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Strength in depth
helps region to rise

T he notion that Asia is “the next
higher education superpower”
has become so ubiquitous in

recent years that it risks becoming
something of a cliché.

But the regular repetition of the
idea should not detract from the
facts and does not diminish the
power of the phenomenon.

Take China, which is set to lead
the “Asian century” (another
cliché). China has just overtaken
the US as home to the highest num-
ber of researchers in the world.

It now accounts for more than
19 per cent of the world’s research
community (up from just over
10 per cent in 2008), compared
with 16.7 per cent for the US,
according to this year’s Unesco
Science Report: Towards 2030,

from the United Nations. China is
also now responsible for 20.2 per
cent of the world’s scientific publi-
cations (up from 9.9 per cent in
2008) and the year 2016 is expected
to be the tipping point when
China surpasses the US as the
world’s largest producer of research
papers.

Quality seems to be catching up
with quantity, too.

The Times Higher Education
World Reputation Rankings 2016,
published in May, showed that in
terms of academic prestige among
scholars across the world, China is
the rising star.

Tsinghua University jumped
into the world top 20 for the first
time (in 18th position), closely
followed by Peking University, in

21st place. However, the strongest
signal of China’s bright future in
the rankings is not the fact that it
now has its two flagship Beijing
institutions securely among the
world elite but that it has growing
strength in depth: Shanghai’s
Fudan University and Shanghai
Jiao Tong University both joined
the top 100 list for the first time,
as did Zhejiang University in
nearby Hangzhou.

Of course, Asia’s rise is not
restricted to China, giant though
it may be. Unesco’s report notes
that “over the past five years, the
Republic of Korea has become one
of the most research-intensive
economies in the world” – spend-
ing 4.15 per cent of its gross
domestic product on research and
development in 2013.

Indeed, as Ka-Ho Mok, chair of
comparative policy at Lingnan Uni-
versity in Hong Kong, points out
in an article in this supplement
(page 36), not just China and South
Korea but also Japan, Taiwan,
Singapore and Hong Kong have all
implemented powerful policy
drives designed to “promote world-
class universities”, backed with
serious funding.

Earlier this year, India, the
world’s largest democracy,
announced plans to develop a simi-
lar excellence initiative, offering
special support to 20 institutions
(10 public, 10 private) to help them
compete on the world stage.

This 2016 Times Higher Educa-
tion Asia University Rankings –
newly extended to list 200
institutions, benchmarked against
the same performance indicators
used in the overall World Univer-
sity Rankings – provides a uniquely
comprehensive analysis of the
power and potential of such
initiatives.

The ranking also provides
further evidence of the emerging
status of Asia as a true higher edu-
cation superpower.l

In terms of
academic prestige
among scholars
across the world,
China is the
rising star

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

Policy drives backed by serious funding make Asia
an R&D force to be reckoned with, writes Phil Baty

Country/region Number of
institutions
in top 200

Top institution Rank

China 39 Peking University =2
Japan 39 University of Tokyo 7
South Korea 24 Pohang University of Science and Technology 8
Taiwan 24 National Taiwan University 15
India 16 Indian Institute of Science 27
Turkey 11 Koç University 21
Iran 8 Sharif University of Technology =52
Thailand 7 Mahidol University 90
Hong Kong 6 University of Hong Kong 4
Israel 6 Hebrew University of Jerusalem =17
Malaysia 4 Universiti Teknologi Malaysia =70
Saudi Arabia 3 King Abdulaziz University 26
Jordan 2 Jordan University of Science and Technology 181–190
Pakistan 2 Quaid-i-azam University 101–110
Singapore 2 National University of Singapore 1
United Arab Emirates 2 United Arab Emirates University 101–110
Bangladesh 1 University of Dhaka 191–200
Indonesia 1 University of Indonesia 181–190
Lebanon 1 American University of Beirut =84
Macao 1 University of Macau 50
Oman 1 Sultan Qaboos University 131–140
Qatar 1 Qatar University 121–130

CouNTRies RePReseNTed iN THe AsiA uNiveRsiTy RANkiNgs 2016
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When Bertil Andersson,
president of Singapore’s
Nanyang Technological

University, was recently asked to
explain how the country has
improved its universities, he
pointed to the government “walk‑
ing the talk” when it comes to
funding research and academia.

“Singapore is one of the coun‑
tries that, in the past 10 or 15 years
has invested maybe the most in
academic research globally, if you
compare it to the size of the coun‑
try,” he told the International
Higher Education Forum in Lon‑
don earlier this year.

He cited Singapore’s rise up the
Times Higher Education World
University Rankings as evidence of
the country’s higher education suc‑
cess. Since 2011, NTU has risen
119 places to reach 55th in the
2015‑16 rankings, while the
National University of Singapore
has climbed 14 places since 2012
to reach 26th place.

Singapore has made another big
leap this year. The city state claims
the top two spots in the THE Asia
University Rankings 2016 for the
first time in the table’s four‑year
history. NUS and NTU both
achieve very high scores for inter‑
national outlook. Top‑ranked NUS
also achieves the highest score for
research in the 200‑strong list,
while NTU, in joint second place
(with China’s Peking University),
scores the best on research influ‑
ence (citations).

Simon Marginson, professor of
international higher education at
the UCL Institute of Education,

says that Singapore’s success is
“not bad for an island state of
5.5 million people”, adding that
there are 30 cities in Asia larger
than Singapore.

The city state’s rankings achieve‑
ment “underlines the remarkable
success of Singapore’s global strat‑
egy” and represents “a case of
mind over muscle”, he says.

“Singapore’s strategy of inten‑
sive internationalisation, bench‑
marking against the world’s best
universities, and targeting and
attracting talented researchers, has
paid off,” he explains.

“It is especially impressive to see
the recent rise of Nanyang, which
is stronger than NUS in citations
per faculty and industry links.

“In fact, if it wasn’t for the older
and larger NUS’ reputation, which
powers its position in the survey
for research and teaching excel‑
lence, Nanyang might have pipped
NUS for the top spot.”

The THE Asia University Rank‑
ings use the same 13 performance
indicators as the flagship World
University Rankings, but for the
first time this year the indicator
weightings have been modified (see
methodology on pages 28‑29),
following consultation with Asian
institutions.

The weight given to academic
reputation has been significantly
reduced to reflect the fact that
many Asian institutions have only
relatively recently arrived on the
world stage, with investment
focused on recent decades, so have
had less time to accumulate repu‑
tation around the world.

More weight is given to the
industry‑income indicator to reflect
the fact that many Asian nations
have put their universities at the
forefront of economic growth
plans, where industry links are
crucial.

While Singapore is home to
Asia’s top two universities, the
strongest nation overall is China.
Mainland China together with
Hong Kong claim 45 places in the
extended top 200 table (which has
been expanded from 100 last year).

Peking University shares second
place with NTU, while the Univer‑
sity of Hong Kong, Tsinghua Uni‑
versity and Hong Kong University
of Science and Technology take
fourth, fifth and sixth places,
respectively.

Japan has the same number of
representatives as mainland China
– 39 – but its universities are lower
down the list. It has 14 institutions
in the top 100, compared with 22
in mainland China, and just one in
the top 10 – the University of
Tokyo, in seventh place.

Marginson notes that the rise of
China and the “weakening of
Japan’s comparative position” is
“a big change from five years ago”.

“Japan is paying the price for
two decades of constrained univer‑
sity funding while China has built
the C9 group [an alliance of nine
elite universities] through the 985
programme,” he says.

“Japan’s special funding pro‑
grammes for global competition
and internationalisation are on a
much smaller scale and operate as
compensation for underfunding
rather than creating new value.

“The other factor working in
China’s favour is the survey element
– China’s reputation for higher edu‑
cation and science has risen, and
this powers a further lift.”

He adds that Hong Kong’s uni‑
versities have also been well
funded, but “without the same
super‑injection of funds”.

