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Subjective opinion,
objective results

T his is the fifth annual Times
Higher Education World
Reputation Rankings and the

research underpinning the table is
more comprehensive and balanced
than ever.

Some 10,507 senior scholars
took part in this year’s invitation-
only Academic Reputation Survey.
They provided their time and
expertise (based on specialist sub-
ject knowledge) to help us create
this unique peer-reviewed list of the

world’s biggest university brands.
These tables are based purely on

subjective opinion, but it is the
informed opinion of those who
know most about excellence in
teaching and research: academics
themselves. And while hard, objec-
tive indicators proliferate in today’s
competitive global academy (and
indeed dominate THE’s rankings
portfolio), how a university is
subjectively perceived by the aca-
demic community, how it stands

up to its peers in reputation terms,
is highly significant, too.

A strong reputation not only
indicates current success but also
drives future fortune. It helps uni-
versities to draw in investment and
raise philanthropic funds. Perhaps
most importantly, it helps attract
the best students and scholars.

So with a great deal riding on
these data, it is essential that the
research underpinning the results
is robust.

This year, Times Higher Edu
cation partnered with Elsevier on
disseminating the Academic Repu-
tation Survey. Elsevier used its
author lists to distribute the survey
to a statistically representative
sample of global scholars, carefully
balanced to represent all subject
areas. It used UN data to gauge the
distribution of scholars globally
and administered the survey in
more languages than ever before
(15, up from 10 last year) to ensure
the widest range of respondents
possible.

The survey is hot off the press
– it was carried out between
November 2014 and January
2015, and its rigorous approach
has helped us produce an excep-
tionally balanced picture: we
received responses from 142 coun-
tries – from the US to Australia,
from South Africa to Sweden.

The US provided the greatest
number of responses (15.8 per cent
of the total), followed by China
(10.6 per cent). We also heard from
respondents in Burma, Sierra
Leone and Yemen – and even from
one in North Korea.

Overall, some 70,000 survey
responses have been gathered since
we started this exercise in 2010.
We thank all participants for
informing this unique, rich and
valuable resource.l

A great deal is riding
on these rankings,
so the research
must be robust

Phil Baty
Editor, Times Higher Education
Rankings

The data underpinning the World Reputation
Rankings are richer than ever, writes Phil Baty

Country Number of
institutions
in top 100

Top institution Rank

United States 43 Harvard University 1
United Kingdom 12 University of Cambridge 2
Germany 6 Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich =35
Australia 5 University of Melbourne =41
France 5 Panthéon-Sorbonne University – Paris 1 51-60

Paris-Sorbonne University – Paris 4 51-60
Netherlands 5 University of Amsterdam 51-60

Delft University of Technology 51-60
Canada 3 University of Toronto 16
China 2 Tsinghua University 26
Hong Kong 2 University of Hong Kong 51-60
Japan 2 University of Tokyo 12
Russian Federation 2 Lomonosov Moscow State University 25
Singapore 2 National University of Singapore 24
Sweden 2 Karolinska Institute 45
Switzerland 2 ETH Zürich – Swiss Federal Institute of

Technology Zurich
15

Belgium 1 KU Leuven 51-60
Brazil 1 University of São Paulo 51-60
Denmark 1 University of Copenhagen 81-90
Finland 1 University of Helsinki 81-90
Mexico 1 National Autonomous University of Mexico 71-80
South Korea 1 Seoul National University 51-60
Taiwan 1 National Taiwan University 61-70
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As president of ETH Zürich,
one of the world’s most
prestigious universities, Lino

Guzzella believes that such institu-
tions are sustained by three “essen-
tial values”.

He says: “First, ETH Zürich
values excellent teaching. Our pro-
fessors attract talented students
and our students attract talented
faculty, reinforcing a circle of
excellence. Second, it values aca-
demic freedom, therefore its lead-
ership has made it a priority to
minimise bureaucratic barriers.
Third, ETH Zürich values auton-
omy – a status we enjoy as a public
institution thanks to the foresight
of Swiss politicians.”

But there is a single core element
that underpins everything, Guzzella
argues: a global outlook.

“We are very much aware that
the things we value most cannot be
taken for granted. Consequently,
we advocate relentlessly to all
stakeholders the crucial import-
ance of direct access to the global
talent pool,” he says.

“Throughout ETH Zürich’s
160-year history, we have operated
with a global mindset. When it
comes to the appointment of new
faculty members, it is not the
colour of the passport that matters
but the candidate’s track record.”

Such a mindset has served the
institution well. It comes 15th in
the 2015 Times Higher Education
World Reputation Rankings, up
one place on last year (in THE’s
first reputation ranking, published
in 2011, it came 24th).

It may seem obvious that a
global outlook is the key to unlock-
ing a global reputation, but Blanca
Delgado-Márquez, professor at the
Faculty of Economics and Business,
University of Granada, has proved

the phenomenon’s importance
through her research.

