriented, discovery based, and while
playing a positive role in those disciplines it also created a funding divide
among other disciplines (social science and humanities), and set the stan-
dard for evaluation of faculty, departments, centers, programs, institutes,
and the university itself. The question here is, Is this model appropriate or
even feasible for universities in other national settings?

The gradual increase in dominance and stature of the research mission
of universities also impacted the reward structure at most research-inten-
sive universities, so that faculty, reflecting the explosion in knowledge
and movement toward large research teams in the sciences and engineer-
ing, have focused less on the classroom and more on research produc-
tivity, including grant writing, raising funds for their research, running
research labs, scholarly publications, and other research-related activities.
On the other hand, there has been a trend in some national settings (e.g.,
the United States) to incorporate undergraduate learning with research.
While the shift away from traditional classroom instruction first occurred
in sciences and engineering, it was not long before this became the evalu-
ative model for all disciplines. If university faculty are naturally drawn
toward research and away from their traditional classroom teaching role,
there are implications for universities in the Asian Pacific region. Is it
possible to truly strike a balance between teaching and research in the
modern university, or is the “research model” so prevalent in the United
States and elsewhere being blindly imitated globally? This is a “predica-
ment” facing Asian higher education, accentuated by the pursuit of the
WCUs model. The New Flagship model partially addresses this by seek-
ing a balance, including a healthy interplay of teaching and research, and
public service.

One of the contradictions in imitating this research model is that, in
most settings in the Asia Pacific region, as has been shown elsewhere, is
that rapid increases in enrollment and related course workload are coupled
with high expectations for research, fund-raising, and publication prow-
ess. As faculty are drawn away from teaching, increasing numbers of stu-
dents are left without benefitting from the presence of the very faculty
they came to encounter; they are often left with junior faculty or part-time
faculty teaching the basic courses. As faculty sort themselves out along the
research axis (those who are successful and those who are not), another
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divide appears, as those faculty less able as researchers pick up the teach-
ing load or are simply let go through the tenure process. Again, this is a
model that may not be the most productive for many universities and may
in fact limit the possibilities of becoming an “innovative” university. A
reward structure that hinges largely on being published in the “best jour-
nals” increasingly leaves many behind in the race to become a top-ranked
university, especially as the race becomes global, with an increased number
of faculty secking this status, and a fairly stable limited number of elite
journals. Another divide thus appears if this becomes the imitative model,
still dominated by the West.

This brings us back to the concept of the New Flagship University in
the Asia region. There is place for both Flagship ideals and practices and
the desire for the ranking-focused WCU model to coexist. As Douglass
argues in Part I, the Flagship model can be a route to WCU status, but the
WCU model as it now stands is not a model to be a Flagship University.
Because of the rate of change in higher education in the Asian region, it
is likely we cannot safely reach any firm conclusions about this. Indeed, a
modest informal survey of some of the best academic leaders in higher edu-
cation in the East Asia region generated mixed results.> Most interviewees
agreed that there is indeed a lively debate on role and mission of Flagship
Universities and WCUs. In most cases, however, it is clear that they are
referencing older notions of a Flagship rather than the transformed and
ambitious university presented in this book. However, the responses to this
dilemma were mixed. In Hong Kong this issue has been little discussed,
perhaps due to the scale of the higher education segment, and in Korea this
debate is considered somewhat “old news.” When pressed as to whether
there is a significant difference between these two concepts, it was agreed
that there is a difference, but that semantic differences with respect to
these terms also exist.

In China and Taiwan more use is made of the term “leading” (yi fiu,
which means “first rate”) university, rather than Flagship University. A yi
lin is not necessarily a WCU. The Flagship University might also have little
interest in rankings, which is not true for those seeking to become WCUs.
Also, Flagship Universities have more defined regional boundaries and mis-
sions than do WCUs, and finally, WCU is thought to be a relatively recent
phenomenon stimulated in part by an imitative desire to compete with the
West. In Japan, reference is made to the former imperial universities as com-
prising the Flagship category including both public and private institutions
(e.g., Keio and Waseda), noting that the difference between the two types
has to do with their mission, functions, and funding. The WCUs, on the
other hand, are typically focused much more on research. Similar remarks
were made in the survey with respect to Korean higher education.
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With regard to the ranking debate, there was near unanimity among
the panel of experts. All agreed that rankings should 7oz be of primary
importance to university administrators, faculty, and other stakeholders,
even though ministries support the practice. At the most, rankings should
be utilized for providing some benchmarking for stakeholders but not for
providing good measures on the quality of universities. Although there
was also general agreement that rankings were not going to disappear from
the higher education landscape, the motivation promoting and support-
ing such exercises ranged from self-interested officials and administrators
(Korea), to pressure from industry (China, Korea, and Taiwan), and to
useful benchmarking and market differentiation (Japan, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, and China).

Finally, in response to the question of financial incentives (excellence
programs of one sort or another) for achieving WCU status or higher rank-
ings, the panel generally agreed that funds focused on student support
(Korea) or on faculty development can be a valuable resource, but if they
are focused on vague concepts such as internationalization (Japan), or com-
mercialized outcomes (China), the likely result will be a loss of academic
freedom or simply “excellence without a soul” (Japan and China).

Thus, the “predicament” for higher education in many settings in
Asia remains. There are no easy “solutions” to the contradictions that
emerge from the Asian experience in the past two decades or more. The
ecology of higher education in that region is in a state of rapid change
and transformation. By continually reexamining the costs and benefits
of massification, the respective roles of historically grounded Flagship
Universities, the new quest for WCU status and the limitations of rank-
ing regimes, policy makers in Asia can perhaps begin to see a way forward
toward “resolving” these predicaments and building a higher education
system that serves, and is competitive for, both international and domes-
tic needs.

NoTEs

1. Hershock P. (2007). Hershock distinguishes between “problems” that can
be solved, and “predicaments” that can only be resolved. Predicaments more
closely describe the challenges facing HEIs as they encounter massification,
rankings, and the quest for WCU status in a context of well-established
Flagship HEIs—long-held assumptions about the purposes of HE need to be
rethought; there are no easy solutions.

2. A panel of HE experts in the region was surveyed to discuss six basic issues
(see appendix 1). The panel consisted of Professors Sheng-ju Chan (National
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Chung Cheng University, Taiwan), Kan Yue (Zhejiang University China),
Yuto Kitamura (Tokyo University, Japan), Ma Wanhua (Peking University,
China), Ka Ho Mok (Hong Kong Institute of Education, Hong Kong), and
Jung Cheol Shin (Seoul National University).
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Appendix to Chapter 5

Brief Survey Questions for Higher
Education Experts in Asia

Introduction: There are currently complex national policy debates regard-
ing the interplay between the quest for achieving World Class University
status, high-level rankings in one or more of the ranking regimes, and the
idea of the Flagship University.

L.
2.

N

Is this debate occurring in your country’s HE community?
As an expert in HE do you see a difference between the WCU idea
and the idea of the Flagship University?

. If so, what would be the key differences (list two or three)?
. Achieving high-level rankings is understandable, but do you think

this should be a primary mission of HE in your country?

. If so, why? What are the primary motivations of high rankings?
. If your government has engaged in financial incentives for some

sort of “excellence” program (i.e., centers of excellence and centers
of global excellence), do you believe the expenditures have been
worthwhile?

Please return your comments to: John N. Hawkins, Professor Emeritus,
UCLA, at Hawkins@gseis.ucla.edu



Chapter 6

Latin American Flagship Universities:
From Early Notions of State Building
to Seeking a Larger Role in Society

Andrés Bernasconi and Daniela Véliy Calderén

Government ministries and other stakeholders are increasingly expecting
and demanding that their national universities perform functions that
transcend their traditional sense of purpose, including a role in innovation
and economic development, the promotion of social equality, and foster-
ing environmental sustainability. Some universities around the world have
long engaged in this broad mission, including the great public universi-
ties in the United States; but for many other leading national universities,
this so-called third mission is a relatively new concept. To date, efforts
to become more engaged in the socioeconomic needs of nations simply
mimic the more robust initiatives of some of the world’s leading univer-
sities (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), or simply incorporate well-meaning
rhetoric aimed at influential constituents inside the university or promi-
nent stakeholders outside.

While this is generally true for leading universities in Latin American,
there is a strong tradition that these institutions should help lead nation-
building and social cohesion (Levy 1986, 1994; Schwartzman 1991).
Historically, in developing countries and in nations on the periphery of
the world economy, leading universities have played a central role in the
political and juridical organization of the state. This has included the
education of professional and bureaucratic elites and the configuration
and transmission of a national identity. Perhaps as a consequence of the
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dearth of solid institutions in most domains of social life, and the need
to “invent” traditions (Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983, Anderson 1991) to
promote national cohesion and a shared identity, new countries have had
a tendency to expect a lot from their universities. They have served (or
have claimed to serve, or been required to fulfill) a predominant role in
the creation of state bureaucracies, the organization of national systems of
education, the adaptation of agricultural technologies, the legitimation of
political institutions, the configuration of professions, and the like (Levy
1986). In the case of Latin America, scholars have argued that universities
have been central in creating appropriate conditions for the expansion and
consolidation of the state, and in its intellectual and social legitimation
(Ordorika and Pusser 2006, Serrano 1994).

Frequently, the leaders of Latin American universities refer to this role
as the “social mission” of the university, one that expands well beyond
research, teaching, or public service, to encompass processes of socialization,
democratization, and modernization. Hence, the notion of the “national”
university—a public, usually large, and highly autonomous typically not
more than one in each country—emerged in the nineteenth century with
a very clear meaning throughout Latin American.

While far-reaching notions of the mission of a university can be found
elsewhere, the establishment and history of Latin America’s national univer-
sities had a particularly vibrant call for transforming the societies they were
to serve. In this chapter, we discuss this history of these Latin American
Flagship Universities, their more recent development and expanded mis-
sions and struggles to adapt, and then contrast them with the more aspi-
rational New Flagship University model discussed in this book. We argue
that national universities remain in a leading position in their respective
countries, and in that sense they exert a “Flagship” role steeped in their
historical charters. However, their allegiance to a vast and elusive “social”
mission, coupled with insufficient resources for science and technology,
poor governance and administration, and the general ills of underdevelop-
ment, hinder their ability to fulfill the entire set of attributes associated
with that of New Flagships.

The Latin American Flagship University

Higher education systems in Latin American, as in other systems in the
world, have evolved amidst a global movement of massification of higher
education, shifting from elite to mass access, and requiring increasing ser-
vices to the multiple needs of ever-more diverse students. The emergence
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in the past four decades of numerous institutions of higher education to
accommodate the expansion of enrollments led to a series of criticisms
over poor quality, excess privatization, educational inequality, and social
and economic segmentation. In particular, the expansion of the private
sector has been regarded as undermining public higher education, as pri-
vate institutions veer for a legitimacy based on different attributes than
those of publics, sometimes in sharp contrast to the weaknesses of the
public university. For instance, privates tout their efficiency in contrast to
publics’” heavy bureaucracies, or their close connection to the labor mar-
kets for their graduates, as opposed to the public university “ivory tower”
mindset.

In this context, there have been a number of efforts to define the pur-
pose and characteristics of the Latin American Flagship University, largely
in historical terms. Some observers have focused their attention on describ-
ing their specific characteristics (Daniels 1996, Didriksson 2002); others
have concentrated mainly on the role they play in state-building, and spe-
cifically the social relations among the state, individuals, and social groups
(Ordorika and Pusser 2006). In many ways, cultural traditions, economic
development, and the political sphere shape social arrangements between
individuals and social groups. While the state organizes institutions that
express these social relations, these relations are unequal and buttress the
domination of one group over the others, often inadvertently reinforcing
socioeconomic inequality.

At the same time, national universities symbolize the aspirations of
developing societies, with clear connections between their history and
contemporary world. As universities embrace the deep aspirations of
nations, these institutions exist also in the minds and hearts of the citi-
zenry. And with high levels of autonomy, they often have afforded students
and faculty some level of freedom to openly criticize society and provide
an intellectual home for national political and social thought (Ordorika
and Pusser 2006). In short, they serve as an important source of ideas
and influence for the political transformation of many Latin American
countries—many of which suffered under dictatorial regimes in a pro-
tracted processes of transformation from colonial outposts to more demo-
cratic governing systems.