“The system is astutely managed
by the Hong Kong University
Grants Committee, whose policies
have ensured that Hong Kong has
five world‑class research univer‑
sities of roughly equal size, with a
good balance of strength between
them,” he says.

Taiwan and South Korea are the
third most‑represented nations
with 24 institutions each.

One common characteristic of
the leading nations in the
table is the launch of govern‑

ment initiatives aimed at promot‑
ing world‑class universities (see
table on page 36).

Singapore’s capacity to punch above its weight in the rankings stems from
its determination to compete with the best in the world, writes Ellie Bothwell

Mind over muscle

Singapore’s
strategy of intensive
internationalisation,
benchmarking
against the world’s
best universities
and attracting
talented researchers
has paid off
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Jamil Salmi, former coordinator
of the World Bank’s tertiary educa-
tion programme, says that of these
regional “excellence initiatives”,
China’s efforts “have been most
impressive”. He highlights govern-
ment reforms in 1993 and 1998,
the latter of which saw the
announcement of the goal of build-
ing world-class universities with a
clear emphasis on the advancement
of science and technology.

“Since then, state funding for
tertiary education has more than
doubled, reaching almost 1 per
cent of gross domestic product,”
he says.

Last year the Chinese govern-

ment also launched a new excel-
lence initiative – dubbed “World
Class 2.0” – aimed at establishing
six of its universities in the leading
group of global institutions by
2020, and for some of those to
reach top 15 status by 2030.

Salmi says that to support these
ambitions, Chinese universities
“have spent millions of dollars to
recruit internationally renowned,
foreign-trained Chinese and Chi-
nese-American scholars and to
build state-of-the-art research
laboratories, particularly in science
and technology”.

“The strategy is to surround
their star faculties with the bright-

est students, give them academic
leeway and provide competitive
remuneration packages,” he says.

“With low labour costs, struc-
tural upgrades are achievable at a
10th of the cost of those in indus-
trial countries. All this is happen-
ing in the context of a new regime
of financial autonomy, significant
cost sharing, and intense efforts to
develop management expertise at
all levels of university leadership.”

He adds that the South Koreans
have also been “quite good on the
internationalisation front, by rely-
ing effectively on the diaspora,
inviting foreign researchers to their
universities and multiplying the

re
x
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number of programmes taught in
English”.

Chung Kyu Sang, president of
Sungkyunkwan University, in 12th
place, admits that international-
isation was a “weak side” of South
Korea’s higher education system,
particularly compared with Singa-
pore and Hong Kong, but that
recent investment in this area has
raised its international reputation.

He adds that his own institution
has recruited former company
executives as professors to
strengthen industry-university
cooperation.

“As a result, Sungkyunkwan
University has attained 329.4 bil-
lion won [£195 million] in research
funding, which has increased sig-
nificantly since 2010 when it was
at 219.9 billion won,” he says.

However, Terri Kim, reader in
comparative higher education at
the University of East London, says
that while a number of leading for-
eign academics had been lured to
work at top South Korean univer-
sities following major government
funding injections, many have since
terminated their contracts and left
the country.

“International students and staff
are treated as guests and they are
not really part of the local system,
so there is a sense of exclusion, or
non-inclusion, all the time,” she
says.

Part of the reason for this, she
explains, is that South Korea was
never a Western colony, unlike
many of its neighbours, meaning
that the country has not had the
same history of “accommodating
Western cultural standards” as
other countries in Asia.

She adds: “The culture of fac-
ulty doesn’t change with govern-

ment policy. On a day-to-day basis,
inside the classrooms and inside
the laboratories, the old practice
continues.”

While East Asian universities
dominate this ranking, insti-
tutions in other parts of the

continent are becoming more vis-
ible, in part because the list has
doubled to 200 this year. This
means that 16 Indian universities
are represented compared with just
nine last year, while Turkey has 11,
up from six. Bangladesh, Indo-
nesia, Oman, Qatar, Jordan and
Pakistan all make the table for the
first time.

Israel has also increased its
share, irrespective of the newly
extended list. It has six institutions
in the top 100 compared with just
four last year and three in 2014,
led by the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem in joint 17th place.

Its president, Menahem Ben-
Sasson, says the institution’s main
strength is that its staff and stu-
dents “are never satisfied with the
status quo”. He adds that the uni-
versity “produces about a third of
the research output in Israel”,
while another hallmark of its suc-

cess is the conversion of research
into patents, licences and spin-off
companies through its technology
transfer company Yissum.

“You would be surprised to
know how many products that
come your way originated at the
Hebrew University – everything
from Alzheimer’s drugs to cherry
tomatoes and computerised driver-
safety systems,” he says.

However, it is still a challenge
letting the world know that “we
are one of the best academic and
research institutions in the world”,
Ben-Sasson says.

“While we are not sitting in
better-known locations like the US,
the UK or Australia, Jerusalem is
both an ancient and ultra-modern
city that is an incredible place for
students to live and study,” he says.

“A place like the Hebrew Uni-
versity is a special environment
where people of all backgrounds
– Jews, Muslims, Christians, athe-
ists and others – can live and study
side by side regardless of what’s
happening in society.”

If there is one “single lesson”
from this ranking, concludes Mar-
ginson, it is that “nations that
invest heavily and carefully in
building science and world-class
universities will gain performance
and recognition down the track”.

“Japan did so in the 1960s to
1980s and still has impressive
capability in its top universities.
Singapore, Taiwan and Korea
invested heavily from the 1990s
onwards; and China has famously
done so since the late 1990s,” he
says.

But will Asia’s increased and
focused investment in higher edu-
cation see some of the continent’s
universities competing with the
global elite in the near future?

“The top 20 or so in Asia are
becoming strong in world terms –
NUS in Singapore already produces
two-thirds as many high-citation
research papers as [the University
of] Cambridge – and will be able
to challenge the top group of uni-
versities in Europe in another gen-
eration if present trends continue,”
predicts Marginson.

“The top Americans remain out
of reach for the foreseeable future,
but the large number of second-
level universities in China is begin-
ning to resemble the US system.

“Given the present levels of
investment in higher education,
which are still rising, we can be
sure that a lot more improvement
is in the pipeline.”l

Nations that invest
heavily and carefully
in building science
and world-class
universities will gain
performance and
recognition down
the track
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1 26 National University of Singapore Singapore 69.3 84.3 79.4 49.8 96.2 77.4
=2 55 Nanyang Technological University Singapore 50.3 67.0 85.6 99.9 94.6 72.9
=2 42 Peking University China 76.8 72.5 69.1 100.0 49.2 72.9

4 =44 University of Hong Kong Hong Kong 64.9 77.1 70.1 53.7 99.5 71.9
5 =47 Tsinghua University China 70.6 83.6 58.8 100.0 39.5 70.9
6 59 Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Hong Kong 50.5 71.1 82.6 68.1 80.5 69.9
7 43 University of Tokyo Japan 78.3 79.5 60.9 50.8 30.3 67.8
8 116 Pohang University of Science and Technology South Korea 55.9 55.8 76.7 100.0 33.7 63.8
9 85 Seoul National University South Korea 67.8 73.9 50.0 85.4 30.9 62.8

10 148 Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) South Korea 49.9 48.1 76.0 100.0 33.9 59.7
11 =88 Kyoto University Japan 68.2 66.2 46.6 79.0 26.1 58.8
12 153 Sungkyunkwan University (SKKU) South Korea 53.3 58.7 53.8 97.5 36.7 57.1
13 =138 Chinese University of Hong Kong Hong Kong 43.4 53.3 68.4 37.5 81.1 56.2
14 201–250 University of Science and Technology of China China 50.4 41.5 67.2 80.3 21.4 52.8
15 =167 National Taiwan University Taiwan 52.9 60.6 47.3 49.6 27.7 51.4
16 201–250 City University of Hong Kong Hong Kong 35.9 31.3 76.8 50.1 81.6 51.3

=17 178 Hebrew University of Jerusalem Israel 48.9 42.5 64.6 31.9 55.6 50.9
=17 251–300 Korea University South Korea 50.4 50.9 41.8 99.8 40.2 50.9

