The Position of Latin America and the Caribbean
on Rankings in Higher Education
Historical Background: Higher Education is a Public Good. The first
World Conference on Higher Education (WCHE 1998) approved the World
Declaration titled “Higher Education in the Twenty-First Century: Vision and
Action” (UNESCO 1998). In it is emphasized that higher education should
develop skills to foster change and progress in society. It is stated that beyond
continuing to fulfill its core mission with quality and relevance in terms of
teaching, research and cultural diffusion, higher education should assume the
specific mission of promoting sustainable development and the enhancement
of life in society: “…to educate for citizenship and for active participation in
society, with a worldwide vision…” to “…help protect and enhance societal
values by training young people in the values which form the basis of
democratic citizenship and by providing critical and detached perspectives…
and the reinforcement of humanistic perspectives…”. Along the same lines,
the declaration underscores that higher education must strengthen its role of
service to society, especially in those areas concerned with “…eliminating
poverty, intolerance, violence, illiteracy, hunger, environmental degradation
and disease…” Likewise, the declaration asserts the importance of reinforcing
cooperation between institutions and the world of work, as well as of
strengthening areas of research focused on analyzing and anticipating social
needs.
The analysis of the WCHE 1998 ten years later at the second world
conference, the WCHE 2009 (UNESCO, 2009), presented clashing viewpoints
that were absolutely contrary to those forged both in the agreements of the
WCHE 1998 and in the recent Declaration of the CRES 2008 (UNESCO-IESALC,
2008). Various sectors interested in imposing a different view attempted to
prevent the establishment of the basic linking principle between higher
education and society, as well as of the idea that the importance of quality and
relevance be considered concepts that must be indivisibly united.
The Latin American delegation fortunately managed to endorse the idea that
higher education is a social public good that allows for open access to
everyone without any type of discrimination. That higher education is a social

public good means that it must rest on three principles: equity of access,
continuity of the services offered, and the ability to adapt to new situations in
order to guarantee equity and continuity in any context.
For this reason, the CRES 2008 Declaration (UNESCO-IESALC, 2008) opens
with the statement that “Higher education is a social public good, a universal
human right, and a responsibility of States. This is the conviction and the basis
for the strategic role that it should play in the processes of sustainable
development of the countries of the region.”
This conference brought
together more than 3,500 participants from all of the countries in LAC, and it
prepared and contributed a variety of materials that were utilized to
formulate the Latin American and Caribbean position on higher education
presented at the World Conference on Higher Education in Paris (WCHE
2009). At that conference, the country delegations from the six regions of the
world (Africa, North America, Asia, Asia Pacific, Europe, and Latin America
and the Caribbean), were constituted by representatives of the respective
governments (approximately 800 out of a total of 1,200 participants).
The final Communiqué (UNESCO, 2009) was the result of the discussion and
analysis of the proposals of the six regional conferences held beforehand. Of
the five general aspects addressed in it, the first one refers to higher
education’s social Responsibility.
It was made clear that higher education is a public good and not a tradable
commodity, that it is the responsibility of all social actors and especially the
governments. The governments were urged to maintain or increase, but not
decrease, financing to HEI. It was made clear that there must be a diversity of
HEI and within them universities must have the three missions, which are
teaching, research-innovation, and community service, all managed in a
context of institutional autonomy, expanding the interdisciplinary and
intercultural focus while fostering both critical thinking and active citizenship.
Autonomy is a necessary requirement in order to fulfill the university
missions through quality, relevance, efficiency, transparency, and social
accountability. Higher education must not only develop skills for the present
and future world, but also contribute to the education of ethical citizens
committed to a culture of peace, the defense of human rights, and the values of
democracy.