While some variation exists in this model from country to country, due
to different historical paths, degrees of economic development, regional
rivalries within one nation, and other factors exogenous to the universities,
Latin American Flagships have had similar missions and characteristics.
Some founded in colonial times, most after independence, these public
institutions also have been described as having relatively high levels of
autonomy from government (Bernasconi 2013b); they are the most visible
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universities in their countries because of the breadth of social demands
they seek to serve, covering a broad range of disciplines from science and
technology to social sciences and humanities, and are complex and decen-
tralized organizations. They account for most of the research published in
Latin America and have the highest concentration of graduate programs.
Because they are public and autonomous, and free or almost free of charge
to students, they consume the greatest share of the national budgets for
higher education. Lastly, they often conserve a vast heritage of works of
art, patrimonial buildings, bibliographic treasures, and music and dance
traditions (Didriksson 2002).

They include very large universities with over 200,000 students, such
as Universidad de Buenos Aires and Universidad Nacional Auténoma
de México, both pinnacles of the public higher education sector in their
countries. They also include smaller institutions, in terms of enroll-
ment, that are also the sole public universities in their countries, such
as Universidad de El Salvador, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de
Honduras, Universidad de la Republica in Uruguay, Universidad de San
Carlos in Guatemala, and Universidad Auténoma de Santo Domingo in
the Dominican Republic.

In Nicaragua and Panama, the national universities are the premier insti-
tutions while sharing the higher education market with other specialized
technical universities focused on fields such as engineering and agriculture.
The Universidad de Chile exists today as an institutional space crowded
with many other public and private universities, but retains its distinction
as the first university in the Chilean republic. Similarly, Colombia has the
Universidad Nacional, and Venezuela the Universidad Central, occupying
analogous positions of prestige, as does the Universidad de Costa Rica.
Universidad San Marcos in Peru, although steadily losing status due to
politicization and poor governance and management, remains respected as
the senior university in Peru, among the oldest in the region, founded in
the sixteenth century.

Ecuador and Bolivia can be singled out as exceptions. Both countries
have several public universities roughly equal in stature. Perhaps coinci-
dentally, these are nations with deep-seated regional enmities between the
high- and the lowlands. This makes it hard for either party to recognize
the primacy of the other, even in matters such as this one. Brazil is an
exception too, but of a different kind. While the most lauded univer-
sities are those in the state of Sao Paulo, they are not federal universi-
ties, but entities of the State of Sao Paulo. Hence, they are technically
not national insitutions which include a dozen federal universities spread
throughout the different Brazilian states. However, if the State of Sao
Paulo were a country, it would be the third largest in Latin America in
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terms of population and the size of its economy. In light of this, one could
think of the Universidade de Sao Paulo as the national university of this
grand state.

To explore the role of leading national universities, we studied the
institutional mission statements and statutes of many of the universities
noted previously: including the Universidad de Buenos Aires, Universidad
Nacional Auténoma de México, Universidad de El Salvador, Universidad
Nacional Auténoma de Honduras, Universidad de la Reptblica in Uruguay,
Universidad de San Carlos in Guatemala, Universidad Auténoma de Santo
Domingo, Universidad de Chile, and Universidad San Marcos. We used
document-content analysis techniques, primarily through an inductive
approach to the analysis, which was guided by various categories (Merriam
1998)—specifically, social mission and national identity.

These mission statements clearly specified the conventional charac-
teristics expected of consolidated universities, such as autonomy, public
character, research orientation, and leadership in the system. They also
reflect the extended social role we associate with the national university.
For example, most of the statements emphasize the role that the university
in addressing “national problems.” As an illustration, we translated part of
the bylaws of the Universidad de Buenos Aires (established in 1821).!

The Universidad de Buenos Aires is a public corporation whose purpose
is the promotion, dissemination and preservation of culture. It serves this
purpose in direct and permanent contact with the universal thought and
pays particular attention to Argentina’s problems.?

In the same way, the Universidad de San Carlos in Guatemala (established
in 1676) states in its current mission statement:

In its capacity as the sole state university, it is its exclusive role to direct,
organize and develop higher education in the state and state education, and
the dissemination of culture in all its manifestations. It will promote, by all
means available, research in all fields of human knowledge, and cooperate
in the study and solution of national problems.?

Perhaps even more intriguing is the role that universities claim to have
on the configuration of the national identity through the promotion of
an intellectual and cultural heritage. Indeed, several statements empha-
sized the responsibility the institution has regarding the identity of their
respective countries. For example, statutes passed in 2006 regarding the
Universidad de Chile state, “It is the responsibility of the University to
contribute to the development of the cultural heritage and national identity
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and the improvement of the educational system of the country.” The 1910
statutes establishing the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México pro-
vide a similar announcement of purpose:

The Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México is a decentralized public
corporation of the state endowed with full legal capacity and whose purpose
is to provide higher education to train professionals, researchers, academics
and technicians useful to society; organize and conduct research primarily
on national conditions and problems, and spread as widely as possible the
benefits of culture.

The connections among the knowledge-related functions of the university,
the cultural heritage of the country, and the solution to national prob-
lems emerge as defining characteristics of these national universities. In
this sense, the universities see national identity and social advancement as
dependent on their contributions to the common good.

A New Flagship in Latin America?

Among the characteristics of New Flagship Universities discussed in this
book, leading national universities in Latin American should have highly
selective admission processes; most faculty should hold doctoral degrees
and be active in cutting-edge research; they should have a relatively high
percentage of graduate enrollments and provide a nurturing environment
for doctoral students; and they should seek to educate talented leaders,
usually for the regional or national population they serve, as well as for
engaging with the larger world. In terms of governance, they should be
highly autonomous and mostly publicly funded; and they are constantly
looking for self-improvement through their own internal mechanisms for
quality assurance.

Yet, there are significant differences in the context and current capa-
bilities of the leading Latin American universities that pose challenges for
their further maturation. For one, comprehensive research universities are
hard to find in developing countries, and in particular in Latin America.
Perhaps two or three universities in Brazil could be described as compre-
hensive in this way. As Philip Altbach (2007) has noted, for developing
countries to join the ranks of advanced economies, research universities
with comprehensive programs are a prerequisite. They provide a passage
to the broader world of science, technology, and scholarship. Governments
and university leaders in Latin America seem to grasp this, and there is
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indeed a small but growing subset of public universities evolving to such a
profile, but very slowly.

And while many leading Latin American universities share some of the
attributes of the New Flagship model, they come up short in many others,
for reasons external and internal to the institution (Castro and Levy 2000).
Adequate funding is a major roadblock. The New Flagship model pro-
vides concepts, standards, policies, and procedures and outlines the man-
agement capacity necessary for meeting the larger needs of society. But
these require resources look immense in the confines of the educational
budgets of developing countries (Altbach 2011). High-quality universities
are expensive, and they need substantial and permanent public support to
operate. From an institutional point of view, the scarcity of public and pri-
vate resources in Latin America limits the maturation of these institutions
that often depend solely on national public funding.

Beyond general operating funding for universities, Latin America has
lagged in its funding for research and development. Investment in R&D is
the key to promoting competitiveness, productivity, and long-term growth.
With the exception of Brazil (and specifically the State of Sao Paulo), Latin
American countries lag behind the most advanced economies and rapidly
emerging economies like those in China, Israel, and South Korea. The
Latin America and Caribbean region accounts for only 3.2 percent of the
world’s investment in R&D (RICYT 2013, p. 15), of which 63 percent
comes from Brazil alone (RICYT 2013, p. 12). It is no coincidence, then,
that no Latin American country appears in the first quintile in the Global
Competitiveness Reports (Brunner and Ferrada 2011, p. 59). The develop-
ment of higher education in the region is thus limited by a lack of invest-
ment in knowledge creation and application. Without strong investment in
the capacity for innovation through knowledge creation and application,
the probability of the region’s higher education system, or a few national
universities, achieving international status via rankings or other frame-
works for determining prestige, is unlikely.

At the same time, it is difficult to make the case for further investment
in research and advanced education when Latin America still faces the
challenge of reducing poverty and meeting basic human needs. To be sure,
progress has been made. In 1990, the incidence of poverty among Latin
America’s population was 48.4 percent, half of which was extreme poverty.
In 2013, poverty had fallen to 27.9 percent, one-third of which was at the
extreme level (CEPAL 2013, p. 18). In the long run, only the increased
investment in human capital and workforce productivity brought about by
more and better education, along with technological advances, all of which
depend upon the capacity of universities, will usher in greater prosper-
ity in developing societies. This has elevated the role of universities as an
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investment by most Latin American governments. But the realities of the
pressing needs for health care, food, and shelter simply trump the efforts
to increase funding for higher education to the levels needed to support top
research universities.

Funding support is not the only problem separating Latin American
national universities from the level of research performance and advanced
training for research required of Flagship Universities. The PhD degree is
still not the standard qualification for faculty, with large numbers of senior
faculty hired 40 or 30 years ago at a time when the doctorate was quite
exceptional outside of the fields of the natural sciences. Only a handful of
universities in the region have graduate enrollments to rival their figures
for undergraduate students.

Finally, a systematic quest for continuous quality improvement is alien
to the ethos of governance and management at most Latin American
universities. For example, university administrators are elected at every
level (department, school, and university) by the faculty, with a minor-
ity vote by students and administrative staff. All key academic and eco-
nomic decisions remain entrusted to university councils composed of
several dozens of faculty, as well as students and administrative staff,
operating under near-parliamentary political procedures of agenda set-
ting, coalition building, deliberation, negotiation, and vote. The result is
that most efforts at institutional reform never emerge or are implemented
(Bernasconi 2008, 2013b).

Rankings as a Source of Comparative
Positioning

While the leading universities in Latin America are the most prestigious
institutions in their respective countries, they are still far from the level
of performance captured in the top echelons of the research-based inter-
national rankings. Not surprisingly, global university rankings are cus-
tomarily met with skepticism by the academic leaders and faculty. They
argue that rankings are biased against universities that, like those in Latin
America, do not take research as their sole, or even their main, mission, but
are engaged instead in nation building, cultural construction, and political
transformation of their countries (Baldn 2012; Bernasconi 2013a).

There is some merit to this argument rankings are not “fair” to many
regions in the world. Yet we live in the age of globalization. And global-
ization generates international awareness. When national universities do
not do well in global rankings, academics recognize that they are not
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competitive in certain aspects while claiming Latin American exceptional-
ism. While leading universities around the globe are actively seeking ways
to adopt best practices and recognize international standards of excellence
and performance to integrate into an international system, competing for
talented students and professors regardless of nationality, and projecting
their intellectual might (and even campuses!) past national and continen-
tal boundaries, most national Latin American universities remain firmly
local. Faculty and students are often more interested using their university
as an instrument of political agendas then on the work of institutional
self-improvement.

The Missing Drive for Change

There are a number of national Flagships—among which we can find the
Universidad de Buenos Aires, the Universidad de Chile, the Universidad
Nacional Auténoma de México, the Universidad Nacional de Colombia,
and in Brazil the Universities of Sao Paulo, Campinas, and several of the
Federal Universities—that are cosmopolitan national, and that exhibit
some of the features of the New Flagship model. They stand out as the
premier universities within their national systems of higher education,
enroll the bulk of the best students in the country, house the best of the
nation’s research capabilities across a broad range of disciplines, conserve
collections of cultural patrimony of national significance, maintain active
international connections, and exert considerable clout in national politics.
What is, then, still missing in these universities that separates them from
fulfillment of the New Flagship ideal?

Lack of funding support for effective mission differentiation is the
main flaw. It is enormously difficult for governments to single out one
or two universities nationally for preferential funding and development
support. Current governance of the national higher education in Latin
American countries essentially rules out the possibility of targeted fund-
ing, as governments must deal with councils of rectors or university asso-
ciations as their policy development counterparts (Bernasconi 2013a). In
some countries in the region, for example, the budget for higher education
is passed along to these councils or associations for them to apportion to
each member campus. There is a built-in disincentive to alter the funding
status quo: rectors do not dare disturb it lest they lose out in a new distri-
bution scheme.

Governments, in turn, are reluctant to seek other funding ratio-
nales, especially those that would give more to the most consolidated
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universities, for these are the fewer, and the vast majority of the institu-
tions would oppose. As a result, most baseline public funding is allo-
cated fundamentally along the pattern of the historical distribution of
funds across all public universities, loosely based on enrollments or fac-
ulty headcount. When overall funding for higher education is as distant
from the standards of advanced economies as it is in Latin America,
spreading the money so widely is tantamount to insuring mediocrity.
Therefore, universities in the best position to meet a research and gradu-
ate education mission are left bereft of the resources to turn that mission
into reality.