“We find that the international-
isation of higher education institu-
tions has a positive influence on
their corporate reputation,” she
confirms. “Universities enjoying
high levels of it achieve signifi-
cantly better reputation outputs
than those with low levels.”

It is a virtuous circle: a strong
reputation helps universities to
attract global talent and funding;
attracting global talent and cash
helps to sustain strong reputations.
And so it goes.

“Over the past decade, higher
education has become increasingly
international as a larger number of
students, academics and funding
agencies explore a wider range of
options than in the past concerning
where to study, where to teach and
research, and what work to fund,”
Delgado-Márquez says. “The
choices emerging from such selec-
tive processes are strongly influ-
enced by universities’ reputations.

“Reputation is used continually
as a screening mechanism. Thus, a

university’s global reputation is
(and will be) of critical importance
to the institution’s ability to cope
with the competition worldwide.”

Delgado-Márquez used data
from the THE World Reputation
Rankings to inform her research.

She explains: “Reputational
judgements by academic peers
considering geographical areas (as
is the case with the reputation
rankings) offer a representative and
experienced overview, since evalu-
ators rank universities within their
narrow fields of expertise.

“Global reputation rankings are
powerful tools.”

So what do this year’s results
tell us about the global
academy’s shifting sands?

At first glance, they show simply
that some things never change.
Despite significant improvements
to the distribution of THE’s
Academic Reputation Survey, pro-
viding a far more globally repre-
sentative sample of responses this
year (see pages 7 and 18), Harvard
University remains the world’s
most prestigious seat of learning.
Indeed, the same six Anglo-Amer-
ican “superbrands” stay top of the
table, head and shoulders above
the rest: Harvard; the University of
Cambridge; the University of
Oxford; Massachusetts Institute of
Technology; Stanford University;
and the University of California,
Berkeley.

Although in a slightly different
order, the same sextet took the top
six positions in 2011.

The top 10 is stable, with
Princeton University retaining
seventh place, Yale University
holding on to eighth and the Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology
remaining in ninth. The only

A revamped methodology has boosted the position of BRIC nations in the
table, but the big Anglo-American names still reign supreme, writes Phil Baty

A virtuous girdle round
the earth in three steps

It is not the passport
that matters but the
candidate’s track
record
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change is the advent of Columbia
University, up from 12th last year.
It displaces the University of
California, Los Angeles, which
slips to 13th.

Stability is a characteristic of
the table as a whole, despite the
methodological improvements.

Overall, the US remains domin-
ant (with 43 top 100 places, com-
pared with 46 last year). The UK
with 12 representatives (up from
10 in 2014) has had a strong year

and remains firmly entrenched as
the world number two when it
comes to global university brands.
It has three new entries: Durham
University and the University of
Warwick in the 81-90 band and
the University of Bristol in the
91-100 cohort (institutions outside
the top 50 are banded into groups
of 10): the London School of
Hygiene and Tropical Medicine
drops out of the table.

Germany, with six top 100 insti-

tutions, remains in third spot. Its
highest-placed institution, Ludwig
Maximilian University of Munich,
is joint 35th, up from joint 46th.

Australia retains five institutions
(led by the University of Melbourne
in joint 41st) and the Netherlands
moves from four to five represent-
atives: the Delft University of Tech-
nology, which has fallen into the
51-60 band, and the University of
Amsterdam are its top performers.

So far, so predictable. But

Stability is a
characteristic of
the table as a
whole
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perhaps as a result of a more
representative survey sample being
established this year, there have
been some notable improvements
among the BRIC nations (Brazil,
Russia, India and China) and other
large emerging economies.

China does well: its two top 100
institutions have moved up
the table.

Tsinghua University remains the
country’s number one, rising
10 places to 26th. Hot on its heels
is Peking University, which moves
from 41st to 32nd.

There is still no room in the
table for an Indian university, but
Brazil’s flagship, the University of
São Paulo, rises from the 81-90
band to the 51-60 cohort.

Meanwhile, Mexico will be
pleased to record its first
representative in the top 100: the
National Autonomous University
of Mexico, which joins the 71-80
band.

Russia has also experienced
gains. Not only does it have an
additional top 100 institution
(Saint Petersburg State University,
in the 71-80 band), but its flagship,
Lomonosov Moscow State Univer-
sity, has also improved on its
previous personal best (33rd in
2011) to reach 25th place. This is
far higher than its position in the

overall THE World University
Rankings (joint 196th), which are
based on largely objective data.

Founded in 1755, Moscow State
is part of the fabric of Russia itself,
not just its academy. It is the
country’s oldest and largest univer-
sity, its dominance symbolised by
its 787ft main campus tower – the
tallest university building in the
world and an imposing sight in the
capital’s skyline. The university
counts 11 Nobel laureates among
its alumni.

