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A Review on the Major Global University Ranking Systems and
the Turkish Universities’ Overall Position in Rankings

Universite  Swalama  Sistemleri ve Bu Swalamalarda Tiirk
Universiteleri’nin Konumu Uzerine Bir Inceleme

Oya Tamtekin Aydin'
Abstract

Amidst the increasingly competitive environment in the field of higher education, world ranking systems
have gained more research attention in recent years. In this article, the main objectives are to attract
attention of especially Turkish academics and policy makers to university ranking systems in the world and
to show the overall position of Turkish universities in these ranking systems. With this aim, the major
rankings were specially examined in terms of their measurements from the original websites of them. As a
result of this review, the position of Turkish universities among the top 500 universities in these rankings
over a six-year period are determined from 2011 to 2016; then, obtained data through the original websites
of these ranking systems and the reports of the URAP are compiled and presented in tables. Two issues
can be observed from the study: research performance is one of the major indicators used in all world
ranking systems, and the overall position of Turkish universities in such rankings is not very good. This
article can help all staff in academia provide the better understand the goals, importance and
measurements of ranking systems and Turkish Universities’ position in these rankings. Thus, the study
tries to create awareness about the need of improving their position. After this paper, the further research
is likely to examine the concept of research performance as an important criterion of determining the
universities’ position in the major world rankings to obtain a broad and comprehensive perspective.
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position

Oz

Yiiksekogrenim alaninda giderek artan rekabetci ortam etkisiyle son yillarda iiniversite siralama sistemleri
tizerine olan aragtirmalar oldukca 6nem kazandi. Bu makale, 6zellikle Tiirkiye’deki akademisyenlerin ve
bu konuda s6z sahibi yoneticilerin, uluslararasi {iniversite siralama sistemleri tizerine dikkatlerini ¢ekmeyi
ve Tiirk tniversitelerinin bu siralamalardaki konumunu ortaya koymayr amaclanmistir. Bu baglamda,
diinyadaki en Onemli siralama sistemleri kendi internet sitelerinden ozellikle Oolciitleri acisindan
incelenmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda, 2011’den baglayarak 2016 yilina kadar 6 yillik bir donemde
iniversitelerimizin bu siralamalarda ilk 500°deki yeri, her siralama sisteminin orijinal web sitesinden ve
URAP raporlarindan elde edilen veriler derlenerek tablolar halinde sunulmustur. Bu ¢alisma sonucunda
ozellikle iki bulgu dikkate deger bulunmustur. Birincisi, incelenen alt1 siralama sisteminde de arastirma
performansinin ne denli 6nemli bir 6l¢iit oldugu; ikincisi ise iiniversitelerimizin bu siralamalarda cok da iyi
bir pozisyonda olmadigidir. Bu arastirma, akademiyle ilgilenen tiim paydaslara {iniversite siralama
sistemlerinin amaclarmi, énemini, 6lciitlerini gdstermeyi ve iiniversitelerimizin uluslararas: siralamalardaki
konumunu anlamalar1 hususunda onlara yardimecir olmayr hedeflemistir. Boylelikle, calismanin,
tiniversitelerimizin konumunun iyilestirilmesinin gerekliligi hususunda bir farkindalik olusturmasi
beklenmektedir. Bir sonraki aragtirmamizda, bircok siralama sisteminde en Onemli kistas olarak
gozlemlenen arastirma performansi konusu irdelenecek ve bdylece konuyla ilgili daha genis ve biitiinciil bir
bakis agis1 olusturulmaya caligilacaktir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Yiiksekogretim, diinya siralama sistemleri, siralama olgiitleri, Tiirk
iniversitelerinin konumu
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Introduction

All the world over, the growth and expansion of access to higher education
have created demand for information on universities’ standards and have led to
the development of university ranking systems in several countries (Cakir,
Acartiirk, Alasehir, & Cilingir, 2015; Dill & Soo, 2005; Taylor & Braddock,
2007; Usher & Savino 2007). Rankings can be used for benchmarking the
performance of universities and higher-education systems (Marconi & Ritzen,
2015). Benchmarking has attracted increasing interest from students and their
families, academics, researchers, policymakers, and also the media in the past
decade.

Various stakeholders in society use university rankings for different
purposes (Dill & Soo, 2005). First, prospective students and their families are
interested in university rankings in order to enable their choice of an
appropriate university with respect to different aspects such as the quality of
education, future career prospects, and cost of education (Bastedo & Bowman,
2011; Cakar, Acartiirk, Alagehir, & Cilingir, 2015; Hazelkorn, 2008). Second,
academics, policymakers, and university managers use rankings; they see
rankings as a key driver for the advancement of their own careers and the
furtherance of institutions’ strategic planning. Policymakers and university
managers can provide information by using rankings to evaluate their
institution’s position in the world as well as in their own countries. Finally,
rankings also attract the attention of the media because of increasing interest in
higher education from varied strata of society. Media institutions utilize
university rankings as a means to inform society regarding the status of higher
education institutions in the country and in the world (Alasehir, Cakir,
Acartiirk, Baykal, & Akbulut, 2014).

All this interest in university rankings has resulted in the improvement of
various ranking systems throughout the world. The various ranking systems
consider different parameters, including the publication and citation counts,
student/faculty ratio, percentage of international students, winners of the Nobel
prize and other prizes, number of highly cited researchers and papers, articles
published in Science and Nature, and h-index and web visibility (Aguillo, Bar-
Ilan, Levene, & Ortega, 2010). In addition to these indicators, staff and student
quality, academic reputation, financial information, and infrastructure and
facilities on university campuses are also used as other important components
of existing ranking systems with different percentage weights. Even if each
ranking system uses a distinct set of criteria (e.g., assigning different weights to
each criterion), it has been observed that research performance, mainly
including the publications (books and articles), journal quality index, citation
indexes, number of honors and awards, number of papers presented in
meetings, number of dissertations, number of invitations to present papers, and
success in obtaining research grant funding, is the backbone of many existing
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ranking systems (Bazeley 2010; Burke, Fender, & Taylor, 2007; Cheng, Wang,
& Liu, 2014; Cakir et al., 2015).

Although extant studies in the literature present several different
perspectives on existing ranking systems, most of them do not employ a simple
review, particularly in terms of indicators. Moreover, an account of Turkish
universities' position in these rankings in one paper fills another gap in the
relevant literature. This study aims at addressing these gaps in the literature by
examining seven global ranking systems including URAP as an important
international ranking system is developed in Turkey and the other six are
mentioned in URAP’s report. With this aim, the study is organized as follows:
(i) the aim and significance of major global rankings are identified on the basis
of the literature; (ii) the seven major global ranking systems are examined
particularly in terms of indicators; (iii) the position of Turkish universities in
these rankings is presented. Therefore, the study tries to answer these
questions: “which criteria affect a university’s common position in the rankings
and what is the position of Turkish universities in the world rankings?” At the
end of the paper, two issues can be emphasized. First, research performance,
including many measurements related to academic output, such as the number
of publications and number of citations, is one of the major indicators used in
all world ranking systems. Second, the overall position of Turkish universities in
such rankings is not enviable. This article provides a good understanding of
world ranking systems and reveals the status of Turkish universities. Thus, the
study tries to create awareness regarding the need for improving their position.

The Importance of World Ranking Systems

Increasing competition among the higher education institutions has led to
seek effective competitive strategies for universities. In this competitive area,
rankings have become a key indicator for university administrators, they
increasingly rely on rankings as a marketing tool (Hossler, 2000; Hunter 1995).

The university rankings have gained importance since 1983, when the US
News and World report started to introduce the annual America’s best colleges
review. At the beginning, rankings were appeared with the objective of
informing academics and government officials (Stuart 1995), recent they are
also using as an important tool in several aspects. According to Machung
(1998), universities use rankings to attract students, to bring in alumni
donations, to recruit faculty and administrators, and to attract potential
donors—all key performance metrics. Jesensek (2006) stated the objectives of
rankings as directing an entrant to higher educational programs, evaluating the
phenomena of the international higher education market, introducing market
directions for universities at national levels, and enhancing sound and positive
competition for students, professors, and the funders of universities. Lukman
and Glavi¢ (2009) said that ranking tables also offer information about the
quality and other characteristics of higher education institutions, influencing
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the students’ matriculation. Hazelkorn (2008) outlined the students look at
these rankings when choosing which university to attend, employers take them
into consideration when recruiting employees and other stakeholders use them
for decisions about funding and sponsorships.

