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Abstract 

The quality of education attracts great attention in the post-industrial society. The processes of 
globalization contribute to the expansion of the educational space, ensuring the accessibility of quality 
education. In this regard, the competition of universities is one of the factors favouring the improvement 
of the quality of education. However, the ranking of universities is not only a source of statistics; it also 
acquires the role of an instrument for the development of the university itself. In the postmodern era it is 
important to take into account the more complex, "mediated" factors of many subjects which influence 
upon the educational space. The university ranking becomes the subject and object of the educational 
space; the authors of this article show that stakeholders - the actors of influence for the educational space 
- ensure the development of not only the educational institution (university), but also of the educational
space in the long-term period.
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1. Introduction 

Globalization has a significant impact on education, as well as the other social institutions. 

Nowadays there appear opportunities not only to study, but to choose a place of work or residence abroad. 

Accordingly, interaction and cooperation in many spheres of education necessitates expansion beyond the 

borders of a single country and the unification for the educational space. Bologna Agreements are a sort 

of an example for the creation of such a unified educational space. Implementation of these agreements 

provides students mobility, access to education in various educational organizations (universities) and 

improves the quality of education (Bebenina, 2011, 2016; EUMIDA, 2012; STRF, 2014; Expert RA, 

20154 OECD, 2016). At the same time, these unification processes allow potential students, their parents 

and other stakeholders to compare universities; ultimately, it leads to competition among universities. 

This competition resolves in the form of creating universities rankings. 

 

2. Problem Statement 

 

The history of university rankings is relatively short. Many of them were created in the early 21st 

century. Let us consider the most popular modern university rankings: ARWU, THE and QS 

(Shanghairanking.com, Topuniversitites.com, Timeshighereducation.com). The first of them ranks 

universities, using available objective statistical data. The other two, the so-called reputation ratings, use 

expert opinions besides statistical data. To select these experts, there are certain procedures in each of the 

rankings; it allows stakeholders to be confident about the positions of universities in these ratings. 

These rankings may include the same universities; however the same universities can have 

different positions there. Sometimes a university can be included in only one rating and not be 

represented in the other two. Among the reasons are the difference in the criteria that are included in the 

ratings, and the choice of experts, who rely on their personal opinion when assessing the activities of 

universities. But what can this “movement” of the university mean, that is, a change in its position within 

a single rating? Can this "movement" be used as a tool for improving the activities of the university itself, 

and more globally, to form an educational space in which the activities of the university take place? 

3. Research Questions 

The university's activity in the educational space has a significant impact on its position in a 

ranking. Let us consider, whether there is an “inverse connection”, or a kind of a feedback between a 

position of university in a ranking and educational space. What is the impact of university rankings on the 

educational space? At this stage, the study in a form of theses only indicates directions for further work 

on describing the phenomenon of university rankings as tools for influencing the formation of educational 

space in the near and distant future. 

 

4. Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study is to consider the university ranking as a subject and an object of the 

educational space. 
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5. Research Methods 

We use qualitative and quantitative analysis, comparative analysis, theoretical experiment and 

modelling. 

 

6. Findings  

6.1. Actors of influence for the educational space 

In the post-industrial society, the requirements to the quality of education are increasing, because 

the professions related to creative activity become more in demand. In this sense, the actors of the 

educational space are interested in the quality of education; they also have an impact on its development. 

“We have attributed to actors of influence: 

- legislative and executive bodies of state power and local self-government, in particular, 

educational management bodies at various levels; 

- parents, public organizations, leisure centers; 

- scientific and scientific-educational institutions (organizations); 

- educational institutions engaged in training and retraining of personnel for the educational 

sphere (pedagogical training); 

- labour market (employers of all levels, forms of ownership and activities); 

- sponsors and investors; 

- mass media; 

- various institutions and phenomena of art and mass culture” (Ivanova, 2011). 

Therefore, the universities rankings can be considered as a subject and an object of the educational 

space designing. 

 

6.2. Ranking as an object.  

“It does not matter if the interpretation is correct, but if people define situations as real, they are 

real in their consequences” (W. Thomas Theorem) (Merton, 1995). 