“Perhaps the biggest single
factor in the success of any global
university is funding,” says its
rector, Viktor Sadovnichii. “A uni-
versity with Moscow State’s great
history and national status deserves
to enjoy very generous funding to
enable it to compete on the world
stage.

“Many prominent Russian
scholars left the country in the past
to pursue their careers elsewhere.
This should be changed, and Rus-
sia should work hard to retain its
leading academic talents and also
attract international academics
into careers in Russia. Moscow
State is the national flagship insti-
tution with a global reputation and
should lead the way here.”

The university was granted
greater autonomy under special
legal provisions in 2009 and has

grown dramatically over the past
decade, adding around 50,000 sq m
of new space a year. A technology
“valley”, Vorobyevy Gory, is being
built on campus.

Echoing Guzzella, Sadovnichii
is keen to ensure that Moscow
State becomes more globally
focused.

“It is important that the univer-
sity is being converted towards a
more international style,” he says.
“Publishing more research in
English language journals will help
the world to better understand the
strength of Moscow State’s
research and will help to ensure its
reputation continues to improve.
It will also help the university to
forge international collaborations
that can drive up the quality of
research.”

This is the right tactic, says
Delgado-Márquez.

“Top universities have put
strong emphasis on their inter-
nationalisation processes, being
aware that an enhanced inter-
national orientation may assist in
attracting higher-quality student
applicants, more research funding
and greater government support,”
she says.

“Nowadays, the globalised
education market should lead each
university to think beyond its
country of origin.”l

Each university
must think beyond
its country of
origin
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1 1 Harvard University United States 2 100.0 100.0 100.0
2 4 University of Cambridge United Kingdom 5 84.4 84.3 84.3
3 5 University of Oxford United Kingdom 3 79.8 81.9 80.4
4 2 Massachusetts Institute of Technology United States 6 81.0 69.9 77.8
5 3 Stanford University United States 4 75.0 64.7 72.1
6 6 University of California, Berkeley United States 8 63.6 51.1 60.0
7 7 Princeton University United States 7 35.7 33.2 35.0
8 8 Yale University United States =9 33.7 31.4 33.1
9 9 California Institute of Technology United States 1 25.4 20.8 24.1

10 12 Columbia University United States 14 22.1 18.1 21.0
11 14 University of Chicago United States 11 21.9 14.7 19.8
12 11 University of Tokyo Japan 23 19.8 18.0 19.3
13 10 University of California, Los Angeles United States 12 20.7 14.5 18.9
14 13 Imperial College London United Kingdom =9 19.2 15.8 18.2
15 16 ETH Zürich – Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zurich Switzerland 13 18.4 12.3 16.7
16 20 University of Toronto Canada 20 17.2 12.0 15.8
17 25 University College London United Kingdom 22 16.4 14.0 15.7
18 18 Johns Hopkins University United States 15 15.4 12.5 14.6
19 15 University of Michigan United States 17 14.9 11.0 13.8

=20 17 Cornell University United States 19 13.6 13.6 13.6
=20 27 New York University United States 38 14.8 10.8 13.6

22 24 London School of Economics and Political Science United Kingdom =34 13.7 10.8 12.9
23 22 University of Pennsylvania United States 16 11.8 9.7 11.2
24 21 National University of Singapore Singapore 25 10.9 9.2 10.4
25 51-60 Lomonosov Moscow State University Russian Federation =196 9.3 11.6 9.9
26 36 Tsinghua University China 49 9.2 10.2 9.5
27 19 Kyoto University Japan 59 9.5 8.8 9.3
28 29 Carnegie Mellon University United States 24 9.9 7.5 9.2
29 =46 University of Edinburgh United Kingdom 36 8.5 7.8 8.3
30 23 University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign United States =29 8.8 6.8 8.2
31 =43 King’s College London United Kingdom 40 8.2 7.7 8.1
32 41 Peking University China 48 7.2 8.9 7.7
33 31 University of Washington United States 26 7.7 6.5 7.4
34 30 Duke University United States 18 7.8 6.0 7.3

=35 =46 Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich Germany =29 7.6 6.4 7.2
=35 =33 McGill University Canada 39 7.2 7.1 7.2

37 =33 University of British Columbia Canada 32 7.5 5.9 7.0
=38 32 University of California, San Francisco United States – 6.7 5.5 6.4
=38 61-70 Heidelberg University Germany 70 6.6 5.9 6.4
=38 28 University of Wisconsin-Madison United States =29 6.7 5.6 6.4
=41 40 University of California, San Diego United States 41 7.1 4.5 6.3
=41 71-80 Humboldt University of Berlin Germany 80 6.8 5.1 6.3
=41 =43 University of Melbourne Australia 33 6.7 5.3 6.3