Rankings may provide perspective on the expected amount of contribution
at a university, and help faculty identify the dominant research areas within the
university (Mahoney, Buboltz, Calvert, & Hoffmann, 2010). In addition, they
are considered a measure of education ‘quality’, which is on the agenda of
policymakers as it is considered to contribute to the aggregate level of human
capital (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2012).

Another reason why rankings are so important is that they have been shown
to influence the preferences of students, not only at a national level but also at
an international level (Dichev, 1999; Marconi, 2013; Monks & Ehrenberg, 1999;
Sauder & Lancaster, 2006). Governments and university leadership generally
want to improve the standing of a university in international university rankings.
The most intuitive way of improving this standing is by increasing the resources
available to a university. This should translate into better (or more) teachers,
researchers and facilities, which should improve the indicators of quality on
which rankings are based (Marconi & Ritzen, 2015).

Concisely, rankings can be used by faculty members, including academics
and managers, and also students and their families. For the faculty, the rankings
can serve as a gauge of a university’s research productivity, which then identifies
its position in the rankings. For students and their families, the rankings can be
an important evaluation tool in seeking the right institutions that match their
interests during the university selection process. In short, global rankings can
sometimes employ as a useful instrument for accountability of universities,
supplying information to both students and academics on measurable
differences in quality, while also providing an incentive to higher education
institutions for motivation of improvement within organizations (Gormley &
Weimer, 1999). They which compare the performance of different institutions
have been advocated as a potentially efficient and effective means of providing
needed information to student consumers as well as helping inform universities
and policymakers on areas needing improvement (Dill & Soo, 2005).

As university rankings attract the attention of several people, they have
gained importance throughout the world. Therefore, several different ranking
systems are developed by different institutions. This article examined the
following seven major global ranking systems including URAP as an important
international ranking system is developed in Turkey and the six are mentioned
in URAP’s report:

a. First of them is The Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)
commonly known as The Shanghai Ranking. It was published in 2003 by the
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Center for World-Class Universities, the Institute of Higher Education of
Shanghai Jiao Tong University at China. Since 2009 ARWU has been
published and copyrighted by Shanghai Ranking Consultancy. Although the
first aim of this ranking was to find the global standing of top Chinese
universities, it has attracted a great attention from all over the world. It has
been reported by important media institutions in almost all major countries.
More than 1200 universities are actually ranked by ARWU every year and
the best 500 are published. The indicators of The Academic Ranking of
World Universities as follows (ARWU, 2016): (i) The total number of
alumni of an institution winning Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals Alumni
(10%). The rate of awards received in recent history is more highly regarded
such as while the weight is 100% for alumni obtaining degrees in 2001-2010,
80% for alumni obtaining degrees in 1981-1990, and 10% for alumni
obtaining degrees in 1911-1920. (ii) The total number of the staff of an
institution winning Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals has (20%). The rate of
awards received in recent history is more highly regarded such as while the
weight is 100% for winners after 2011, 90% for winners in 2001-2010, 80%
for winners in 1991-2000, and so on, and finally 10% for winners in 1921-
1930. (iii) Highly cited researchers in 21 subjects (20%). This criteria refers
the number of Highly Cited Researchers selected by Thomson Reuters.
Thomson Reuters has two lists of Highly Cited Researchers. One of them is
the old list issued in 2001 and it included more than 6,000 researchers.
Other is the new list issued in 2014 and it identified 3,000 names. In order to
have a relatively smooth transition to the new list of Highly Cited
Researchers, both the old and the new Highly Cited Researchers list are
used in the calculation of HiCi indicator in ARWU, they are equally
weighted in their calculation systems. (iv) The number of papers published
in Nature and Science (20%). (v) Total number of papers indexed in Science
Citation Index-Expanded and Social Science Citation Index (20%). (vi) Per
capita academic performance of an institution weight (20%). The weighted
scores of the above five indicators divided by the number of full-time
academic staff.

b. Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council of Taiwan
(HEEACT) is another major ranking system in the world. This ranking,
recently renamed as Performance Ranking of Scientific Papers for World
Universities, aims to evaluate and rank universities in terms of their
academic publication performance. HEEACT publishes the ranking of top
500 world universities annually since 2007. Quantitative data of this ranking
is drawn from Science Citation Index (SCI) and Social Sciences Citation
Index (SSCI). The data are normalized by faculty number to account for
different institution sizes. In 2012, the ranking was rename as NTU Ranking
and independently released by National Taiwan University. The basic
indicators of NTU ranking under three categories as follows (NTU Ranking,
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2016): (i) Research productivity (25%) includes the number of articles
published in the past 11 years (10%) and the number of articles published in
the current year (15%). (ii) Research impact (35%) includes the number of
citations in the last 11 years (15%), number of citations in the last 2 years
(10%), and average number of citations in the last 11 years (10%). (iii)
Research excellence (40%) consists of the h-index of the last 2 years (10 %),
the number of highly cited papers in the past 11 years (15%) and the
number of articles of the current year in high impact journals (15%).

c. Third of global ranking system examining in the study is Centrum voor
Wetenschap en Technologische Studies Leiden (CWTS Leiden) rankings.
This ranking is an annual global university ranking based exclusively on
bibliometric indicators which was first published by Leiden University in the
Netherlands in 2007. In 2016, it offers key insights into the scientific
performance of 842 major universities worldwide. These universities have
been selected based on their number of Web of Science indexed
publications in the period 2011-2014. The system of LEIDEN provides
multiple ranking tables based on individual criteria grouped under two
broad categories called impact and collaboration. In this system, there are
no specific weights are assigned to each indicator. The criteria of this
ranking as follows: (i) Impact indicators are listed under impact includes
mean citation score (MCS: The average number of citations of the
publications of a university), mean normalized citation score (MNCS: The
average number of citations of the publications of a university, normalized
for field differences and publication year. For example, an MNCS value of 2
means that the publications of a university have been cited twice above
world average) and proportion of top 10 % publications (PP 10 %: The
proportion of the publications of a university that belong to the top 10%
most frequently cited, compared with other publications in the same field
and in the same year, PP10 % indicator was considered for comparison
purposes, since LEIDEN considers it as the most stable and important
impact indicator). (ii) Collaboration indicators include the proportion of
inter-institutional ~ collaborative  publications (the proportion of the
publications of a university that have been co-authored with one or more
other organizations), the proportion of international collaborative publications
(the proportion of the publications of a university that have been co-
authored by two or more countries), the proportion of collaborative
publications with industry (the proportion of the publications of a university
that have been co-authored with one or more industrial partners) and the
proportion of short-distance collaborative publications (the proportion of the
publications of a university with a geographical collaboration distance of less
than 100 km) and lastly, proportion of long-distance collaborative publications
(the proportion of the publications of a university with a geographical
collaboration distance of more than 1000 km).
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d. The other important ranking is Quacquarelli Symonds (QS) World
University Rankings. It first published in 2004, the ranking highlights more
than 900 of the top universities in the world in 2016, based on six key
performance indicators, each of them carries a different weighting when
calculating overall scores as can be seen below. This ranking is widely
referenced by prospective and current students, academics and governments
around the world. The criteria of this ranking as follows (QS
TOPUNIVERSITIES, 2016): (i) Academic reputation (40%). It is
measured using a global survey, in which academics are asked to identify the
institution where they believe the best work is currently taking place within
their own field of expertise. This survey asks active academicians across the
world about the top universities in their specialist fields. The 2016-17
rankings made use of responses from 74,651 people from over 140 nations
for its Academic Reputation indicator. (ii) Employer reputation (10%). This
part of the ranking is obtained by a similar method to the Academic
reputation, except that it samples recruiters who hire graduates on a global
or significant national scale. The numbers are smaller — 37,781 responses
from over 130 countries in the 2016 Rankings — and are used to produce 10
per cent of any university's possible score. (iii) Faculty/student ratio (20%).
This indicator accounts for 20 per cent of a university's possible score in the
rankings. It is a classic measure used in various ranking systems. (iv)
Citations per faculty (20%). Citations of published research are among the
most widely used inputs to national and global university rankings. This
ranking system uses citations data from Scopus, the largest database of
research. (v) The final 10% of a university's possible score is derived from
measures intended to capture their internationalism. 5% from their
percentage of international students, and another 5% from their percentage
of international staff. This is of interest partly because it shows whether a
university is putting effort into being global, but also because it tells us
whether it is taken seriously enough by students and academics around the
world for them to want to be there.

