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THE 150 Under 50 2016

Young, smart
and full of heart

This ranking is all about dyna
mism. The list itself is, by defi
nition, dynamic: it includes

only institutions that are aged 50
or younger. So each year, universi
ties are excluded for no reason
other than the fact that they have
reached the ripe old age of 51. This
year we say goodbye to three mem
bers of last year’s top 10: Univer
sity of California, Irvine and its UC
sister, Santa Cruz, as well as the
University of Warwick, all founded
in 1965. Even younger upstarts
take their place.

We make no apology for this
rather ruthless guillotine. This
ranking is forever looking forward.
Now in its fifth year, it was
designed to celebrate the achieve

ments of young institutions that
have made a big impact on the
world stage in years rather than
centuries, and to highlight future
rising stars, or as economist
Andrew Oswald described them:
“The likely future Harvards or
Berkeleys.”

And while our methodology
makes for a dynamic list, dyna
mism is also an attribute that per
vades the young universities
included in this ranking.

Once, young universities would
complain that they were dis
advantaged by global rankings.
The average age of a university
ranked in the current top 200 of
the Times Higher Education World
University Rankings is 213. The

UK’s University of Oxford traces
its origins back to 1096 and South
Korea’s Sungkyunkwan University
dates back to 1398 – created in the
early years of the Joseon Dynasty
to offer prayers to Confucius and
promote the study of Confucianism.

Such ancient institutions no
doubt have many advantages: they
have had time to develop deep net
works of loyal and successful
alumni; they are part of the fabric
of great cities; they have had time
to accumulate property and wealth
– all contributing to the develop
ment of enduring reputations for
excellence.

But many of the universities in the
150 Under 50 ranking now see their
relative youth as an opportunity.

Brian MacCraith, president of
Ireland’s Dublin City University
and host of last year’s THE Young
Universities Summit, encapsulated
the spirit when he wrote: “Young
universities are unhampered by tra
dition and outdated modes of oper
ation. They tend to be agile,
dynamic and keen to adopt mod
ern organisational practices.”

This year’s summit host, Jaume
Casals, rector of Spain’s Pompeu
Fabra University in Barcelona,
writes: “Being young and small has
allowed us to be more proactive
and flexible in today’s changeable
environment.”

Such proactivity and enthusiasm
is also reflected in the fact that this
year’s ranking goes deeper than
ever. Since taking all rankings data
collection inhouse last year, THE’s
data team has been able to engage
with a much larger number of uni
versities. So what was previously
called the THE 100 Under 50 has
now been renamed the THE 150
Under 50 – reflecting the additional
50 institutions in this year’s ranking.

The fact that so many institu
tions have been willing to share
data with THE and subject them
selves to close external and public
scrutiny suggests a great sense of
confidence.

We’re delighted to reflect that
confidence in this unique university
ranking. l

Young universities
are unhampered
by tradition and
outdated modes
of operation

Phil Baty
Editor, Times Higher Education Rankings
Twitter: @Phil_Baty

The 150 Under 50 universities use their youth
to be proactive and dynamic, writes Phil Baty

Country Number of
institutions
in top 150

Top institution Rank

UK 25 University of Dundee 16
Australia 19 University of Technology, Sydney 21
France 15 Pierre and Marie Curie University 9
Germany 10 University of Konstanz 7
Spain 10 Autonomous University of Barcelona 12
Italy 6 Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna 10
Taiwan 5 National Taiwan University of Science and

Technology (Taiwan Tech)
=43

US 5 Rush University 22
Canada 4 University of Calgary =18
South Korea 4 Pohang University of Science and Technology 5
Finland 3 Aalto University =28
Hong Kong 3 Hong Kong University of Science and Technology 3
Republic of Ireland 3 National University of Ireland, Maynooth 68
Japan 3 University of Tsukuba 75
Portugal 3 University of Aveiro =83
Sweden 3 Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences 26
Turkey 3 Koç University 36
Austria 2 Medical University of Vienna 34
Denmark 2 Aalborg University =31
Iran 2 Sharif University of Technology 100
Malaysia 2 Universiti Putra Malaysia 101-150

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia 101-150
Note: Countries with only one institution in the top 150 do not appear in this table

CouNTRies RePReseNTed iN The ToP 150



T raditions can be obstructive if
universities’ existence is only
justified because they have

always been there,” says Ulrich
Rüdiger, rector of the University of
Konstanz. “Young universities can-
not benefit from these structures
that have evolved over long peri-
ods, often centuries, but they are
not bound by them either.”

Rüdiger’s words sum up the
success of the institutions that
feature in the Times Higher Educa-
tion 150 Under 50 Ranking 2016.
While the world’s top ancient
universities have centuries of
funding, alumni and reputation,
they “tend to isolate themselves
and take on a life of their own,
which is not conducive to academic
dialogue”, he notes. Young univer-
sities, in comparison, are generally
“much smaller and more flexible”.

He says that many of the core
strategies that have been imple-
mented at the University of Kon-
stanz, which is seventh in this
year’s ranking of the world’s best
universities under 50 years old,
would not be possible at older

institutions. One example he cites
is the university’s performance-
based funding system, in which
professors receive no basic funding
but are instead required to submit
an annual progress report. This is
reviewed by members of a commit-
tee of professors at the institution
who then allocate funding.

“If you receive a reasonable
amount of money every year, there
is no pronounced willingness to
ask yourself whether the [research]
you are doing is modern and inter-
esting to other people. But when
you have to write a yearly progress
report, you must convince a com-
mittee of 12 colleagues from other
disciplines at the university that
what you are doing is right and
ambitious and up to date,” he says.

“Other well-established univer-
sities don’t have this [strategy]
because they were founded centu-
ries earlier, with a completely dif-
ferent mission statement and
understanding.”

He also points to his university’s
campus location, which facilitates
interdisciplinary teaching and
research; its “medium” size, which
allows flat hierarchies and high
levels of communication and innov-
ation; and its Centre for Young
Researchers, which gives post-
doctoral scholars the independence
and funding to run their own
research groups, as further key
assets.

But Konstanz is not the only
German institution to do well in
this ranking. Nine of the country’s
universities make the top 100,
including three others in the top
20: the Karlsruhe Institute of Tech-
nology at eighth, Ulm University
at 13th and the University of Duis-
burg-Essen at 17th.

France has 11 representatives in
the top 100, led by Pierre and
Marie Curie University (ninth).

Jean Chambaz, its president,
says that the French government
used to control each university’s
budget, but that there has been
“increased autonomy” since 2009,
which has enabled the institution
to “restructure our laboratories,
encourage transdisciplinary pro-
jects, increase the internationalisa-
tion of research careers, and create
a department to improve tech
transfer”.