19 201–250 Fudan University China 49.7 41.0 61.1 53.5 38.6 50.0
20 201–250 Tel Aviv University Israel 44.9 57.1 49.2 42.9 47.5 49.9
21 251–300 Koç University Turkey 24.4 32.9 74.9 82.4 53.5 48.6
22 201–250 Hong Kong Polytechnic University Hong Kong 31.7 39.7 63.3 45.1 79.0 48.1
23 201–250 Tohoku University Japan 47.7 44.7 49.4 74.7 29.3 48.0
24 201–250 Tokyo Institute of Technology Japan 48.5 50.7 42.2 70.9 31.9 47.7
25 251–300 Zhejiang University China 48.1 51.8 36.1 96.2 19.6 47.1
26 251–300 King Abdulaziz University Saudi Arabia 28.1 14.1 76.6 73.1 93.0 46.7
27 251–300 Indian Institute of Science India 46.9 54.3 42.4 52.4 16.4 45.9
28 301–350 National Taiwan University of Science and Technology (Taiwan Tech) Taiwan 35.9 51.9 39.1 92.2 30.5 45.5
29 251–300 Nanjing University China 41.6 35.4 54.2 58.6 50.4 45.4
30 251–300 Osaka University Japan 49.0 47.0 37.4 76.1 26.6 45.3
31 301–350 National Chiao Tung University Taiwan 37.2 53.0 34.2 96.9 32.0 45.1

=32 301–350 Gwangju Institute of Science and Technology South Korea 41.3 51.3 43.7 45.2 36.2 44.9
=32 301–350 Shanghai Jiao Tong University China 40.8 51.4 34.0 92.9 27.5 44.9

34 301–350 Nagoya University Japan 44.1 42.6 40.1 91.4 27.4 44.8
35 251–300 National Tsing Hua University Taiwan 42.2 42.8 53.0 49.5 23.2 44.7
36 251–300 Technion Israel Institute of Technology Israel 35.0 38.9 52.1 38.9 61.9 43.6
37 301–350 Yonsei University South Korea 41.3 39.7 39.4 75.9 41.5 42.9
38 351–400 Sabancı University Turkey 26.5 39.3 52.8 70.0 42.7 42.7
39 351–400 Hanyang University South Korea 38.8 39.1 31.1 87.9 54.3 41.4
40 351–400 Sun Yat-sen University China 36.9 29.6 45.7 79.4 37.0 40.5
41 401–500 National Cheng Kung University (NCKU) Taiwan 33.2 46.7 27.2 100.0 27.7 40.1
42 401–500 Kyung Hee University South Korea 30.7 34.3 39.2 89.4 46.4 39.9
43 351–400 Indian Institute of Technology Bombay India 40.7 32.8 48.5 42.3 17.7 39.1
44 351–400 Hong Kong Baptist University Hong Kong 25.6 14.2 67.9 28.8 75.0 38.8
45 351–400 Bilkent University Turkey 26.3 21.2 64.1 36.4 47.5 38.5

=46 401–500 China Medical University, Taiwan Taiwan 27.3 35.4 45.0 60.4 25.7 37.4
=46 401–500 University of Tsukuba Japan 44.1 34.7 33.7 42.9 34.4 37.4

48 401–500 Kyushu University Japan 40.3 30.5 31.8 83.2 26.4 37.0
49 401–500 Hokkaido University Japan 43.6 36.7 29.3 53.7 27.9 36.8
50 401–500 University of Macau Macao 21.6 20.4 49.7 34.9 98.4 36.5
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51 401–500 Indian Institute of Technology Kharagpur India 37.4 36.8 41.4 31.7 13.3 36.2
=52 401–500 Sharif University of Technology Iran 29.2 35.4 33.7 87.8 15.9 35.8
=52 401–500 Tokyo Metropolitan University Japan 25.1 13.5 72.2 30.9 19.9 35.8
=52 401–500 University of Ulsan South Korea 23.0 25.5 54.0 64.7 18.6 35.8
=55 401–500 Ewha Womans University South Korea 27.7 22.1 50.4 57.6 34.3 35.6
=55 401–500 Wuhan University China 43.6 30.8 18.0 97.8 36.7 35.6

57 401–500 Iran University of Science and Technology Iran 30.2 31.9 42.3 61.2 12.2 35.3
58 501–600 Tianjin University China 42.0 41.2 12.2 100.0 14.7 35.1
59 401–500 Tokyo Medical and Dental University (TMDU) Japan 45.4 21.5 36.6 59.5 23.1 35.0
60 401–500 Indian Institute of Technology Delhi India 39.8 30.0 33.4 62.8 15.5 34.8
61 501–600 Isfahan University of Technology Iran 21.6 28.8 39.5 99.5 17.2 34.6
62 401–500 Indian Institute of Technology Madras India 37.9 23.9 31.4 88.9 16.1 33.9
63 401–500 East China University of Science and Technology China 28.4 20.7 46.4 64.7 21.7 33.7
64 401–500 Boğaziçi University Turkey 24.0 22.6 45.4 57.1 38.3 33.6
65 501–600 Indian Institute of Technology Roorkee India 34.6 21.3 37.2 81.4 13.9 33.3
66 501–600 King Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals Saudi Arabia 29.6 19.5 24.4 81.2 84.5 33.0
67 401–500 Bar-Ilan University Israel 26.4 25.4 42.3 28.9 49.4 32.8

=68 501–600 Huazhong University of Science and Technology China 33.8 27.0 31.6 71.8 17.3 32.7
=68 501–600 National Taiwan Normal University Taiwan 29.9 37.8 16.2 81.9 38.1 32.7
=70 501–600 Chung-Ang University South Korea 35.8 34.4 17.4 61.3 43.7 32.4
=70 401–500 National Yang-Ming University Taiwan 48.7 22.4 33.3 30.2 15.8 32.4
=70 401–500 Universiti Teknologi Malaysia Malaysia 30.3 17.5 44.7 31.1 51.7 32.4
=73 501–600 Hiroshima University Japan 32.4 21.8 41.7 42.2 22.2 32.0
=73 501–600 National Sun Yat-Sen University Taiwan 29.7 40.1 25.8 44.3 19.7 32.0

75 501–600 Harbin Institute of Technology China 33.2 31.4 15.7 99.8 25.6 31.8
76 501–600 Amirkabir University of Technology Iran 28.5 31.5 34.8 55.7 7.7 31.7
77 401–500 Xiamen University China 31.1 18.5 47.0 − 25.0 31.4
78 501–600 Soochow University China 22.7 16.9 45.8 75.3 16.0 31.3
79 501–600 Ben-Gurion University of the Negev Israel 29.6 26.8 30.1 37.0 52.9 31.2

=80 501–600 Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati India 28.4 25.6 42.6 32.3 12.9 31.0
=80 501–600 Xi’an Jiaotong University China 32.6 26.5 25.5 70.4 25.8 31.0

82 501–600 China Agricultural University China 41.0 28.6 22.6 52.3 17.6 30.9
83 501–600 East China Normal University China 28.6 17.4 43.3 42.0 30.6 30.8

=84 501–600 American University of Beirut Lebanon 32.3 13.1 31.9 − 93.0 30.7
=84 501–600 Jadavpur University India 39.0 27.6 31.8 33.8 7.7 30.7
=84 501–600 Pusan National University South Korea 32.2 30.3 20.4 66.8 32.9 30.7

87 501–600 University of Haifa Israel 28.8 35.1 26.2 30.3 34.7 30.5
88 501–600 Renmin University of China China 40.4 16.1 30.7 42.5 40.1 30.3
89 501–600 South China University of Technology China 23.0 27.0 28.2 86.8 17.5 30.1
90 501–600 Mahidol University Thailand 30.9 17.1 28.3 71.6 44.1 30.0
91 501–600 Istanbul Technical University Turkey 21.8 31.0 26.5 72.1 22.9 29.8
92 501–600 Tongji University China 32.4 33.8 13.1 63.5 37.2 29.7
93 601–800 Dalian University of Technology China 26.7 23.2 23.5 93.3 20.7 29.2