The main exception to this funding pattern is the research grants
assigned competitively by national research agencies to individual research-
ers or research groups in universities. In Brazil, Mexico, Argentina, and
Chile, these are an important source of differential funding for universi-
ties where research capacity is most heavily concentrated. As the budgets
of these agencies expand, as they have since the 1990s, research-oriented
universities have had access to resources to fuel their scientific endeav-
ors beyond the baseline funding allocated to the university as a whole
(Baldn 2012).

Turning now to the internal academic cultures of universities, elements
of the New Flagship ethos exist: a comprehensive array of programs, but
without (with the exception of Brazil’s elite research-intensive universities,
the prime example of which is the Universidade Estadual de Campinas and
the University of Sdo Paulo) the reasonable student-to-faculty ratios, or the
significant proportion of permanent faculty with doctoral degrees, or the
sizable population of doctoral students, or graduation rates and expected
research productivity.

Why are those elements absent? Part of the problem is size: some of
these universities are too big, and too heterogeneous as a result. Quality
across the various academic fields fluctuates. Doubtless, some departments
or faculties within these universities would meet the productivity indica-
tors of a New Flagship University, but the universities as a whole would
not. As part of their state-building missions, they operate a vast array of
activities: mass media outlets, hospitals, museums, secondary schools, pro-
fessional sports teams, and they train tens of thousands of students in all
professional fields. Granted, US Flagships have similar activities, if not the
enrollments, but with more funding, and with a management structure
that includes presidents accountable to a governing board, and with deans
and other administrative staff accountable to a president. The centrifugal
force in a Latin American university is massive, each part of the university
marching to its own tune. This is not decentralization or federalism: it is
closer to entropy.
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As Jorge Baldn notes, a “major stumbling block in the success-
ful incorporation of research within the university remains the rela-
tive ability of central administrations to manage their own resources,
develop universitywide academic strategies, and establish differential
rewards according to the achievement and potential for growth of dif-
ferent university segments” (Baldn 2012: 766). Leadership from the top
is generally weak, or ineffective, and management is largely amateur,
procedural, bureaucratic, and slow. There is no culture and practice of
ongoing quality control and improvement. In this environment, man-
agement is simply incapable of putting together a system for effective
quality assurance and development. Even though national accreditation
schemes have emerged in part to address the inadequacies of univer-
sity performance, internal mechanisms of continued monitoring and
improvement remain feeble, largely resistant to these external pressures
(Lemaitre and Zenteno 2012).

University governance is, therefore, the premier challenge that rests
mostly within the scope of responsibility of the institutions themselves.
Latin American Flagships are still too tied to their traditions; they are
loathe to entertain the kind of shifts in governance we have seen in Europe
and Asia in the past 30 years. Lack of effective governance leads to stagnant
faculty: with their votes, the incumbents wield the power to remain in the
faculty, and those outside, better qualified, often younger, cannot break
in. Academic cadres renovate very slowly, almost exclusively from retire-
ment, as little accountability is demanded from professors by their elected
authorities. At this pace, leading Latin American universities will reach
the overall density of permanent faculty with doctoral degrees expected
of a New Flagship in a generation or so. By then, the gap will continue to
widen with those pursuing and defining the New Flagships model in other
parts of the world.

Beyond funding inadequacies and governance and management capac-
ity, the insufficient numbers of permanent faculty with doctoral degrees
is another major cause of the output gap with the New Flagship model.
The large student-to-faculty ratios are also a function of how institutions
have developed their academic departments and hired faculty. From the
outset in the nineteenth century, Latin American universities were meant
to devote themselves primarily to the training of professionals for the
development needs of nascent nation-states (Baldn, 2013). There were no
colleges of arts and sciences, as in the United States, devoted solely to the
cultivation of the disciplines. All schools, even those in the sciences and
the humanities, were professionally oriented. Practicing professionals who
taught part-time, not scholars, educated students. A modification in this
system came in the middle of last century. Some with research training
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entered the faculty to take charge of the academic departments in the sci-
ences and the humanities. A division of labor ensued: researchers taught
the foundation courses in the disciplines, and practicing professionals
taught the applied arts. To this date, Latin American universities retain
vast numbers of part-time lecturers who are active in their professions,
do not have doctoral degrees, and are uninterested in research. But they
have nonetheless political rights as citizens of the university, and count as
professors in the faculty statistics.

Latin American national universities need to transform themselves.
Governments may provide additional funding and induce policy reform
and greater productivity; but the largest challenge is to create the academic
culture and institutional mission outlined in the New Flagship model.
In the meantime, it will remain more of a benchmark for most leading
Latin American universities than a realized ideal.

NoTEs

1. The following excerpts have been translated from Spanish by the authors.

2. Statutes of the Universidad de Buenos Aires, at www.uba.ar/download/insti
tucional/uba/9-32.pdf.

3. From the webpage of Universidad de San Carlos de Guatemala, at www.usac
.edu.gt/misionvision.php.

4. Statutes of the Universidad de Chile, at www.uchile.cl/portal/presentacion
/normativa-y-reglamentos/13805/estatuto-de-la-universidad-de-chile.

5. Statutes of the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México, at www.dgae
.unam.mx/normativ/legislacion/egunam.html.
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Chapter 7

Scandinavian Flagship Universities:
An Appraisal of Leading National
Universities in the European Context

Bjorn Stensaker and Tatiana Fumasoli

In the immediate post-Sputnik era, Clark Kerr saw America’s breed of
universities as “multiversities,” characterized by growing enrollment, an
increasingly diversified academic community, and as the emerging driver
of knowledge production and innovation (Kerr 2001: xi). This is now a
widely shared vision throughout the world. Governments have provided
additional funding, fueling further growth in academic programs and
attracting talent. One result: the number of perceived stakeholders has
increased, along with their expectations.

Many universities have been granted greater institutional autonomy to
encourage them to become more strategic actors, and hence more pro-
ductive and competitive in the global race for “scientific excellence.” And
many universities did become more strategic in their management, devel-
oping and pursuing objectives often for the first time, and becoming more
entrepreneurial (Gibbons et al. 1994, Etzkowitz et al. 2008). However,
many also developed objectives that do not align with larger national and
regional policy goals and needs. In these cases, governments have seen their
control over higher education fade, often with unanticipated outcomes.

Many European universities, along with their responsible ministries, are
now in a new era of reframing the expectations of performance and out-
comes. This development can be partly explained by the idea of the “World
Class University” (WCU)—according to one definition, a university that
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is capable of transforming its traditional academic ethos to an entrepre-
neurial mode focused on research production, and on global prestige and
relationships (Power 2007).

In the past decade, the WCU concept has become a reference point
for universities and ministries alike (Salmi 2009). Although there is no
clear definition of what it is (Altbach 2003, Li 2012), it is clear that it has
been stimulated by a clear expectation: leading national universities need
to improve their relative positions on one or more global rankings (Geiger
2004; Teixeira et al. 2004). With this goal in mind, a growing crop of
ministerial policy initiatives reflect the ambition of significantly elevating
research productivity and, hence, boosting the prestige of a group of lead-
ing national universities.

In Northern Europe, governments have funded “excellence” initiatives
with this purpose in mind, usually in combination with broader aspi-
rations to build higher education systems capable of fulfilling a range
of functions and roles (Schuetze 2007, Leibfried 2009, Christensen,
Gornitzka and Maassen 2014). Such initiatives include mergers of institu-
tions and attempts to secure a more efficient division of labor between
higher education institutions and greater integration of the whole system
(Ritzen 2010).

In this chapter, we discuss to what extent aspects of the New Flagship
University model can be understood in relation to current developments
in the Scandinavian countries of Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. The
leading national universities in these countries are characterized by being
relatively old, comprehensive, research-intensive public universities funded
largely by national governments, located in urban areas, and generally
recognized as central institutions within society. Most are transitioning
to a broader understanding of their roles in the socioeconomic develop-
ment of their countries. They are adopting such global standards, paying
attention to global rankings, and creating competitive environments for
research grants, for talented students, and talented faculty. Finally, they
have responded to accountability demands of national public authori-
ties. In short, over the past decade they have become examples of insti-
tutions that exemplify many of the characteristics of the New Flagship
University.

In analyzing this transition among Nordic universities toward elements
of the Flagship model, the following provides a two-level analysis by con-
sidering, first, policy reforms at the national level, and second, the response
and adaptation at three institutions—the University of Copenhagen,
University of Oslo, and Stockholm University. The framework for this
analysis comes from a larger research project funded by the Research
Council of Norway, the “European Flagship Universities—Balancing
Academic Excellence and Socio-Economic Relevance.”
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The Continuing Importance of National
Higher Education Systems in
the Era of Globalization

Previous studies on the history of higher education often focus is one major
goal on individual institutions and their rise to fame and influence (Martin
and Etzkowitz 2001, Robbins 2003); however, the expansion of higher edu-
cation systems throughout the world has triggered the development of sys-
tem analysis on the sector (Ben-David 1991, Clark 1983, Kerr 2001). This
includes the role of nations in generating reform initiatives (Cerych and
Sabatier 1986). In the past three decades, as noted previously, reform efforts
focused on the deregulation of the sector, on attempts to boost institutional
autonomy and to develop new intermediate governing bodies in the sec-
tor (Enders 2004). Most initially promoted the idea of the entrepreneurial
university (Clark 1998, Etzkowitz et al. 2000, Clark, 2004). More recently,
initiatives have promoted the ascendency of the WCU and international
rankings as a benchmark (Salmi 2009, Brint 2005, Bonaccorsi et al. 2010).

While the WCU model and improved rankings of government and uni-
versity reform efforts, national policy has also focused on improved university
management (Wildavsky 2010, Stensaker and Benner 2013). But to what
effect? Christina Musselin (2005) has argued that although there have been
transformations in institutional governance and academic leadership in
many national systems in Europe, fewer changes can be identified within
departments, where teaching and research are conducted. Academics are gen-
erally conservative and seek to preserve or enhance their own self-interests,
restricting the ability of university management to be more strategic
(Whitley 2008). Research-intensive universities in particular are decentral-
ized and somewhat unique organizations; they do not lend themselves easily
to theories of how to implement organizational change (Jarzabkowski 2005,
Fumasoli and Lepori 2011, Fumasoli et al., forthcoming).

The seemingly mixed effects of deregulation of higher education, for
instance, with respect to diversity and division of labor among institutions
(Labianca et al. 2001, Halffman and Leydesdorff 2010), can be explained
also by two central characteristics of universities. On the one hand, uni-
versities have organizational cultures that are resilient to external demands
(Olsen and Maassen 2007); on the other hand, increasingly autonomous
universities engage strategically within their higher education systems, thus
affecting them in ways that are unforeseen by public authorities (Fumasoli
and Huisman 2013).

Adding to or reforming the mission of universities and construct-
ing new identities for them is a large challenge (Czarniawska and Wolff
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1998, Huisman et al. 2002, Stensaker and Benner 2013, Stensaker 2015).
Reform can best described as an evolutionary rather than a revolution-
ary process (Martin 2012). As a result, impatient national governments in
Scandinavian countries are pushing for more rapid changes in the programs
and cultures of their universities. While governance reforms in recent his-
tory have tended to emphasize a more arm’s-length state steering of the
sector, including the development new intermediate governing bodies,
evaluation agencies, and more formula-based funding schemes (Teixeira
et al. 2004, Enders 2004), there is a growing interest in stronger coordi-
nation of the national higher education systems—at both the European
Union (Maassen and Stensaker 2011) and national levels (Gornitzka and
Maassen 2014). While research productivity, and rankings, remain on the
agenda of many countries (see, e.g., Leibfried 2009), governments have
begun to take a broader policy view, finding value in regional economic
development, innovation, employability, and public engagement (Kyvik
2009, Ritzen 2010). This has generated renewed interest in the design and
overall functioning of the national higher education system.

Hence, in assessing the expanding role of individual leading
Scandinavian universities, these national and European-wide policy inter-
ests and initiatives provide an important context. In Scandinavian nations,
common questions include: How should a division of labor take place
within a higher education system? How should resources be allocated to
achieve the many ambitions directed at higher education?

The following analysis comprises two parts: the first outlines each
higher education system and the reforms undergone in the past 15 years
in Scandinavia; the second part illustrates how leading universities in each
country cope with demands and expectations from their national public
funding authorities.