Summing up, as can be observed, Higher Education has had two crucial and
synergistic moments in the definition of its function and especially of its role
as a public good, which are contained in the UNESCO declarations of 1998 and
2009 both of which acknowledge that the university needs to “educate highly
qualified graduates and responsible citizens able to meet the needs of all
sectors of human activity…” (UNESCO, 1998). Therefore, “[h]igher education
must not only give solid skills for the present and future world but must also
contribute to the education of ethical citizens committed to the construction
of peace, the defense of human rights and the values of democracy.” (UNESCO,
2009).
Development of University Rankings. The development of Information
Systems than contain data and indices that allow for the evaluation of
diversely complex educational processes is necessary given the importance of
making informed decisions based on a firm knowledge of educational systems
and quantifiable results.
During the last few years, higher education systems and institutions have
been subject to evaluation processes that serve different purposes. These
include, among others, the accountability of financial resources received and
utilized, the implementation of improvement and quality assurance formulas,
public legitimation of function and goal fulfillment, and government control
over the performance of the system as a whole and the institutions that it
comprises (Palomba and Banta, 1997; Rowley et al., 1997; Ewell, 1999;
Acosta, 2000; Mendoza, 2002; Borgue and Bingham, 2003; Villaseñor, 2003;
Díaz Barriga et al., 2008). The so-called “evaluation culture” (Power, 1987;
Elliot, 2002; Bolseguí and Fuguet, 2006) that is prevalent in the field of higher
education has required and given place to the development of different
methods and instruments to measure, rate and follow up the performance and
results of the academic functions and management activities of the
institutions.
Within the broad range of modalities, focuses and evaluation perspectives
(Brooks 2005), rankings and league tables have achieved great visibility. The
expansion of this methodology is fundamentally a response to a need,
determined by a market logic, to classify, order and hierarchically rank

the multiplicity of institutions that exist in a realm of increasingly diversified
and stratified educational services (Cuening, 1987; Kogan, 1989; Puiggrós and
Krotsch, 1994; Brennan, 2001; Elliot, 2002; Strathern, 2000; Marginson and
Ordorika, 2010).
There is currently a wide variety of ranking-type of classifications on the
international, regional and national levels. Among the most well-known of the
international ones we find the Academic Ranking of World Universities
(ARWU),1 Webometrics,2 the Times Higher Education (THE),3 QS,4 and
SCImago Institutions Rankings.5 Among the regional ones, those of the
European Union and Leiden University6 stand out. There are also national
classification systems in several countries. In the United States, the US New
and World Report7 and The Top American Research Universities 8 are the most
widely recognized.
1

Academic Rankings of World Universities, compiled by the Jiao Tong Shanghai University since 2003.
This ranking of 500 universities from around the world is based on quantitative indicators of scientific
production.
2
The Webometrics Ranking of World Universities has been produced since 2004 by Cybermetrics Lab
(CCHS), a research group that is part of the Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas (CSIC) in
Spain. Webometrics hierarchically classifies more than 4,000 universities around the world based on their
web pages.
3
The Times Higher Education (THE) ranking system was originally published by the higher education
supplement of the London Times newspaper. Since 2005 it is part of the TSL Limited group. From 2007
until 2009 it was compiled by the Quacquarelli and Symonds (QS) company. Beginning in 2010, QS
produced its own ranking; THE changed its methodology and is now generated by Thomson Reuters. THE
performs a hierarchical classification of universities around the world based on a combination of scientific
production indicators and peer opinions of academics/professors and employers.
4
The QS ranking has been produced since 2010 by Quacquarelli and Symonds. It utilizes the original
methodology developed for THE, which also combines quantitative and reputational methods.
5
The SIR World Report 2010 of the SCImago Research Group claims to be the most comprehensive
ranking system in existence. It includes 2,833 institutions that, according to the Scopus database,
altogether generated 80.55% of the scientific production between 2004-2008. It encompasses universities
and other organizations focused on research of various scopes and objectives that are located in countries in
the five continents. The institutions are grouped into five different types of sectors: higher education,
research hospitals, government agencies, companies, and others.
6
The Leiden Ranking, produced by Leiden University‟s Centre for Science and Technology Studies
(CWTS), is solely based on bibliometric indicators. It offers results for the top 100 universities in Europe
according to the number of scientific articles and other types of publications gathered in international
bibliometric indices.
7
The U.S. News & World Report College and University Rankings is in the United States the most widely
known classification of national colleges and universities. The ranking system is based on qualitative data
and diverse opinions obtained through surveys conducted on educational institutions, as well as on
professors and university administrators.