 
Figure 01. Actors, which influence the university ranking. 
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The university ranking is an object of the educational space as well, because: 
1. Universities form and expand the ranking with their data according to the stated methodology. 
2. The questionnaires for the reputation rankings and citations database, prizes, etc., for the rest of 

the rankings, contribute to forming rankings. 
3. Demand creates regional rankings or other rankings, for instance, rankings for specialities. 
4. The methodology of rankings and objective and subjective data are studied by scientists, 

become subject to criticism and discussion (Ivanova, & Ivanov, 2016). 
 

6.3. Ranking as a subject 

 
 

Figure 02. University ranking influences stakeholders. 
 
The ranking may serve as a subject of educational space due to: 
1. The very fact of having a ranking gives rise to curiosity, interest, which generates creation of 

rankings for previously unranked entities. 
2. There is a demand for the universities with higher ranking positions on the part of applicants 

and science. 
3. Criteria indicators influence university policies. 
4. Ranking according to the country includes engaging into the state educational policy (for 

instance, Top-5 universities in Russia) 
5. The compilation organization pursues its own goals (for instance, in connection with SCOPUS 

and Web of Science databases) and / or becomes a lobbyist for the other interests. 
6. The ranking compiler becomes a brand and an expert in the market of educational services. 
7. Points 1-4 in the process of implementation of activities generate a second wave of criteria and 

actions, not planned by the ranking creator explicitly. Examples include the phenomena that have become 
widespread in Russia and some CIS countries, i.e. the reduction in the number of universities through the 
merger of existing ones, the indicator of foreign students leads to the fact that students are admitted to 
universities with knowingly low level of preparation, however, they are the citizens of the other countries 
and they represent the indicator of foreign students, etc. (GARANT.ru, 2015). 

In sociology, the “Matthew effect” is described: the phenomenon of uneven distribution of 
advantages, in which the party already possessing them continues to accumulate and multiply, while the 
other, initially limited, is deprived even more and, consequently, has fewer chances for further success 
(Robert Merton). From this point of view, increasing ranking position of the university (consequently, 
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having more frequent reference in mass media) leads to an increase in its popularity, which attracts the 
attention of stakeholders. 

“At present, the position of the university in international studies begins to affect the motivation of 
applicants and their parents. An analysis of the knowledge of applicants about the entry of the 
Nizhegorodskiy State University in the TOP-601 + World ranking of universities QS World University 
Rankings shows: they do not just know ..., but this has affected the choice of the university in 24.2% of 
respondents (10.1% higher compared with the survey last year) (the survey was held in 2012 and 2011 
respectively)” (Efimova, 2013) 

Practice shows that the inflow of applicants entering the university may lead to overall increase of 
money supply of the university; high competition may attract more excellent students; as a result the use 
of extended educational programmes and better financing will lead to the complex and interrelated 
improvement of all indicators of the quality of the educational process (Ivanova, Elkina, 2016). 

What is an effect of the growth of reputation indices? Let us have an example. ARWU ranking 
practically does not depend on the reputation indicators; from the other two, QS and THE, let us choose 
that one which has openly accessed data during a long period of time. This is THE ranking, which has 
existed since 2011. In 2011 in included 200 universities. We consider the university which is placed 
somewhere in the middle of the list. In 2011 the École Normale Supérieure de Lyon occupied the 100th 
place. 

Let us look at the indices of ENS de Lyon in THE (Timeshighereducation.com). 
 
Table 01. Indices of the École Normale Supérieure de Lyon in THE. 

Teaching (the learning 
environment) 

Reputation survey: 15% 
Staff-to-student ratio: 4.5% 
Doctorate-to-bachelor’s ratio: 2.25% 
Doctorates-awarded- to-academic-staff ratio: 6% 
Institutional income: 2.25% 

30 51,1 

Research (volume, income 
and reputation) 

Reputation survey: 18% 
Research income: 6% 
Research productivity: 6% 

30 34,4 

Citations (research 
influence) 

Our research influence indicator looks at universities’ role in 
spreading new knowledge and ideas. 