Meanwhile, his university used
the French government’s Investing
for the Future Programme –
launched in 2009 and designed to
boost French competitiveness by
investing in research and higher
education – as an opportunity to

Compact and flexible, fledgling institutions are
carving out their identities and creating their own
areas of strength, finds Ellie Bothwell

In the
springtime
of life
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Young universities
cannot benefit from
structures that have
evolved over long
periods, but they are
not bound by them
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create the Sorbonne University
group, an alliance of 11 higher
education or research institutions
that offer new academic and
research programmes.

On the teaching side, interdis-
ciplinary relations allow students
to customise their own degree
within a major-minor system.

“Programmes can combine, for
example, science and Chinese for
those who envision working in an
international setting, or art history
and chemistry to unlock the know-
ledge of the creation of ancient
artwork, its preservation and
restoration,” he says. “This oppor-
tunity to customise studies is
the best guarantee that students
will be prepared for future
professions.”

The UK, the world’s best repre-

sented nation in the 150 Under 50
ranking, matches France with
11 institutions in the top 100,
led by the University of Dundee
(16th).

Sir Peter Downes, Dundee’s
vice-chancellor, says that the results
prove that the UK’s ancient univer-
sities “do not have a monopoly on
excellence”.

“Younger institutions, with the
support of government and other
funders, have been able to create
their own areas of strength, life sci-
ences at Dundee being an excellent
example,” he says. “From a small
biochemistry department in a con-
verted horse stables in the mid-
1970s, we have built one of
Europe’s largest research institu-
tions, housing over 900 scientists
from over 60 countries.”

Hans de Wit, director of the
Center for International
Higher Education at Boston

College, says that universities in
the UK, France and Germany
do particularly well in this
ranking because they are in the
“slipstream of the top universities”
within “very stable and large
higher education systems” and
many of them are close to their
50th birthday.

“They benefit from the reputa-
tion of the top universities – they
get more international students,
they get the second layer of good
scholars, they get funding, and they
have more possibilities to co-pub-
lish,” he says.

De Wit adds that Spain, in com-
parison, also has several new uni-
versities (four make the top 100)
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but these generally appear lower
down in the league table because
“the reputation and stability of the
Spanish higher education system is
far less great”.

Despite Europe’s overall success
in the list, the top places are dom-
inated by institutions in the Asia-
Pacific region. While Switzerland’s
École Polytechnique Fédérale de
Lausanne takes pole position and
the Netherlands’ Maastricht Uni-
versity is fourth, Singapore’s Nan-
yang Technological University,
Hong Kong University of Science
and Technology and South Korea’s
Pohang University of Science and
Technology (Postech) fill the
remainder of the top five slots.
South Korea is Asia’s most-repre-
sented nation in the top 100, with
four institutions.

However, the big winner in the
Asia-Pacific region, and the
most-represented nation in the

top 100, is Australia. Although the
country has no representatives in
the top 20, it claims 16 universities
in the top 100, with half of these
sitting in the top 50.

Hamish Coates, professor of
higher education at the University
of Melbourne, points to a host of
reasons why Australia’s young uni-
versities are so successful: the coun-
try has a national approach to
higher education, competing against
the rest of the world rather than
internally; it “got rid of the British
class structure” meaning that higher
education is “open to everyone”;
and its location attracts staff and
students from across Asia.

He compares Australia’s higher
education success with its achieve-
ments in the wine industry – per-
haps a fitting analogy following the
appointment earlier this year of
Nobel laureate and vineyard-
owner Brian Schmidt as vice-
chancellor of the Australian
National University.

“Over the past 20 or 30 years
we have made the best wine indus-
try on earth. And we’ve done
exactly the same thing with higher
education,” he says.

Peter Coaldrake, vice-chancellor
and president of Queensland Uni-
versity of Technology (QUT) (joint
28th), adds that Australia’s higher
education system “does not favour
younger institutions, but its com-
petitive funding mechanisms for
student demand and research
allow Australian institutions to
compete in ways that allow them
to utilise individual strengths
while navigating their particular
challenges”.

“The older, more established
institutions have the benefit of his-
tory and a research track record,
but tend to perform worse in terms
of inclusion metrics and have very
mixed results in various surveys,
metrics and awards related to

teaching capability and learning
support,” he says.

“Some of the most established
institutions in Australia have
recently argued for a greater slice
of future research funds on the
basis of research share, which is
strongly correlated with age of
institution. Efforts by those institu-
tions to monopolise these funds
suggest they recognise that newer
institutions, particularly Australia’s
ATNs [Australian Technology Net-
work of Universities], are rising
rapidly in outputs and reputation
and, over time, may disrupt the
existing order in Australian higher
education.”

Coaldrake adds that it is vital
that newer universities create their
own strategies and niches, rather
than try to emulate neighbouring
elite universities.

“The reputations of many pres-
tigious institutions have often
benefited from research success
that can be traced back through
previous generations of scholars
and achievers. But the interconnec-
tions and pace of change in the
modern world mean that any
institution can rapidly lose rele-
vance and value if that institution
does not contribute solutions
to meaningful, real-world chal-
lenges,” he says.

“It is unwise to take on the older
players at their own game, that is,
via stand-alone discipline-based
research. Younger universities need
to carve out their own identities
and demonstrate their impact and
relevance.”

That is something many univer-
sities in the THE 150 Under 50
Ranking 2016 recognise and
deliver. l

Over the past 20 or
30 years,Australians
have made the best
wine industry on
earth.And we’ve
done exactly the
same thing with
higher education
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1 École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne Switzerland 1969 63.0 68.3 94.6 65.4 98.6 76.8
2 Nanyang Technological University Singapore 1991 51.5 72.6 85.6 99.9 94.6 72.5
3 Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Hong Kong 1991 51.2 76.1 82.6 68.1 80.5 70.7
4 Maastricht University Netherlands 1976 41.1 64.7 82.7 95.4 95.5 66.1
5 Pohang University of Science and Technology South Korea 1986 60.5 64.5 76.7 100.0 33.7 65.5
6 Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) South Korea 1971 54.3 55.8 76.0 100.0 33.9 60.8
7 University of Konstanz Germany 1966 47.8 64.4 61.9 92.4 58.3 58.9
8 Karlsruhe Institute of Technology Germany 2009 43.8 55.4 73.8 99.5 56.7 58.6
9 Pierre and Marie Curie University France 1971 58.1 31.2 83.0 37.4 74.1 58.2