=94 501–600 Middle East Technical University Turkey 32.1 19.1 28.8 60.0 26.7 28.9
=94 501–600 National Central University Taiwan 30.3 27.9 17.5 75.3 27.1 28.9

96 501–600 King Saud University Saudi Arabia 22.8 21.4 22.3 57.4 75.5 28.8
97 501–600 Tokyo University of Agriculture and Technology Japan 40.7 28.8 16.9 39.9 19.4 28.3
98 601–800 King Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi Thailand 21.7 13.8 36.2 70.3 28.5 27.9

=99 601–800 Istanbul University Turkey 29.9 27.4 10.0 100.0 20.0 27.7
=99 501–600 Osaka City University Japan 31.2 16.4 34.4 40.7 21.3 27.7
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101–110 601–800 Chang Gung University Taiwan 22.8 30.1 27.6 31.9 15.7 26.6–27.6
601–800 Chiba University Japan 31.9 20.4 24.8 55.3 21.0 26.6–27.6
501–600 Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur India 35.7 17.4 31.5 28.0 16.4 26.6–27.6
601–800 Inha University South Korea 24.4 24.5 22.5 64.7 23.5 26.6–27.6
501–600 Kanazawa University Japan 29.4 18.0 35.5 30.4 18.4 26.6–27.6
501–600 Quaid-i-azam University Pakistan 21.2 12.0 45.6 − 35.4 26.6–27.6
601–800 Sichuan University China 28.9 22.1 16.1 90.9 15.7 26.6–27.6
601–800 Sogang University South Korea 25.1 30.7 20.5 46.8 27.7 26.6–27.6
501–600 Tehran University of Medical Sciences Iran 59.0 22.5 9.3 30.0 14.1 26.6–27.6
501–600 United Arab Emirates University United Arab Emirates 22.5 18.3 21.7 30.1 95.0 26.6–27.6

111–120 601–800 Beijing Institute of Technology China 29.5 25.1 9.1 87.6 16.9 25.5–26.4
601–800 China University of Geosciences (Wuhan) China 23.8 25.0 21.5 64.5 16.1 25.5–26.4
601–800 China University of Petroleum China 27.4 32.2 4.0 100.0 15.9 25.5–26.4
601–800 Juntendo University Japan 38.1 13.0 24.0 51.1 16.7 25.5–26.4
501–600 Keio University Japan 27.7 19.5 28.5 41.4 22.7 25.5–26.4
601–800 Kobe University Japan 32.1 18.2 24.3 45.1 21.1 25.5–26.4
501–600 Panjab University India 29.0 10.6 41.0 28.1 14.1 25.5–26.4
601–800 Sejong University South Korea 22.4 14.9 38.7 35.4 25.2 25.5–26.4
601–800 Taipei Medical University Taiwan 29.8 26.3 19.0 42.2 26.5 25.5–26.4
601–800 Yokohama City University Japan 28.8 12.5 36.4 37.9 16.1 25.5–26.4

121–130 601–800 Kumamoto University Japan 27.8 14.1 28.1 43.1 22.2 24.1–25.3
601–800 National University of Sciences and Technology Pakistan 25.2 8.7 35.0 31.3 31.3 24.1–25.3
601–800 Okayama University Japan 28.7 17.6 25.3 48.0 20.6 24.1–25.3
601–800 Universiti Putra Malaysia Malaysia 29.5 25.3 10.2 34.2 50.1 24.1–25.3
601–800 Qatar University Qatar 11.5 12.7 22.3 55.2 99.9 24.1–25.3
601–800 University of Science and Technology Beijing China 29.4 26.5 6.9 89.7 15.6 24.1–25.3
601–800 University of Tokushima Japan 29.9 26.5 12.8 59.6 16.8 24.1–25.3
601–800 Tokyo University of Science Japan 24.7 26.3 21.4 37.6 15.4 24.1–25.3
601–800 Waseda University Japan 26.0 16.0 29.4 32.4 29.7 24.1–25.3
601–800 Yuan Ze University Taiwan 19.4 22.8 28.6 39.8 17.7 24.1–25.3

131–140 601–800 Anadolu University Turkey 14.4 28.0 10.9 100.0 14.3 23.1–24.0
601–800 Asia University, Taiwan Taiwan 16.8 19.5 30.5 38.4 18.3 23.1–24.0
601–800 Chonbuk National University South Korea 23.2 18.1 24.5 33.3 27.2 23.1–24.0
601–800 Feng Chia University Taiwan 17.2 16.8 34.4 33.9 21.1 23.1–24.0
601–800 K.N. Toosi University of Technology Iran 24.8 22.6 22.6 45.5 7.1 23.1–24.0
601–800 Kaohsiung Medical University Taiwan 23.6 26.7 20.5 33.2 19.9 23.1–24.0
601–800 National Chung Hsing University Taiwan 24.1 20.5 24.5 42.5 16.9 23.1–24.0
601–800 National Taiwan Ocean University Taiwan 21.2 25.2 18.2 49.3 20.3 23.1–24.0
601–800 Sultan Qaboos University Oman 25.1 13.3 16.0 37.6 71.5 23.1–24.0
601–800 Toyohashi University of Technology Japan 26.2 23.5 15.8 50.3 25.4 23.1–24.0

141–150 601–800 Ajou University South Korea 23.3 14.9 23.9 45.7 20.0 22.4–23.0
601–800 University of Calcutta India 41.2 10.8 19.8 29.2 13.1 22.4–23.0
601–800 Chiang Mai University Thailand 20.6 11.4 30.0 32.3 34.9 22.4–23.0
601–800 Chung Yuan Christian University Taiwan 18.8 27.5 17.4 41.9 18.7 22.4–23.0
601–800 Konkuk University South Korea 23.6 24.4 17.1 36.0 22.6 22.4–23.0
601–800 National Chung Cheng University Taiwan 25.0 25.3 15.7 40.8 14.2 22.4–23.0
601–800 National Taipei University of Technology Taiwan 21.4 18.1 16.4 81.3 16.0 22.4–23.0
601–800 Universiti Sains Malaysia Malaysia 30.2 19.2 12.4 34.4 44.2 22.4–23.0
601–800 Savitribai Phule Pune University India 45.3 14.9 11.4 29.3 17.3 22.4–23.0
601–800 University of Tehran Iran 32.7 22.2 15.8 − 16.5 22.4–23.0
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151–160 601–800 Aligarh Muslim University India 33.6 12.2 20.9 29.6 18.7 21.9–22.3
601–800 Capital Medical University China 31.6 18.4 16.3 28.8 18.8 21.9–22.3
601–800 Chonnam National University South Korea 21.1 14.4 29.1 31.4 20.4 21.9–22.3
601–800 Chulalongkorn University Thailand 27.0 16.3 16.7 37.8 32.8 21.9–22.3
601–800 Chungnam National University South Korea 27.7 21.8 13.2 39.9 19.8 21.9–22.3
601–800 Gifu University Japan 30.0 20.6 14.7 32.8 18.5 21.9–22.3
601–800 Hunan University China 22.0 18.6 21.2 46.7 14.8 21.9–22.3
601–800 Jilin University China 32.4 17.1 14.6 42.1 20.3 21.9–22.3
601–800 University of Seoul South Korea 25.6 19.9 21.4 28.9 18.7 21.9–22.3
601–800 Shahid Beheshti University Iran 24.3 23.3 11.4 58.9 13.8 21.9–22.3
601–800 Yeungnam University South Korea 22.0 13.4 26.5 35.4 24.3 21.9–22.3