It is important to bear in mind that, for the most part, these lists and
classifications have been developed either by publishing companies
(newspapers or journals) or by independent groups of consultants. At
present, rankings that were originally produced by academic bodies,
constituted by evaluation specialists (such as ARWU and SCImago), have also
become involved in the production and commercialization of these
instruments.
It can be said that rankings reflect the combined and changing effect of forces
that are struggling to control the flow of knowledge in the new global arena:
the system of knowledge prestige tends to reproduce a status quo in which
universities that have traditionally dominated the field of international
scientific production consolidate their position while a small number of
emerging institutions seek, and sometimes achieve, a competitive presence.
Revolving around research results and numbers of citations and publications,
rankings have shaped a new prestige scale that is largely dominated by the
leading Anglo-American universities. Furthermore, rankings have thereby
become the means of assigning positions in the circuits of production of
knowledge-based goods and of identifying their transmission flows. In this
process, scientific production, recognized and codified, is privileged above
other types of knowledge. A division is also established between universities
that produce scientific knowledge, which are considered the legitimate
players in the knowledge economy, and institutions that are primarily focused
on professional training.
Limitations and Negative Effects of Rankings. The academic debate about
rankings has highlighted limitations and negative effects such as the
following:
a. There is no clarity about the guiding criteria in the selection of
evaluated institutions.
b. Sorting is performed based on quality measurements without
addressing the issue of what the distance between the different
assigned placements means.
c. As tools that seek to communicate the quality level that universities
have attained, rankings have a limited number of indicators.

d. There are undesirable effects to the dissemination of rankings because
decisions on university policy or institutional change are informed by
the pressure generated through public opinion rather than by a clear
institutional project.
e. The quality of an institution is determined based on a small group of
performance indicators.
f. There is a real risk of undermining the autonomy of institutions since
great pressure is exerted to focus institutional efforts only on those
dimensions that increase prestige.
g. They favor differential financing policies that force institutions to
improve their response to the criteria that the process of ranking
defines. The worst part is that in the vast majority of cases rankings are
performed by agents outside the university communities (newspapers,
professional organizations, businesses, etc.).
h. They are based on a single and ideal model of the university and expect
that all institutions to move in the same direction. As a result, they have
no knowledge of the nature of academic traditions, infrastructure,
objectives, and institutional context, among other aspects.
In this sense, perhaps the strongest criticism is that prestige based on
rankings does not take into consideration the significant social value of the
broader group of academic functions that universities perform, particularly
those in Latin America and the Caribbean. In the end, the public policy
imperative is lost in the belief that quantification equals quality (Hazelkorn,
2009).
Position of Latin America and the Caribbean. Within the framework of the
discussion about the challenges of internationalization in the Latin American
context, the Regional Conference on Higher Education in Latin America and
the Caribbean, held in Cartagena de Indias in 2008 (CRES 2008), maintained
that:
“The creation of a Latin American and Caribbean Research and higher
education Area (ENLACES in Spanish) is essential, and must be part of the
agenda of the region’s governments and multilateral agencies. This is key
to reaching higher levels of regional integration in its fundamental

aspects: greater depth in its cultural dimension; the development of
academic strengths that will promote regional approaches to the world’s
most pressing problems; the use of human resources to create synergies
on a regional scale; the bridging of gaps in the availability of professional
and technical knowledge and capacities; the consideration of knowledge
from the viewpoint of collective well-being; and the creation of
competencies for the organic link between academic knowledge,
production, employment, and social life, instilled with a humanistic
attitude and intellectual responsibility.”
It was also agreed that one of the instruments to achieve the objectives of
ENLACES would be:
“ [the] articulation of national information systems regarding Higher
Education in the region in order to foster, through the Map of Higher
Education in LAC (MESALC), mutual knowledge between systems as a
basis for academic mobility and as an input for appropriate public and
institutional policies.”
Based on this position, the Latin American representation at the WCHE 2009
questioned the pertinence of creating or using ranking systems as a means of
performance evaluation of university systems, institutions and programs.
With this background, on the occasion of the IV Meeting of University
Networks and Councils of Chancellors of Latin America and the Caribbean,
sponsored by the IESALC in Buenos Aires, Argentina and held May 5th and 6 th,
2011, the subject of rankings was discussed once more and an agreement was
reached to:
1) Ratify the CRES 2008 agreements that stressed the nature of Higher
Education as a social public good,
2) Recognize that there is a growing demand for knowledge about the
conditions, characteristics, performance, and impacts of higher
education institutions in each country and in the region as a whole,