e. Fifthly, SCImago Institutions Rankings (SIR) was examined. It was first
published in 2009. SIR is a science evaluation resource to assess worldwide
universities and research-focused institutions. This ranking system was
developed by SCImago Research Group, a Spain-based research institutions
in Spain. The SCImago Institutions Rankings is a classification of academic
and research-related institutions ranked by a composite indicator that
combines three different sets of indicators (The SCImago Institutions
Rankings, 2016). They are as follows: (i) Research (50%) is calculated with
8 factors. First is the output (8%). This refers to the total number of
documents published in scholarly journals indexed in Scopus. The second is
international collaboration (2%). This refers the institution’s output
produced in collaboration with foreign institutions. Normalized impact
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(13%) is another criteria computed over the institution's leadership output
using the methodology established by the Karolinska Institutet in Sweden.
High quality publications (2%) criteria refers to the number of publications
that an institution publishes in the most influential scholarly journals of the
world. Excellence (2%) is another factor of this indicator indicates the
amount of an institution’s scientific output that is included in the top 10% of
the most cited papers. Scientific leadership (5%) indicates the amount of an
institution’s output as main contributor, that is, the amount of papers in
which the corresponding author belongs to the institution. Another factor is
excellence with leadership (13%) which indicates the amount of documents
in excellence in which the institution is the main contributor. Lastly,
scientific talent pool (5%) refers the total number of different authors from
an institution in the total publication output of that institution during a
particular period of time. (ii) Innovation (30%). 25% of it belongs to
innovative knowledge which refers scientific publication output from an
institution cited in patents based on European Patent Office. 5% of this
criteria belongs to technological Impact which expresses the percentage of
the scientific publication output cited in patents based on European Patent
Office. (iii) Societal impact (20%) is computed with two criteria. One of
them is web size (15%). This means that the number of pages associated to
the institution’s URL according to Google. Other is the domain’s inbound
links (5%) which refers the number of incoming links to an institution’s
domain according to Ahrefs report.

f. The other important ranking is the Times Higher Education (THE)
World University Rankings. It was founded in 2004, identifies the list of the
world’s best universities. The team of Times Higher Education World
University Rankings evaluate the world-class universities against 13 separate
performance indicators, under five areas, namely research; teaching,
citations, international outlook and industry income.
The overall THE World University Rankings are prepared according to six
different subjects, namely arts and humanities, social sciences, physical
sciences, life sciences, engineering and technology and medicine. All the
rankings tables also can be filtered by country and any one of five key areas
of performance. THE’s data are trusted by governments and universities
and are a vital resource for students, helping them choose where to study.
The indicators of ranking as follows (THE World University Rankings,
2016): (i) Teaching (30%) is calculated based on 5 factors. First of them is
reputation survey (15%). It examines the perceived prestige of institutions
in teaching. The responses are selected statistically representative of the
global academy’s geographical and subject mix. The second one is staff-to-
student ratio (4.5%). Thirdly, doctorate-to-bachelor’s ratio (2.25%). Other
is doctorates awarded-to-academic staff ratio (6%). This indicator is
normalized to take account of a university’s unique subject mix, reflecting
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that the volume of doctoral awards varies by discipline. Lastly, institutional
income (2.25%). It indicates an institution’s general status and gives a broad
sense of the infrastructure and facilities available to students and staff. (ii)
Research (30%) indicator is grouped into three factors. The effect of
reputation survey on the 30% is 18%. This survey looks at a university’s
reputation for research excellence among its peers, based on the responses.
Research income is another factor computing research score of universities
which has 6% weight on research indicator. It is scaled against staff numbers
and adjusted for purchasing-power parity. This indicator can be
controversial because of national policy and economic situations. Lastly,
research productivity is calculated as a part of research indicator. The
weight of research productivity on the research indicator is 6%. It indicates
the number of papers published in the academic journals indexed by
Elsevier’s Scopus per scholar, scaled for institutional size and normalized for
subject. (iii) Citations (30%). (iv) International outlook (7.5%) indicator is
calculated based on three factors with following weights: international-to-
domestic-student ratio (2.5%), international-to-domestic-staff ratio (2.5%)
and international collaboration (2.5%). (v) Industry income (2.5%)
indicator is related with knowledge transfer ability of universities. It
searches 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.

g. Lastly, University Ranking by Academic Performance (URAP) was
established at Middle East Technical University in 2009. URAP’s ranking of
Top 2000 world universities has been published by the URAP lab since
2010. Main objective is to develop a ranking system for the world
universities based on academic performances. The team of URAP improves
the ranking system using contemporary data mining techniques along with
bibliometric and scientometric analyses. The indicators include (URAP,
2016): (i) The number of articles published in the last year (21 %). This is
the measure of current scientific productivity which includes the articles
published in last year and indexed by Web of Science. (ii) The number of all
scientific documents published in the last 5 years (10 %). It is the measure
of sustainability and continuity of scientific productivity and presented by
the total document (data is obtained from Web of Science) count which
covers all scholarly literature including conference papers, reviews, letters,
discussions, scripts in addition to journal articles published during last 5
years period. (iii) The number of citations accrued in the last year for the
documents published in the last 5 years (21 %). It is the measure of research
impact and scored according to the total number of citations received in
determined years and indexed by Web of Science. Self-citations are
excluded from the calculation. (iv) The journal impact total, which is derived
by aggregating the impact factors of journals in which a university published
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articles in the past 5 years (18 %). It is a measure of scientific impact which
is derived by aggregating the impact factors of journals in which a university
published articles in last year which are obtained from the Journal Citation
Reports. (v) The journal citation impact total, which aggregates the impact
factors of journals in which the citing articles were published (15 %). It
measures citation quality of citations received in last year for the articles
published during last 5 years period. It is based on aggregating the impact
factors of journals where the citing articles are published. This value is
obtained from the Journal Citation Reports. (vi) International
Collaboration (%15). It is a measure of global acceptance of a university.
This data is based on the total number of publications made in collaboration
with foreign universities, is obtained from the Thomson Reuters' InCites
research analytics service, which provides an interface to the Web of Science
database.

Overall Position of Turkish Universities in the Global Rankings between 2011 and 2016

After examining the position of Turkish Universities in the rankings, among
all universities, only 11 of them have placed in these rankings. Unfortunately,
the majority of Turkish universities have low positions in global rankings. As
shown in the following six tables, the 11 Turkish universities among the top 500
universities in world rankings include Istanbul University, Ankara University,
Middle East Technical University, Hacettepe University, Gazi University, Ege
University, Bilkent University, Istanbul Technical University, Bogazici
University, Sabanci University, and Kog¢ University. The positions of these 11
universities in the Top 500 lists of seven global ranking systems in the last six
years are shown in the following tables.

Table 1
The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2011

1 Istanbul University = 301-400 _ 497 _ _ _ 383

2 METU _ _ 375 _ _ 183 495

3 Hacettepe University — _ _ 489 _ _ _ 400

4 Ankara University _ _ 496 _ _ _ 464

5 Gazi University _ _ 493 _ _ _ _

6 Ege University _ _ 467 _ _ _ 486

7 Bilkent University _ _ 401-450 _ 112

8 Sabanci University ~ 451-500

*Raw data obtained from ARWU website and arranged by author.