30 37,6 

International outlook 
(staff, students, research) 

International-to-domestic-student ratio: 2.5% 
International-to-domestic-staff ratio: 2.5% 
International collaboration: 2.5% 

7,5 26,1 

Industry income 
(knowledge transfer) 

A university’s ability to help industry with innovations, inventions 
and consultancy has become a core mission of the contemporary 
global academy. 

2,5 88,8 

overall  100 57 

worldRank   100 

 
What about the other universities which occupied the 100th place in THE in various years? 
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Table 02. Universities at the 100th place in THE (Timeshighereducation.com). 

 world Rank 100 overall industry 
income 

internationa
l outlook Citations Research Teaching 

2011 ENS de Lyon 57 88,8 37,6 88,8 34,4 51,1 

2012 University of Alberta 53,7 53,7 71,9 51,7 54,4 50,6 

2013 Monash University 57,5 70 66,4 60,9 60,6 47,8 

2013 
Rutgers, The State 
University of New Jersey - 
New Brunswick 

57,5 35,8 27,9 69,5 61,3 50,9 

2014 University of Helsinki 52,6 30,7 51,3 77,8 46,5 35,5 

2014 University of York 52,6 33,3 73,6 89,4 33,2 31,7 

2015 Technical University 
Munich 54,6 49 64 78,8 37,4 45,6 

2015 Uppsala University 54,6 39,6 57,5 70,9 53 40,2 

2015 Stockholm University 54,6 32,4 53,2 90,9 45 30,1 

2016 Michigan State University 58 32,2 56,4 76,8 52,6 47,3 

2016 University of Goettingen 58 31,8 56,4 72,7 54,5 49,3 

2017 University of California, 
Irvine 60,3 45,5 62,3 94,1 45 42,5 

2017 Aarhus University 60,3 65,4 75,7 83 54,7 39 

2017 University of Basel 60,3 99,3 94,4 92,4 36,8 40,1 

 
Only in 2011 and 2012 there was one university at the 100th place; in 2013 there were three 

universities at the 99th – 101st places. However, Humbolt Universitat, Berlin, did not give the full data, 

that is why it is excluded from our further research. The other universities are represented in the tables. 

All the universities demonstrate different strategies of reaching Top-199, we can only note that the 

high index “Industry income” is not accompanied by the high index “Research” and vice versa. 

“International outlook” seems to grow while “teaching” is more likely to decrease. 

However, the role of quoting is invariably high (in accordance with the Effect of Matthew). 

Let us look at the 100th place of the ARWU ranking. 

In 2003 there were three universities at the 100th place; therefore we confine ourselves to 

describing criteria. 

 
Table 03. Criteria descriptions and their weights (Shanghairanking.com). 

code criteria description weight 

alumni Quality of Education Alumni of an institution winning Nobel Prizes and Fields 
Medals 10 

award Quality of Faculty Staff of an institution winning Nobel Prizes and Fields 
Medals 20 
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code criteria description weight 

HiCi Quality of Faculty Highly cited researchers in 21 broad subject categories 20 

N&S Research Output Papers published in Nature and Science* 20 

PUB Research Output Papers indexed in Science Citation Index-expanded and 
Social Science Citation Index 20 

PCP Per Capita Performance Per capita academic performance of an institution 10 

total   100 

worldRank    

 
In 2003 ranking methodology included the indices “Nobel prize winners” and “Faculty” and did 

not include “Alumni”, “Award” and “PCP”. 

 
Table 04. Universities ranking during 2003-2016 (Shanghairanking.com). 