Characteristics of Higher Education
Systems and Reforms 2000-2014

Our sample consists of three universities: the University of Copenhagen
in Denmark, University of Oslo in Norway, and Stockholm University in
Sweden. The goal is to illustrate how national and university reforms play
out in a group of similar European countries with these characteristics:
small to medium population size, above-average GDP per capita, well-
endowed systems in research and development and public higher educa-
tion, and high performance in teaching and research compared to other
European countries (see Table 7.1).
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Denmark

In recent years, Denmark has seen multiple reforms in its higher educa-
tion sector. The main aim of these reforms is to improve quality, develop
strategic management establish research priorities, and improve the rela-
tionships between universities and the economic and industry sectors.
The most important changes comprise the governance of universities, their
missions and the funding structures, the criteria for resource distribution,
the linkages between science and society, and the scale and orientation of
science dissemination, mainly to industry. The overall reform objectives
can be summed up in three themes: quality, mergers and concentration,
and interaction and synergy.

These reforms began with the implementation of a new University Act in
2003 that focused on university autonomy and on improving accountability
and transparency. The Act abolished collegial and representative councils,
replacing them with appointed leaders at all levels (rectors, deans, and heads
of department). The Act introduced governing boards with a majority of
external members and a chairman appointed by the Minister of Science.
The objective was to strengthen university management, improve decision
making, establish strategic goals, and promote greater economic and public
service engagement. In addition, the Act explicitly stated that universities be
more engaged in technology transfers and public service. As a consequence,
universities expanded and professionalized their science dissemination activ-
ities, particularly by establishing new administrative positions and subunits
devoted to external communication and technology transfer.

This reform was followed by a number of institutional mergers in
2007-2008. A collection of 12 higher education institutions became eight;
ten ministerial agencies conducting publicly funded research were also
consolidated within the university sector. The merger process between
universities and governmental research institutes was intended to improve
the quality of research output and its impact on Denmark, and to increase
international engagement with other researchers. Mergers were partially
focused on expanding interdisciplinary research and giving universities an
improved ability to strategically manage their now-larger researcher port-
folios. And the merger process did allow universities to become more eco-
nomically engaged and to seek funding support beyond the Ministry of
Science and other ministries.

Since the beginning of the millennium, government policies supported
by a vast parliamentary majority helped intensify university and private
sector interaction, and bolstered technology transfer and innovation.
Innovation has thus been a priority in the enlarged Ministry for Science,
Technology and Innovation.
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Beginning in 2009, additional university funding, beyond the previ-
ous base budget, was distributed according to a formula that included the
number of students (45 percent), bibliometric measures of research out-
put (25 percent), external grants (20 percent), and number of PhD awards
(10 percent). The purpose was to create greater transparency regarding
public spending and productivity. Even though only additional funding
is distributed on this basis, it appears to have had a significant impact
on the behavior of academic staff and leadership at Danish universities.
It has resulted in a more competitive environment within universities.
Increasingly, the ability to attract external funding is becoming part of the
evaluation of academic staff and university subunits.

Norway

Norway’s higher education system has eight public universities with nearly
103,000 enrolled students. The system has undergone major changes since
the Quality Reform Act of 2003, which granted institutional autonomy
to universities that includes a reformed governance structure. In 2005,
a law on public and private universities was approved, providing a com-
mon framework for all Norwegian higher education institutions related
to accreditation, funding, and quality. The funding formula is structured
around basic state funding (60%), students (credits, degrees, international
students, 25%), and research (partly result-based, 15%).

Norwegian universities remain part of the public sector and their
staff—both permanent and temporary—are employed as civil servants
as in all other Norwegian public sector organizations. Government
policies and funding focus on higher education as a producer of R&D
and as key mechanisms for social stability and economic competitive-
ness, buttressed by Norway’s substantial income from oil reserves in the
North Sea.

Norway not only has a predominantly positive, optimistic view of
the role of higher education in society regarding equity and democrati-
zation, but also strong external demands and expectations. Reforms in
the regulative framework, governance, and organization of Norwegian
universities has focused on a number of areas for improvement: student
drop-out rates, time-to-degree rates, student learning, research productiv-
ity, and better European integration fostered by the Bologna process. To
help set standards among all of Norway’s universities, an independent
quality assurance agency—the Norwegian Agency for Quality Assurance
in Education, or NOKUT—was established to conduct a compulsory
national quality assurance process.
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Sweden

Sweden has 52 institutions offering higher education in various forms.
A majority of the universities and university colleges are public, subject
to the same legislation and regulations as other public organizations in
Sweden, as well as statutes, ordinances, and regulations particular to the
higher education sector. A number of tertiary institutions are self-governing
and independent. They have greater freedom with regard to the governance
and management of their affairs, but continue to operate on the basis of
an agreement with the government and are obliged to follow statutes, ordi-
nances, and regulations. In the latter part of the twentieth century, there
was a major expansion of higher education. New regional higher education
institutions were founded throughout Sweden to widen access to higher
education. Student enrollment grew enormously.

The Parliament and government ministries have overall responsibility
for higher education and research, which means that they make decisions
about performance targets, guidelines on how to achieve them, and the
allocation of resources. Education and research fall under the scope of
the Ministry of Education and Research. The Swedish National Agency
for Higher Education is the central government agency responsible for
matters concerning higher education, but under legislations passed in
2011, universities and university colleges are separate government enti-
ties and make their own decisions about the content of courses, admis-
sions, grades, organizational structure, internal allocation of funds
(undergraduate levels), and other related issues. Under this law, Sweden’s
universities and university colleges are performing better. Among other
changes, the reform provides universities and university colleges with
more power to determine academic policy. However, universities are
obliged to require that academic program decisions must be made by
two people with scientific or artistic expertise, and that students must be
entitled to representation when decisions relating to education or student
issues are made.

Research in Sweden is financed and promoted primarily by the Swedish
Research Council. The Swedish Higher Education Act and the Higher
Education Ordinance specify that all education at universities and uni-
versity colleges should be based on scientific principles. Education should
provide knowledge and skills in relevant areas; develop the ability to make
independent critical assessments and to identify, formulate, and solve
problems; and develop the capacity to prepare for changes in the student’s
professional life.

A new quality assurance system is being introduced in conjunction with
these recent reforms. Universities and university colleges with higher-quality



ScaNDINAVIAN FLagsHIP UNIVERSITIES 161

degree programs will be given increased funding under an evaluation car-
ried out by the Swedish National Agency for Higher Education. Policies
enacted since 2008 have attempted to separate the funding for teaching and
research to concentrate funding in a few top universities, to change the legal
status of higher education institutions (HEIs) into public corporations (as
in Finland), to enhance system-mission differentiation, and to strengthen
institutional leadership and management. Furthermore, there is a majority
of external members on the board of universities, HEIs are now responsible
for quality assurance, and the cessation of staff as civil servants became
effective in 2011. The minister has also promoted voluntary mergers among
HEIs; some institutions are considering merging, or have merged.

Reform Ambitions of Scandinavian
Flagship Universities

The three leading Scandinavian universities share many common features:
they are all located in a capital, hence they have relatively high student
enrollments in their national context; on average, they have slightly more
than two-thirds of their budget funded by public authorities through
block grants; and they all score in the top 100 of the Shanghai ranking
(see Table 7.2).

University of Copenhagen

The University of Copenhagen (UC) is a self-governing unit under the
state and the Ministry of Science. The board of the university is the high-
est authority, with the task of ensuring the interests of the university; it
determines, among other things, the guidelines for university organization
and its long-term activities and development. The board has six external
members and five internal members. Board meetings are held relatively
often, about eight times a year, and the university’s senior management
attends them. The meetings are open to the public.

Until 2004, a rector and a council traditionally led the university. That
year, a “Board of Governors” replaced the council. The Board appoints a
rector and pro-rector to head the university’s management. The deans are
nominated by the rector and appointed by the board to head the facul-
ties. The deans appoint the heads of departments. The rector appoints the
academic councils, one in every faculty, after recommendation from the
deans. The Board appoints a university director after a recommendation
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from the rector. The director is the head of the central administration.
Faculties and departments have their own individual administrations,
although the general budget is overseen by the central administration.

The management at UC is responsible for establishing guidelines and
procedures to ensure that prudent budgeting is exercised by the admin-
istration of the institution, and that the information contained in the
Financial Statements and Management’s Reviews on targets and perfor-
mance is documented and adequate for the activities of the university. The
UC leadership reports to the Ministry of Science, with which the board of
the university has entered into a development contract. This contract for-
mulates the university’s objectives and intended progress for a fixed period
of time, organized around three goals: research, teaching, and dissemina-
tion of knowledge. Within this framework the development contract lists a
number of intended results that do not reflect the overall profile of the uni-
versity, but set out development trends within the university core activities.
The ministry fixes objectives regarding the expected production of journal
articles, depth of internationalization, third-party funding, research activi-
ties, and PhD enrollment and degree recipients.

For teaching programs at the first-degree level, objectives in the mid-term
address student admission and enrollment, dropout rates, study-completion
time, examples of the adaption of degree programs that align with the
needs of the labor market, entrepreneurship, internationalization, and
high-quality teaching. Dissemination of knowledge lists objectives such
as cooperation with vocational schools, continuing and further education,
participation and contributions to public debates, patents and licenses, and
evidence of meaningful cooperation with the business community. Finally,
the university is requested to achieve objectives related to public service,
for example, providing scientific expertise to various ministries.

In 2007, UC merged with the Royal Veterinary and Agricultural
University and the Danish University of Pharmaceutical Sciences. UC
now contains one of the largest Health and Life Science Centers in
Northern Europe. In 2012, the rector and the Board initiated a series of
reorganizations. The Faculty of Life Sciences (LIFE) and the Faculty of
Science merged into a new Faculty of Science. Similarly, the Faculty
of Pharmaceutical Sciences, the Faculty of Health Sciences, and the veteri-
nary field at the Faculty of Life Sciences merged into the new Faculty of
Health and Medical Sciences.

With respect to internationalization, UC focuses on recruiting the best
of the future generation of Danish and international research talent. A
human resources department was established with a priority to build inter-
disciplinary programs for all staff and ensure intercultural competencies to
meet globalization demands.
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The mergers among the UC, the Royal Veterinary and Agricultural
University, and the Danish University of Pharmaceutical Sciences have
increased the scope for multidisciplinary research. The university’s strat-
egy document “Destination 2012” states that the university has significant
scientific diversity within education and research—a capacity that has
been further strengthened by the mergers.

The university has a long-standing educational and research collabora-
tion with other universities in the @resund region. The @resund university
network involves 14 universities in eastern Denmark and southern Sweden
and provides researchers and students with improved access to expertise on
both sides of the Sound. The @resund Science Region forms an umbrella
for research cooperation and operates through six research and innovation
platforms integrating universities, industries, and the public sector.

With the introduction of the 2003 University Act, universities gained
increased autonomy, which they administered very differently. The UC
started a reorganization process during the past five years—generally
a slower pace than found in other large Danish universities, such as at
Aarhus University. Nevertheless, UC is undergoing physical, structural,
and administrative changes, initiated and implemented by the university
leadership. This has included allowing for mergers and establishing greater
management authority by the Board and the rector, creating a much more
centralized institution.

University of Oslo

The Strategic planning process at University of Oslo (UiO) has changed
dramatically in the past decade. A five-year plan replaced a ten-year plan-
ning horizon to reflect the long-term effort and investment required to
improve university programs and activities. More so than in the past, the
planning process involved internal and external stakeholders, organized
with an integrated approach to the core roles traditionally ascribed to the
university and linked to a new budgeting process demanding performance
results that includes a set of indicators. Each year, the governing board
decides to focus on a special topic central to the strategy. For example, the
focus was teaching quality in 2011; the following year, it was internation-
alization; and in 2013, the theme was innovation.

The new strategic plan also espoused the importance of academic free-
dom and collegiality, supporting the core university values that include
the pursuit of quality, social responsibility, community, concern for the
environment, breadth and support for cutting-edge teaching and research,
and the campus as a high-quality and supportive learning space.
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The following is stated as the overriding planning goal: “The University
of Oslo will strengthen its international position as a leading research-
intensive university through a close interaction across research, education,
communication and innovation.” UiO aims at increasing its contribution
to academic research internationally and to addressing the challenges fac-
ing Norwegian society. The strategic plan outlines goals for 2020 and is
structured around five objectives: promoting pioneering research, edu-
cation, and communication and being sought as an international part-
ner; offering research-based education equivalent to that offered by the
foremost international places of learning; ensuring the research-based
knowledge to solve the major challenges facing society in the twenty-first
century; administering its aggregate resources proactively; and providing
good working and learning environments such that students and staff are
able to realize their potential.