3) Manifest concern regarding the undesirable effects of rankings, such as:
a. The homogenization of the diversity of institutions relative to the
dominant model of the elitist research university in the United
States and the resulting loss of identity of the Latin American
university,
b. The biased perception of the operation, quality, and results of the
region’s HEI, which is shaped by partial measurements that focus
primarily on the international circulation of scientific production,
c. The influence these views have on decision makers on a national
level and in the institutions themselves,
d. The delegitimation of national HEI, especially those that promote
alternative models to the research-based university, and
e. The confusion of rankings with systems of information and of the
ranks themselves as objective data of measurements in different
areas.

4) Propose to government authorities in charge of the coordination of
university systems, to the university associations and networks, to
university rectors and institution directors, as well as to UNESCO as a
whole the idea of promoting alternatives to rankings in order to achieve
a better understanding and evaluation of the reality of higher education.
This proposal includes such highlights as:
a. The generation of systems of information about the HEI in the
totality of their functions and responsibilities, their
characteristics, processes, resources, and results,
b. The formulation of rigorous, objective and reliable
comparative studies so that there are referents that allow for
better decision making,
c. The coordination of common actions and measures to promote
the international circulation and recognition of academic
publications and scientific knowledge produced in the region’s
HEI, and

d. Strengthen the actions the IESALC is currently undertaking in
this regard, particularly the Map of Higher Education in Latin
America and the Caribbean.
Map of Higher Education in Latin America and the Caribbean (MESALC).
Fulfilling its fundamental mission to further the development and
transformation of tertiary education as an active participant in the
conceptualization, design, and formulation of UNESCO programs, objectives,
and strategies on Higher Education (HE), UNESCO-IESALC proposed at CRES
2008 the creation of a Map of Higher Education in Latin America and the
Caribbean (MESALC). MESALC has been devised as a tool that will help meet
the region’s need to build academic networks of an institutional, national, and
regional scope with the objective of analyzing strategic problems facing HE
and devising appropriate measures to overcome strong asymmetries.
At CRES 2008, LAC countries ratified their commitment to HE. A final
declaration was adopted during that meeting through the consensus of the
Latin American and Caribbean States, represented in their entirety by more
than 3,500 members of the regional academic community; among those
present were directors, professors, university rectors, students, government
representatives, and national, regional and international organizations. This
conference provided for the creation of a generalized diagnosis of the
situation of tertiary education in the region and the proposal of possible
means to foster its growth. Thus, within the framework of the consolidation
of ENLACES (CRES 2008) it was determined that among other actions:
“… it is necessary to undertake: … the articulation of national information
systems regarding Higher Education in the region in order to foster,
through the Map of Higher Education in LAC (MESALC), mutual
knowledge between systems as a basis for academic mobility and as an
input for appropriate public and institutional policies.” (Declaration CRES
2008)
This is in addition to establishing a strategy that enables the development of a
genuine culture of information management in which the information is
accurate, transparent, and relevant, and can be shared within the

processes of cooperation and exchange of good practices that must become a
permanent quality improvement process of higher education in Latin America
and the Caribbean.
MESALC is an online information system, created by UNESCO-IESALC; its
purpose is to promote the articulation of national information systems on HE
in the region while also contemplating the creation of such spaces in countries
that lack the necessary infrastructure.
MESALC seeks to strengthen knowledge about HE and foster a culture of
information. To that end, it has a set of descriptors, variables, and indicators
aimed at evaluating the academic situation of each country. In addition, it
includes a Glossary of Higher Education that aids in identifying and defining
the basic concepts used in the project’s implementation.
The categories and statistical data constitute a scale information base that
allows the user to be situated in three perspectives: regional, national, and
institutional. The creation and development of the project depends on each
country and higher education institution (HEI) involved. In turn, the
countries will reap national benefits from the project as it adapts to the public
policies that promote the development of HE.
It is important to reiterate that the MESALC Online Information System (SI)
includes basic functions that allow for intra and inter institutional, national,
and regional academic interaction. These may be found at three points: the
collection of statistical data through online forms and the mass import and
export of data, the management of general content and information related to
HE in LAC, and the creation of a group of benchmarks about HE.
The purposes of MESALC are:
To contribute to a thorough understanding of Higher Education in
the region, setting out from national particularities that are
articulated in regional standards.
To serve as an instrument for the formulation and follow-up of
policies related to tertiary education and to build national,
subregional and regional referents for the improvement and
transformation of the national institutions and systems of Higher
Education.