44 51-60 University of California, Davis United States =55 6.5 4.5 6.0
45 51-60 Karolinska Institute Sweden 44 6.7 3.8 5.9
46 =33 University of Texas at Austin United States 28 6.6 3.9 5.8
47 37 Northwestern University United States 21 6.2 4.6 5.7
48 49 École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne Switzerland =34 6.1 4.2 5.5
49 38 Georgia Institute of Technology United States 27 6.0 3.9 5.4
50 51-60 University of Manchester United Kingdom =52 5.6 4.5 5.3
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51-60 71-80 University of Amsterdam Netherlands 77
61-70 Australian National University Australia 45

42 Delft University of Technology Netherlands 71
81-90 Free University of Berlin Germany 81

=43 University of Hong Kong Hong Kong 43
71-80 KU Leuven Belgium =55

– Panthéon-Sorbonne University – Paris 1 France –
71-80 Paris-Sorbonne University – Paris 4 France –
81-90 University of São Paulo Brazil 201-225

26 Seoul National University South Korea 50
61-70 University of Sydney Australia 60

61-70 61-70 University of California, Santa Barbara United States 37

– École Normale Supérieure France 78
81-90 Leiden University Netherlands 64
51-60 National Taiwan University Taiwan 155

– University of North Carolina* United States –
39 Pennsylvania State University United States 58

61-70 University of Southern California United States =75
61-70 Technical University of Munich Germany =98

– Wageningen University and Research Center Netherlands 73
71-80 71-80 Boston University United States 57

81-90 Brown University United States 54
51-60 Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Hong Kong 51
61-70 Michigan State University United States 82
51-60 University of Minnesota United States =46

– National Autonomous University of Mexico Mexico –
71-80 University of Pittsburgh United States =91

48 Purdue University United States 102
91-100 Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey United States =144

– Saint Petersburg State University Russian Federation –
81-90 Utrecht University Netherlands 79

81-90 – University of Copenhagen Denmark =160
– Durham University United Kingdom =83
– University of Helsinki Finland =103

51-60 Ohio State University United States 68
81-90 University of Queensland Australia 65
71-80 Texas A&M University United States =141

– Uppsala University Sweden =98
– University of Warwick United Kingdom =103

71-80 Washington University in St Louis United States 42
91-100 – University of Bristol United Kingdom 74

– École Polytechnique France =61
91-100 London Business School United Kingdom –
81-90 University of Maryland, College Park United States =132
61-70 University of Massachusetts United States =91
81-90 Mayo Medical School United States –

– Monash University Australia =83
91-100 Nanyang Technological University Singapore =61

– Pasteur Institute France –
91-100 RWTH Aachen University Germany 156

* Note: The University of North Carolina is included as an entire system. In some cases, universities at the threshold between groups have the same scores, which results in some groups having more or fewer than 10 universities.
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TOP 100 WORLD REPUTATION RANKINGS

11 10 20 30 40 50

Washington DC

London

GERMANY

Berlin

43
institutions

Highest rank
1st

Harvard University

12
institutions

Highest rank
2nd

University of Cambridge

6
institutions

Highest rank
=35th

Ludwig Maximilian
University of Munich

US UK

Times Higher Education maps out the most successful
nations in the 2015 World Reputation Rankings

Global leaders

Only countries with five or more representatives in the top 100 are highlighted. Countries
not named: Canada, China, Hong Kong, Japan, Russian Federation, Singapore, Sweden,
Switzerland, Belgium, Brazil, Denmark, Finland, Mexico, South Korea and Taiwan.

Maps are not to scale.



1712 March 2015 Times Higher Education

THE World Reputation Rankings 2015

FRANCE NETHERLANDSAUSTRALIA

Paris

Amsterdam

Canberra

5
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University of Melbourne

5
institutions

Highest rank
51-60

Panthéon-Sorbonne
University – Paris 1

5
institutions

Highest rank
51-60

Delft University
of Technology

51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100

Paris-Sorbonne
University – Paris 4

University of Amsterdam
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The Times Higher Education
World Reputation Rankings
are created using the world’s

largest invitation-only academic
opinion survey – a unique piece of
research.

The Academic Reputation Sur-
vey, available in 15 languages, uses
UN data as a guide to ensure the
response coverage is as representa-
tive of world scholarship as pos-
sible. It is also evenly spread across
academic disciplines.

The questionnaire, administered
on behalf of THE by Elsevier,
targets only experienced, published
scholars, who offer their views on
excellence in research and teaching
within their disciplines and at
institutions with which they are
familiar.

The 2015 rankings are based on
a survey carried out between
November 2014 and January
2015, which received a total of
10,507 responses from 142 coun-
tries. Some 9,794 responses were
valid for the World Reputation
Rankings: respondents on average
had spent 15.3 years in higher edu-
cation and research.

Achieving a better spread of responses
This year we achieved our most
balanced spread of responses
across the disciplines. The best
represented subject was engineer-
ing and technology (20 per cent
of responses), followed by the
social sciences (19 per cent). The
physical sciences achieved 17 per
cent, the life sciences 15 per
cent and the clinical, pre-clinical
and health-related disciplines
13 per cent.