161–170 601–800 American University of Sharjah United Arab Emirates 14.6 12.9 13.3 33.3 95.6 20.6–21.8
601–800 Chongqing University China 23.0 18.8 8.7 73.8 15.5 20.6–21.8
601–800 University of Delhi India 34.3 12.5 19.1 28.2 15.4 20.6–21.8
601–800 Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia Malaysia 28.6 19.5 10.9 28.4 29.7 20.6–21.8
601–800 Kinki University Japan 22.0 9.5 30.0 33.2 17.0 20.6–21.8
601–800 Kyungpook National University South Korea 24.7 19.3 18.1 34.9 21.7 20.6–21.8
601–800 Shantou University China 21.1 11.4 28.3 30.7 30.7 20.6–21.8
601–800 Suranaree University of Technology Thailand 25.3 14.4 18.4 38.1 25.9 20.6–21.8
601–800 Tokyo University of Marine Science and Technology Japan 32.9 14.7 7.7 57.9 24.5 20.6–21.8

171–180 601–800 Ehime University Japan 23.0 13.9 17.5 37.8 20.9 19.3–20.5
601–800 Hacettepe University Turkey 23.3 13.2 19.7 28.2 19.6 19.3–20.5
601–800 Kyushu Institute of Technology Japan 23.0 15.3 14.2 44.1 20.7 19.3–20.5
601–800 Niigata University Japan 26.3 12.3 17.5 33.0 19.3 19.3–20.5
601–800 Osaka Prefecture University Japan 25.7 12.7 17.5 41.5 17.6 19.3–20.5
601–800 Saitama University Japan 22.2 11.7 23.4 29.6 20.6 19.3–20.5
601–800 Shanghai University China 21.7 18.6 14.8 45.7 15.8 19.3–20.5
601–800 Shinshu University Japan 25.0 10.4 22.0 31.6 20.3 19.3–20.5
601–800 Xidian University China 21.4 14.7 8.9 83.7 12.8 19.3–20.5
601–800 Yokohama National University Japan 23.8 19.2 13.5 40.4 23.3 19.3–20.5

181–190 601–800 Amrita University India 24.5 7.2 20.7 28.0 29.6 18.0–19.1
601–800 Fu Jen Catholic University Taiwan 17.1 12.0 18.2 47.0 19.1 18.0–19.1
601–800 University of Indonesia Indonesia 20.8 9.5 13.9 40.0 37.2 18.0–19.1
601–800 Jordan University of Science and Technology Jordan 19.4 7.7 16.4 31.4 62.2 18.0–19.1
601–800 Khon Kaen University Thailand 21.2 9.1 19.9 35.8 31.5 18.0–19.1
601–800 Nagasaki University Japan 27.4 13.2 14.3 − 21.9 18.0–19.1
601–800 National Chengchi University Taiwan 21.5 15.3 14.0 31.3 33.1 18.0–19.1
601–800 Ocean University of China China 22.6 13.3 13.0 50.1 15.6 18.0–19.1
601–800 Prince of Songkla University Thailand 18.3 8.7 22.2 31.6 31.0 18.0–19.1

− Southwest Jiaotong University (SWJTU) China 21.0 13.3 4.6 84.1 17.2 18.0–19.1
191–200 601–800 Birla Institute of Technology and Science, Pilani India 21.0 10.2 17.4 29.6 13.7 16.7–17.7

601–800 University of Dhaka Bangladesh 25.5 8.8 9.6 − 37.2 16.7–17.7
601–800 Erciyes University Turkey 18.6 13.3 18.0 30.3 17.2 16.7–17.7
601–800 I-Shou University Taiwan 15.3 14.4 13.3 41.0 24.8 16.7–17.7

− Jiangsu University China 24.4 10.0 7.2 54.7 22.8 16.7–17.7
601–800 University of Jordan Jordan 22.0 9.1 7.8 28.8 53.7 16.7–17.7
601–800 Northwestern Polytechnical University China 27.3 18.6 3.5 28.0 15.2 16.7–17.7
601–800 Tokai University Japan 21.2 9.2 15.3 34.4 19.3 16.7–17.7
601–800 Tottori University Japan 28.7 12.6 9.6 34.5 16.7 16.7–17.7

− Wuhan University of Technology China 21.3 11.9 6.7 66.4 14.8 16.7–17.7
601–800 Yıldız Technical University Turkey 17.5 9.5 19.3 44.0 14.9 16.7–17.7
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Malaysia aims to be the
“education hub” of South-
east Asia, says Wahid Omar,

vice-chancellor of Universiti
Teknologi Malaysia.

“Higher education is the cata-
lyst for innovation for the country
and the key agent in revolutionis-
ing the lives of the community as
a whole,” he says.

While Singapore is the strongest

country in the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (Asean)
in the rankings, Malaysia, Thailand
and Indonesia are also home to
some of the continent’s top-ranked
universities.

Thailand leads on the number
of representatives, with seven,
but the highest-ranked institution
in the region outside Singapore
is Universiti Teknologi Malaysia,

Malaysia spends more on higher education than many of its Southeast Asian
neighbours, so why isn’t this reflected in the rankings? Ellie Bothwell reports

Thequadruplehelix quest

Higher education
is the catalyst
for innovation
for Malaysia and
the key agent in
revolutionising
the lives of the
community

Asean
rank

Institution Country 2016 Asia
Rank

1 National University of Singapore Singapore 1
2 Nanyang Technological University Singapore =2
3 Universiti Teknologi Malaysia Malaysia =70
4 Mahidol University Thailand 90
5 King Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi Thailand 98
6 Universiti Putra Malaysia Malaysia 121-130

=7 Chiang Mai University Thailand 141-150
=7 Universiti Sains Malaysia Malaysia 141-150

9 Chulalongkorn University Thailand 151–160
=10 Suranaree University of Technology Thailand 161–170
=10 Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia Malaysia 161–170
=12 University of Indonesia Indonesia 181–190
=12 Khon Kaen University Thailand 181–190
=12 Prince of Songkla University Thailand 181–190

in joint 70th place.
Jamil Salmi, former coordinator

of the World Bank’s tertiary educa-
tion programme, says Malaysia has
“more consistently focused on
excellence in its university sector”
than Thailand and Indonesia and
has “one of the highest levels of
public spending on tertiary educa-
tion in the world”.

But Simon Marginson, professor
of international higher education
at the UCL Institute of Education,
says that as Malaysia has “two-
thirds of the gross domestic prod-
uct per head of Korea”, it “should
be doing much better”, and he
questions whether the country is
“paying the price for being a
resource-rich economy”.

“This can lead governments to
‘coast’ and underperform in higher
education,” he says.

He adds that the marketing of
Malaysia as a “knowledge econ-
omy” and “innovation hub” has
been “better than the substance”.
He also argues that there “does not
seem to be the same institutional
desire to excel in research and
work to strong international
benchmarks” as there has been in
Singapore.

“Malaysian pay scales are rela-
tively unattractive, and talent is
lost to Singapore and elsewhere,”
he adds. “Another factor is the
undeclared ethnic preference that
permeates the Malaysian state and
public sector. There are doubts
about whether Chinese community
and Indian community talent in
Malaysia have equal opportunity
to succeed – not a problem in
Singapore, which is fiercely
meritocratic.”

On Thailand, Marginson says
that the country’s universities
have been “held back by

years of political turmoil, and lack
of genuine governmental enthusi-
asm about funding”, although he
adds that scientific output in the
country continues to advance.

Kalaya Tingsabadh, vice-
president of Thailand’s Chulalong-
korn University, ranked in the
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151-160 band, says that while the
country’s institutions attract top
scholars and produce high-quality
undergraduates, the main challenge
is attracting graduate students.

“Our graduates go to top US
and European universities for their
graduate studies, so graduate stu-
dent recruitment is a big problem.
It means we don’t have quality
graduate students to work as
research assistants,” she says,
adding that her institution is look-
ing to negotiate double degree pro-
grammes with several UK
universities to address this.

But despite this brain drain, she
says, most of these graduates end
up returning to Thailand.