To identify and share successful institutional and national
experiences, as well as to foster and facilitate solidary cooperation
among the systems of Higher Education and the institutions in Latin
America and the Caribbean (LAC).
This tool was presented at the CRES 2008 as a regional alternative to
University Rankings, which are an inevitable manifestation of the
globalization and commercialization of higher education. Rankings do not fit
the characteristics and needs of LAC as one of the main shortfalls in HE within
the region is the lack of information and the absence of data and statistical
systems that allow for sufficient and relevant knowledge to establish
standardized interinstitutional comparisons, thereby hindering a relevant and
competent evaluation relative to other regions.
The creation of these spaces that allow for mutual and proper knowledge of
the reality of higher education is a vital and prime concern for the countries
(governments) and HEI of LAC. These spaces facilitate the evaluation and
understanding of our particularities, characteristics, and values, both positive
and negative, before being compared according to standards established for
realities that are not ours, and which categorize us and place us at a clear
disadvantage, overshadowing our merits and accomplishments in the fields of
higher education, science, and technology since the latter tend to take place in
the public HEI in LAC.
Unlike rankings, the Map allows the end user to become informed, in a
georeferenced manner, about the HE features in the different HEI of LAC as
well as to conduct a free comparison of variables and indicators of his/her
own choice, thereby making the selection process a transparent space that
enables the user to formulate search criteria in areas and aspects that are of
his/her particular interest.

REFERENCES
Ackerman, David, Barbara L. Gross and Franck Vigneron (2009), “Peer Observation Reports

and Student Evaluations of Teaching: Who Are the Experts?” Alberta Journal of Educational
Research, vol. 55, no. 1, pp. 18-39.
Acosta Silva, Adrián (2000), Estado, políticas y universidades en un periodo de transición,
Mexico, Universidad de Guadalajara/Fondo de Cultura Económica.
Altbach, Philip G. (2006), “The Dilemmas of Ranking”, International Higher Education, no. 42,
at: http://www.bc.edu/bc_org/avp/soe/cihe/newsletter/Number42/p2_Altbach.htm
Aunion, J.A. (2010) Los rankings imponen su ley a la Universidad. El País, Spain, November 12.
Berry, Colin (1999), “University League Tables: Artefacts and inconsistencies in individual
rankings”, Higher Education Review, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 3-11.
Beyer, Janice M., Rueben Snipper (1974), “Objective Versus Subjective Indicators of Quality in
Graduate Education”, Sociology of Education, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 541-557.
Bolseguí, Milagros y Antonio Fuguet Smith (2006), “Cultura de evaluación: una aproximación
conceptual”, Investigación y Postgrado, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 77-98.
Borgue Grady, Ernest y Kimberely Bingham Hall (2003), Quality and Accountability in Higher
Education: Improving Policy, Enhancing Performance, Westport, Conn., Praeger.
Bowden, Rachel (2000), "Fantasy Higher Education: University and college league tables,”
Quality in Higher Education, no. 6, pp. 41-60.
Brennan, John (2001), “Quality Management, Power and Values in European Higher
Education”, in John C. Smart (ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research, vol.
XVI, Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 119–145.
Brooks, Rachelle L. (2005), “Measuring University Quality,” Review of Higher Education, vol.
29, no. 1, pp. 1-22.
Carnoy, Martin (Forthcoming), “Prólogo”, in Simon Marginson and Imanol Ordorika
(Forthcoming), Hegemonía en la era del conocimiento: competencia global en la educación
superior y la investigación científica, México, UNAM.
Cave, Martin, Stephen Hanney, Mary Henkel and Maurice Kogan (1997). The Use of
Performance Indicators in Higher Education. The Challenge of the Quality Movement, Jessica
Kingsley Publishers, London.
Clarke, Marguerite (2007), “The Impact of Higher Education Rankings on Student Access,
Choice and Opportunity,” in IHEP (ed.), College and University Ranking Systems: Global
Perspectives and American Challenges, Institute for Higher Education Policy, Washington, D.C.,
pp. 35-47.