The representation of the arts
and humanities dramatically
improved this year, from 9 per cent
in 2014 to 16 per cent.

The spread across the regions is
better balanced than in the past,
too. A total of 18.2 per cent of
responses hail from North Amer-

This year’s Academic
Reputation Survey
offers the best
geographical and
disciplinary spread yet

Methodology

ica, compared with 25 per cent last
year, owing to the survey attracting
a more globally representative sam-
ple (see above).

In the survey, scholars are ques-
tioned at the level of their specific
subject discipline. They are not
asked to create a ranking them-
selves or to list a large range of

institutions, but to name no more
than 10 universities that they
believe are the best, based on their
own experience.

The survey data will be used
alongside 11 objective indicators
to help create the THE World Uni-
versity Rankings 2015-16, which
will be unveiled on 1 October.

Calculating the scores
The reputation table ranks institu-
tions according to an overall meas-
ure of their esteem that combines
data on their reputation for
research and teaching.

The two scores are combined at
a ratio of 2:1, giving more weight to
research because feedback from

Latin
America

6%

North
America

18%

Western
Europe

28%

Arts and
humanities

16%

Social
sciences

19%

Engineering and
technology

20%

Physical
sciences

17%
Clinical,

pre-clinical
and health

13%

Life
sciences

15%

Map shows survey responses by region. Percentages may not add up to 100 owing to rounding.
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our expert advisers suggests that
there is greater confidence in
respondents’ ability to make accurate
judgements about research quality.

The scores are based on the
number of times an institution is
cited by respondents as being the
best in their field. The number one
institution, Harvard University,

was selected most often. The scores
for all other institutions in the table
are expressed as a percentage of
Harvard’s, set at 100. For example,
the University of Oxford received
80.4 per cent of the number of
nominations that Harvard received,
giving it a score of 80.4 against
Harvard’s 100. This scoring sys-

tem, which differs from the one
used in the World University Rank-
ings, is intended to provide a
clearer and more meaningful per-
spective on the reputation data in
isolation.

The top 100 universities by
reputation are listed, but THE has
decided to rank only the top 50

because the differentials between
institutions after that point become
very narrow. The institutions that
make up the second half of the table
are listed in groups of 10, in alpha-
betical order, although the number
in each group may vary owing to
some institutions at the thresholds
having the same scores. ●

Africa

2%
Asia-Pacific

33%

Middle East

1%

Eastern
Europe

11%
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In an age of mission statements
and strategic plans, there are now
few universities that do not pro-

fess or aspire in their literature to
be “global”. A strong internation-
alisation agenda and outlook is
essential for higher education insti-
tutions if they are to thrive in what
is a truly global (and increasingly
competitive) market. Yet develop-
ing a well-respected worldwide
brand and reputation, and the
credibility that comes with it, does
not happen overnight. If the trend
for universities to internationalise
en masse is a relatively recent
phenomenon, then inevitably some
will stand out from the crowd
more than others. Those institu-
tions that have invested time and
effort in this regard – in some cases
over a period of several centuries
– have a distinct advantage.

I can speak only for my institu-
tion, the University of Edinburgh,
but I am pleased that, in my view,
we fall into this category. It is a
bold claim, but I can make it with
conviction because it is true – and
that is thanks largely to the fore-
sight of my predecessors.

Edinburgh has been developing
its global brand since its creation
in 1583. Proud to be both Scottish
and British, it has always been
proudly international, too. When
royal funding was provided in the
university’s early days to appoint
four new professors – or “regents”
as they were known – they were
hired not from the British Isles but
from continental Europe. The
university was modelled in part on
European institutions such as
Leiden University in the Nether-
lands and the Collège de France in
Paris, one of the reasons being that
Edinburgh wanted to attract stu-
dents and scholars from overseas.

The university was at the centre
of the 18th-century Scottish
Enlightenment and its growing
reputation attracted intellectual
heavyweights such as Voltaire and
visionaries from the 13 Colonies
such as Benjamin Franklin (who
visited twice before the War of

Independence). Indeed, Franklin’s
endorsement of the institution led
to its becoming particularly popular
with American students – so much
so that even in his day, some 10 per
cent of our students hailed from
the US (including signatories to the
Declaration of Independence). A
number of fledgling seats of learn-
ing in the New World took inspira-
tion from Edinburgh as a model,
including McGill University in Can-
ada and the University of Pennsyl-
vania in the US. In 1855, Edinburgh
became the first Western university
to boast a Chinese graduate and
by the end of the 19th century it
had one of the largest cohorts of
Indian students in Europe.