In 2012, a Strategic Advisory Board (SAB) was established to develop
UiO’s position as a leading international research university. SAB provides
external and scientifically based feedback on the position the university
currently occupies, and on what will be needed to reach the high ambitions
embedded in UiO’s Strategy 2020. The Board has been also engaged in
a discussion on how academic values and academic freedom can be pro-
tected. In a recent report from the SAB, the UiO was advised to rethink
how the diverse aims sketched out in the strategic plan could be imple-
mented in practice; to help in that cause, the SAB argued for more flexible
and diverse organizing of the university. This recommendation was wel-
comed by the governing board and the institutional leadership, resulting
in several initiatives.

Stockholm University

Stockholm University (SU)’s strategic plan (2011-2015) sets the mid-term
vision of the university. “By 2015 the bulk of teaching and research activi-
ties at the university will be leading references nationally and recognized
internationally,” notes the plan, with academic professionalism and integ-
rity stated as the foundation for the strategic development of the university.
The central urban location of SU is also highlighted, with reference to its
historical aim of becoming an open entity engaged with, and responsive
to, the outside world.

SU’s four faculties are the largest in the country in enrollment. It is
explicitly expressed in the plan that new strategic efforts be undertaken
to strengthen existing and potentially new areas of scientific excellence.
Excellence in research and in teaching is to be achieved in tandem and
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aligned with equity goals. Economic engagement and public service are
also valued, particularly in the greater Stockholm region. And the univer-
sity is expanding efforts to help secure working opportunities for students
and to develop ongoing contact with alumni.

The university governing board is responsible for matters concerning
the long-term profile and welfare of the university. It is composed of inter-
nal (staff and students) and external representatives (public and private
sectors). The university central leadership is composed of the rector, the
pro-rector, two vice rectors (one for the natural sciences and the other for
the social sciences and humanities), and the university director, who heads
the technical-administrative structure. In addition, there are a number of
specialized roles that provide strategic advice to the rector in key areas such
as quality, environmental issues (sustainability), pedagogy, and equality.

Quality in the university’s teaching, research, and public service activi-
ties is the major goal, in addition to equity (gender, race and ethnicity) in
access and treatment of students and academic and administrative staff.
Internationalization of teaching and research and strategic cooperation
with other Swedish tertiary institutions are also referred to as key priori-
ties. In the realm of research, a special focus is attributed to the establish-
ment of a “vibrant work environment” that is capable of attracting and
retaining talented researchers. All faculty are expected to dedicate a part
of their work time to research, including engagement with international
research projects (particularly at EU level) and, consequently, the develop-
ment of international networks.

An annual follow-up of progress in each of the various areas is to be
undertaken. As a result, internal plans, goals, and ambitions are to be
revisited and revised accordingly. The current operational cycle sheds
light on seven key strategic goals, as approved by the SU’s board in
December 2010. The plan is organized around three distinct parts. In the
first part, the goals and objectives regarding each one of the three main
functions—teaching, research, and service to society—are outlined. In
the second part, the general guidelines framing the work around quality
and quality-assurance mechanisms are presented. The last part includes a
number of quantitative benchmarks (for 2011-2012) to provide a general
picture regarding university finances and performance. The goals per spe-
cific area of activity are as follows. Teaching: (a) increasing international
exchange at all levels of education; (b) varied and student-driven teach-
ing and examination procedures; (c) active participation of students in
matters pertaining to improving education and learning environments.
Research: (a) a higher percentage of international researchers and doctoral
students; (b) good social and economic conditions for all doctoral candi-
dates. Impact in society (third mission): (a) good conditions that make it
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possible for students to enter the labor market either as an employee or
as an entrepreneur (own business); (b) good possibilities for students to
undertake practical training and examinations in work outside HE.

The Future of Scandinavian Flagships

The leading national Scandinavian universities in this study have made
significant progress toward the New Flagship model. While they have
ambitions to improve their international rankings focused on research pro-
duction, they also value their broader mission and their key role in their
respective national systems of higher education.

Greater institutional autonomy and other government-induced reforms
have also helped turn these universities into more strategic actors and closer
partners with ministries. For example, in Denmark, the relation between
the ministry responsible for higher education and individual institu-
tions has led to contractual agreements and a regular dialogue between
the ministry and academic leaders that sets out terms regarding mission
differentiation among universities and colleges. Institutional mergers in
Denmark and Norway also reflect a broader interest in building a produc-
tive national higher education system, not simply on institutional prestige
and performance.

Why is there this attention to the broader development of higher edu-
cation in Scandinavian countries? Why do we sense a more strategic role
by Scandinavian universities in building these systems, while they pur-
sue reforms that form an adoption of the New Flagship model? In short,
there is a governance logic operating within the Scandinavian region that
is more collaborative than the competitive logic associated with the WCU
and ranking paradigm that dominates the political agenda in many other
countries. We observe that Scandinavian universities operate at a twofold
level: a systemic level, which is mainly national but also regional; and an
international level where they endeavor as single academic organizations
in a competitive arena, pursuing excellence and prestige through research
and ranking. The leading national universities in Scandinavia are balanc-
ing these different missions of research excellence and societal relevance by
exploring possible synergies with their many stakeholders.

But it is also true that higher education systems in the Scandinavian
countries are relatively small in enrollment, faculty, and academic pro-
grams. These countries have financial muscle and long traditions of scien-
tific excellence, and, unlike some of the massive universities found in, for
example, Latin America, an awareness and ability to coordinate and pursue
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institutional goals. Small size is a considerable comparative advantage.
One might speculate whether these factors also make the Scandinavian
countries more resilient to “global pressures.” While the Scandinavian
countries are exposed to and are very much part of the current globaliza-
tion of higher education and the ranking frenzy, the healthy and ongoing
dialogue between national authorities and university leaders helps provide
a perspective on the many purposes of major universities.

This is not to argue that Scandinavian policymaking in higher educa-
tion is better than in other parts of the world, or that the leading universi-
ties in Scandinavia behave in a more innovative way. On the contrary, we
conclude that higher education in many countries is still predominantly a
domestic affair, regulated and funded by national authorities who have a
diverse reform agenda for higher education.

This chapter has been written in the framework of the “European Flagship
Universities—Balancing Academic Excellence and Socio-Economic
Relevance,” funded by the Research Council of Norway (FORFI program,
grant 212422).
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Chapter 8

The Soviet Flagship University Model
and Its Contemporary Transition

Isak Froumin and Oleg Leshukov

Some 30 years ago, sociologist Burton Clark sought to illustrate and clas-
sify how different national systems of higher education were influenced by
three major players: the state, the academy, and the market. In the United
States, the market, in terms of students and business interests, was more
influential than in other parts of the world. Soviet higher education was
as on the other end of the spectrum: a highly state-regulated system, with
weak authority by academics and university leaders, with little influence
by markets; indeed, within a command economy, the state determined the
market. All universities were “cogs” in the central-government machine.

At its outset, the Soviet model of higher education constituted a unique
experiment in social engineering. Russian communist leaders regarded
higher education as a means of supplying the national economy with skilled
employees and scientific research organized to satisfy specific economic
demands. It also was a force for nation-building; a mechanism to educate
and enculturate political leaders and professionals; and a system intended
to support regional, political, and economic needs within Russia’s vast geo-
graphic boundaries and satellite nations (Kuzminov et al. 2013).

This model emerged after the Revolution of 1917 and constituted a
highly structured, mission-driven network of institutions. It placed a spe-
cial prestige and role among a group of regionally based and Soviet-styled
Traditional Flagship Universities outlined in earlier chapters of this book.
But these leading national universities were different from those found
in other parts of the world. They had a defined leadership role within a
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regionally coordinated system of postsecondary technical schools and
universities. The best and the brightest that graduated from a secondary
school went to these regional Soviet Flagships. Under the Soviet model,
basic research was largely the confines of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
forming the elite research institutions devoid of teaching responsibilities.
Most universities were focused almost exclusively on teaching and had no
authority to conduct research.

The collapse of the Soviet system and the shift to a new, more market-
oriented economic model forced a significant transformation of the
Russian higher education system, including the mission, organization, and
behaviors of institutions themselves. A lessening of central state control,
the dissolution of the industry-oriented education system, and the creation
of the new market environment marked its downfall. Consequently, some
Soviet Flagship Universities failed to adjust and were, de facto, stripped of
their status. Others managed to preserve and strengthen their leadership
within the system. The post—Soviet system also included the establishment
of new institutions, sometimes in the form of newly merged universities.
Many of these newcomers were able to occupy the needed niches by effec-
tively serving a changing labor market. Other existing and newly formed
postsecondary institutions floundered, unable to cope with the shifting
economic model. On the whole, the post—Soviet higher education system
went into a period of uncertainty and chaotic adaptation.

In contrast, the past decade or so has been characterized by a signifi-
cant return of the state into education policymaking, helping reshape the
nation’s network of post-Soviet Flagships and other institutions. Striving
to improve education quality and research efficiency, the national govern-
ment undertook a number of reforms, forcing and encouraging mergers
and supporting a specific group of leading universities to pursue many of
the values of the New Flagship model. Yet, unlike in the Soviet era, there
still remains no well-defined higher education configuration.

This chapter explores the historical development of the Soviet and
then the new Russian higher education system, and specifically the Soviet
Flagship university, its demise, and aspirational resurgence, today heavily
shaped by global university rankings.

An important question is whether Russia’s leading universities need
the state to encourage or force maturation into more globally competitive
and socially relevant institutions. Or should it be largely the responsibil-
ity of universities themselves? Our view is that there are limits to external
state control and influence via funding and central policy directives. More
effective university management will relate to internal decision making
and institutions pursuing their own academic cultures and mission within
an increasingly competitive environment.
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The Soviet Higher Education Project

In the aftermath of the Revolution of 1917, the Soviet government did not
take long to pursue ambitious reforms that affected all aspects of social
life. Higher education was no exception. Over its first ten years in power,
the new government pursued various and, at times, contradictory, reform
efforts—from attempts to raze the higher education sector to the ground
that included limiting the number of admissions or closing and merging
tertiary institutions, to an active expansion of the system. The new Russian
higher education system came to include a significant redefinition and
elevation of the nation’s largest, oldest, and the most prestigious universi-
ties, including Moscow State University, Saint Petersburg State University,
Kazan State University, and others. In the midst of much political tumult,
these new Soviet Flagships upheld the academic reputation of Russia by
educating the new Soviet elite and by continuing the nation’s long history
of scholarly research and technical expertise in fields such as mathematics
and engineering. This special role for the higher education system emerged
in earnest by the 1930s.

As in all sectors of the national economy, higher education had to
adhere to strict regulations. The State Planning Committee, a special gov-
ernment agency typical for command economies, calculated the amount
of resources that were needed for the development of the Russian economy,
including the number and type of trained and educated workers and pro-
fessionals. Designed initially as a five-year plan in 1928, the objectives
included identifying the exact number of university graduates in each
study area needed to satisfy the demands of a new Soviet economy, and the
number and organization of postsecondary institutions required. It led to
the appearance of distinct types of universities, characterized by different
missions (Froumin et al. 2014):

® Specialized Sectorial (industrial) Institutions focused on staffing a
specific sector of industry, such as aviation and railroads on a national
scale and focused on overall national productivity goals.

® Regional Infrastructural Universities established on a territorial-pro-
duction principle, sometimes the result of separating academic units
from other larger, older universities. These universities focused on
providing training for teachers, medicine, and similar professions.

¢ Soviet Flagship Universities offered a comprehensive array of academic
programs and degrees, training staff for other higher education insti-
tutions (especially in basic sciences), staff for research institutes, and
personnel for local managerial elites (economics, history, and law).
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This was not the nomenclature in the Soviet era, or today, for categorizing
postsecondary institutions. For instance, “Flagship University” is language
that was not used historically, or today (thus far) in Russia; instead “state
university” or “leading university” is the more common way of identifying
the major, research-intensive universities of today. However, this categoriza-
tion of each higher education sector helps us in the following analysis.