Cuenin, Serge (1987), "The Use of Performance Indicators in Universities: An international
survey,” International Journal of Institutional Management in Higher Education, vol. 11, no. 2,
pp. 117-139.
Cyrenne, Philippe and Hugh Grant (2009), “University Decision Making and Prestige: An
empirical study,” Economics of Education Review, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 237-248.
De Moya Félix (2002). Visibilidad internacional de la producción científica iberoamericana en
biblioteconomía y documentación (1991-2000). In: Brasília, v. 31, n. 3, p. 54-65
De Moya- Félix (2009). La producción científica universitaria en Chile: visibilidad e impacto
internacional. Conference delivered at the University of Chile/UNIVERSIA Santiago de Chile.
Díaz Barriga, Ángel, Concepción Barrón Tirado and Frida Díaz Barriga Arceo (2008), Impacto
de la evaluación en la educación superior mexicana, Mexico, UNAM-IISUE/Plaza y Valdés.
Didriksson, Axel and Herrera, Alma (2006). La nueva responsabilidad social y la pertinencia de
las universidades. In: GUNI. La Educación Superior en el Mundo 2007. Acreditación para la
garantía de calidad ¿Qué está en juego? Ed. Global University Network for Innovation.
Barcelona. pp xl-xlv.
Dill, David and Maarja Soo (2005), “Academic quality, league tables, and public policy: A
cross-national analysis of university ranking systems,” Higher Education Review, vol. 49, no. 4,
pp. 495-533.
Document of UNESCO IESALC written by consultants Alma Herrera Márquez and Ernesto
González Enders.
Elliott, John (2002), “La reforma educativa en el Estado evaluador,” Perspectivas, vol. XXXII,
no. 3, pp. 1-20.
Espeland, Wendy Nelson and Michael Sauder (2007), “Rankings and Reactivity: How public
measures recreate social worlds,” American Journal of Sociology, vol. 113, no. 1, pp. 1-40.
Ewell, Peter T. (1999), “Assessment of Higher Education Quality: Promise and Politics,” in
Messick, Samuel J. (ed.), Assessment in Higher Education: Issues of Access, Quality, Student
Development, and Public Policy, Mahwah, NJ, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, pp. 147-156.
Federkeil, Gero (2008), “Rankings and Quality Assurance in Higher Education,” Higher
Education in Europe, vol. 33, no. 2 and 3, pp. 219-231.
Fernández Santiago, Cordero José Ma. and Córdoba, A. (2002). Estadística Descriptiva. Ed.
ESIC, Madrid, Spain.
Fernández, Polcuch F. E. (2008). La medición del impacto social de la ciencia y tecnología. In

Redhucyt, virtual library, consulted September 10, 2010.
http://www.redhucyt.oas.org/ricyt/interior/biblioteca/polcuch.htm
Filip, Marilena (ed.) (2004), Ranking and League Tables of Universities and Higher Education
Institutions. Methodologies and Approaches, Bucarest, UNESCO-CEPES.
http://www.cepes.ro/publications/pdf/Ranking.pdf
Florian, Răzvan. V. (2007), “Irreproducibility of the Results of the Shanghai Academic Ranking
of World Universities”, Scientometrics, vol. 72, no. 1, pp. 25-32.
Hazelkorn, Ellen (2007), “Impact and Influence of League Tables and Ranking Systems on
Higher Education Decision-Making”, Higher Education Management and Policy, vol. 19, no. 2,
pp. 87-110.
Hazelkorn, Ellen (2008), “Learning to Live with League Tables and Ranking: The experience of
institutional leaders,” Higher Education Policy, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 193-215.
Hazelkorn, Ellen (2009) Impact of global rankings on higher education research and the
production of knowledge. Occasional paper N° 15. UNESCO, Paris.
Hazelkorn, Ellen (2009), “Rankings and the Battle for World-Class Excellence: Institutional
strategies and policy choices,” Higher Education Management and Policy, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 4768.
Ince, Martin (2005), “Are Rankings Relevant?” Powerpoint presentation.
http://quality.hau.gr/docs/proc_Ince_presentation.pdf.
Ince, Martin (2009), “Times Higher Education”, Leiden Rankings Conference, February 6 and 7,
2009. http://www.mediabank.leidenuniv.nl/ppt/ics/2009/2009ince_presentation.ppt.
Ishikawa, Mayumi (2009), “University Rankings, Global Models, and Emerging Hegemony:
Critical analysis from Japan,” Journal of Studies in International Education, vol. 13, no. 2, pp.
159-173.
Jaienski, Michael (2009), “Garfield‟s Demon and „Surprising‟ or „Unexpected‟ Results in
Science,” Scientometrics, vol. 78, no. 2, pp. 347-353.
Kogan, Maurice (ed.) (1989), Evaluating Higher Education. Papers from the International
Journal of Institutional Management in Higher Education, Paris, OECD.
Kostoff, Ronald (1995), The Handbook of Research Impact Assessment, Office of Naval
Research, Arlington VA.
Long, Rebecca, Aleta Crawford, Michael White and Kimberly Davis (2009), “Determinants of
Faculty Research Productivity in Information Systems: An empirical analysis of the impact of
academic origin and academic affiliation,” Scientometrics, vol. 78, no. 2, pp. 231-260.