10 Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna Italy 1987 55.9 33.2 84.5 71.2 45.2 57.3
11 University of Antwerp Belgium 2003 39.3 56.2 71.7 60.3 64.8 56.5
12 Autonomous University of Barcelona Spain 1968 43.0 43.8 83.8 34.9 50.3 55.8
13 Ulm University Germany 1967 45.9 33.3 86.4 58.4 58.2 55.5
14 University of Luxembourg Luxembourg 2003 32.6 38.7 84.8 38.1 99.8 55.3
15 Pompeu Fabra University Spain 1990 37.1 35.4 90.7 37.2 63.3 54.6
16 University of Dundee United Kingdom 1967 30.9 36.8 90.2 49.5 78.5 54.5
17 University of Duisburg-Essen Germany 2003 41.7 38.4 81.3 82.3 48.5 54.1

=18 University of Calgary Canada 1966 40.3 46.7 67.8 52.0 70.1 53.0
=18 Paris-Sud University France 1971 45.1 33.2 79.8 28.8 64.2 53.0
20 City University of Hong Kong Hong Kong 1984 38.5 36.0 76.8 50.1 81.6 52.7
21 University of Technology, Sydney Australia 1988 32.7 49.3 66.9 43.4 90.1 52.5
22 Rush University United States 1972 50.0 25.8 88.9 45.4 21.9 52.2
23 Bielefeld University Germany 1969 43.9 63.2 49.9 60.9 45.4 52.0
24 University of Texas at Dallas United States 1969 31.0 37.8 86.8 41.8 52.3 51.6
25 Paris Diderot University – Paris 7 France 1970 34.3 26.5 91.0 29.0 64.9 51.1
26 Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences Sweden 1977 37.9 42.3 68.1 99.9 40.1 50.0
27 Hong Kong Polytechnic University Hong Kong 1994 33.3 44.2 63.3 45.1 79.0 49.3

=28 Aalto University Finland 2010 37.2 42.8 62.1 61.6 65.4 49.1
=28 Paris Descartes University France 1971 28.2 37.3 83.3 29.0 49.1 49.1
=28 Queensland University of Technology (QUT) Australia 1989 34.3 48.2 56.0 73.7 76.0 49.1
=31 Aalborg University Denmark 1974 29.6 38.1 73.8 43.7 71.0 48.9
=31 Charles Darwin University Australia 1989 23.4 34.0 85.9 43.2 63.7 48.9

33 Gwangju Institute of Science and Technology South Korea 1993 45.3 60.7 43.7 45.2 36.2 48.8
34 Medical University of Vienna Austria 2004 32.0 17.8 89.1 33.9 81.7 48.7
35 Bayreuth University Germany 1975 40.8 43.3 60.1 56.4 52.6 48.6
36 Koç University Turkey 1993 26.6 38.6 74.9 82.4 53.5 48.1
37 University of Wollongong Australia 1975 32.5 40.8 59.3 57.9 86.8 47.7
38 James Cook University Australia 1970 24.7 31.7 81.4 40.7 70.4 47.6
39 Technical University of Dortmund Germany 1968 44.1 42.3 55.3 48.6 40.8 46.8
40 Aix-Marseille University France 2012 44.8 26.7 64.9 33.1 63.0 46.5

=41 University of Bath United Kingdom 1966 34.6 38.5 56.7 36.3 84.8 46.2
=41 Toulouse 1 Capitole University France 1970 24.9 53.6 56.3 32.5 66.7 46.2
=43 National Taiwan University of Science and Technology (Taiwan Tech) Taiwan 1974 38.7 60.7 39.1 92.2 30.5 46.1
=43 University of Surrey United Kingdom 1966 39.0 37.9 51.2 34.9 90.4 46.1

45 King Abdulaziz University Saudi Arabia 1967 30.9 16.4 76.6 73.1 93.0 46.0
46 Flinders University Australia 1966 26.4 36.2 69.5 41.7 64.7 45.5
47 Linköping University Sweden 1975 30.4 26.1 76.8 42.1 57.7 45.4
48 Griffith University Australia 1971 27.0 33.6 66.3 34.6 81.7 45.0
49 University of Bremen Germany 1971 38.4 43.2 50.0 46.0 50.0 44.4
50 Deakin University Australia 1974 27.1 30.5 66.8 30.0 76.9 43.8
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51 University of Milan-Bicocca Italy 1998 31.2 36.2 65.8 46.6 34.3 43.7
=52 Sabancı University Turkey 1996 29.3 46.3 52.8 70.0 42.7 43.5
=52 University of Southern Denmark Denmark 1966 24.6 20.3 79.7 28.0 71.8 43.5

54 University of Stirling United Kingdom 1967 28.3 34.2 59.1 30.4 77.7 43.1
=55 University of Bordeaux France 2014 28.6 26.6 71.7 30.6 54.6 42.9
=55 University of Cyprus Cyprus 1989 23.7 41.5 56.7 30.0 74.7 42.9

57 University of South Australia Australia 1991 33.5 38.2 41.2 85.9 89.0 42.7
58 La Trobe University Australia 1967 33.2 40.2 45.4 43.7 78.0 42.6

=59 George Mason University United States 1972 36.7 28.5 64.9 29.1 36.9 42.5
=59 Plymouth University United Kingdom 1992 24.2 24.0 75.2 28.5 64.0 42.5

61 State University of Campinas Brazil 1966 52.8 55.7 22.6 49.4 21.1 42.2
62 Loughborough University United Kingdom 1966 37.5 40.4 41.3 36.6 72.9 42.1

=63 University of Eastern Finland Finland 1969 31.4 29.3 65.1 33.3 46.1 42.0
=63 Montpellier University France 1970 46.8 17.5 59.5 31.9 54.4 42.0
=63 Örebro University Sweden 1999 24.3 15.6 87.8 29.8 39.4 42.0
=66 University of Crete Greece 1973 23.3 26.8 73.6 34.5 47.0 41.5
=66 Verona University Italy 1982 31.1 18.4 76.1 36.6 38.3 41.5

68 National University of Ireland, Maynooth Republic of Ireland 1997 31.6 33.4 50.2 36.6 75.6 41.1
=69 University of Kaiserslautern Germany 1970 38.7 32.9 47.5 80.2 44.1 41.0
=69 Paris-Sorbonne University – Paris 4 France 1971 61.4 54.8 7.1 28.5 44.2 41.0

71 Autonomous University of Madrid Spain 1968 39.2 35.0 46.9 33.0 48.6 40.8
72 University of Rome III Italy 1992 29.6 27.5 64.8 37.5 35.9 40.2
73 UiT The Arctic University of Norway Norway 1968 31.4 24.0 58.8 36.8 66.1 40.1
74 Swinburne University of Technology Australia 1992 27.1 29.1 53.4 32.2 84.8 40.0
75 University of Tsukuba Japan 1973 46.8 39.3 33.7 42.9 34.4 39.6
76 Bilkent University Turkey 1984 28.2 24.2 64.1 36.4 47.5 39.5