Today we continue to build on
this pioneering tradition, but it is
not easy staying one step ahead.
We have the advantage of being
based in the historic city of Edin-
burgh with its world-renowned fes-
tival (always a powerful draw for
prospective students and staff). But
we still need to invest considerable
time and money in developing
overseas relationships – and this
means being prepared to take risks
and deflect criticism.

Take our relationship with
China, for example: we established
an office in Beijing in 2005 and
were the first university in Scotland
to host a Confucius Institute. In an
age when some commentators are
calling into question the nature of
UK university relationships with
Chinese institutions, we are proud

to promote ours. The China office
has been enormously successful in
helping us develop partnerships in
the region and break down cultural
barriers, and the Confucius Insti-
tute does the same, asking probing
questions where necessary while at
the same time increasing under-
standing between our cultures.

Since establishing the office we
have opened similar operations in
India, Brazil and North America,
and have appointed deans with
responsibility for significant global
regions. Our regional offices are
often at the heart of developing
extensive international partner-
ships with key institutions that
focus on creating innovative pro-
grammes, strong research collabor-
ations and increased student and
staff mobility.

We cannot be a global institu-
tion without engaging with
emerging economies and

encouraging our students and staff
to do the same. That is why we are
committed to helping more of our
students to study abroad and
further developing our “area
studies”, offering everything from
African and Scandinavian studies
to Islamic and Middle Eastern
studies. In this age of global unrest
and uncertainty, our work in this
field is more important than ever:
universities have a vital role to play
in reaching out across borders and
building bridges as part of their
internationalisation activity.l

Edinburgh has been a global brand since the 16th century and continues
to lead the internationalisation agenda today, argues Sir Timothy O’Shea

Ahead of the curve

Sir Timothy O’Shea
Principal and vice-chancellor,
University of Edinburgh

In this age of global
unrest, ‘area studies’
is more important
than ever
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Research universities have
enormous potential to deliver
meaningful change in areas of

the world facing severe resource
challenges. Global education that
focuses on mutual benefits among
partners is the key that can unlock
that potential.

When physician Tim Johnson
first travelled to Ghana in 1986,
the West African nation had just
five obstetricians serving a popula-
tion of 12 million. While many
Ghanaians trained in medicine
abroad, few came back to work in
their home country.

Three years later, Johnson led
the University of Michigan in a
partnership with medical schools
in Ghana that would address two
major challenges for the country:
training Ghanaian physicians at
home and combating high rates of
maternal mortality.

Retaining trained healthcare
providers in developing countries
is a primary factor in improving
health outcomes and achieving
UN Millennium Development
Goals to improve maternal health
and reduce child mortality.

Under the programme estab-
lished by the Michigan-Ghana
collaboration, 142 physicians have
been trained and 141 are still in the
country.

The blueprint established by
Johnson, now chair of the depart-
ment of obstetrics and gynaecology
at Michigan, led to a formal char-
ter in 2009 between Ghana and
Michigan that outlines both sides’
common responsibilities to clinical
service, research and education.

Since then, additional projects
have taken off in the country. Built
on a foundation of trust and reci-
procity, these projects involve
scholars and students from discip-
lines including engineering, public
health, history, and art and design.
This summer, 20 Michigan under-
graduates will live with 20 local
students in Kumasi, Ghana.
Together they will learn entrepre-
neurship and how to assess tech-
nology needs.

The success in Ghana is an
example of Michigan’s approach
to global education. It is deeply
rooted in the university’s culture
and public ethos, which seeks to
co-create mutual opportunities for
its students and academics with
people and communities abroad.

Michigan’s approach begins
with collaboration. Academics
develop relationships with local
colleagues in areas such as educa-
tion, industry and government,
with the aim of fostering long-term
benefits for both sides. Together
the partners examine problems
from the local point of view and
work to craft locally driven solu-
tions. It is about being partners,
not competitors. These collabor-
ations allow for increases in cap-
acity, as starting “small” gives
successful ideas room to grow.

T he final part of the Michigan
approach is to leverage the les-
sons learned from the collab-

orations and capacity building into
initiatives that cross disciplines,
regions and even international bor-
ders. The result is a lasting contri-
bution that inspires more
collaboration.

Senait Fisseha, professor of
obstetrics and gynaecology at
Michigan, is using this approach
in Ethiopia to address a maternal
mortality rate that is among the
highest in the world.

Fisseha was born in Ethiopia
and met Johnson during her resi-
dency at Michigan. Her passion
was to work in her native country:
at Johnson’s recommendation, she
began building relationships with
academics, health professionals
and government officials there.

Her meetings with the Ethiopian
health minister in 2011 led to a
partnership between Michigan and
St Paul’s Hospital Millennium
Medical College, based in the cap-
ital city of Addis Ababa.

The “Ghana model” had
inspired action in a nation on the
other side of the continent.

The collaboration initially

resulted in a programme to train
physicians – with those instructed
in Ghana helping to launch the
Ethiopian programme – but because
of Michigan’s long history in
Africa, the seeds for something
bigger had already been sown.