What emerged in the 1930s was a strong, coherent, and hierarchical as
well as regional approach to building a system of higher education found
in few other nations at that time outside of the United States. But it also
imposed significant constraints on the development of higher education,
limiting the prerogatives of institutional leaders and faculty to creatively
interact with local economies and society in general (Kuzminov et al. 2013;
Froumin et al. 2014). The purpose and organization of these three types
of institutions related to the centrally identified labor needs of the Soviet
state, and focused almost entirely on teaching and creating a rigid and
centrally controlled model. By 1954, for example, this included regulations
mandating that upon graduating, all young professionals work for no less
than three years at specific business or industrial facilities, such as pro-
duction plants, state-owned and collective farms, hospitals, and schools,
depending on the directives issued by the ministry (Decree 1954).

As noted previously, most university faculty did not engage in academic
research in any significant way. That was the responsibility of the Academy
of Sciences—a similar model found in Germany that invested most of its
academic research capacity in the Max Planck and other non-university
institutes. In Russia, the Academy supported research centers, laboratories,
and design bureaus, with the expressed purpose of meeting most of the
scientific research needs of the state. The lack of a significant research role
for universities, and a focus largely on teaching, along with their lack of
institutional autonomy and ability to innovate, proved a profound weak-
ness in the development of Soviet universities and technical institutions
(Johnson 2008, p. 160). However, a select group of Soviet Flagships did
have a number of exclusive rights and opportunities to conduct mostly
applied research.

Soviet Flagship Universities Over Time

The Soviet Flagship was at the top of the hierarchical higher education
system. Most were established before the Russian Revolution, including
Moscow State University, St. Petersburg State University, and a number
of universities located in the capitals of large republics, such as Kiev State
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University. Having retained the academic heritage that they had before the
Revolution, these universities continued to provide education of the high-
est quality and remained as leaders in their respective regional networks
of postsecondary institutions—with the exception of Moscow State and
St. Petersburg, which formed Russia’s only truly national universities.

As originally outlined in the July 1931 Decree of the Council of People’s
Commissars N 752, “On Reorganizing State,” the Soviet Flagships edu-
cated students in the fundamentals of natural sciences, physics and math-
ematics, and the humanities, largely to fill academic positions at other
Soviet universities and technical colleges—a prominence they retain in
the modern era of Russia’s higher education system. They trained staff for
research centers affiliated with the Academy of Sciences. These universities
also offered education programs not found in other university sectors—
for example, there were periods in the history of the Soviet Union when
the entire nation had only four faculties of philosophy: at the Moscow,
Leningrad, Sverdlovsk, and Kiev universities (Vakhitov 2014).

Another decree by the Council of People’s Commissars (the top execu-
tive body of the Soviet Union) stated, “Universities must be transformed
into the main training grounds for highly skilled professionals, special-
izing in general research and teaching at higher education institutions and
secondary schools.” Another decree in 1936 sought to solidify Communist
Party control of these institutions. University rectors (equivalent to a uni-
versity president) had to henceforth be appointed and dismissed by a cen-
tral government All-Union Committee on Higher Education. Candidates
who filled academic departments and regional ministries (“commissars”)
responsible for higher education also had to be approved in Moscow. The
goal was to make sure that university leadership would follow the ideol-
ogy of the Soviet state. As a result, the professional competency of many
university administrators was not a priority—a pattern of party control
mimicked eventually by China.

Unlike most other higher education institutions, the comprehensive
Soviet Flagships began to offer postgraduate programs in the late 1930s. By
1939, there were 1,200 students attending postgraduate training courses,
with some 464 alone at Moscow State University (Avrus 2001). By the
end of 1930s, approximately half of all Soviet Flagship University gradu-
ates were opting for a career in academia and research (Vakhitov 2014),
either within the various higher education institutions or at one of the
Academy of Sciences institutions. The Soviet Flagship’s central role grew
with the rapid growth in the enrollment and in the number of sectorial and
infrastructural institutions. As shown in figure 8.1, there were a mere 152
higher education institutions in 1917; ten years later, only 90. But by 1940
the total had climbed dramatically to 481 (Chanbarisov 1988).
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Growth in the number of institutions led to the advent of a great num-
ber of new and highly specialized universities. More often than not, these
new institutions resulted from separating academic programs from an
existing Flagship University by a central. Authority over their manage-
ment went to a sectorial ministry, such as railroads, electricity, and steel
production. For instance, there were six sectorial HEIs that had branched
out from the Rostov State University. This included a new university for
teacher training, one for communist economics, another for medicine, and
another for industrial development.

Throughout the 1930s, new sectorial universities formed national net-
works with the intent of coordinating programs and meeting national
labor needs. A lead university was designated to set curricular and other
standards for other sectorial institutions with the same specialization to
follow (Kuzminov et al. 2013). For example, the Moscow Institute of Steel
headed all the metallurgic institutions in the various Soviet regions; the
Moscow Mining Institute headed a similar national network. These lead-
ing campuses also provided applied research related to their particular pro-
fessions or industries (Tasits 2012).

In this era of reform that valued specialization and perceived labor
market needs, several faculties of the Moscow State University (e.g., the
medical or philology faculty) separated themselves to form new inde-
pendent institutes. As a result, Soviet Flagships increasingly focused on
degree programs such as physics, mathematics, natural sciences, and
the humanities. The rapid growth in sectorial universities elevated the
regional Flagships as elite, prestigious institutions that generated not
merely workers, but the political and academic intelligentsia. However,
these institutions still played a larger leadership role in a region, in part
because they supplied the faculty and researchers for a growing higher
education sector, and because of their special status under the Soviet
government.

In the midst of chaotic political reforms under Stalin, special advantages
were given to Soviet Flagships. Statutory law gave these universities more
flexibility when responding to industry demands for various qualifica-
tions and skills—a privilege not accorded the sectorial and infrastructural
institutions. In 1934, the head of the ministry responsible for governing
education (“the People’s Commissariat for Education of the Russian Soviet
Federative Socialist Republic”) stated that the Flagships were to be major
centers of the Soviet scientific thought (Avrus 2001). This allowed senior
faculty and graduate students to carry out scientific research, helping to
generate the talent that ultimately supported Soviet science and military
capabilities during the Cold War (Avrus 2001).
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Another privilege granted to Flagships by the late 1930s: the right to
determine their own curricula. All of the other educational institutions
were obligated to follow the curricula that had been drawn out for their use
at the corresponding ministries and departments. Flagships also received
additional funding. The average funding standards for student support
was over twice as high in these universities as those in the other higher
education sectors (Froumin and Povalko 2014).

Especially at the Moscow and Saint Petersburg State Universities, pro-
fessors at Flagships had high prestige and salaries comparable to that of
high-ranking officials. All of this made a career in the academia sphere
immensely appealing. Moreover, an educational allowance for housing
and other expenses of students and postgraduates was comparable to the
average wage across the country. By comparison, financial incentives for
professors and students at all the other postsecondary institutions were
significantly lower. All of these factors further elevated the prestige of
the Flagships and made them highly attractive for the best professors and
students.

The Soviet Flagships also became the primary vehicle for enrolling
international students from other socialist regimes. In 1946, Soviet uni-
versities started welcoming students from partner countries (Avrus 2001).
Moscow State University was the first to open its doors to foreigners,
closely followed by other major institutions. For a long time, teaching for-
eign students remained the sole domain of Flagships.

During the Stalin era, the building of a new campus, and its massive
and signature Soviet-era main building, for Moscow State University
exuded the importance of this leading university and its real and symbolic
role in promoting education and the nation-state’s devotion to science and
learning. Built between 1949 and 1953 during a period of economic hard-
ship, this majestic building demonstrated that higher education was at the
top of the government’s agenda (Avrus 2001). Similar building programs
were launched at other Soviet Flagships.

The new and old Flagships were all located in the capitals of Union
republics and autonomous republics, such as Kiev State University and
Baku State University (Dmitriev 2013). Each trained the local and national
elite and party officials (Froumin and Povalko 2014). Another purpose was
to help unite the linguistic, cultural, and territorial development of various
peoples who lived in the Soviet Union (Martin 2001). Flagships introduced
programs related to the various national languages and devoted resources
to studying and supporting regional cultural traditions and practices.

In this way, the Soviet Flagships became a driving force behind the
cultural and economic development of their respective regions in a fash-
ion. But it is important to note that not every region had its own Flagship
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university. The Soviet territorial planning policy dictated that a Flagship
University must be created mostly in the capitals of Union republics, in
autonomous districts, or other large regions. Comprehensive universities
that were located in such regions, such as Moscow, St. Petersburg, and
Tomsk Oblast, had the greatest demand among students and could best
influence and serve the need for graduates in other higher education sec-
tors. In those regions that lacked comprehensive universities, the center of
the education system shifted to sectorial universities.

The Beginning of the Modern Era

At the end of the Soviet era in the 1980s, the government in Moscow
eased its central control of the education system. All postsecondary insti-
tutions gained a new level of management authority. Soviet administra-
tors attempted to give institutes and universities a more important role in
managing their curriculum and programs. At the same time, there was
no well-defined policy to guide local campus administration on manage-
ment and governance. This gave rise to serious challenges on how to adapt
to an increasingly market-oriented environment in the midst of limited
resources or experience.

In one effort to help guide institutions in this new era, academic
leaders in Flagship Universities helped to create special Teaching and
Methodological Associations (UMOs). Each association brought together
a group of public institutions to develop uniform curricular and peda-
gogical practices, relying on the expertise and leadership of the regional
Flagships. Such associations were created in many fields, including teacher
training, medicine, culture and art, information security training, agricul-
ture and fishing technical education, and military training.

Bauman Moscow State Technical University, for example, headed
the association responsible for training engineers, while Moscow State
University led the UMO responsible for education in social science and
humanities fields. The result was an important transformation in the
culture of Russian universities into more active participants in education
policy making.

The collapse of the Soviet Union accelerated the emergence of the
new economic order, include the following: (1) the emergence of market
mechanisms and a private higher education sector; (2) initially declining
enrollment demand; (3) greater diversification of education programs;
(4) liberalization of education programs and an increase of univer-
sity autonomy; (5) efforts to become more internationally engaged; and
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(6) a new recognition of international academic competition and bench-
marking, including rankings.

Universities faced unprecedented challenges. The social and economic
recession in the country and destruction of the mandatory job placement
system resulted in a downturn in enrollments, with particularly significant
impact among institutions in remote regions of the country. These circum-
stances also encouraged inbreeding among the ranks of faculty and admin-
istrative staff and a decline in coordination among institutions. Faculty
mobility among the universities and cooperation in the area of method-
ological support—once a strength of the Soviet system—dramatically
declined. Instead of a single process for development and approval of
educational materials, for example, many independent publishing houses
sprang up that published textbooks and other course materials without
any review.

Post-Soviet Flagships

Greater autonomy provided an opportunity for institutions to experiment.
In the short term, this experimentation led to lower quality and disarray.
Under the Soviet system, the state was the primary regulator and consumer
of educational services. Now new stakeholders emerged that included not
only national and regional governments, but also households, a growing
private sector and the academic community itself (Freeman 1984). At the
same time, state funding for all higher education institutions declined
dramatically. How could the Flagship Universities adapt to this new
environment?

Heads of the leading universities sought development strategies. Many
of the rectors hired during the Soviet period falsely assumed special admin-
istrative and financial rights (Vishlenkova and Dmitriev 2013) as a legacy
of their special status under the Soviet government. They had difficulty
managing the transition period. Many universities chose to expand low-
cost, part-time degree programs; some created branches in other regions
and localities. The movement was toward mass, cheap, and low-quality
educational programs for students (Kuzminov et al. 2013).

Yet the specialized education programs characteristic of the Soviet era
remained, restricting student choice on what they might study and, in turn,
their future opportunities for jobs and mobility in a changing economy.
Students often faced a narrowly defined and rigid vocational and profes-
sional curriculum (Ushakov and Shuruev 1980, Balzer 1993). Enrollment
demand continued to decline. Many of the traditional specialized
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single-discipline degree programs closed at both the Flagship and sectorial
universities. This had a particular significant effect on the sectorial insti-
tutions, most of which had significant financial problems. They began to
look for other sources of income, including degree programs in the social
and economics sciences. But this proved overly ambitious. Most did not
have the appropriate faculty expertise or the resources to create quality
programs (Platonova and Semyonov 2014). This resulted in many sectorial
universities closing or merging with other institutions. At one time, they
had been leaders in specific areas of training determined by the state; now
they had lost their sense of identity and purpose.