Marginson, Simon (2007), “Global University Rankings: Implications in general and for
Australia,” Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 131-142.
Marginson, Simon (2009), “University Rankings, Government and Social Order: Managing the
field of Higher Education according to the logic of the performative present-as-future”, in
Maarten Simons, Mark Olssen and Michael Peters (eds.), Re-reading Education Policies:
Studying the policy agenda of the 21 Century, Rotterdam, Sense Publishers, pp. 2-16.
Marginson, Simon (Forthcoming), “University Rankings, Government and Social Order:
Managing the field of higher education according to the logic of the performative present-asfuture,” in M. Simons, M. Olssen y M. Peters (eds.), Re-reading Education Policies: Studying the
policy agenda of the 21st Century, Rotterdam, Sense Publishers.
Marginson, Simon and Imanol Ordorika (Forthcoming), Hegemonía en la era del conocimiento:
competencia global en la educación superior y la investigación científica, Mexico, UNAM.
Marginson, Simon and Marijk Van der Wende (2006), To Rank or to be Ranked: The impact of
global rankings in Higher Education, University of Twente-Centre for Higher Education Policy
Studies.
http://www.studiekeuzeenranking.leidenuniv.nl/content_docs/paper_marginson_van_der_wende.
pdf
Mendoza Rojas, Javier (2002), Transición en la educación superior contemporánea en México:
de la planeación al Estado evaluador, Mexico, UNAM-CESU/Miguel Ángel Porrúa.
Merisotis, Jamie and Jan Sadlak (2005), “Higher Education Rankings: Evolution, acceptance,
and dialogue”, Higher Education in Europe, vol. 30, nún.2, pp. 97-101.
Michael, Steve O. (2005), “The Cost of Excellence. The Financial Implications of Institutional
Rankings”, International Journal of Educational Management, vol. 19, no. 5, pp. 365-382.
Núñez del Prado, Arturo (1992). Estadística básica para planificación. Con una parte nueva sobre
muestreo. Ed. Siglo XXI, Mexico.
Ordorika Imanol, Rodríguez Roberto, Alcántara Armando, Canales Alejandro, López Pilar,
Lozano Francisco, Márquez Alejandro and Martínez Jorge. (2008). Comentarios al Academic
Ranking of World. Universities 2008 Cuadernos de Trabajo de la Dirección General de
Evaluación Institucional Número 1. UNAM, Mexico.
Ordorika, Imanol and Roberto Rodríguez Gómez (2008), “Comentarios al Academic Ranking of
World Universities 2008”, Cuadernos de Trabajo de la Dirección General de Evaluación
Institucional, year 1, no.1.
Ordorika, Imanol, Brian Pusser (2007), “La Máxima Casa de Estudios: Universidad Nacional
Autónoma de México as a State-Building University,” World Class Worldwide: Trasnforming