“It’s something very special
about Thai people – they always

come back home despite the low
salary they get in Thailand. I think
it is due to our strong family ties.
Thailand is also a very pleasant
place to live and Thai food is more
delicious than food elsewhere. So
we have plenty of PhDs from top
universities from around the world
who come back to take positions
as faculty members.”

She adds that the Asean Univer-
sity Network has been “really ben-
eficial” for Thai institutions, by
providing opportunities for univer-
sities to collaborate on student and
staff exchanges.

Malaysia’s Omar adds that the
network has “harmonised quality
assurance”, facilitated credit-trans-
fer mechanisms and strengthened
“provision of technical and voca-

tional education and training for
Asean’s growing economic needs”.

But he says that for Malaysian
and other Asean universities to
reach the level of those in Singa-
pore, China, Hong Kong and
South Korea, institutions must
focus on the “quadruple helix” –
the “cooperation of academia,
industry, the government and the
people” to help “spur the country’s
quantum leap”.

“More funding and resources
are needed to make a difference,
with strong governance and
empowerment,” he says.

“Malaysian universities need to
make their presence felt and create
more impact than they have done,
especially in relation to the benefit
to the community as a whole.”l

More funding and
resources are
needed to make
a difference, with
strong governance
and empowerment

National University of Singapore (1)
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (=70)

Nanyang Technological University (=2)

Mahidol University (90)

King Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi (98)

Universiti Putra Malaysia (121-130)

Universiti Sains Malaysia
(141-150)

Chiang Mai University
(141-150)

Chulalongkorn University (151-160)

Suranaree University of
Technology (161-170)

Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (161-170)

Khon Kaen University (181-190)

Prince of Songkla University (181-190)

University of Indonesia (181-190)

Southeast Asia

The 10 members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) are: Brunei, Cambodia,
Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam
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India is the strongest South Asian
nation in the rankings. It is the
only country in the region with

representatives in the top 100
(eight) and boasts 16 universities
overall, while its neighbours Paki-
stan and Bangladesh have just
three institutions between them in
the bottom half of the table.

Javed Ashraf, vice-chancellor of
Pakistan’s top-ranked institution,
Quaid-i-azam University (in the
101-110 band), says that India’s
success is partly down to its
“stronger tradition of excellence”
in academia, while its recent eco-
nomic development has allowed it
to invest more in higher education
than its neighbours.

By contrast, he says, his institu-
tion is hampered by an infrastruc-
ture that “has not kept pace with
the size of the student population”.

“We need more space. We need
more funds for our laboratories,
for our equipment, for our build-
ings,” he says, adding that the uni-
versity relies on the government for
60 per cent of its funding.

However, he continues, the
institution has “top-rate research”
in the natural and biological sci-
ences and its scholars publish in
leading academic journals across
the globe.

“The quality of the research
being conducted at the university
is one of our biggest strengths,”
he says.

This is reflected in the univer-
sity’s high score for research influ-
ence: it would be in the top fifth of
the table if ranked on this measure
alone.

However, Jamil Salmi, former
coordinator of the World
Bank’s tertiary education pro-

gramme, says that there is still
much room for improvement for
the region’s institutions, including
those in India.

“India has talked a lot about
excellence but has not followed
through with large investments,
except in the Indian Institutes of
Technology subsector. Governance
is also a preoccupation, as public

India’s universities lead the rankings pack in South Asia but institutions
in Pakistan and Bangladesh are hot on their heels, finds Ellie Bothwell

The right direction

We need more
space.We need
more funds for
our laboratories,
equipment and
buildings South

Asia
rank

Institution Country 2016 Asia
Rank

1 Indian Institute of Science India 27
2 Indian Institute of Technology Bombay India 43
3 Indian Institute of Technology Kharagpur India 51
4 Indian Institute of Technology Delhi India 60
5 Indian Institute of Technology Madras India 62
6 Indian Institute of Technology Roorkee India 65
7 Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati India =80
8 Jadavpur University India =84

=9 Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur India 101-110
=9 Quaid-i-azam University Pakistan 101-110
11 Panjab University India 111-120
12 National University of Sciences and Technology Pakistan 121-130

=13 University of Calcutta India 141-150
=13 Savitribai Phule Pune University India 141-150

15 Aligarh Muslim University India 151-160
16 University of Delhi India 161-170
17 Amrita University India 181-190

=18 Birla Institute of Technology and Science, Pilani India 191-200
=18 University of Dhaka Bangladesh 191-200
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universities face the same restric-
tions as all public institutions in
the country,” he says.

“Pakistan had an excellent start
in the 2000s, with significant
reforms and higher levels of fund-
ing. Unfortunately, the political
crisis of the past few years has also
affected the higher education sec-
tor negatively.”

On Bangladesh, he says that the
country “has not invested the levels
of resources needed for competing
internationally, not to mention the
high level of politicisation of its
public universities”. The main
political parties “wage ideological
battles through the professors and
students’ syndicates”, which can
result in frequent industrial action
“that disturbs the normal course
of studies and research”, he adds.

Ismail Badat, the British Coun-
cil’s South Asia regional manager
for higher and further education,

agrees that South Asian universities
need to “depoliticise the sector
while raising standards of provi-
sion and quality assurance mech-
anisms”.

He adds that governments and
industry in the region need to
invest greater amounts of funding
into research, noting that “while
research capacity has been increas-
ing, the proportion of South Asia’s
research output compared with the
rest of the world is extremely low”.

“In 2013, China produced
71,003 documents with inter-
national collaborations, compared
to India with 17,484, Pakistan
with 4,278, and Bangladesh with
1,566,” Badat says.

“Paradoxically while more
countries from outside the region
are looking to collaborate on
research with South Asian univer-
sities, just 2.2 per cent of all inter-
national collaborations involve

countries within the region.
“Greater research collaboration

at a regional level could be a pro-
ductive first step, in particular to
reap the benefits through collabor-
ating on projects that address com-
mon, region-specific challenges.”

Despite these concerns, Ashraf
says he is optimistic that there will
be visible improvements in all the
universities in his country in the
years to come.

“It is something we are striving
for,” he says. “The Higher Educa-
tion Commission [in Pakistan] has
spent a lot of money to improve
the academic credentials of faculty
across the country.

“Some of our leading universi-
ties are already in the range that
some Indian universities are at
presently.” He adds: “I don’t think
we match the very best Indian uni-
versities, but I think it is a direction
that is plausible and doable.”l

Greater research
collaboration at
a regional level
could be
a productive
first step

Indian Institute of Technology Madras (62)

Indian Institute of Science (27)

Indian Institute of Technology Delhi (60)

Indian Institute of Technology Bombay (43)

Indian Institute of
Technology Kharagpur (51)

Indian Institute of Technology Roorkee (65)

Indian Institute
of Technology

Guwahati (=80)

Jadavpur University (=84)

Quaid-i-azam University (101-110)

Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur (101-110)

Birla Institute of Technology
and Science, Pilani (191-200)

National University of Sciences
and Technology (121-130)

University of Calcutta (141-150)

Savitribai Phule Pune University (141-150)

University of Delhi (161-170)

Amrita University (181-190)

University of Dhaka (191-200)

Panjab University (111-120)

South Asia
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How it all adds up
The changes in institutions’ fortunes charted in this year’s
Asia tables are calculated with the same carefully calibrated
performance indicators used for the World University Rankings

The Times Higher Education World University Rankings are the only global performance tables
that judge research-intensive universities across all their core missions: teaching, research,
knowledge transfer and international outlook. The Asia University Rankings use the same 13
carefully calibrated performance indicators to provide the most comprehensive and balanced
comparisons, trusted by students, academics, university leaders, industry and governments
– but the weightings are specially recalibrated, based on feedback, to reflect the priorities of
Asian institutions.

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 (knowledge transfer).

Exclusions
Universities are excluded from the Asia
University Rankings if they do not teach
undergraduates or if their research output
amounted to fewer than 200 papers
a year between 2010 and 2014. In
exceptional cases, institutions below the
200-paper threshold are included if they
have a particular focus on disciplines with
generally low publication volumes, such
as engineering or the arts.