The net result was the end of a once well-defined hierarchy of
higher education institutions. Throughout this transitory period, two
universities maintained a special status: Moscow State University and
St. Petersburg State University. A presidential decree in October 1990,
“On the Status of Higher Education Establishments,” provided Moscow
State University broad autonomy in academic and financial manage-
ment and continued government funding levels (Avis 1992). By 2009,
this included separate expenditure lines in the national budget and the
status of being “unique scientific and educational complexes, [the] old-
est universities of the country with great importance for development
of the Russian society.” Further elevating the special status of Moscow
State and St. Petersburg Universities, new rectors required approval by
the president of the Russian Federation; rectors at other universities
were elected by faculty and students and approved by the government
authority. Moreover, these two institutions gained informal control of
accreditation for any new social science and professional programs that
allowed them to regulate the offering of programs in these fields at other
universities (Ten 2007).

While many of the former Soviet Flagships and sectorial universi-
ties struggled, new universities emerged. These included new private
institutions organized on the model of universities in the West. The
Russian Economic School (Moscow) and the European University
in St. Petersburg were examples. New public universities were also
were established, including the Higher School of Economics (HSE) in
Moscow, modeled on the London School of Economics, with faculties in
the social sciences and now with a school of engineering. These new uni-
versities pursued graduate education as a significant component in their
programs—much more so than the older Soviet universities of the past
(Froumin 2012). Shortly after their inception, a number of these new
universities had some of the highest enrollments. They quickly attained
high levels of research productivity and journal publications relative to
their Russian counterparts.
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Yet the overall quality of the emerging Russian higher education sys-
tem was understood to be extremely low, revealed in part by exposure to
the academic programs of universities in other parts of the world and by
the poor showing of Russian universities in international rankings. By the
mid-2000s, Russia’s ministry responsible for higher education took action
to address these problems, primarily reducing the large number of small
institutions with narrowly tailored degree programs by encouraging insti-
tutional mergers. The federal government also began to focus funding sup-
port on a group of so-called “Federal” universities to be located in different
federal districts of the country (Froumin and Povalko 2014). Forty univer-
sities merged into nine to create these new federal universities (Froumin
and Povalko 2014), with missions that reflected the New Flagship model.
According to the Federal Law of the Russian Federation dated February
10, 2009 No. 18-F, the federal universities were to accomplish the follow-
ing functions:

® Provide for the systemic modernization of the higher and postgradu-
ate vocational education;

e Carry out staff training, retraining, and/or qualification improve-
ment based on the use of modern education technologies for compre-
hensive social and economic development of the region;

® Perform fundamental and applied scientific research in a wide range
of fields and seek ways of bringing the results of intellectual activities
to practical application;

® Act as a leading scientific and methodological center.

An example of a Federal university is the Far East Federal University
(FEFU). Established in 2011 through the merger of several universities,
FEFU is a significant player in the economic development in the Russian
region that borders the Pacific Ocean—an historically economically
depressed territory characterized by a declining population and an under-
developed labor market. The new university now draws the best students
and teachers in the region: students who at one time looked to escape to
more populated and economically developed regions of Russia.

FEFU and a group of other new universities are conscious of interna-
tional models for quality assurance and desire interaction with other major
universities outside of Russia’s borders (Froumin and Povalko 2014).

Bolstering the reform movement, the Ministry of Education and
Science in 2008-2010 developed a competitive process to choose 29 exist-
ing universities that would become “national research universities.” The
chosen now receive additional financing for basic and applied research,
for hiring faculty, and for expanding graduate education, particularly
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at the master’s level. Funding is also for increasing technology transfer,
for expanding the interaction with local economies, and for promoting
international engagement (MoES 2015). One goal announced by the
President of the Russian Federation (No. 599 dated May 7, 2012): at least
five Russian universities should be in the top 100 international academic
ranking by 2022.

More recently, the Ministry of Education and Science announced a
competition to select 15 universities to receive additional funding to sup-
port an even more ambitious ranking goal. The “Academic Excellence
Project” is for four years, with a total announced budget of 44 billion
rubles. These funds can be used for the hiring of new staff, including those
with experience abroad; improvement of graduate and postgraduate pro-
grams; introduction of new education programs jointly with the leading
foreign partners; and implementation of measures to attract foreign stu-
dents. Figure 8.2 provides the location of these 15 universities.

In part because of these funding initiatives, leading Russian universi-
ties are more focused on ways to improve their rankings and have only
elements of the more holistic New Flagship University model. They are
improving their research productivity and, to some degree, interaction
internationally. However, many are struggling to create a relatively new
academic culture focused on institutional self-improvement, including
improving the quality and character of their teaching, research, and public
service missions.

Becoming a Russian Flagship

How might a group of Russia’s more entrepreneurial universities adopt key
aspects of the New Flagship model?

First, they need to become much more international, not only in their
interaction with other universities and academics in other parts of the
world, but also in adopting norms and practices of the best universities—
many of which are outlined in the first part of this book. This is not an
easy task. The legacy of the Soviet higher educational system reinforces
a domestic, provincial viewpoint among many academics and university
leaders. This is only now slowly beginning to change, in part induced
by ministerial funding opportunities and discussion on how to elevate
Russia’s universities to be both competitive and collaborative with other
major universities. This is one reason why there is a need to recruit faculty
and students from throughout the world to help change the culture and
management capacity of Russian universities.
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Second, they need resources from the state to pursue these norms and
to increase their interaction globally, with relative autonomy to shape their
own strategies.

Third, while recruiting some faculty internationally, the top Russian uni-
versities need to substantially improve their graduate programs, especially
at the PhD level. They need to seek a more significant and well-defined role
in preparing the next generations of academics and academic leaders. This
should include greater faculty mobility and steps to limit academic inbreed-
ing that characterized the Soviet system (Yudkevich, Sivak, 2015).

Fourth, leading universities aspiring to be New Flagship Universities
must continue to build a comprehensive array of academic programs, with
quality across the disciplines, and with opportunities for multidisciplinary
collaboration among faculty and students. This will require a better align-
ment of their research and teaching activities, and improved conditions for
greater research productivity and engagement with local economies.

Among the Russian universities adopting aspects of the Flagships model,
the National Research University Higher School of Economics—Moscow
(HSE) offers one of the best examples. HSE has developed internal policy
and practices that reflect aspects of the New Flagship model. In a relatively
short time, during a period of major societal and economic changes, it is
perhaps Russia’s more innovative and entrepreneurial university (Froumin
2012). This has included the following internally developed initiatives:

® Opening new programs in the areas that were not covered by other
universities;

¢ Development of a sophisticated system of incentives for the research
performance of the teaching staff;

¢ Introducing teaching in English even in the absence of the favorable
regulatory framework;

® Bringing the best foreign scholars to lead research centers on a part-
time basis;

¢ Creating an international advisory council.

These and other initiatives, along with a new management structure,
significant funding, and a relatively high level of autonomy granted by
the federal ministry, helped create a progressive academic culture that,
in turn, has helped attract some of Russia’s best students and young and
energetic faculty. The HSE example, and analysis of the experience of
other Russian universities, indicate that a label given by the state cannot
guarantee status as a New Flagship University. It requires the develop-
ment and maintenance of an internal academic culture devoted to insti-
tutional self-improvement.
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Chapter 9

Epilogue: Reflections on a
New Flagship University

Manja Klemencic

Each higher education system has one or several universities that stand
out among the rest in terms of prestige, embodying the hopes of a nation.
They are the frontrunners in educating national elites, in attracting the
best students and academics, in granting social status, and, increasingly,
in gaining resources intended to improve their performance in global
rankings.

This book argues that leading national universities, and those that seek
such a status, need to articulate and seek a much grander and more sophis-
ticated vision: the New Flagship University. The leitmotif is twofold.
One is the profound dissatisfaction with the way university rankings are
ordering the global higher education system and distributing rewards and
incentives. The other prompts Flagship Universities to seek self-improve-
ment and meaningful engagement with the societies that gave them life
and purpose.

Due to the rise in global interdependencies in all spheres of economic
and social interaction, leading national universities are expected to be glob-
ally engaged and competitive. No longer is it sufficient for a university to
be recognized as the most prestigious at home. Now it also needs to com-
pete globally for elite status. And this is how the notion of a World Class
University has emerged (Salmi 2009), with university rankings presenting
themselves as the powerful instrument to determine the status of universi-
ties in this relatively new global competition.
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While global engagements are undoubtedly desirable and advanta-
geous, it is the race for global positional goods through league tables that
the New Flagship University model seeks to challenge. The argument
presented is compelling: by competing for status in global university
rankings, the universities are beginning to lose sight of what excellence
encompasses and what is relevant. The crude measurements imposed
by rankings distort the authentic purposes and missions of universities,
which historically focused first and foremost on regional and national
relevance. Global engagements of universities, and indeed global prestige,
ought not to be conceived as ends unto themselves, but instead as paths
toward meaningful engagement in and service to societies. Contesting
the universities’ competition for global positional goods, indeed, the
global university hierarchy, this book calls on universities to rethink and
conceptualize their priorities and reconsider the direction of their self-
improvement efforts.

In national systems, competition among the leading universities tends
to be fierce but confined to the in-group (Marginson 20006), or else there is
no competition at all in smaller systems where only one university enjoys a
privileged status and captures national pride. Until the emergence of global
higher education markets, leading national universities did not really have
external pressures to self-improve. Their status was fairly secure and self-
reproducing (Marginson 2006). The incentives to improve the quality of
their teaching and research programs, and service to society, were inter-
nally generated and prompted by the strategic engagements within their
higher education systems.

With the global rankings, this situation has changed. The resistance
of national Flagship Universities toward external demands has crumbled
due to the emergence of the perceived direct link—in the eyes of the gov-
ernments and the wider public—Dbetween status in league tables and the
universities’ ability to drive national economic growth and development.
Governments are expressing demands and offering incentives for their
universities to get to the top 100 in the league tables. Hence, the external
pressures for universities to self-improve are stronger in the age of global-
ization, and the directions for self-improvement are skewed toward the
criteria applied by the rankings. Within national systems, the status of
leading national universities generally still remains unchallenged (they still
get the largest part of public funds and best students, and house the best
staff), but the governments’ demands on expected performance (value for
money) are becoming more pronounced.

Contending this trend, the New Flagship model introduces an
expanded and comprehensive view of a university’s mission, policies, and
practices. The model meticulously addresses and expounds on all of the
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vital functions and operations of a New Flagship University. It is not that
all is new in the New Flagship model; many universities are pursuing key
components of the profile. Its strength is in providing coherency and a
narrative to the array of activities and practices of the best and most influ-
ential universities. Rather than claiming prescriptive powers, it lends itself
as a tool kit for reflection that both university leaders and policy mak-
ers can consider for enabling university self-improvement. The breadth of
Douglass’s own academic and professional profile is clearly reflected in the
depth and the wealth of examples of policies and practices that accompany
the disposition of each university policy realm (teaching and learning,
research, service, and governance).

The Relationship between the State and
Flagship Universities

Douglass is careful to note that the ideals of a New Flagship University
play out differently in different national contexts. The contributors of the
regional and country chapters also express this proposition. The role of the
state in attempting to control and influence the activities of each national
Flagship, and the challenges associated with the size and organizational
culture, stand out from these empirical chapters. In every national system,
the state authorities have always taken a strong interest in their leading
national universities and sought to control and steer them. These institu-
tions are key strategic players in the political and economic life of each
nation. They play a central role in educating professional and political
elites. They have helped organize and develop state institutions. And they
are considered among the pillars of national identity-building and are valued
for nurturing social cohesion.

The approach of the state toward their Flagship Universities is always
one component of a larger national approach for steering a national higher
education system. Yet, the treatment of Flagships is typically more con-
trolling and interventionist than for other institutions. Again, this hap-
pens precisely because their governments see these universities as central
for reaching national, political, economic, and societal goals. They also
possess significant symbolic capital, such as prominent public status, vis-
ibility, and legitimizing power, for social initiatives and political outcomes.
Hence, Flagships certainly enjoy special privileges in terms of funding and
symbolic capital granted by the state, but evolving accountability regimes
often curb their autonomy. The specific mechanisms of control vary across
countries and typically include formal representation of government
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officials on university governing bodies, accountability and performance
standards linked to funding agreements, and a tightly knit web of informal
relationships between university personnel and the university graduates
holding positions in the state bureaucracy. Of course, ministries are not
the only stakeholders taking interest in the affairs of their leading national
universities. Business-interest associations, trade unions, and political par-
ties also seck influence and control. In some countries, the election of the
rector (or president or vice chancellor) stirs up political party interference
and involvement.