Research Universities in Asia and Latin America, edited by P.G. Altbach and J. Balán,
Baltimore, Md. Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 189-215.
Ordorika, Imanol, Francisco Javier Lozano Espinosa and Roberto Rodríguez Gómez (2009),
“Las revistas de investigación de la UNAM: un panorama general,” Cuadernos de Trabajo de la
Dirección General de Evaluación Institucional, year 1, no. 4.
Palomba, Catherine A. and Trudy W. Banta (1999), Assessment Essentials: Planning,
implementing and Improving Assessment in Higher Education, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.
Power, Michael (1997). The Audit Society, Oxford, Oxford University Press.
Provan, David and Karen Abercromby (2000), “University League Tables and Rankings: A
critical analysis,” Commonwealth Higher Education Management Service (CHEMS), document
no. 30. htpp://www.acu.ac.uk/chems/onlinepublications/976798333.pdf
Puiggrós, Adriana and Pedro Krotsch (comp.) (1994), Universidad y evaluación. Estado del
debate, Buenos Aires, Aique Grupo Editor/Rei Argentina/Instituto de Estudios y Acción Social.
Roberts, David and Lisa Thomson (2007), “Reputation Management for Universities: University
league tables and the impact on student recruitment,” Reputation Management for Universities,
Working Paper Series, no. 2, Leeds, The Knowledge Partnership.
Rowley, Daniel J., Herman D. Lujan and Michael G. Dolence (1997), Strategic Change in
Colleges and Universities: Planning to Survive and Prosper, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.
Sacristán, Gimeno (2005). La educación que aún es posible. Ed. Morata, Madrid.
Salmi, Jamil and Alenoush Saroyan (2007), “League Tables as Policy Instruments: Uses and
misuses,” Higher Education Management and Policy, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 24-62.
Sanoff, Alvin P. (1998), “Rankings are Here to Stay: Colleges can improve them”, Chronicle of
Higher Education, vol. 45, no. 2. http://chronicle.com/
Siganos, André (2008), “Rankings, Governance, and Attractiveness of Higher Education: The
new French Context,” Higher Education in Europe, vol. 33, no. 2-3, pp. 311-316.
Strathern, Marilyn (2000), “The Tyranny of Transparency,” British Educational Research
Journal, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 309-321.
Thakur, Marian (2008), “The Impact of Ranking Systems on Higher Education and its
Stakeholders,” Journal of Institutional Research, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 83-96.
Torres, Jurjo (2006) Los indicadores de rendimiento como estrategia y medida contrarreformista
en las reformas educativas. In: Sacristán, Gimeno (comp.). La Reforma Necesaria: entre la
política educativa y la práctica escolar. Ed. Morata, Madrid. pp. 155-179.

Turner, David R. (2005), “Benchmarking in Universities: League tables revisited,” Oxford
Review of Education, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 353-371.
UNESCO (1998) World Declaration on Higher Education For the Twenty-First Century: Vision
and Action, World Conference on Higher Education (WCHE, 1998). Paris, October 9.
UNESCO (2009) Final Communiqué, World Conference on Higher Education (WCHE, 2009):
The New Dynamics of Higher Education and Research For Social Change and Development.
Paris, July 5-8.
UNESCO, (2004) EFA Global Monitoring Report 2005. UNESCO, Paris.
UNESCO-IESALC (1996) Declaración de la Conferencia Regional de Educación Superior
(CRES, 1996). Havana, Cuba, November 18-22.
UNESCO-IESALC (2008) Declaración de la Conferencia Regional de Educación Superior
(CRES, 2008). Cartagena de Indias, Colombia, June 4 - 6.
Usher, Alex and Massimo Savino (2006), “A World of Difference: A Global Survey of
University League Tables,” Canadian Education Report Series.
http://www.educationalpolicy.org/pdf/World-of-Difference-200602162.pdf
Van Raan, Anthony. F.J. (2007), “Challenges in the Ranking of Universities”, in J. Sadlak and
Nan Cai Liu (eds.), The World-Class University and Ranking: Aiming Beyond Status, Bucarest,
UNESCO-CEPES/Shanghai Jiao Tong University/Cluj University Press, pp. 87–121.
Villaseñor García, Guillermo (2003), “La evaluación de la educación superior: su función
social,” Reencuentro, no. 36, pp. 20-29.
Webster, David S. (1986), Academic Quality Rankings of American Colleges and Universities,
Springfield, Charles C. Thomas.
Ying, Yu y Zhang Jingao (2009), “An Empirical Study on Credibility of China's University
Rankings: A case study of three rankings,” Chinese Education and Society, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 7080.