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.

The Academic Reputation Survey (run annually) that
underpins this category was carried out in December
2014 and 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 thus attractive to graduates and effective
at developing 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)

25%

Reputation
survey
10%

Staff-to-student ratio
4.5%

Doctorate-to-bachelor’s ratio
2.25%

Institutional income
2.25%

Doctorates awarded to
academic staff ratio

6%
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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 (see left).

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 (adjusted for
purchasing-power parity),
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. This year, our
bibliometric data supplier 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
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 adjusted 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 scholar,
scaled for institutional size and normalised
for subject. This gives a sense of the university’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

(knowledge transfer)

7.5%

Reputation survey
15%

Research income
7.5%

Research productivity
7.5%

International-to-
domestic-student ratio

2.5%

International-to-
domestic-staff ratio

2.5%

International
collaboration

2.5%

%
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In the Confucian Temple of Litera-
ture in Hanoi, there is a forest of
stone steles, each mounted on a

carved stone tortoise and inscribed
with the names of leading scholars
through the ages. They stand as
enduring symbols of the central
role of – and high value placed on
– education in much of Asia.

This culture persists today, but
in a higher education landscape
that is much more complex and in
a state of flux.

Around the world, universities

are coming to terms with sweeping
trends such as the dramatic
“massification” of tertiary educa-
tion, particularly in China and
India; the profound impact of novel
technology and business models on
the nature of work; the prolifera-
tion of educational providers and
new modes of delivery such as
online learning; and increased
benchmarking of some aspects of
their output and impact against a
global field.

There are also rising expect-

ations that universities should con-
tribute more to enhancing national
growth and competitiveness,
promote entrepreneurship and
innovation, and address major
societal challenges.

At the National University of
Singapore (NUS), we have reflected
considerably on how to proactively
create, identify and seize new
opportunities within this shifting
landscape, to excel and to add
value.

Based on NUS’ experience,

Tan Chorh Chuan
President,
National University of Singapore

Opportunity knocks
To rise rapidly through the ranks, institutions should consider a four-pronged
strategy for growth and development, says Tan Chorh Chuan
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I believe that there are several key
factors critical to attaining a steep
trajectory of development.

1 Agility and drive are paramount
First, in a fast-changing and com-
plex environment, institutional
agility and drive are of paramount
importance. NUS is fortunate that
Singapore has a far-sighted govern-
ment that has, over the past dec-
ade, allowed the public universities
high degrees of autonomy but with
enhanced accountability and con-
tinued strong funding support,
including research funding, which
has to be secured almost entirely
through competition.

NUS has taken full advantage
of these to position itself strategi-
cally as a global university based
in Asia – one that has pioneered
notable international educational
innovations, created distinctive

global academic experiences for
students, has world-class research
strengths and also deep expertise
and understanding of Asia and its
opportunities and challenges.

Our experience is consistent
with literature that supports the
view that to thrive, uni-
versities require auton-
omy and adequate
resources to pick
and quickly exe-
cute their strate-
gies and goals.
However, they
must also be
honed by the
need to compete for
resources, which
sharpens the drive for
constant improvement, and oper-
ate in a national higher education
framework that promotes global
excellence.

2 Recruit and nurture top-class talent
Second, it is absolutely essential to
recruit world-class academics and
provide the infrastructure and
environment to enable them,
alongside home-grown scholars,
to do their best research and edu-
cational work.

For most of our history, NUS
was part of the public service sec-
tor, obliged to follow its rather
inflexible rules and procedures. But
around the year 2000, we were
able to move from a seniority-
based to a completely perfor-
mance-based human resource
system – a change that was to
prove critical in the institution’s
development. This change gave us
the human resource flexibility to
compete internationally for talent,
and to incentivise and reward
strong performance differentially
across and within disciplines.

In 2006, when NUS became a
company limited by guarantee, we
had even greater freedom to set our
own goals and strategies, and to
deploy resources in new pro-
grammes. Changes to the capital
funding system also enabled us to
plan the enhancement of our phys-
ical infrastructure in the long term.
We have made full use of these
positive developments over the
past decade to nurture and hire a
strong critical mass of highly tal-
ented academic staff in a broad
range of strategically chosen fields.

3 Innovate and differentiate
The third key to rapid develop-
ment is the need for universities to
continually ask how they can
innovate in order to differentiate
themselves and to create distinctive
new value.

NUS is in a constant state of
constructive dissatisfaction. I view
this as a good thing as it creates a
strong impulse to excel, and to do
better for our students, alumni and

the broader community.
For example, while
an NUS education is

well recognised for
its rigour, we have
also made our pro-
grammes global,
with deep Asian
perspectives. Expe-

riential learning was
enhanced as a central

thrust, with the success-
ful piloting of new pro-

grammes such as residential college
living and learning.

We pioneered experiential
entrepreneurship education in

Universities
need to continually
ask how they can
innovate in order
to differentiate
themselves and to
create distinctive
new value
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2001 with the NUS Overseas
Colleges (NOC), a unique pro-
gramme that enables undergradu-
ates to undertake internships for
up to a year in start-ups overseas
while continuing to take classes at
a partner university at one of seven
global hubs.

The programme has been highly
successful, with NOC students and
alumni creating more than 250
start-ups to date, with five alumni
making it on to the Forbes 30
Under 30 (Asia) 2016 list, and one
company named in Forbes 20
Startups to Watch in 2016.

In research, our goal is to have
several research areas where we are
among the leaders globally, and to
facilitate the translation of our
research for economic, health and
societal benefit.

4 Global partnerships are springboards
The fourth factor to consider is
that deep global partnerships are
valuable platforms for academic
leapfrogging.

NUS has successfully developed
a series of deep global partnerships
spanning nearly two decades with
major institutions such as the Mas-

sachusetts Institute of Technology,
Johns Hopkins University, Duke
University and Yale University.

In the two most recent collabor-
ations, the Duke-NUS Medical
School developed the outstanding
“TeamLEAD” (learn, engage, apply
and develop) learning model; while
the Yale-NUS College is pioneering
a new form of liberal arts and sci-
ence education for the future.

Moving forward, I believe that
our strategies would need to be
even more adaptive and anticipa-
tory, given the quickening pace and
unpredictability of change.

As an amateur painter, when
I start a new painting, I often
don’t have a fixed idea of the exact
way it will look when finished.
Instead, as one part of the painting
is completed, it creates new pos-
sibilities that shape the way I will
paint the next section, and eventu-
ally, how the completed work will
appear.

In the same vein, for universities
to excel and contribute in deeper
and more enduring ways in the
future, we need to increase our
ability to adjust and reinvent, to
both pioneer and lead while
becoming increasingly relevant to
the communities that we serve.l

Deep global
partnerships are
valuable platforms
for academic
leapfrogging
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flying machine put
together by Nus
faculty and students
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With a strong emphasis on
enhancing their global
competitiveness in the

knowledge-based economy, many
more Asian governments have
invested heavily in higher education.

International comparisons
clearly show that the investment in
research and development in East
Asia in particular is now compar-
able to that in Western Europe and
well above the UK.

Being “latecomers” in the inter-
national and global research com-
munities, many Asian universities
have concentrated funding support
to strengthen their research cap-
abilities, working strategically and
publishing increasingly in inter-
national settings as well as engag-
ing in various forms of scientific
and international research in their
quest for world-class status.

Such self-enhancing and advanc-
ing trends will continue, particu-
larly when increasing numbers of

governments in Asia have begun to
recognise the importance of
research, knowledge transfer,
innovation and technology in
transforming their economies and
societies.

In their quest for world-class
status within the context of the

Asia’s policymakers have recognised the value of investing in higher education
if their nations are to compete on the global stage, says Ka-Ho Mok

Going up in the world

Ka-Ho Mok
Vice-president, Lingnan University,
Hong Kong

There is a
growing trend
of diversification
of funding and
differentiation of
university missions
and visions

There are across Asia a
number of national
efforts aimed at
building world-class
universities. The
schemes highlighted all
concentrate state
funding support to
develop a few selected
universities to compete
globally, as measured
by improving
performances in
international league
tables.