**Raw data obtained from NTU Ranking website and arranged by author.

***Raw data obtained from CWTS Leiden Ranking website and arranged by author.

###*Raw data obtained from QS TOPUNIVERSITIES website and arranged by author.

s *Raw data obtained from The SCImago Institutions Rankings website and arranged by author.
s *Raw data obtained from THE World University Rankings website and arranged by author.
#HaxrrtRaw data obtained from URAP website and arranged by author.
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Table 2

The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2012

No University I IT* 11 I\% \% VI VII
1 Istanbul University 401-500 _ 497 _ _ _ 421
2 METU _ _ 375 451-500 276-300 489
3 Hacettepe University _ _ 489 _ _ _ 429
4 Ankara University _ _ 496 _ _ _ 491
5 Gazi University _ _ 493 _ _ _ _
6 Ege University _ _ 467 _ _ _ 473
7 Bilkent University _ _ _ 401-450 _ 201-225 _
8 ITU _ _ _ _ _ 276-300 _
9 Bogazigi University _ _ _ _ _ 301-350 _
*In 2012, the HEEACT was rename as NTU.

Table 3

The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2013

No University I 11 III v \% VI VII
1 Istanbul University 401-500 _ 496 _ _ _ 421
2 METU _ _ 418 431440 493  201-225 489
3 Hacettepe University _ _ 490 _ _ _ 429
4 Ankara University _ _ 500 _ _ _ 491
5 Gazi University _ _ 486 _ _ _ _
6 Ege University _ _ 474 _ _ _ 473
7 Bilkent University _ _ 431-440 _ 226-250 _
8 ITU _ _ _ _ _ 276-300 _
9 Bogazi¢i University _ _ 461-470 _ 276-300 _
10 Kog University _ _ _ _ _ 226-250 _
Table 4

The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2014

No University I 11 III v \% VI VII
1 Istanbul University 401-500 _ 349 _ _ _ 489
2 METU _ 480 457  401-410 484  201-225 433
3 Hacettepe University _ _ 402 _ _ _ _
4 Sabanci University _ _ _ 471-480 _ _
5 Gazi University _ _ 497 _ _ _ _
6 Ege University _ _ 432 _ _ _ 487
7 Bilkent University _ _ 399 _ 226-250 _
8 ITU _ _ _ _ _ 201-225 488
9 Bogazici University _ _ _ 399 _ 199 _
10 Kog University _ _ _ 461-470  _ 276-300 _
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Table 5
The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2015

No University I 11 111 v \Y% VI VII

1 Istanbul University 401-500 _ 346 _ 495 _ 487
2 METU _ 480 485 431440 492 85 467
3 Hacettepe University _ _ 426 _ _ _ _
4 Sabanci University _ _ _ 441-450 _ 182 _
5 Gazi University _ _ _ _ _ _
6 Ege University _ _ 447 _ _ _ _
7 Bilkent University _ _ _ 394 _ 201-225 _
8 ITU _ _ _ _ _ 165 _
9 Bogazici University _ _ _ 441-450 _ 139 _
10 Kog University _ _ _ 481-490 _ 301-350 _
Table 6

The Positions of Turkish Universities at the Top 500 Lists of Global Ranking
Systems in 2016

No University I 11 111 v \% VI VII
1 Istanbul University 401-500  _ 353 _ 490 _ 487
2 METU _ _ _ 471-480 _ _ 467
3 Hacettepe University _ _ 452 _ _ _ _
4 Sabanci University _ _ _ 441-450 _ 351-400 _
5 Ege University _ _ 482 _ _ _ _
6 Bilkent University _ _ _ 411-420 _ 351-400 _
7 ITU _ _ _ _ _ _ _
8 Bogazici University _ _ _ 471-480 _ 401-500 _
9 Kog University _ _ _ 451-460 _ 251-300 _

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

In recent years, the higher education environment has dramatically changed
in Turkey. The number of universities has increased substantially. In 1987 there
was only one foundation university and 28 state universities but the by 2015, the
number had increased to 80 foundations, 112 state universities. As 15 of
Foundation Universities were closed because of July 15 coup attempt, the
number of universities has decreased from 192 to 177 in 2016. This means that
the number of higher education institutions show a steady rise over the past 30
years except this year. In 1987, the number of students enrolled in higher
education was 502,380; in 2016, this number reached to 6,689,185. In 1987, the
number of academic staff was 24,382; in 2016, this number increased to 156,168.
As it will be apparent from this numbers, higher education has significantly
expanded in Turkey since the 1980s with a marked increase in the number of
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universities, students, and academic staff (Cetinsaya, 2014; Konur, 2011). The
twentieth century has witnessed a massive expansion of higher education
(Schofer & Meyer, 2005) not only for Turkey but also for all world. Thus,
higher education has also become increasingly important for a wide range of
people.

One consequence of the increasing importance of higher education has been
the development of ranking systems in countries and regions as the public seeks
to differentiate institutions in a growing, complex market (Dill & Soo 2005).
Higher education institutions see rankings as a factor influencing their
organizational mission and strategy. Rankings seem to have a particularly
strong influence on the decision-making process of students and their families.
An institution’s getting into the top rankings has been shown to have a strong
impact on students applying to it (Bowman & Bastedo 2009). In addition, the
schools that are top-ranked have more applications, higher yield rates, and thus
lower acceptance rates (Bowman & Bastedo, 2011). This situation has led to
these universities and also their countries gaining prestige (Jesensek, 2006; Li,
Shankar & Tang, 2011). Rankings are also increasingly being used as a policy
instrument to assess the performance of institutions by government agencies
(Salmi & Saroyan 2007; Sponsler 2009).

Although for more than 30 years, university rankings have been seen as an
important global phenomenon in many aspects, such as directing an entrant to
higher educational programs, evaluating the occurrences in the international
higher education market, introducing market directions for universities at
national levels, enhancing sound and positive competition for students,
professors, and financers of universities (Jesensek, 2006), and offering
information on the quality and other characteristics of higher education
institutions (Lukman & Glavi¢, 2009), there is not enough research on this
concept in Turkish literature. As the literature on ranking systems is limited in
Turkey, many of the articles cited above are based on the data of other
countries. Therefore, this study attempts to fill this gap in Turkish literature.
Besides that, the article also aims at creating awareness regarding ranking
systems among Turkish academics. To achieve these aims, this study examines
the goals and indicators of seven global rankings. Toward the end of this
review, the significance of research performance draws attention as a major
criterion for ranking systems. Then, the position of Turkish universities in each
ranking system is examined, and the overall position of our universities in these
rankings is presented in the tables.

Upon examining the quantitative development of Turkish higher education
mentioned above, these numbers do not show parallel improvement in terms of
success in rankings that assess as a kind of tool for measuring quality of
universities. The tables in the article show that our universities cannot obtain a
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position in the top 10, 50, or even 100. On examining these tables, the following
results can be observed.

e In ARWU, we have just one university, namely, Istanbul University.
While it was in the 301-400 range in 2011, it was in the 400-500 range in
other years (2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016). In NTU, we again only have
one university and even that is only for two years (2014 and 2015); this
university is METU. It was in the 400-500 range. The measurements of
these two ranking systems are based on research performance, it should be
noted that ARWU selects universities that have Nobel Laureates, Field
Medalists, and highly cited researchers or authors whose articles were
published in Nature or Science, while NTU employs multiple indicators
grouped under three categories: research productivity, research impact, and
research excellence. Therefore, our universities cannot get a high ranking
due to the effect of research performance on these systems.

e The LEIDEN system provides multiple ranking tables based on
individual criteria grouped under two broad categories: impact and
collaboration. Because the LEIDEN system adopts a different approach, we
had six universities in 2011, 2012, and 2013, namely, Istanbul, METU,
Hacettepe, Ankara, Gazi, and Ege universities. One of them (METU) was
at 375 while the others were in the 400-500 range in 2011 and 2012.
However, in 2013, METU dropped to the 400-500 range. In 2014, 2015, and
2016, Istanbul University improved its position to 349, 346, and 353,
respectively. In 2014, based on this ranking system, besides Istanbul
University, there were four universities, namely, METU, Hacettepe, Gazi,
and Ege, in the 400-500 range; however, Ankara University was not
included. In 2015, besides Istanbul University, there were three universities,
namely, METU, Hacettepe, and Ege, in the 400-500 range. In 2016, besides
Istanbul University, there were two universities, namely, Hacettepe and Ege,
in the 400-500 range.