The state typically controls the number and geographic spread of univer-
sities through financial instruments. In some countries, such as Russia and
China, the state provides funding for its version of the Flagship University
in different regions, and, in addition, provides competitive funding largely
intended to help them compete in global league tables—the proxy for
assessing the most productive universities. Within the European Union,
national governments tend to provide additional funding for “centers of
excellence” within institutions rather than promoting single institutions.
They also encourage mergers between institutions to pool resources and
boost competitive advantages. This is more in line with the European
spirit of egalitarianism and a desire to find a balance between achieving
World Class excellence and regional development.

The organization of leading national universities within national higher
education systems can be conceptualized as consisting of two approaches:
the “corporatist and neo-corporatist” and the “pluralist.” The qualification
of the original corporatist approach implies that the state has licensed a sin-
gle university as its Flagship University, providing most of its funding while
retaining a high level of control over its governance, academic programs,
and deliverables. The neo-corporatist approach implies that the selected
university has more autonomy from the state—autonomy being defined
as institutions having decision-making competences and being allowed to
exercise them independently (Enders, de Boer, and Weyer 2013, 7).

There are two extensions of the corporatist and neo-corporatist
approaches. One is when the state grants Flagship status (or its equiva-
lent) to several universities that are functionally complementary, such as in
Saudi Arabia, which has a university specializing in petroleum and min-
erals (King Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals), in addition to
comprehensive universities. Another is a territorially differentiated model,
where the state supports a Flagship University in each region, as in the
cases of Russia and China. The territorially differentiated system is accen-
tuated in federal systems with strong regional governments where compe-
tences over higher education (including funding) have been transferred
from federal to regional level. Another variation of the model is ethnically
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or religiously differentiated systems common in multiethnic and multireli-
gious states with more than one Flagship University, each having a distinct
ethnic or religious designation.

In pluralist systems, there are several universities with Flagship status
that perform identical functions and compete with each other for resources.
As discussed earlier, there is a fierce but closed competition among such
universities within a single national system. A variation on the pluralist
model is where the government ceases to promote single institutions as
Flagships, but rather promotes individual departments, schools, or cen-
ters within several institutions. The state-sponsored “excellence initiatives”
have been set up within a number of European higher education systems
specifically to promote profiling and mission differentiation among uni-
versities, elevating a select group of Flagship Universities. It is expected
that Flagships will be successful in winning a large part of preferential
funding, but not all of the funding and not for every academic area.

These leading institutions are also expected to invest more in areas of
excellence and cut down in weaker areas; the latter being, of course, sig-
nificantly more difficult than the former. The understanding is that not
every academic program is of “flagship” quality. Since the league tables
continue to push for rankings of entire institutions, it remains unclear
whether these excellence initiatives will prevail as the future direction of
state steering or we will continue to see stratification of national higher
education systems with the Flagship Universities firmly consolidated on
the top.

Flagship Universities as Complex Organizations
and the Role of University Culture

As argued in this book, New Flagship Universities are generally compre-
hensive institutions—Ilarge in the number of enrolled students and in the
breadth of their academic degree programs. The larger they are, the more
complex their structures and operations, and the more likely it is that the
quality of their subunits varies. The level of professionalization (or cor-
poratization) of the university organization and the governance arrange-
ments vary significantly from one Flagship to another. Even in the more
corporate model, the central administrative structures are often too weak
to fully manage the fairly autonomous constituent parts.

More corporate governance arrangements, as outlined in the New
Flagship profile, make it easier to implement internal quality assur-
ance systems, to advance institutional research, and to boost strategic
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planning and policy development. These functions are critical for uni-
versity self-improvement as advocated in this book. Institutional research
is, in particular, gaining in importance as university leaders need to man-
age increasingly complex organizational structures in a rapidly changing
environment prompted by globalization, shifting student demographics,
technological advancements, decreasing public spending, and increasing
market orientation of higher education (Weber and Calderon 2015).

To the meticulous list of features characterizing the New Flagship
University model, the book adds the necessary ecology that links the struc-
tures, functions, processes and relationships, and defines the dynamics of
change—the university culture. Douglass points to academic freedom and
autonomy as “inviolable values” (Sporn 1996) and shows how the pres-
sures from rankings and the World Class University frenzy are impacting
the orientations of Flagship Universities throughout the globe. Douglass
devotes ample discussion on the pragmatic ways for universities to enact
social purposes, for example, via service-based learning and promoting
public service and collaboration with stakeholders from the local com-
munities. This is linked to a discussion of the governance arrangements,
quality assurance, and institutional research that are essential in university
self-improvement.

The New Flagship University profile focuses on exploring and articu-
lating the model. What is now needed is a discussion on the less tangible
processes for institutions to fully or partially transition to this model. In
many institutions, this will require cultivating shared beliefs and the sense
of common purpose, and building commitment, engagement, and belong-
ing among students, faculty and staff, and to some degree ministries sup-
portive of the broader vision of a New Flagship. These processes may be
driven and managed by university managers and administrators (Sporn
1996; Dill 2012), but there are ample possibilities—largely unexplored—
for a bottom-up processes (Klemenci¢, 2015).

Symbolic management of a university’s organizational culture mapped
in some form to the New Flagship model is a new avenue for further explo-
ration: How can the New Flagship University enhance the capabilities of
all internal constituencies to imagine, initiate, and pursue the activities
important for their own self-formation as well as for the university’s soci-
etal role, and for their self-improvement, whether through individual or
collective action? (Klemendi¢, in press). In other words, the question arises
how a university enables and strengthens faculty, students, and adminis-
trative staff’s agency, that is, their self-reflective and intentional action and
interaction with the university (Klemenci¢ 2015). The opportunity for all
members of an academic community to influence the university environ-
ment toward personal, collective, and societal well being and advancement
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should indeed be seen as one of the main legitimizing ideas of a New
Flagship University.

Many leading national universities have been transformed from serving
national needs to competing for global prestige. There is a growing con-
cern over the global competition imperatives resulting from rankings and
the preponderance of the World Class University metaphor. Universities
are adapting to these imperatives without necessarily reflecting on and
scrutinizing the changes in their purpose and mission. Gaining a competi-
tive global ranking has displaced service to society. With the New Flagship
University model, we might find a path to a more relevant and thoughtful
future. Both higher education practitioners and policy makers will benefit
immensely from this comprehensive, persuasively argued, and meticulously
evidenced account.
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Appendix 1

Global University Rankings—
Variables and Weights

World University Rankings—Times
Higher Education

First published on September 16, 2010, the 77mes Higher Education World
University Rankings attempts to gauge a wide range of what universities
do. While the Academic Ranking of World Universities, compiled by
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, focuses largely on research performance,
the Times Higher Education World University Rankings seeks to capture
aspects of a larger range of a university’ activities—research, teaching,
knowledge transfer, and internationalization. The WUR uses 13 calibrated
performance indicators grouped in five areas:

¢ Teaching: the learning environment worth 30 percent of the overall
ranking score

Research: volume, income and reputation worth 30 percent
Citations: research influence worth 30 percent

Industry income: innovation worth 2.5 percent

International outlook: staff, students, and research worth 7.5 percent.

Universities are excluded from the Times Higher Education World
University Rankings if they do not teach undergraduates; if they teach
only a single narrow subject; or if their research output amounted to fewer
than 1,000 articles in selected journals between 2007 and 2011, or 200
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articles a year. In some exceptional cases, institutions that are below the
200-article threshold are included if they have a particular focus on disci-
plines with generally low publication volumes, such as engineering or the
arts and humanities.

To calculate the overall rankings, “Z-scores” were created for all data
sets except for the results of the academic reputation survey. The calcula-
tion of Z-scores standardizes the different data types on a common scale
and allow fair comparisons between different types of data—essential
when combining diverse information into a single ranking. Each data
point is given a score based on its distance from the mean average of the
entire data set, where the scale is the standard deviation of the data set.
The Z-score is then turned into a “cumulative probability score” to arrive
at the final totals. If University X has a cumulative probability score of 98,
for example, then a random institution from the same data distribution
will fall below the institution 98 percent of the time. For the results of the
reputation survey, the data are highly skewed in favor of a small number
of institutions at the top of the rankings. To compensate for this, WUR
recently included an exponential component to increase differentiation
between institutions lower down the scale.

Academic Ranking of World Universities
ARWU-—Shanghai Jiaotong University

Universities are ranked by several indicators of academic or research per-
formance, including alumni and staff winning Nobel Prizes and Fields
Medals, highly cited researchers, papers published in Nazure and Science,
papers indexed in major citation indices, and the per capita academic
performance of an institution. For each indicator, the highest scoring
institution is assigned a score of 100, and other institutions are calculated
as a percentage of the top score. Scores for each indicator are weighted
to arrive at a final overall score for an institution. The highest scoring
institution is assigned a score of 100, and other institutions are calculated
as a percentage of the top score. An institution’s rank reflects the number
of institutions that sit above it. In total, more than 2,000 institutions
have been scanned by ARWU and about 1,200 institutions have actually
been ranked.
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Indicators and Weights for ARWU 2013

Figure A1.1 Indicators and Weights for ARWU 2013.

Criteria Indicator Weight (%)

Quality of education ~ Alumni of an institution winning Nobel 10
Prizes and Fields Medals

Quality of faculty Staff of an institution winning Nobel 20
Prizes and Fields Medals
Highly cited researchers in 21 broad 20
subject categories

Research output Papers published in Nature and Science* 20
Papers indexed in Science Citation Index- 20
expanded and Social Science Citation Index

Per capita performance Per capita academic performance of an 10
institution

Total 100

*For institutions specialized in humanities and social sciences such as London School of Economics,
N&S is not considered, and the weight of N&S is relocated to other indicators.

QS World University Rankings—
Quacquarelli Symonds

The primary goal of the QS World University Rankings is to help stu-
dents make informed comparisons between their international study
options. Since first being compiled in 2004, the rankings have expanded
to feature more than 800 universities around the world, with over 3,000
assessed. The top 400 universities are given individual ranking positions;
after that, universities are placed within a group, starting from 401-410,
up to 701+. The rankings compare these top 800 universities across four
broad areas of interest to prospective students: research, teaching, employ-
ability, and international outlook. These four key areas are assessed using
six indicators, each of which is given a different percentage weighting.
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Four of the indicators are based on “hard” data, and the remaining two
on major global surveys—one of academics and another of employers—
each the largest of their kind. Below is a weighting used in each of the six
indicators used:

Academic reputation 40 percent
Employer reputation 10 percent
Student-to-faculty ratio 20 percent
Citations per faculty 20 percent
International faculty ratio 5 percent
International student ratio 5 percent
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Assigned Characteristics of a WCU—
“The Challenge of Creating a World
Class University,” World Bank 2009

Has an international reputation for its research.

Has an international reputation for its teaching.

Has a number of research stars and world leaders in their fields.

Recognized not only by other world-class universities. for example,

US Ivy League but also outside the world of higher education.

Has a number of world-class departments that is, not necessarily all.

Identifies and builds on its research strengths and has a distinctive

reputation and focus that is, its “lead” subjects.

¢ Generates innovative ideas and produces basic and applied research
in abundance.

® Produces groundbreaking research output recognized by peers and

prizes, for example, Nobel Prize winners.

Attracts the most able students and produces the best graduates.

Can attract and retain the best staff.

Can recruit staff and students from an international market.

Attracts a high proportion of postgraduate students, both taught and

research.

Attracts a high proportion of students from overseas.

Operates within a global market and is international in many activi-

ties for example, research links, student and staff exchanges, and

throughput of visitors of international standing.

® Has a very sound financial base.

® Receives large endowment capital and income.
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® Has diversified sources of income, for example, government, private
companies sector, research income, and overseas student fees.

® Provides a high-quality and supportive research and educational
environment for both its staff and its students, for example, high-
quality buildings and facilities/high-quality campus.

® Has a first-class management team with strategic vision and imple-
mentation plans.

® Produces graduates who end up in positions of influence and/or power
that is, movers and shakers such as prime ministers and presidents.

® Often has a long history of superior achievement for example, the
Universities of Oxford and Cambridge in the United Kingdom and
Harvard University in the United States.

® Makes a big contribution to society and our times.

¢ Continually benchmarks with top universities and departments
worldwide.

® Has the confidence to set its own agenda.

Sources: Jamil Salmi, “The Challenge of Creating a World Class University,”
World Bank 2009. Alden, J., and G. Lin. 2004. “Benchmarking the
Characteristics of a World-Class University: Developing an International
Strategy at University Level.” Leadership Foundation for Higher Education,
London.
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