Year University Alumni Award HiCi N&S Pub PCP Total 

2003 Ghent University 17,5  20,5 10,7 47,6 24,1 25,7 

2003 Emory University 0 20,6 30,8 19,3 49,4  25,7 

2003 North Carolina State University - Raleigh 0 17,5 37 19 47  25,7 

2004 Tufts University 18,9 17,1 19,5 19,1 40,6 29,2 25,1 

2004 University of Bonn 19,9 20,4 17,5 16,7 43,9 24,1 25,1 

2005 Tufts University 18,8 17,1 20,8 19,1 37,4 25,2 23,9 

2006 Arizona State University 0 14,1 21,8 27 42,6 18,1 23,5 

2006 Sapienza University of Rome 16 15,5 10,9 19,4 53,3 14,8 23,5 

2007 University of Bonn 18,6 20 14,8 16,9 42,6 24,2 23,8 

2007 University of Strasbourg 27,6 22,5 16,6 18,5 32,8 22,9 23,8 

2007 Tokyo Institute of Technology 15,6 0 22,2 23,9 46,9 30,4 23,8 

2008 Rice University 19,4 21,9 21,9 19,7 29,5 29,3 24,1 

2008 University of Sydney 17,7 0 20,6 16,4 58 26,8 24,1 

2008 Lund University 26,3 0 25,3 18 51,7 18,6 24,1 

2008 University of Bonn 17,7 20 14,6 20,2 41,3 24,7 24,1 

2009 Emory University 0 0 31,6 22,2 50,4 24 23,8 

2010 Rice University 18,5 21,8 21,6 18,8 30,2 29,6 24 

2010 University of Birmingham 21,3 10,9 21,6 16,2 46,4 20,7 24 

2011 Texas A&M University 0 0 33,9 19,9 53,8 19,8 24,2 
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Year University Alumni Award HiCi N&S Pub PCP Total 

2011 University of Frankfurt 34,8 8,9 19,1 19,7 39,8 25,4 24,2 

2012 Case Western Reserve University 32,1 11,2 21,7 18,7 39,3 22,2 24,3 

2012 University of Freiburg 19,6 19,4 15,9 24 37,5 22,9 24,3 

2013 University of Freiburg 19,3 19 15,9 24,4 37,2 24,2 24,3 

2014 VU University Amsterdam 0 0 27,8 17,5 55,3 32,6 24 

2015 Texas A&M University 0 0 34,3 22,7 49,5 20,9 23,9 

2016 University of Utah 0 11,5 25,1 26,6 48,3 26 25,4 

 
We can note that the American universities have higher rates connected with their publishing 

activity. Let us see if it is a general pattern or an accidental peculiarity of the universities which occupied 

the 100th place. For this purpose we tale one of three indices, related to quotation – “N&S” and define the 

mean grade for the Top-100 universities according to the countries. This result is given in Table 05. 

 
Table 05. Mean grades of N&S. 

 Mean grade of N&S 

 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 

Australia 21,4 20,77 21,22 20,75 20,43 20,55 19,70 18,68 18,95 18,93 18,72 19,10 20,45 19,55 

Belgium 19,9 18,45 19,35 18,65 16,95 16,55 15,05 12,50 11,65 12,35 10,40 12,55 13,75 13,35 

Canada 28,0 28,25 29,70 28,05 27,80 28,33 26,70 25,90 26,60 26,80 26,25 27,73 28,83 28,43 

China 28,5 24,15 23,20 19,40 16,25 13,90 12,65 10,30 10,55 11,50 11,95 10,60 9,40 10,85 

Denmark 30,9 29,90 29,35 27,95 26,60 25,30 24,75 24,40 24,95 24,75 24,30 22,55 21,95 19,70 

Finland 22,8 22,40 20,00 19,90 20,00 20,80 20,60 20,70 20,80 21,70 19,20 21,40 23,70 23,40 

France 21,9 22,23 21,83 22,40 22,80 23,27 22,77 21,90 21,63 21,47 20,17 20,63 21,40 20,97 

Germany 27,8 27,17 27,63 26,33 25,70 24,73 22,93 21,70 21,63 23,37 23,00 24,00 24,83 25,00 

Israel 20,6 19,90 20,20 19,15 19,95 16,70 17,40 17,45 18,75 19,20 19,60 20,60 22,90 21,60 

Japan 30,7 31,40 33,88 33,93 34,65 34,70 35,05 33,50 34,15 35,13 35,00 35,18 36,78 35,55 

Netherlands 22,5 22,80 22,73 22,53 22,17 22,73 22,20 21,70 21,23 22,77 21,70 21,70 24,40 23,53 

Norway 18,4 18,20 16,50 16,50 15,90 14,90 13,50 16,10 17,00 16,80 17,70 18,20 17,20 16,50 