e The QS rankings introduced a different approach—that of seeking
opinions on universities from academics in other institutions and from
employers of university graduates. The QS ranking system is based on six
indicators: academic reputation, employer reputation, the faculty-student
ratio, number of citations per faculty compiled from the Scopus database,
the proportion of international students, and the proportion of international
faculty members. Therefore, the names of universities that break into the
top positions in this ranking system have changed. Bilkent University
garnered a position in the 394-450 range over a six-year period (2011-2016).
Except for 2011, METU was in the 400-500 range. Sabanci was in the 400-
500 range in 2011, 2014, 2015, and 2016. Bogazici was ranked between 399-
480 in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016. Kog¢ was in the 400-500 range in the last
three years.
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e The SCImago Institutions Rankings (SIR) ranks on the basis of a
composite indicator that combines three different sets of indicators, namely,
research has a big rate with 50% impact on the ranking, others are
innovation, and societal impact. Two universities, namely, Istanbul and
METU, found a place in these rankings. METU took a position in the 400-
500 range in 2013, 2014, and 2015. Istanbul University held a position in the
same range in 2015 and 2016.

e Times Higher Education World University Rankings (THE) indicators
are grouped under five areas, namely, teaching (30%), research (30%),
field-normalized citations accrued in the last 5 years (30%), international
outlook (7.5%), and industry income (2.5%). In this ranking system, even if
research has a 30% impact overall on the ranking system, this dimension is
based on various categories from other rankings such as ARWU and NTU.
In this ranking system, the research dimension includes the research
reputation score derived from the reputation survey, university income
(scaled against faculty size and adjusted for purchasing-power parity), and
research output per faculty member (scaled for the faculty size and
normalized for the subject). Based on the effect of different measurements,
Turkish universities’ position in this ranking system is better than those in
others. Specially, Turkey's prestigious universities found a place in this
ranking probably depend on the effect of reputation surveys. There are five
universities in the top 200. METU was at 85 in 2015, and it was at 183 in
2011. It was in the 200-300 range in 2012, 2013, and 2014. In 2016, it did not
make it to the rankings. Bilkent was at 112 in 2011. It was in the 200-300
range in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015. In 2016, it was in the 300400 range.
ITU was in the 200-300 range in 2012, 2013, and 2014. While it was at 165 in
2015, it did not earn a position in 2011 and 2016. Bogazi¢i was ranked higher
in 2014 and 2015, at 199 and 139, respectively. While in 2016, it was ranked
in the 400-500 range, in 2012 and 2013, it was ranked in the 301-350 range
and the 276-300 range, respectively. It did not make it to the rankings in
2011. Kog obtained a position in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016 in the 200-350
range. It did not find a place on the rankings in 2011 and 2012. Sabanci was
at 182 in 2015 and was in the 351-400 range in 2016.

e The URAP ranking is based on six research performance indicators,
including the number of articles, number of scientific documents, number of
citations, number of published papers that include at least one international
coauthor, total journal impact, and total journal citation impact. Similar to
the LEIDEN rankings, we had five universities in 2011, 2012, and 2013,
namely Istanbul, METU, Hacettepe, Ankara, and Ege universities, generally
in the 400-500 range. Istanbul and METU have maintained their place in
the 400-500 ranges in 2014, 2015, and 2016. ITU has also attained a place in
the 400-500 range but only in 2014.
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Overall, there are 11 Turkish universities among the top 500 universities in
world rankings include Istanbul University, Ankara University, Middle East
Technical University, Hacettepe University, Gazi University, Ege University,
Bilkent University, Istanbul Technical University, Bogazi¢i University, Sabanci
University, and Kog¢ University. The ranking of these 11 universities in the top
500 lists of seven global ranking systems is generally in the 400-500 range. We
have emphasized that research performance is usually the major criterion of
these ranking systems as demonstrated by the literature review and the
examination of these ranking systems’ indicators. Considering that the five
Turkish universities in the top 500 list host medical faculty members and that
medical faculty members have a publication requirement in Turkish higher
education system may explain the position of these universities in the ranking
systems. The higher rankings of Turkish universities in TIMES may be
explained by its “teaching” criterion that is measured by indicators such as
reputation, student-staff ratio, and doctoral student ratio, as well as its
“research” criterion that relies on more abstract sub-indicators such as
reputation (academic prestige). This view is supported by the fact that the
universities that secured a place in TIMES are highly prestigious Turkish
universities, such as METU, Bogazici, Bilkent, Ko¢, and Sabanci. One
additional factor responsible for our higher performance in TIMES is perhaps
that it measures academic performance relying on the Scopus index, a database
that is relatively easy to publish. Our lower rankings in ARWU and NTU,
which measure academic performance based on the Social Science Citation
Index, a relatively difficult database to publish, support this view. It is our
contention that we can gain a fuller picture regarding the extent of validity of
our arguments if they can be reexamined in the light of the tangible results of
future studies.

Even if there are many debates regarding ranking systems, it should be
noted that the ranking system is an important attempt to evaluate universities
from more objective perspectives. Therefore, this article aimed at examining
this significant instrument that evaluates higher education institutions. This
study can help academics and also university managers to provide a better
understanding of world ranking systems and also Turkish universities’ overall
positions in the rankings. Thus, this paper attempted to create awareness
regarding rankings and also the need to improve Turkish universities’ positions
in the rankings. Further research can examine the concept of research
performance as an important criterion in determining universities’ positions in
major world rankings. Understanding research performance and the factors
affecting it can lead to a better standing for Turkish universities in future
rankings.
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Structured Abstract/Yapilandirilmis Oz

Universite Siralama Sistemleri ve Bu Siralamalarda Tiirk
Universiteleri’nin Konumu Uzerine Bir Inceleme

Oya Tamtekin Aydin'

Giris. Yiksekogretime olan talebin artmasiyla ortaya cikan rekabet olgusu
iiniversiteler hakkindaki bilgi talebini karsilayacak ve degerlendirme yapacak
bir sistem ihtiyacin1 yaratmis, bu ihtiyag¢ ise bircok tilkede farkli uluslararasi
siralama sistemlerinin gelistirilmesine yol acmustir (Cakir, Acartiirk, Alasehir,
ve Cilingir, 2015; Dill ve Soo, 2005; Taylor ve Braddock, 2007; Usher ve Savino
2007). Gelistirilen bu uluslararasi {iniversite siralama sistemleri, tlkelerin
yiiksekdgretim sistemlerini ve iiniversite performanslarini kiyaslayan etkin bir
arag olarak kabul edilmistir (Marconi ve Ritzen, 2015).

Universiteler arasinda yapilan bu kiyaslamalar, yiiksekogretimde artan
rekabete paralel olarak gerek Ogrenciler ve aileleri, gerekse akademisyenler,
aragtirmacilar ve bu konuda politika gelistirenler ile medyanin artan ilgisiyle
kargilagmistir. Bu siralamalar, yiiksekogretime aday olan 6grenciler ve aileleri
tarafindan tiniversitelerin egitim kalitesini degerlendirmek ya da gelecekteki
kariyer beklentilerine uygunlugu agisindan {niversiteleri birbirleriyle
kargilagtirip en uygun secene§i bulabilmek icin  kullanilmaktadir.
Akademisyenler tarafindan ise kendi kariyerleri i¢in ne kadar dogru bir yerde
olup olmadiklarini gérmek igin takip edilmektedir (Cakir, Acartiirk, Alasehir,
ve Cilingir, 2015). Politikacilar ve {iniversite yoneticileri {ilkelerinin
yiiksekogretim politikalarinin belirlenmesinde, kurumlarinin diinya iizerindeki
ve kendi iilkelerindeki konumlarinin degerlendirilmesinde bu siralamalardan
faydalanmaktadir (Bastedo ve Bowman, 2011). Bunlarin yan sira uluslararasi
siralamalar, toplumda yiiksekdgretime artan ilgi nedeniyle medya
kuruluglarinin  da ilgisini ¢ekmekte, medya kuruluglar1 tarafindan da
tilkelerindeki ve diinyadaki yiiksekogretim kurumlarinin durumu hakkinda
topluma bilgi vermek icin dikkatle izlenmektedir (Alasehir, Cakir, Acartiirk,
Baykal ve Akbulut, 2014; Hazelkorn, 2008). Denilebilir ki zaman icerisinde
toplumda yiiksekogretimle ilgili olan tiim paydaglar farkli amaclarla da olsa
tiniversite siralamalarini kullanir hale gelmislerdir (Dill ve Soo, 2005).