=77 Aston University United Kingdom 1966 24.0 29.0 51.9 34.6 92.5 39.3
=77 University of Texas at San Antonio United States 1969 22.5 23.9 74.9 28.6 29.6 39.3

79 Dublin City University Republic of Ireland 1989 34.4 36.4 36.4 51.7 76.7 39.2
80 Brunel University London United Kingdom 1966 32.1 32.7 39.5 34.7 91.8 39.0
81 University of Rome II – Tor Vergata Italy 1982 30.2 23.0 64.5 34.7 36.5 38.9
82 Murdoch University Australia 1973 24.4 28.7 51.2 36.5 88.3 38.8

=83 University of Aveiro Portugal 1973 32.3 37.9 43.6 40.1 45.9 38.6
=83 University of Rovira i Virgili Spain 1991 27.5 21.4 66.9 30.9 41.5 38.6

85 Lille 2 University – Health and Law France 1970 19.7 13.2 81.7 31.5 39.4 38.1
=86 University of Brescia Italy 1982 20.8 21.4 72.3 35.8 36.6 38.0
=86 Western Sydney University Australia 1989 24.7 33.4 52.4 30.7 54.0 38.0
=88 City University London United Kingdom 1966 29.0 27.6 43.5 28.9 89.6 37.5
=88 University of Macau Macao 1981 23.7 23.9 49.7 34.9 98.4 37.5
90 Claude Bernard University Lyon 1 France 1971 26.0 16.1 66.5 34.5 50.5 37.2
91 Heriot-Watt University United Kingdom 1966 30.1 31.0 36.4 45.7 90.1 37.1

=92 Curtin University Australia 1987 25.4 26.3 44.6 37.8 93.1 36.8
=92 Tokyo Metropolitan University Japan 2005 27.4 15.6 72.2 30.9 19.9 36.8
94 Southern Cross University Australia 1994 25.3 27.4 53.3 37.7 52.7 36.7
95 University of Maryland, Baltimore County United States 1966 26.2 23.5 61.3 31.7 28.2 36.2

=96 National Yang-Ming University Taiwan 1975 53.6 26.3 33.3 30.2 15.8 35.9
=96 University of Ulsan South Korea 1970 25.3 30.5 54.0 64.7 18.6 35.9
98 RMIT University Australia 1992 28.8 22.4 44.6 37.0 82.1 35.8
99 University of Portsmouth United Kingdom 1992 22.0 15.6 58.2 28.9 79.3 35.4

100 Sharif University of Technology Iran 1966 30.9 40.7 33.7 87.8 15.9 35.0
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101-150
University of Alcalá Spain 1977 22.5 15.3 28.3 43.3 50.0 24.6-34.9
Auckland University of Technology New Zealand 2000 21.9 13.7 21.7 28.5 95.6 24.6-34.9
University of the Basque Country Spain 1980 25.2 19.1 43.1 30.3 34.9 24.6-34.9
Ben-Gurion University of the Negev Israel 1969 32.1 30.5 30.1 37.0 52.9 24.6-34.9
Bournemouth University United Kingdom 1992 41.7 17.9 35.2 28.8 70.6 24.6-34.9
University of Bradford United Kingdom 1966 23.9 22.5 22.7 32.7 79.1 24.6-34.9
University of Canberra Australia 1990 23.8 27.9 29.8 36.2 54.6 24.6-34.9
Carlos III University of Madrid Spain 1989 27.7 19.5 24.8 34.8 44.7 24.6-34.9
Central Queensland University Australia 1971 27.4 16.1 43.7 32.5 50.8 24.6-34.9
Chang Gung University Taiwan 1987 25.2 35.5 27.6 31.9 15.7 24.6-34.9
Concordia University Canada 1974 23.8 30.9 36.4 30.9 77.4 24.6-34.9
De Montfort University United Kingdom 1992 21.9 14.6 40.1 28.5 58.4 24.6-34.9
Edith Cowan University Australia 1991 25.2 23.3 35.0 34.5 68.7 24.6-34.9
University of Hertfordshire United Kingdom 1992 20.7 14.0 50.5 29.3 78.9 24.6-34.9
Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati India 1994 31.2 30.6 42.6 32.3 12.9 24.6-34.9
Isfahan University of Technology Iran 1977 23.9 34.5 39.5 99.5 17.2 24.6-34.9
Johannes Kepler University of Linz Austria 1966 24.4 19.4 51.6 37.4 58.5 24.6-34.9
Kingston University United Kingdom 1992 21.3 15.3 26.7 28.5 76.8 24.6-34.9
Lappeenranta University of Technology Finland 1969 35.0 39.0 20.8 80.3 53.0 24.6-34.9
University of Limerick Republic of Ireland 1972 25.9 23.9 36.6 34.0 76.5 24.6-34.9
Liverpool John Moores University United Kingdom 1992 21.4 16.3 45.9 28.8 62.1 24.6-34.9
Manchester Metropolitan University United Kingdom 1970 28.0 13.8 30.8 28.3 57.8 24.6-34.9
University of Maribor Slovenia 1975 22.6 16.7 42.1 38.7 33.6 24.6-34.9
Middlesex University United Kingdom 1992 23.9 15.4 25.7 28.1 81.0 24.6-34.9
University of Minho Portugal 1973 29.1 27.1 35.3 51.6 43.6 24.6-34.9
National University of Sciences and Technology Pakistan 1991 27.8 10.5 35.0 31.3 31.3 24.6-34.9
National Sun Yat-Sen University Taiwan 1980 32.2 47.3 25.8 44.3 19.7 24.6-34.9
New University of Lisbon Portugal 1973 32.8 29.8 38.3 41.3 44.5 24.6-34.9
Northumbria University United Kingdom 1969 21.9 15.4 29.2 29.1 55.1 24.6-34.9
The Open University United Kingdom 1969 23.5 17.4 60.3 28.4 51.5 24.6-34.9
Otto von Guericke University of Magdeburg Germany 1993 29.6 19.5 39.7 37.7 43.9 24.6-34.9
Oxford Brookes University United Kingdom 1992 27.9 21.1 42.7 28.4 68.9 24.6-34.9
Panthéon-Sorbonne University – Paris 1 France 1971 51.8 41.7 6.9 28.3 47.6 24.6-34.9
Paris Dauphine University France 1968 28.2 15.1 27.6 30.6 69.3 24.6-34.9
University of Paris North – Paris 13 France 1970 21.8 14.8 36.2 28.0 46.4 24.6-34.9
Polytechnic University of Valencia Spain 1968 25.5 16.0 34.3 43.8 32.9 24.6-34.9
Polytechnic University of Catalonia Spain 1971 31.0 18.7 44.7 40.9 63.9 24.6-34.9
Universiti Putra Malaysia Malaysia 1973 32.3 29.6 10.2 34.2 50.1 24.6-34.9
Université du Québec à Montréal Canada 1969 29.7 29.1 41.6 29.2 42.9 24.6-34.9
University of Regina Canada 1974 20.8 22.9 34.2 34.4 47.7 24.6-34.9
University of Rennes 1 France 1970 22.7 13.6 44.7 31.7 53.0 24.6-34.9
University of Salford United Kingdom 1967 26.6 16.8 21.2 28.8 66.4 24.6-34.9
Soochow University China 1982 25.1 20.0 45.8 75.3 16.0 24.6-34.9
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia Malaysia 1972 33.0 20.3 44.7 31.1 51.7 24.6-34.9
Toyohashi University of Technology Japan 1976 29.1 28.1 15.8 50.3 25.4 24.6-34.9
Ulster University United Kingdom 1984 24.9 19.1 44.1 29.2 79.0 24.6-34.9
United Arab Emirates University United Arab Emirates 1976 25.0 21.7 21.7 30.1 95.0 24.6-34.9
University of Vigo Spain 1989 24.5 15.2 31.8 38.1 30.7 24.6-34.9
University of the West of England United Kingdom 1992 22.1 15.8 34.6 28.5 48.5 24.6-34.9
Yuan Ze University Taiwan 1989 21.6 27.2 28.6 39.8 17.7 24.6-34.9
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Although 50 years is young in
university years – the average
university in the top 200 of