China
Project 985 aims to
transform China’s most
elite universities – Peking
University and Tsinghua
University – into “super-
elite” world-class
institutions. The country
also has Project 211,
which aims to develop
100 key universities and
disciplines through

targeted funding to
improve the quality of
teaching and research
facilities.

Japan
The country’s Global 30
scheme features a
competitive funding
allocation method
devised to transform a
few major Japanese
universities into world-
class institutions.

South Korea
Brain Korea 21 started
in 1996 with the goal of
developing home-grown
academic talent. The
nation more recently
launched its World
Class University
initiative.

Taiwan
The Five-Year, NT$5
Billion Excellence

Initiative promotes
academic excellence
in Taiwan’s universities.
The country has
also launched its
Development Plan for
World-class Universities
and its Research
Centres for Excellence.

Singapore
The city state has
established a World
Class Universities
programme.

Hong Kong
Hong Kong is attempting
to position itself as a key
international player in
higher education through
collaboration, research
assessment exercises,
teaching and learning
quality process reviews,
management reviews
and university
governance reviews.

REvvING UP ACRoSS THE REGIoN: IN SEARCH oF ExCEllENCE

“massification” of higher educa-
tion, governments in East Asia
have adopted different strategies
to groom some of their universities
to become globally competitive. In
many instances, state funding has
been concentrated on a select few
universities to help them perform
better in global university rankings
(see box below).

Meanwhile, there is a growing
trend of diversification of funding
and differentiation of university
missions and visions, especially
where national governments are
keen to ensure that some of their
universities can compete in the
global arena.

Recognising that investment in
higher education, research and
knowledge transfer is vital for sus-
tainable economic growth, more
and more Asian universities have
embarked on a variety of entrepre-
neurial programmes, forging stra-
tegic university-industry-business
collaboration. Some have also
altered their curricula and peda-
gogy to promote entrepreneurial
education that will give students
the knowledge, skills and attitudes
that will help them to adapt to
rapid socio-economic changes and
embrace diversity in the highly
socially, culturally and politically
complex world.

Although a growing number of
Asian universities are ranked
higher in global university league
tables, which might confirm that
they have achieved higher aca-
demic quality, the diversification
of funding support and the differ-
entiation of roles inevitably pro-
duce stratification and differing
hierarchies among these highly
ranked institutions.

More socially significant is the
fact that the growing diversity and
the differentiated positions of uni-
versities can worsen inequality of
educational opportunities. For
example, some national (public)
universities in Asia have received
preferential funding support, not
only from the state but also from
the private sector, to help them in
their bid for world-class status,
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while other institutions (especially
private ones) have to compete on
an unequal playing field.

Such developments raise con-
cerns about intensified inequality
among universities and student
learning experiences across differ-
ent parts of the globe.

So could the excellent perform-
ance of Asian universities in
global rankings pose a threat

to other higher education systems?
It is my belief that, currently, only
a select few Asian universities

could challenge the major leading
university systems in the West.

As academic standards and
quality of research vary across dif-
ferent parts of Asia, whether the
rise of some top Asian universities
would seriously challenge the top
institutions in North America and
Europe is yet to be confirmed.

Instead of seeing their Asian
counterparts as competitors,
universities in Europe and North
America should look for opportun-
ities to cooperate, particularly
when Asian universities are keen

to engage in regional and inter-
national research with funding
support.

As we confront increasingly
complex problems and issues that
definitely require inter-university
experts for collaboration globally,
university rankings should be
adopted as a reference for enhance-
ment of performance rather than
as an unhealthy driver of competi-
tion that could jeopardise the col-
laborations vital for promoting
sustainable growth, social progress
and human development.l
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Keep it in perspective

Should universities and their
presidents care about reputa-
tion? Of course we should!

Therefore, it follows that we
should care about how that repu-
tation is assessed, publicised, mod-
ified or massaged.

Our reputation locally, regionally
and internationally affects our
future in so many ways. Prospec-
tive students, their parents, friends
and teachers; prospective staff;
current students and staff; alumni
and other stakeholders all take a
keen interest in the standing of a
university.

Rankings provide a convenient
shortcut to the information that we
seek. Although university presi-
dents, including me, are on record
for our caution about the interpret-
ation of rankings, and for our fer-
vent wish that people would study
the methodology behind the head-
lines – including the frequent meth-
odological changes, the variability
between the rankings from differ-
ent agencies and the risks of selec-
tive usage of the data – we all
accept that rankings are an import-
ant phenomenon in our sector.

In January, Times Higher Edu-
cation published the 2016 ranking
of the world’s most international
universities, and we were delighted
to see the University of Hong Kong
(HKU) ranked at number three.

In 2015 in the same ranking,
HKU was number 52. Can I claim
that my internationalisation strat-
egy is directly responsible for that
meteoric rise? No: the major rea-
son for the change is that in 2015,
China and Hong Kong were taken
together in calculating the rank-
ings, whereas in 2016 they were
treated separately.

Since we have many students
and staff from mainland China and
many co-publications with main-
land authors, this methodological
change favoured us. A glance at the
locations of other universities in
the top 10 of that ranking, which
include institutions from Qatar,
Luxembourg, Macao and Singa-
pore as well as four universities
from Switzerland, makes it obvious

that this ranking favours univer-
sities in places that, by virtue of
their scale, are necessarily more
likely to have extensive inter-
national links for their recruitment
of students and staff and for their
publication outputs.

So thank you very much to THE
for the third-place ranking, but we
are not getting overly excited. We
believe that HKU, despite already
being a very international univer-
sity, will benefit from further inter-
nationalisation, and this forms a
major platform of our institutional
strategy going forward.

The other headlines of our strat-
egy for the next 10 years are inter-
disciplinarity, innovation and
impact: all quite difficult to meas-
ure objectively. We should never
forget the things that rankings do
not, or cannot, easily measure,
including the student experience,
community engagement, alumni
loyalty, societal impact and creativ-
ity/innovation among staff and
students.

On the day that I am writing
this, one ranking agency
released some rankings by

subject. HKU is ranked number
one in the world for dentistry and
in the top 10 in the world for an
additional five subjects.

We are encouraged by these
results, but do we really have the

best dental school on the planet?
Our Faculty of Dentistry is small
and research-intensive and there-
fore scores well on this organisa-
tion’s particular methodology. We
have many reasons to be proud of
it, but we cannot say that there is
no room for improvement: how do
you improve on being number one
in the world?

So let us be realistic and honest
with ourselves and with the rest of
the world. We feel pride and satisfac-
tion when we are highly ranked. We
make excuses and point to method-
ological changes or inconsistencies
when we need to explain (or defend)
a poor ranking. We “spin” results to
our own advantage, quoting selec-
tively from the data. Our detractors
can selectively use the data to point
out our deficiencies.

For the credibility of the higher
education sector worldwide, it is
crucial that universities work with
the rankings agencies to under-
stand one another’s needs and
aims, to improve and enhance the
methodologies, to accurately com-
municate the findings and their
interpretation. Both parties need
to ensure that rankings are as
reliable and as close to the truth as
possible.

Human beings are naturally
competitive, and this is true of uni-
versity leaders as much as anyone
(perhaps more so!) but we need to
keep our feet on the ground, avoid
complacency when the results are
good and strive for improvements
when they are not.l

We ‘spin’ results to
our own advantage,
quoting selectively
from the data

Wherever your institution sits in the rankings, it
is rarely the whole story, writes Peter Mathieson

Peter Mathieson
President, University
of Hong Kong
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Japan

Iran

Indonesia

Education
nations

China

Taiwan

South Korea

India
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Hong Kong
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Singapore
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Emirates

Qatar
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Israel Lebanon

The countries of the continent by the
number of institutions represented
in the Asia University Rankings
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