Universite siralamalarina olan bu ilgi diinya capinda farkli siralama
sistemlerinin gelistirilmesine neden olmustur. Bu siralama sistemlerinin her biri
kendi iginde, yayin ve alint1 sayilari, 6grenci/Ogretim {iyesi orani, uluslararasi
Ogrencilerin yiizdesi, Nobel 0diili kazanan mezun ya da akademisyenlerin
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sayisi, personel ve Ogrenci kalitesi, akademik itibar gibi Olgiitler kullanarak
kendi yontemini olusturmustur.

Literatiirde konuya iligkin farkli perspektifler sunan giincel c¢aligmalar
mevcut ise de bu siralama sistemlerini, 6zellikle dlgtitleri bakimindan sade ve
detayli bir inceleme ile ele alan ve iilkemizdeki {niversitelerin bu
siralamalardaki yerini gdsteren bir caligmanin olmamast bu makalenin
motivasyon kaynagi olmustur. Bu calisma, siralama sistemlerinin amacini ve
Onemini, ilgili yazin dahilinde inceleyerek baslamistir. Ardindan, iilkemizde
gelistirilmis uluslararasi bir siralama sistemi olan URAP ile birlikte URAP’1n
iiniversitelerimizin diinya ¢apindaki yerini gostermek icin kullandigi alti
siralama sistemi, Ozellikle Olgiitleri acisindan incelenmistir. Bu siralamalarda
tiniversitelerimizin konumu iizerinde durulmus ve konuyla ilgili 6zellikle iki
husus dikkate deger bulunmustur: Bunlardan ilki, her bir siralama sistemi
kendine o6zgii bir Olgiit seti kullansa da akademik yayinlar, dergi kalitesi
endeksi, atif dizinleri, akademisyenlerin aldiklar1 odiiller, konferanslarda
sunulan makale ve rapor sayilar1 gibi dnemli unsurlari icine alan “arastirma
performanst” kavraminin bir¢ok mevcut siralama sisteminin belkemigini
olusturdugudur (Bazeley, 2010; Burke, Fender, ve Taylor, 2007; Cheng, Wang,
ve Liu, 2014; Cakir ve ark., 2015). Ikincisi ise bu siralamalarda Tirk
iniversitelerinin genel durumunun cok i¢ acict olmamasidir. Yapilan bu
calismayla diinya siralama sistemlerinin yontemlerini daha iyi anlamak ve
aktarmak, tniversitelerimizin konumunu acik bir sekilde ortaya koymak ve bu
siralamalarda icinde bulundugumuz konumun iyilestirilmesine olan ihtiyacinin
gerekliligi konusunda farkindalik olusturmak hedeflenmistir.

Universite Swralama Sistemleri. Yiiksekdgretim kurumlar1 arasindaki artan
rekabet tiniversiteleri farkli ve etkili rekabet stratejileri aramaya tesvik etmistir.
Rekabetin giinden giine arttig1 yiikksekogretim alaninda, siralama sistemleri
tiniversite yoOneticileri icin giivenilir bir pazarlama aract haline gelmistir
(Hossler, 2000; Hunter, 1995). Bu swralama sistemleri baglangicta
akademisyenleri ve devlet gorevlilerini, iniversitelerin c¢iktilar1 hakkinda
bilgilendirmek amaciyla ortaya ciktiysa da (Stuart, 1995), ilerleyen zamanlarda,
yiksekogretim alanina 6grenci ¢ekmek, mezun bagislarimi arttirmak, kaliteli
fakiilte elemanlarini ve yoneticileri ise almak gibi daha farkli amaglar igin
kullanilir hale gelmistir (Machung, 1998). Jesens“ek (2006) caligmasinda
siralama  sistemlerini, Ogrencilerin secim kararmi etkileyen, uluslararasi
yiiksekogretim pazarini yonlendiren, universiteleri uluslararasi alanda tanitan
ve yiliksekOgretim alaninda rekabeti yOnlendiren Onemli bir ara¢ olarak
tanimlamistir. Lukman ve Glavi¢ (2009) ve Hazelkorn (2008) bu konudaki
aragtirmalarinda, siralama tablolarinin, yliksekdgrenim kurumlarinin kalitesi
hakkinda bilgi verdigini, O0grencilerin tniversite sec¢im kararlarim etkileyen
Onemli bir unsur oldugunu sdylemisler ve aday 6grencilerin secim siireclerinde
bu siralama tablolarina bagvurduklarini belirtmislerdir. Hazelkorn (2008)
caligmasinda, igverenlerin ve endiistri paydaslarinin ise alim siireclerinde ve
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iniversitelere yapacaklari mali desteklerin karar verme siireglerinde bu
tablolarin etkili oldugunu soylemistir. Egitim kalitesini Olgen bir ara¢ olarak
goriilen (Hanushek ve Woessmann, 2012) bu siralamalarin 6nemli olmasinin bir
bagka nedeni de 6grencilerin sadece ulusal diizeyde degil, uluslararasi diizeyde
de tercihlerini etkiliyor olmasidir (Dichev, 1999; Marconi, 2013; Monks ve
Ehrenberg, 1999; Sauder ve Lancaster, 2006).

Kisaca denilebilir ki, glinlimiizde uluslararasi siralama sistemleri, dgretim
iyeleri, iniversite yoneticileri, politikacilar ile dgrenciler ve aileleri tarafindan
kullanilan 6nemli bir degerlendirme araci olarak kabul edilmektedir. Siralama
tablolari, fakiilteler tarafindan verimliligi arttirmak, iyi 6grenci ve Ogretim
gorevlisi cekebilmek, ulusal ve uluslararasi alanda kendilerini en iyi sekilde
konumlandirmak; ogrenciler ve aileleri tarafindan ise tiniversite secimi
sirecinde kendilerine en uygun ve kariyerleri icin en iyi olabilecek secimi
yapabilmek i¢in kullanilmiglardir. Siralamalar, hem {iniversitelerin hesap
verebilirliginin saglanmasi hem de Ogrencilere ve akademisyenlere kalitedeki
Olciilebilir farkliliklar hakkinda bilgi saglamasi agisindan yararli goriilmiis;
yiikksekdgretim kurumlar icin de daha iyiye gitme gerekliligi hususunda tegvik
niteliginde olmustur (Dill ve Soo, 2005; Gormley ve Weimer, 1999).

Tim bu sebeplerden dolayi, iiniversite siralamalart bir¢ok insanin ilgisini
cekmis ve tiim diinyada Onem kazanmistir. Bu da farkli yOntemlerle
derecelendirme yapan bir¢ok sistemin gelistirilmesine yol ac¢mistir. Bu
makalede, diinyada kabul goren, iilkemizde gelistirilmis bir siralama sistemi
olan URAP ve onun iniversitelerimizin diinyadaki konumunu belirlemek icin
kullandigi asagida siralanan uluslararasi sistemler, kendi sitelerinden
faydalanilarak ayrintili olarak incelenmistir.