the Times Higher Education World
University Rankings 2015-16 is
213 years old – in today’s climate
it is long enough to achieve success,
says Luc Soete, rector magnificus
at Maastricht University.

Thanks to advances in technol-
ogy and the open science move-
ment, younger universities are able
to thrive in a way today that would
not have been possible 100 years
ago, says the head of the 40-year-
old institution.

“What is so striking is that if
you look at rankings of big firms,
many of the top companies are
newcomers – Google, Apple, Face-
book,” he says. “Why is this not
so much the case for universities?
[Many rankings] still include the
same players that were around 100
years ago.”

THE’s 150 Under 50 ranking

seeks to shine a spotlight on the
disruptive newcomers that are
challenging many of the tradi-
tional, mainly Western elites.
Although universities that are 50
years old and under are eligible for
this list, it is striking that many of
those that achieve the highest
scores are much younger. As the
tables overleaf (page 22) reveal,
four institutions in our top 150 are
10 years old or younger, led by
Germany’s Karlsruhe Institute of
Technology (eighth), which was
founded in 2009, while two other
institutions in the overall top 10
are 25 or younger.

Some of these infant or teenage
institutions are the results of merg-
ers or de-mergers, but many are
completely new universities that
have launched aggressive strategies
for achieving rapid success.

Soete says that Maastricht Uni-
versity, which is fourth in the 150
Under 50 ranking, was established

to “provide innovation in higher
education teaching”. He attributes
its success to its problem-based
learning strategy, modelled on the
approach at Canada’s McMaster
University, that involves students
discussing topics in small groups
with a mentor, rather than a focus
on lectures, meaning that the stu-
dents are “motivated to learn” and
will “challenge” their tutors.

In addition, the institution’s
“English unless” policy – which
outlines that the default language
for classes will be English – has
been highly successful in attracting
international students: almost half
(48 per cent) of the university’s stu-
dents come from outside the Neth-
erlands. All international students
also have an opportunity to take a
basic Dutch language course, and
85 per cent of foreign students do
so, says Soete.

“This means that ultimately
after their degree students will be
fluent in two or three languages –
English, Dutch and their native
language,” he says.

“German or Dutch students can
still go to the UK and get a top
education. But to work from the
first year onwards within a frame-
work of a small group of students
who motivate themselves – that is
pretty unique.”

Doh-Yeon Kim, president of
South Korea’s Pohang University
of Science and Technology (Postech)
(fifth), which is just 30 years old,
says that many East Asian coun-
tries, such as South Korea, China
and Singapore, have undergone
“rapid economic growth in the past
couple of decades”, which has led
to “the advent of young outstand-
ing universities”.

He cites four factors that have
helped Postech rise to global excel-
lence in just three decades: each
year the institution admits only
320 students, who receive one-on-
one teaching; it continuously
recruits and retains world-class sci-
entists and engineers; it is largely
funded by POSCO, one of the
world’s largest steel companies;
and it has had cutting-edge research

Some of the best performers are also among the youngest.
Ellie Bothwell explores how they made it to the top

At the cutting edge

If you look at
rankings of big
firms, many of the
top companies
are newcomers
– Google,Apple,
Facebook
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20

30

10

40
Rank

2015-16
Institution Country Foundation

date

1 Nanyang Technological University Singapore 1991

2 Hong Kong University of Science and
Technology

Hong Kong 1991

3 Maastricht University Netherlands 1976

4 Pohang University of Science and
Technology

South Korea 1986

5 Karlsruhe Institute of Technology Germany 2009

6 Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna Italy 1987

7 University of Antwerp Belgium 2003

8 University of Luxembourg Luxembourg 2003

9 Pompeu Fabra University Spain 1990

10 University of Duisburg-Essen Germany 2003

Rank
2015-16

Institution Country Foundation
date

1 Nanyang Technological University Singapore 1991

2 Hong Kong University of Science and
Technology

Hong Kong 1991

3 Pohang University of Science and
Technology

South Korea 1986

4 Karlsruhe Institute of Technology Germany 2009

5 Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna Italy 1987

6 University of Antwerp Belgium 2003

7 University of Luxembourg Luxembourg 2003

8 Pompeu Fabra University Spain 1990

9 University of Duisburg-Essen Germany 2003

10 University of Technology, Sydney Australia 1988

Rank
2015-16

Institution Country Foundation
date

1 Karlsruhe Institute of Technology Germany 2009

2 University of Antwerp Belgium 2003

3 University of Luxembourg Luxembourg 2003

4 University of Duisburg-Essen Germany 2003

5 Aalto University Finland 2010

6 Medical University of Vienna Austria 2004

7 Aix-Marseille University France 2012

8 University of Milan-Bicocca Italy 1998

9 Sabancı University Turkey 1996

10 University of Bordeaux France 2014

Rank
2015-16

Institution Country Foundation
date

1 Karlsruhe Institute of Technology Germany 2009

2 Aalto University Finland 2010

3 Aix-Marseille University France 2012

4 University of Bordeaux France 2014

infrastructure and environment
“from the beginning”.

Many universities in the 150
Under 50 list are, like Postech,
specialist institutions, particularly
in the areas of science and technol-
ogy. Kim believes that the univer-
sity has benefited from this
strategic choice, but he says it goes
further than “simply concentrating
resources”. For starters, he says the
South Korean government provides
more support to science and tech-
nology universities.