Michigan students at all levels
and staff from disciplines across
the full campus are involved. Pro-
jects include setting up a computer
lab at the Addis Ababa Institute of
Technology to give Ethiopian stu-
dents access to equipment needed
for education in technology; and
academics are exploring providing
Amharic language instruction for
Michigan students in Ethiopia.

Nearly 50 investigators from 15
Michigan Medical School depart-
ments are now involved in Ethi-
opia. Student volunteers from the
university are engaging in valuable
experiential learning under an Ethi-
opian health ministry programme
that provides exposure to medical
conditions that are rare in the US.

Fisseha recently received a
$25 million (£16.4 million) grant
that will allow her to create a
centre for reproductive health
training in her home country. It
will increase the number of health
professionals in Africa who can
provide life-saving reproductive
healthcare, especially to women
from poor backgrounds.

Michigan’s approach to global
education – collaboration, capacity
building and leveraging, all driven
by mutual benefits – is working all
over the world, with programmes
developed on six continents. To
help build further momentum, the
university has expanded its reach
through websites translated into
Hindi, Mandarin, Portuguese and
Spanish.

Universities have the ability to
make sustainable, decades-long
commitments in nations where
there are no short-term solutions.
And with the right approach, we
can provide learning opportunities
and partnerships that provide
immense value around the world
and here in Ann Arbor.l

Michigan’s long-term commitment in West and East Africa provides
a rich model for symbiotic global education, argues Mark S. Schlissel

Trust exercises

Mark S. Schlissel
President, University of Michigan

Starting ‘small’ gives
successful ideas
room to grow
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If you put any group of marketers
in a room and ask them to define
the difference between “reputa-

tion” and “brand”, a vibrant and
lengthy discussion would likely
ensue. Are they complementary or
mutually exclusive terms? Which is
of greater significance? Never is this
more stark than in higher education,
where 100-plus-year-old institutions
are comfortable discussing their
esteemed reputation but can be
unsettled by the notion of the brand.

In Shakespeare’s Othello, Iago
declares: “Reputation is an idle
and most false imposition, oft got
without merit and lost without
deserving.” But marketers know
that reputation is dynamic, not
idle. Universities today must invest
in their brand to the same extent
as they seek to maintain and
improve their reputation.

But what is the difference?
Reputation is, by most measures,

what other people think of you, a
collective perception often focused
on your credibility and the respect
of others. Brand, meanwhile, can
be considered your character. It is
what defines the choices you make
and how you communicate, engage,
teach and inspire. Often this takes
the form of a brand promise – what
you seek to do better or more effi-
ciently than others. Setting and
delivering on your brand promise
makes or breaks your reputation.

University brands are built on a
range of factors, such as where an
organisation chooses to spend its
resources, or how its academics
balance research and teaching.

In seeking to define its brand,
the University of Melbourne has
outlined the challenges it wishes to
address. These are global, national
and regional – embracing our
academic leadership in Australia
while projecting our outlook to
Asia Pacific and beyond. Known
internally as our research “Grand
Challenges”, they act as a mech-
anism to galvanise our research
community and send a clear mes-
sage about our purpose. From cli-
mate change to food security, from
Australia’s multicultural nature to
the rapidly disappearing languages
of its first people, these challenges
define us, as they will come to
define the people we seek to serve.

Projecting our voice globally is
a key focus for Melbourne. We are
conscious of our geographical sta-
tus as the natural bridge between
East and West and are aware of the
appetite for insights into our region.

With this in mind, we seek to
identify key outlets to disseminate
our stories and work in step with
media outlets across the world.
With a live-to-air studio on cam-
pus, Melbourne maintains regular
contact with numerous inter-
national broadcasters: its academ-
ics appear on the BBC, Al Jazeera,
Channel News Asia, Bloomberg
and CNBC Asia, among others.
Furthermore, Melbourne is a
founding partner of (and serves as
the headquarters for) The Conver-
sation – a research-led news insti-
tution that is now a global
champion of academic rigour, sci-
entific enquiry and public debate
in the digital media landscape.

Just as important to Melbourne’s
success has been our approach to
owned media. Creating innovative
digital platforms to disseminate
content is imperative if we are to
tell our stories and demonstrate our
academic endeavour and global
connectedness. An example of this

is the Melbourne School of Govern-
ment’s creation of two dedicated
online platforms, Election Watch
and G20 Watch, established over
the past two years to provide expert
political opinion and analysis.

Election Watch focused on the
2013 Australian election plus the
2014 Indian, Indonesian and Vic-
torian state elections. G20 Watch
published independent “explain-
ers” as Brisbane played host to the
G20 Summit. The platform had an
audience reach of some 230,000
people (when resyndication of con-
tent was counted), 92 per cent
unaffiliated with the university.