a. Sangay Siralamasi olarak bilinen “The Academic Ranking of World
Universities (ARWU)”, Shanghai Jiaotong Universitesi biinyesinde 2003
yilindan bu yana yillik olarak diinya capindaki en iyi 500 {iniversitenin
siralamasint  hazirlamaktadir. Bu alandaki ilk siralamayr yapan Shanghai
Universitesi, baglangicta sadece Cin iiniversiteleri ile diinyanin 6énde gelen
iiniversiteleri arasinda bir karsilastirma yapmay1 amaglamis, ancak uyguladiklari
tutarl ve acik metotlar sayesinde bu alanda en fazla takdir goren kurumlardan
biri haline gelmistir. Nobel Odiilii ve ilgili alanlarda madalya kazanan fakiilte
caligan sayisi; Nobel Odiilii ve ilgili alanlarda madalya kazanan mezun sayist; 21
farkli alanda yiiksek sayida atifta bulunulan arastirmaci sayisy; “Nature and
Science” dergilerinde yayimlanan makale sayisi; “Science Citation Index-
Expanded, Social Science Citation Index” dergilerinde yayimlanan makale
sayis1; yukaridaki her bir kistasin iiniversitede tam zamanlh calisan akademik
personele orani ile ortaya ¢ikarillan tiniversitenin kisi bagina diisen akademik
performansi, bu siralama sisteminin Olgiitlerini olusturmaktadir.

b. Tayvan’da bulunan “Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation
Council (HEETACT)” diinyadaki bir diger dnemli siralama sistemidir. Tayvan
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Yiiksek Ogrenim Degerlendirme ve Akreditasyon Konseyi, 2007 yilindan beri
diinyada en iyi 500 tniversitenin siralamasini yayinlamaktadir. 2012'de bu
siralama “National Taiwan University (NTU)” olarak yeniden adlandirilmustir.
Ulusal Tayvan Universitesi siralamasimin temel gostergeleri iic kategoride ele
alimir ve NTU verilerin hepsini Science Citation Index (SCI), Social Science
Citation Index (SSCI) kapsamindaki yaymlardan elde eder. Ilk kategoride,
arastirma verimliligi baslig1 altinda son 11 yilda yayinlanan makale sayis1 ve son
bir yilda yayinlanmis makale sayist olmak tizere iki gosterge s6z konusudur.
Ikinci kategoride, arastirma etkisi baslig1 altinda, son 11 yil icindeki alint1 sayisi,
son 2 yil icindeki alint1 sayis1 ve son 11 yil i¢indeki ortalama atif sayis1 olmak
tizere ¢ Olgiit s6z konusudur. Arastirma miikemmelligi basligi altinda ise son
iki y1l igindeki h-indeksi, son 11 yil iginde st seviyede atif alan makale sayisi ve
ilgili yil icinde yiiksek etki statiisiinde bulunan dergilerde yaymlanan makale
sayist hesaplanmaktadir.

¢. Hollanda’da Leiden Universitesi Bilim ve Teknoloji Calismalar1 Merkezi
2007 yilindan bu yana diinya siralamasi yapiyor. LEIDEN, etki ve igbirligi ad:
verilen iki genis kategori altinda gruplandirilmig bireysel Olgiitlere dayali
metodolojisinde, birden fazla siralama tablosu sunarak, kriterlerden elde edilen
puanlara dayali tek bir liste yapmak yerine her bir dlgiit igin ayr1 ayr1 tablolar
vermektedir. Kurum, 500 tniversiteyi siralarken son 5 yila ait “Web of Science”
endeksine dayali olarak, SCI ve SSCI tarafindan taranan yayin sayisi (P), yayin
bagina diigen atif sayis1 (MCS), standartlastirilmig yaymn bagina diisen atif sayist
(MNCS), diinyada en cok atif alan %10’luk dilime giren yayin orani (PP top
10%) ve diger iniversitelerle iiretilen ortak yaymlarin oram (PP Collab.)
Olcttlerini kullanir.

d. Diinyada Ogrenciler, akademisyenler ve konuyla ilgili politikacilar
tarafindan genis bir sekilde referans alinan diger bir dnemli siralama sistemi
Quacquarelli Symonds tarafindan hazirlanan “QS World University Rankings”
'dir. Ik kez 2004'te yayinlanan, alt1 temel performans gostergesine dayanan bu
sistem 2016'da diinyanin Onde gelen 900 {tniversitesini bu siralamaya dahil
ederek farkli kategorilerde degerlendirmistir. Bu siralamada f{iniversitelerin
yerleri, aragtirma, dgretim, istihdam edilebilirlik ve uluslararasilasma bagliklar1
altinda, “akademik itibar, tniversitenin itibar1 konusunda isveren goriisii,
Ogretim tiyesi/Ogrenci orani, Scopus'un verileri kullanilarak hesaplanan 6gretim
ilyesi bagina diisen atif sayisi, iniversitedeki yabanci dgrenci ve yabanci 6gretim
iiyesi oran1” 6l¢iitleri kullanilarak belirlenmektedir.

e. Besinci olarak, “SCImago Institutions Rankings (SIR)” incelenmistir.
Ispanya merkezli arastirma kurumu SCImago Research Group tarafindan
gelistirilen SCImago Enstitiileri Siralamasi, 2009’dan bu yana yaymlanmakta
olup ii¢ temel goOsterge kiimesini birlestiren bir yontem kullanmustir.
Gostergelerden ilki arastirma performansi olup bu 6lgiit, Scopus'ta endekslenen
bilimsel dergilerde yaymlanan toplam dokiiman sayisi, tilkelerarasi ortak yayin
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sayisi, standartlastirilmig yayin bagina atif sayisi, etki degeri en yiiksek dilime
giren dergilerdeki makale orani, bilimsel miikemmellik, bilimsel liderlik,
bilimsel liderlik miitkemmelligi ve bilimsel yetenek havuzu adi altinda sekiz
faktor temel alnarak hesaplanmaktadir. Ikincisi, yenilik gostergesi olup bu
gosterge, yenilik¢i bilgi ve teknolojik etki faktorleriyle agiklanmaktadir.
Ugiinciisii ise toplumsal etki gostergesi olup, kurumun internetteki goriiniirliigii
ile ilgili bir bilesen olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir. Bu siralama kurulusu, tiim bu
Olciitlerden elde edilen puanlara dayal tek bir liste yapmakta ve bu liste yillara
ve cografi bolgelere gore diinyadaki en iyi 500 {iniversiteyi siralamaktadir.

f. Politikacilar, iniversiteler, akademisyenler ve Ogrenciler tarafindan
dikkatle izlenen diger bir 6nemli siralama ise “Times Higher Education World
University Rankings” yani Times Yiiksek Ogretim Diinya Universiteleri
Siralamasidir. Diinyanin en iyi tniversitelerini belirlemek icin 2004 yilinda
kurulan THE, metodolojisinde, “aragtirma, Ogretim, alintilar, uluslararasi
goriiniim ve endiistri geliri” basliklar altinda toplanan bes temel gostergeyi
kullanmistir. Tiim siralama tablolar iilkeye ve performansin beg ana alanindan
herhangi birine gore filtrelenebilir. Siralamanin gostergelerinden ogretim,
“itibar anketi, 6gretim gorevlisi-0grenci orani, doktora 6grencisi-lisans 6grencisi
orani, doktora Ogrencilerinin akademik personele orami ve kurumsal gelir”
seklinde bes faktore dayanarak hesaplanir. Ikinci gosterge olarak arastirma,
“itibar anketi, arastirma gelirleri ve arastirma verimliligi” faktorlerini kullanir.
Ucgiincii gosterge iiniversitenin yayimnlarmin aldig atiflardir. Dérdiincii gosterge
olan uluslararasi goriiniim ise uluslararasi dgrencinin yurtici 6grenciye orani,
uluslararasi personelin ulusal personele orani ve uluslararasi igbirlikleri dikkate
alinarak hesaplanir. Son olarak sanayi geliri gOstergesi ise Universitelerin bilgi
aktarim yetenegi ile ilgilidir. Bir kurumun aldig1 arastirma geliri ile endiistriye
kazandirdig1 degeri satin alma giicli paritesi ve akademisyen sayisin1 dikkate
alarak degerlendiren bir olgiittiir.

g. 2009 yilinda Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Enformatik Enstitiisii
biinyesinde kurulan “University Ranking by Academic Performance (URAP)”,
2010 yilindan bu yana siralama yapmaktadir. Yukarida adi gecen diger 6nemli
kurumlar gibi bu siralama sistemi de akademik performansi temel alarak
metodolojisini gelistirmistir. URAP’n sisteminde, son yil SCI, SSCI ve AHCI
tarafindan taranan makale sayisi, son 5 yilda yaymlanan toplam bilimsel
dokiiman sayisi, son 5 yilda yayinlanan makalelere son yil verilen atif sayisi, son
5 yilda yaymlanan makale sayilarinin basildiklar1 dergilerin etki faktorleri ile
carpimlarinin toplami, son 5 yilda yayinlanan makalelere son yilda gelen atif
sayllarinin atif yapan makalelerin dergilerinin etki faktorleri ile ¢arpimlarinin
toplam1 ve son 5 yilda iilkelerarasi ortak yayin sayisi ile elde edilecek olan
puanlara gore tiniversiteler degerlendirilmekte ve siralanmaktadir.