“When considering newer uni-
versities in non-English countries,
it is rather difficult to conduct
high-impact internationally visible
research in humanities or social sci-
ences,” he adds.

“In [the] case of STEM fields,
however, the subjects are universal
phenomena communicated in
standardised terminology. Also, the
international collaboration can be
more active.”

However, he says that the main
factor for the institution’s success
is that it opened its doors in 1986
with a “clear focus”.

“Postech has always been geared
towards conducting advanced
research and providing high-
quality education to dedicated top-
class talent with a clear vision,”
he says. l

and under

and under

and under

and under
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Vital statistics

Overall
scOre

Teaching
scOre

research
scOre

ciTaTiOns
scOre

indusTry
scOre

inTernaTiOnal
OuTlOOk scOre

36.4 26.0

23.3

53.9

45.9

48.5

51.4

28.1

31.638.1

43.9

57.6

13.6

15.9

sTudenT-TO-sTaff raTiO

inTernaTiOnal sTaff

key:One hundred and fifty

under fifty rankingsWorld University

Rankings

A detailed look at the underlying data

female sTudenTs

inTernaTiOnal sTudenTs

13.9%

18.6%

16.6%

12.7%

49.2%
50.4%
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COUNTRIES REPRESENTED IN THE 150 UNDER 50

INDUSTRY INCOME PER
ACADEMIC STAFF MEMBER

SS
$23,122

$20,085

21-25

16-20

11-15

6-10

5 & under

United Kingdom
Australia
France
Germany
Spain
Italy
Taiwan
United States

Canada
South Korea
Finland
Hong Kong
Republic of
Ireland
Japan
Portugal

Was founded in

1875

Was founded in

1979

Papers

11,039

Papers

7,409Academic staff

1,462

Academic staff

993

Students

24,056

Students

18,692

Sweden
Turkey
Austria
Denmark
Iran
Malaysia
Belgium
Brazil

Cyprus
Greece
Luxembourg
Macau
Netherlands
Norway
Saudi Arabia
Singapore

Switzerland
New Zealand
Israel
India
Slovenia
Pakistan
China
United Arab Emirates

Number of institutions
in the 150 Under 50
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Methodology
The 150 Under 50 tables give less weight to reputation,
a measure often associated with past glories

The Times Higher Education 150 Under 50 ranking applies the same 13 performance
indicators as the THE World University Rankings to provide the most comprehensive and
balanced comparisons, which are trusted by students, academics, university leaders,
industry and even governments. The performance indicators are grouped into five areas:
Teaching (the learning environment); ReseaRch (volume, income and reputation); ciTaTions
(research influence); inTeRnaTional ouTlook (staff, students and research); and indusTRy
income (innovation). However, to fit the 150 Under 50’s focus, reputation counts for less,
as befits a study of more recent arrivals on the academic scene.

Exclusions
Universities are excluded from the 150
Under 50 if they do not teach undergradu-
ates or if their research output amounted
to fewer than 1,000 articles between
2010 and 2014 (200 a year).

Data collection
Institutions provide and sign off their
institutional data for use in the rankings.
On the rare occasions when a particular
data point is not provided – which affects
only low-weighted indicators such as
industrial income – we enter a low estimate
between the average value of the indicators
and the lowest value reported: the 25th
percentile of the other indicators. By doing
this, we avoid penalising an institution too
harshly with a “zero” value for data that it
overlooks or does not provide, but we do
not reward it for withholding them.

Getting to the final result
Moving from a series of specific data points to indicators, and finally to a total score for an
institution, requires us to match values that represent fundamentally different data. To do
this we use a standardisation approach for each indicator, and then combine the
indicators in the proportions indicated to the right.

The standardisation approach we use is based on the distribution of data within a
particular indicator, where we calculate a cumulative probability function, and evaluate
where a particular institution’s indicator sits within that function. A cumulative probability
score of X in essence tells us that a university with random values for that indicator would
fall below that score X per cent of the time.

For all indicators except for the Academic Reputation Survey we calculate the cumulative
probability function using a version of Z-scoring. The distribution of the data in the
Academic Reputation Survey requires us to add an exponential component.

This category includes the results of the Academic
Reputation Survey carried out from December 2014
to January 2015. It examined the perceived prestige of
institutions in teaching. The responses were statistically
representative of the global academy’s geographical
and subject mix.

As well as giving a sense of how committed an institu-
tion is to nurturing the next generation of academics, a
high proportion of postgraduate research students also
suggests the provision of teaching at the highest level
that is attractive to graduates and effective at develop-
ing them. This indicator is normalised to take account
of a university’s unique subject mix, reflecting that the
volume of doctoral awards varies by discipline.

This measure of income is scaled against staff numbers
and normalised for purchasing-power parity. It indicates
an institution’s general status and gives a broad sense
of the infrastructure and facilities available to students
and staff.

Teaching
(the learning
environment)

30%

Reputation
survey
10%

Staff-to-student ratio
6%

Doctorate-to-bachelor’s ratio
3%

Doctorates awarded
to academic staff ratio

8%

Institutional income
3%
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The most prominent indicator in this category
looks at a university’s reputation for research
excellence among its peers, based on the
responses to our annual Academic Reputation
Survey.

The ability of a university
to attract undergraduates,
postgraduates and faculty from
all over the planet is key to its
success on the world stage.

In the third international
indicator, we calculate the
proportion of a university’s total
research journal publications
that have at least one
international co-author and
reward higher volumes. This
indicator is normalised to
account for a university’s subject
mix and uses the same five-year
window as the “Citations:
research influence” category.

A university’s ability to help
industry with innovations,
inventions and consultancy
has become a core mission of
the contemporary global
academy. This category seeks
to capture such knowledge
transfer activity by looking at
how much research income an
institution earns from industry,
scaled against the number of
academic staff it employs.

The category suggests the
extent to which businesses are
willing to pay for research and
a university’s ability to attract
funding in the commercial
marketplace – useful
indicators of institutional
quality.

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

We examine research influence by
capturing the number of times a
university’s published work is cited by
scholars globally. Elsevier examined
more than 51 million citations to
11.3 million journal articles, published
over five years. The data are drawn from
the 23,000 academic journals indexed
by Elsevier’s Scopus database and
include all indexed journals published
between 2010 and 2014. Citations to
these papers made in the six years
from 2010 to 2015 are also collected.

The citations help to show us how
much each university is contributing to
the sum of human knowledge: they tell
us whose research has stood out, has
been picked up and built on by other
scholars and, most importantly, has
been shared around the global
scholarly community to expand the
boundaries of our collective
understanding, irrespective of
discipline.

The data are fully normalised to
reflect variations in citation volume
between different subject areas. This
means that institutions with high levels
of research activity in subjects with
traditionally high citation counts do not
gain an unfair advantage.