Such platforms disseminate
expert commentary from our aca-
demics, encouraging debate, scrutin-
ising issues and explaining complex
subjects. They operate outside the
news cycle yet become part of it.
They are a gateway to our brand,
illustrating our academic expertise
and institutional passion.

This is the Melbourne approach.
The way we build our brand
and reputation is intrinsically

linked to our place and purpose,
and a methodical execution of
marketing and communications
activity amplifies this in the minds
of the people we serve.

Defining the purpose of your
institution is the key to building a
strong brand and reputation, and
Melbourne is always seeking new
ways to share the stories that
underpin this purpose, whether it
be excellence in teaching, a
particular research focus, a practice
area or an institutional partner-
ship. The University of Melbourne
has been well served by this
approach, and it is one that we will
continue to follow: find the thing
that makes you unique and pursue
it with relentless determination.l

The University of Melbourne is
hosting the 2015 Times Higher
Education World Academic
Summit, 30 September to
2 October 2015. Register at
www.THEworldsummitseries.com

As the University of Melbourne knows, brand promises make (or break)
reputations. Lara McKay explains how Australia’s finest keeps its word

Strength of character

Lara McKay
Executive director,
marketing and communications,
University of Melbourne
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University league tables are
conscientiously compiled,
serve calls for greater trans-

parency and accountability, but
above all make great news stories.
The latest rankings are pored over
and shared on social media by
applicants, parents, journalists,
press officers, politicians, funding
bodies, vice-chancellors and (in
spite of our misgivings) academics.

University rankings tap into a
huge appetite for information
about these most charismatic of
organisations.

Back in the days when univer-
sities earned their reputations
before they “managed” them,
advertising man David Ogilvy
coined the idea of the brand “per-
sonality”. Universities have it in
spades. Not only that, they are
packed with celebrity spokespeople
such as business gurus, scientific
geniuses, literary giants and polit-
ical and policy commentators. As
subjects for reporters (or marketing
consultants), universities are pure
gold.

Today, all media are digitally
connected, so the vague notion that
X might be a good university can
rapidly lead to an application form
via a Google search, a perusal of
some news stories or branded
“native” advertising, a Facebook

conversation or a university
website, all in just a click or two.

As in commercial marketing,
there are no universal principles
guiding the management of this
idiosyncratic process. Practical
experience, creative instinct and
competitive neurosis have bigger
roles in branding strategies than
our great organisations will admit.
But in the tautological language of
marketing, brands are what people
say about them and must be man-
aged because everything important
has to be managed.

The league table is hardly
appropriate for comparing aggre-
gated university datasets of incom-
parable things such as grant
funding, research outputs, teaching
quality surveys and the rest, but it
is a journalistic trope that turns the
driest of detail into a great head-
line. It even gives the most obscure
and fusty institution a coveted
media presence. Regardless of
rank, merely appearing in the same
list as the greatest seats of learning
in the world flatters most univer-
sities by association. Never mind
the text: marketing is really about
context.

Of all the sliced-and-diced data-
sets that can be contrived into
ordinal form, the reputation

survey is perhaps the most prob-
lematic. Surveys are prone to
selection, question and non-
response bias, however rigorously
they are compiled (see Methodol-
ogy, page 18).

On the other hand, perhaps a
survey based on nothing but sub-
jective opinion of university repu-
tation is the only measure that
matters. A university’s reputation
is not only its most important asset
it is also a measure of everything
the institution has ever done. What
are people saying about us? We
can’t help but be curious.

The biggest part of university
marketing is the routine work of
providing information for thou-
sands of applicants. Some consider-
able time is probably also spent
responding to tiresome data
requests from the rankers. But no
one can tell which aspect of
marketing is decisive in recruiting
a star academic or a top student.
Most of my first-year tutees tell me
they signed up not because of
brand salience, league tables or
website usability, but because they
really enjoyed the talk my col-
league Derrick gave them on open
day. The human touch still has its
place.

At the more flamboyant end of
university marketing there are
implausibly expensive rebrands,
slick visual identities and a bit of
Barnum-esque ballyhoo, like sur-
reptitious edits made to Wikipedia
entries pertaining to the university,
and fatuous website copy about
being “one of the leading” this or
“top of” that.

For all the putative marketisa-
tion of the sector, universities have
hardly begun to understand the
“-ing” of the market. There is much
more to come. I don’t think we’ll
see “Coronation Street – brought
to you by Leeds Beckett Univer-
sity”; Newcastle Wonga University;
or Grand Theft Oxbridge, the com-
puter game in which dons compete
to destroy each other’s reputation
and steal the coveted “Chair”. But
I’ve been wrong before.l

When it comes to league tables, perhaps subjective opinions on university
reputation are the only measures that matter, muses Chris Hackley

My two cents: priceless

Chris Hackley
Professor of marketing,
Royal Holloway, University of London

Never mind the text:
marketing is really
about context
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