Russia 8,3 7,70 9,70 8,80 9,10 10,10 9,60 8,20 8,30 7,50 5,60 7,50 8,10 7,00 

Singapore 19,4 20,30 20,20 17,10 17,10 16,30 14,60 13,40 13,00 12,90 13,70 13,80 12,70 13,90 

Sweden 23,7 22,50 22,83 21,57 21,67 20,93 20,27 18,73 18,93 19,13 20,37 20,90 22,30 23,90 
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 Mean grade of N&S 

 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 

Switzerland 34,5 32,93 33,63 32,23 31,00 30,30 29,33 27,60 26,45 27,25 27,60 28,33 29,00 29,83 

UK 37,2 36,23 37,73 37,03 37,34 37,33 36,70 36,14 36,81 37,21 37,50 36,53 36,94 36,01 

USA 38,1 37,95 39,73 39,25 39,22 39,30 38,29 37,76 38,06 38,91 38,79 39,53 41,25 41,09 

Total 32,6 32,20 33,40 32,71 32,55 32,42 31,53 30,77 31,01 31,68 31,51 32,03 33,28 32,91 
 
It is seen that there are peculiarities in national policies of different countries: there are countries 

with traditionally low rate of publications in the journals “Nature” and “Science”; there are countries with 

traditionally high rate of such publications and there is a certain number of countries which seriously 

changed their publication index during last 13 years. China increased from 10.8 in 2013 to 28.5 in 2016; 

Denmark from 19.7 in 2003 to 30.9 in 2016 (Rauhvargers, 2013; Thomson Reuters, 2017). At the same 

time the publication activity index is the most correlated index with the total grade, and this correlation 

grows (Table 06). 

 
Table 06. Indices changes, 2003-2016. 

 NS NOBEL  HiCi PUB FACULTY 

2003 88 % 78 %  84 % 62 % 74 % 

 NS alumni award HiCi Pub PcP 

2004 88 % 76 % 81 % 85 % 62 % 67 % 

2005 88 % 76 % 79 % 85 % 63 % 75 % 

2006 87 % 75 % 78 % 85 % 59 % 71 % 

2007 87 % 75 % 79 % 85 % 59 % 72 % 

2008 86 % 76 % 79 % 84 % 58 % 68 % 

2009 87 % 76 % 80 % 84 % 58 % 68 % 

2010 85 % 77 % 81 % 83 % 55 % 61 % 

2011 86 % 78 % 80 % 83 % 55 % 60 % 

2012 85 % 80 % 82 % 83 % 52 % 62 % 

2013 85 % 78 % 82 % 84 % 44 % 57 % 

2014 86 % 77 % 82 % 83 % 45 % 63 % 

2015 84 % 78 % 84 % 80 % 45 % 60 % 

2016 93 % 80 % 84 % 79 % 56 % 68 % 
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The same information can be visualized at the diagram (Figure 03). 

 
Figure 03. Indices changes, 2003-2016. 

 
Therefore, the editorial policy of the journals included to the international database “Web of 

Science” (for example, “Nature”) plays an important role in the ARWU ranking, and its change leads to 

the change of universities’ rankings. However, China provides the state support for publication activity, 

which leads to the increasing of publication grades and allows two Chinese universities to be included 

into the Top-100. 

 

7. Conclusion 

Solely statistical indicators demonstrate the past of the university, its already accomplished 

achievements. They relate to the university history, although this history influences the current position of 

the university in an objective rating. The high ranking position attracts applicants and their parents when 

they choose the university, however, the professional growth and career of the graduate does not depend 

on the statistics of the university. 

Modern complex ratings with flexible reputational criteria determine the zone of proximal 

development for the university itself. The ratings, which are compiled with the expert reviews, take into 

account the immediate prospects for the development of this particular university in accordance with the 

currently existing social, cultural, economic and political conditions. 

Postmodernism takes into account the more complex, "mediated" factors of many subjects that 

affect the educational space. The ranking that includes the opinions of the actors of the educational space 

sets the parameters for the development of this educational space in the distant future. 

The work was carried out within the State Assignment of the Institute for Strategy of Education 

Development of the Russian Academy of Education for 2017-2019 “Methodological support of 

interdisciplinary research in the field of education (No. 27.8520.2017 / BCh)”. 
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