This year we have removed the very
small number of papers (649) with
more than 1,000 authors from the
citations indicator. In previous years we
have further normalised citation data
within countries, with the aim of
reducing the impact of measuring
citations of English language
publications. The change to Scopus as
a data source has allowed us to reduce
the level to which we do this. This year,
we have blended equal measures of a
country-adjusted and non-country-
adjusted raw measure of citations
scores. This reflects a more rigorous
approach to international comparison
of research publications.

Research income is scaled against staff
numbers and normalised for purchasing-power
parity. This is a controversial indicator because
it can be influenced by national policy and
economic circumstances. But income is
crucial to the development of world-class
research, and because much of it is subject
to competition and judged by peer review, our
experts suggested that it was a valid measure.
This indicator is fully normalised to take
account of each university’s distinct subject
profile, reflecting the fact that research grants
in science subjects are often bigger than those
awarded for the highest-quality social science,
arts and humanities research.

We count the number of papers published in
the academic journals indexed by Elsevier’s
Scopus database per academic, scaled for a
university’s total size and also normalised for
subject. This gives an idea of an institution’s
ability to get papers published in quality
peer-reviewed journals.

Research
(volume, income
and reputation)

30%

Citations
(research
influence)

30%

International
outlook

(staff, students, research)

7.5%

Industry
income
(innovation)

2.5%

Reputation
survey
12%

Research income
9%

Research productivity
9%

International-to-
domestic-student ratio

2.5%

International-to-
domestic-staff ratio

2.5%

Research
2.5%

%
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Hong Kong University of Sci-
ence and Technology’s vision
from day one was to become

a globally recognised international
research university. When it was
founded in 1991, many thought it
was all but impossible, except in
the wildest of dreams; but 25 years
later, we have proved our doubters
wrong. The university is gaining
recognition, and as a result of the
hard work everyone at HKUST has
put in, we have seen our rankings
rise steadily in every category.

We are ranked in the top tier in
multiple international university
rankings. Our determination to
achieve excellence has been recog-
nised by our peers around the
world: HKUST has attained a
score of 70 per cent, the highest
proportion of research work rec-
ognised as either internationally
excellent or world-leading among
the eight government-funded insti-
tutions in Hong Kong in the 2014
HK research assessment exercise.
Our stellar performance in rank-
ings has helped us to attract qual-
ity faculty and international
students, and equally important,
opened the doors to many world-

leading higher institutions with
which we have forged a strong and
ever-growing network of partner-
ships.

In my view, our good rankings
are the fruits of our pursuit of aca-
demic excellence – they are a meas-
urement tool for us to look at, as
educators, on how we compare
with our global peers. But HKUST
is by no means driven by rankings
in our endeavours. There have long
been criticisms in academia of the
flaws of rankings; they are some-
times perceived to suffer from dis-
proportionate weighting of
indicators, flawed methodologies,
biased indicators and proxies and
a lack of transparency.

A majority of rankings give
more weight to research activities
than to teaching and service to
society, when both are important
elements of a research university’s
mission. The evaluation used by
rankings agencies also favours the
English-language world, which
may lead to an unhealthy develop-
ment that underrates local research
and language. The use of major
prizes such as the Nobel prize to
represent the achievement of uni-
versities amounts to “measuring
the peak”, and assumes that one
person reaching the top means that
the rest of the organisation is also
excellent. Such proxies favour the
old and comprehensive universities
and put specialised institutions in
a disadvantageous position.

As rankings are frequently used
by stakeholders for all kinds
of purposes, ranking bodies

would do the academic community
a great service by continuously
reviewing and refining their meth-
odologies to rank and measure uni-
versities in a just and fair way. I
would like to take this opportunity
to make some suggestions.

First, make the methodology
reproducible, so that given the

Although rankings are a useful tool, they
should not distract from a university’s mission,
says Tony Chan

Show your
working

Tony Chan
President, Hong Kong University
of Science and Technology

data, the same results can be repro-
duced and validated by others.
This will be a good use of rankings
that is beneficial to both universi-
ties and stakeholders.

Second, make the methodology
more transparent. This will boost
the credibility of rankings. By dis-
closing more about how rankings
data are used, it would be possible
for the academic community to
subject the computation of scores
to scrutiny and criticism. While
this could cause discussions and
debates, this might also be a good
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We should not set
rankings as the
target. Instead,
universities should
use the rankings as
a tool to enhance
their basic mission

way for the ranking bodies to col-
lect feedback, explain the rationale
behind the methodological design
and fine-tune their methodologies.

Third, bring in normalisation
where possible to make compari-
son meaningful. For example, the
number of articles and citations are
not good indicators as they often
favour large universities; whereas
performance per capita gives a rela-
tively fair view as it takes into
account the size of institutions.

The current development of rank-
ings and the responses by the global

higher education sectors raise the
question: is the tail wagging the
dog? Are the universities becoming
more rankings-driven or rankings-
informed? Rankings have become a
fact of life. However, we should not
set rankings as the target. Instead,
universities should use the rankings
as a tool to enhance their basic mis-
sion. As a university president, it is
very important to keep a clear mind
and stay true to your own mission.
While aiming to maintain or improve
the competitiveness of our universi-
ties, we should not forget the funda-

mental questions that guide the
development of universities: why do
we exist? What are the roles of a
university? And what are our respon-
sibilities to society?

Rankings, when utilised in the
right manner, should be a useful
reference tool for every university
to discover what areas they are
doing well in, and what needs
improvement. As educators, we
should maximise the positive
impact that rankings bring, while
also remaining cautious about the
potential risks.l
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Pompeu Fabra University is
celebrating its 25th anniver-
sary this academic year, at a

time when profound changes are
happening in higher education
around the world.

Universities have reached a turn-
ing point. The familiar, local arena
in which we traditionally competed
is now global, complex and con-
stantly changing. Spanish universi-
ties must compete for the same
talent, funding and resources as the
world’s top institutions, only with
a much smaller budget. Moreover,
we have to work in a relatively
rigid, overly regulated environ-
ment, with a uniform size-based
funding system that does not suf-
ficiently take into account decisive
aspects such as performance, com-
petitiveness or universities’ contri-
butions to society.

In this context, UPF has achieved
good results over the past few years,
including strong teaching quality
indicators and research results that
have increased exponentially in
recent times. This has been possible

thanks to the quality and competi-
tiveness of our faculty and research-
ers, the commitment and dedication
of our staff, and the hard work and
talent of our students.

We have also created a model of
an urban university that is inti-
mately linked to the city of Barce-
lona. In this regard, being young
and small has allowed us to be
more proactive and flexible in
today’s changeable environment.

My primary commitment to
UPF today is to ensure that it
is recognised as a world-class

player in society, as a university
renowned for its teaching and sci-
entific output that prioritises pro-
viding original and effective
responses to social needs. To this
end, we have designed and begun
to implement various strategic insti-
tutional projects.

Coinciding with our 25th anni-
versary, we developed our Strategic
Plan 2016-2025, based on five stra-
tegic areas (teaching, research, the
university community, outreach and
reputation, and finance and govern-
ance) and two mainstreamed prior-
ities (internationalisation and social
commitment). Our ambitions
require us to further strengthen our
internationalisation, to foster inter-
disciplinary and multidisciplinary
learning, to update the learning pro-
cess both in and outside the class-
room, and to promote innovative
forms of governance and manage-
ment. Consequently, the Strategic
Plan, which was drawn up with the
participation of the entire university
community, lays out the lines that
we wish to pursue in the coming
years to consolidate our leadership
and become an active player in the
transformation and modernisation
that the university system so
requires.

We are also implementing
reforms with a view to becoming
a leaner and more agile organisa-
tion. To this end, we have created
eight academic coordination units
(one for each field of knowledge at
UPF) to integrate the many tasks
already being performed in the dif-

ferent departments and faculties into
a single unit. In a context in which
universities must be flexible, dynamic
and highly adaptable, creating these
units will allow us to streamline and
simplify decision-making.

Third, we have evaluated the
research carried out by our depart-
ments using a pioneering method
in Spain designed with the support
of the Catalan University Quality
Assurance Agency (AQU Cata-
lunya). This is the first time nation-
wide that national and international
experts from outside the institution
have evaluated the research carried
out at a university. The aim of this
evaluation process is to detect the
strengths and weaknesses of our
departments in order to improve
our future results at the inter-
national level. Our goal is to
strengthen our role as a high-level
international research organisa-
tion, and I am convinced that this
diagnostic process, which in my
view should be conducted every
five years, will help us to do so.

Finally, mention must be made
of UPF’s teaching model, which is
increasingly oriented towards the
customisation and personalisation
of studies. In this regard, we have
designed two new three-year bach-
elor’s degree programmes targeted
at international students (in global
studies and bioinformatics). With
these programmes, to be taught
exclusively in English and launched
in September, we hope to raise the
international profile of our univer-
sity system.

Our ambitious projects reflect
our efforts to differentiate our uni-
versity: streamlining our organisa-
tion, evaluating our research and
implementing an educational
model based on personal attention
are all plans intended to position
us on the global stage as a univer-
sity that both wants to and does
do things differently. Some may
think that these initiatives will
affect the very foundations of the
university, and so it may be. How-
ever, sometimes one needs to shake
up the foundations in order to
build a more solid structure.l

Being young and small has allowed Pompeu Fabra University to excel,
but now is the time to consolidate and modernise, says Jaume Casals

Entering a global age

Jaume Casals
Rector, Pompeu Fabra University
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The University of East Anglia
was born on 29 September
1963. The Beatles were at

number one with She Loves You,
Harold Macmillan was still the
UK’s prime minister, and John F.
Kennedy was still the US president.

In 1963, Frank Thistlethwaite,
UEA’s founding vice-chancellor,
opened the university to the first
cohort of students of biological sci-
ence (my spiritual and research
home) and English studies. For
those first students, the Sir Denys
Lasdun ziggurats that have come
to help physically define UEA were
still a few years away.

The Beatles, Kennedy, Macmil-
lan. It all feels like a world away
now. Being a “young” university
brings many challenges but it also
brings with it the freedom to do
things differently and to break the
mould. UEA has always had that
tradition. Our motto is “Do Dif-
ferent” with good reason.

Thistlethwaite was a champion
of interdisciplinary studies and of
a university with a global as well
as a regional outlook. In 1963, that
was far-sighted and innovative. But
what seemed bold and pioneering
then does look pretty much like the
norm today. That legacy, however,
is a strong one for us to continue
to build on.

As a result of that founding
UEA spirit, over the past 50 years
we have gone on to break new
ground in disciplines such as envir-
onmental science, climate research,
international development and cre-
ative writing. Those achievements
no doubt contributed to UEA’s
10th place in the inaugural Times
Higher Education 100 Under 50
ranking of universities.

The first challenge for us is that
UEA has matured. We are no
longer under 50 and have perhaps
entered a youngish middle age. We
are definitely no longer new. There
are plenty of newer entrants to the
higher education market. And
there are plenty of older institu-
tions with more capital to burn,
both in terms of money and repu-
tation, than we have.

As a relative newcomer to higher
education, we now have just over
100,000 alumni, and they have
gone out into the world with that
UEA spirit and their affection for
their alma mater continues to make
them very special ambassadors for
us. We need to build on that.

We have to keep innovating and
we cannot rest on our laurels. As a
relatively young university we
blazed a trail but we need to keep
doing so. We still have plenty to
prove and I suspect that our youth
as an institution helps to keep us
on our toes. The worst thing that
any university can do is become
complacent.

Among our major strengths are
our campus, our academic
and support staff, and the

wider community that continues
to make UEA special. Our student
experience is consistently excellent
and we need to make sure that it
stays that way. To do that will
mean investing in our staff, invest-
ing in our campus and increasing
our research power.

The second challenge of being a
relatively young university is that
there is perhaps a reputational lag.
We know that we are in the top 50
in the world for research citations
but we also know that our repu-
tation for research is not nearly as
strong as it could be. This is a per-

ception gap that younger univer-
sities need to work hard to close.
Older universities do have a much
longer story to tell and that is
reflected in their reputation. In that
regard, perhaps longevity helps?

Third, we need to make the
most of redefining ourselves in a
more volatile and uncertain world.
Our new vision for the UEA in
2030 sets out a framework for
making sure that we are fit for the
future. There is one thing that I am
certain of. We need to look up and
out and avoid the temptation to
just be focused on ourselves.

To help meet our future chal-
lenges, we plan to invest £300 mil-
lion in our campus to ensure that
we have the right facilities for
research and learning, to increase
our academic and professional
services staff, expand student num-
bers and work with strategic
partners to increase our reach and
our research power internationally.

As a university, our mission is
to help the world meet the chal-
lenges that face us all. We will do
this by working with partners such
as the internationally renowned
bioscience institutes on the Nor-
wich Research Park that make us
a centre of excellence for research
into food, diet and health, and our
international partners. Only by
pooling our collective strengths
will we succeed. l

As a child of the 1960s, the UEA blazed a trail and it will keep doing so by
investing in its best assets and continuing to innovate, says David Richardson

Looking up and out

David Richardson
Vice-chancellor,
University of East Anglia

We still have plenty to
prove and I suspect
that our youth as an
institution helps to
keep us on our toes
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