Tartismalar, Sonu¢ ve Oneriler. Yillar icerisinde Tiirk yiiksekdgretim alaninda
yasanan sayisal genisleme dikkate deger bir unsur olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir
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(Cetinsaya, 2014; Konur, 2011). 1987'de 1 vakif, 28 devlet iiniversitesi olan
iilkemizde, iiniversite sayisinin, 2000 yilinda 73’e, ardindan 15 yil icerisinde bu
saymin daha biiyiik bir ivmeyle, 2015 yilinda 192’ye yiikselmis olmasi bu
niceliksel geligsiminin acik bir gostergesidir. 2016 yilinda vakif iiniversitelerinden
15'inin, 15 Temmuz darbe girisimi ile olan baglantilar1 dolayisiyla kapatilmasi
sonucu Universitelerin sayisinin 177'e diismesini olagandist bir durumun sonucu
olarak goz ardi edilirse, 1990’lardan bu yana her yil artis gosteren iiniversite
sayist yiiksekogretim alanimizdaki sayisal genislemenin Onemli bir kaniti
niteligindedir. Ayni niceliksel artis Ogrenci sayillar1 ve Ogretim gorevlisi
sayllarinda da kendini gostermektedir. 1987'de yiiksekogretime kaydolan
Ogrenci sayist 502.380 iken, bu sayr 2016'da 6.689.185'e ulagmustir. 1987'de
Ogretim elemani sayis1 24.382 iken, 2016'da bu say1 156.168'e yiikselmistir.

Sadece Tirkiye’de degil, tiim diinyada yliksekdgretimde genis capli bir
genislemeden soz etmek miimkiindiir (Schofer ve Meyer, 2005). Bu genisleme,
yiiksekdgretim alaninin rekabetci ve her gecen giin biiyliyen bir saha haline
gelmesi seklinde degerlendirilebilir. YiiksekOgretime artan talep beraberinde
arzi da dogurmus, bu talep arz dengesi sadece herkesin kendi tlkesi ile sinirh
kalmamis uluslararast boyuta da tasinmistir. Tiim bunlarin etkisiyle daha
karmagik bir hal alan bu sahada, yiiksekogretim kurumlarmi birbirinden
ayirmaya ve degerlendirmeye yonelik (Dill ve Soo 2005) farkli uluslararasi
tiniversite siralama sistemleri gelistirilmeye baslanmistir. Bu siralama
sistemlerinin, yiitksekOgretimin paydaglar1 olarak goriilen, 6grenciler ve aileleri,
akademisyenler, liniversite yOneticileri ve ¢alisanlar ile devlet kurumlarinda bu
konuda politika iireten insanlar icin dnemi bircok ¢aligmada vurgulanmistir.
Bowman ve Bastedo (2011) siralama sistemlerinin dgrencilerin ve ailelerinin
karar verme siireci iizerinde giiclii etkisinden ve yiiksekogretim kurumlarinin
misyon ve stratejilerini etkileyen onemli bir faktor oldugundan séz etmistir.
Salmi ve Saroyan (2007) ve Sponsler (2009) calismalarinda, iiniversite
siralamalarinin, devlet kurumlar1 tarafindan, yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin
performansint degerlendirmek icin bir ara¢ olarak kullanildigi iizerinde
durulmustur. Ayrica, uluslararasi kabul gdrmiig bu siralama sitemlerinde, adlari
ist siralarda gecen tniversitelerin sadece kendilerini duyurmakla kalmadiklar
ayni zamanda tilkelerinin yiiksekogretim alanindaki sayginligina da biiyiik katki
sagladiklar1 gozden kacmamasi gereken bir husustur (Jesensek, 2006; Li,
Shankar ve Tang, 2011).

Makalemizde adi gecen yedi siralama sisteminde ilk 500 de sadece 11
iniversitemiz (istanbul Universitesi, Ankara Universitesi, Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi, Hacettepe Universitesi, Gazi Universitesi, Ege Universitesi,
Bilkent Universitesi, Istanbul Teknik Universitesi, Bogazici Universitesi
Sabanci Universitesi ve Kog Universitesi) bulunmakta, bu 11 iiniversitemiz de
genel olarak kendilerine 400-500 araliginda yer bulmaktadir. Calismamizda, bu
siralamalarin 6lg¢iitleri detayli olarak incelendiginde hesaplama yontemlerindeki
temel Olciitiin “aragtirma  performans1” oldugunu vurgulamistik. Bu
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siralamalarda ilk 500 de yer alan 5 Tiirk iiniversitesinin (Istanbul Universitesi,
Ankara Universitesi, Hacettepe Universitesi, Gazi Universitesi, Ege
Universitesi ve Kog Universitesi) tip fakiiltesinin oldugu alti cizilmesi gereken
bir husustur. Tip fakiiltelerindeki akademik yayin mecburiyeti diisiiniildiigiinde,
tip fakiiltesi olmayan sadece 6 iiniversitemizin bu siralamalarda yer almasi,
iniversitelerimizin bu siralamalardaki konumunu biraz daha dikkate deger bir
hale getirmektedir. Buradan cikarilacak olan sonug, tniversitelerimizin
uluslararasi siralama sistemlerinde kendilerini gostermek ve daha st siralarda
iilkemizi temsil edebilmek i¢in “arastirma performans1” konusuna egilmeleri ve
bu konuda kendilerini gelistirmelerinin gerekliligidir. Makalede verilen tablolar
incelendiginde, oOzellikle ARWU ve NTU'daki diisik performansimiz, bu
siralamalarin =~ metodolojinde  arastirma  performansmnin  6nemi  ve
metodolojisinin goreceli daha zor sayilabilecek SSCI indeksine dayali olmasi,
yine bu savimizi destekler niteliktedir.

Siralama sistemlerinin yontemleri iizerine ¢ok sayida tartigma olsa bile
bunlarin iniversiteleri birbirleriyle karsilastirmak ve degerlendirmek igin
Onemli bir girisim oldugu hig¢bir arastirmacinin ret etmedigi bir gercek olarak
karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir. Bu calisma, yiiksekOgretim kurumlarini uluslararasi
diizeyde degerlendirmeyi amag¢ edinen bu 6nemli araca dikkat ¢ekmeyi ve
iiniversitelerimizin bu siralamadaki genel konumunu gozler Oniine sermeyi
hedeflemistir. Bunun icin makalemizde ilk olarak, diinyadaki siralama
sistemlerine dikkat ¢ekilmek istenmis, bunlarin amaclar1 ve 6nemi iizerine bir
yazin taramasi sunulmustur. Ardindan, tilkemizde gelistirilen uluslararasi bir
siralama sistemi olan URAP’1n raporlarinda adi gecen URAP’da dahil olmak
izere yedi siralama sistemi Ozellikle yontemleri agisindan incelenmistir. Bu
inceleme sonucunda, tim bu siralamalarin kullandigi en Onemli Olg¢iitiin
“aragtirma performans1” oldugunu goézlemlenmistir. Sonra, bu yedi uluslararasi
siralama sisteminin son alt1 yili kapsayan verilerinde ilk 500°de yer alan Tiirk
iniversitelerinin yerleri tespit edilip iiniversitelerimizin bu tablolarda pek de
imrenilecek bir konumda olmadigi ortaya konulmustur. Boylece bu calisma ile
yiksekogretim alanimizda son yillarda goOsterdigimiz yukarida bahsi gecen
niceliksel gelismelerin bir¢ok perspektifte 6nemini kabul ettigimiz uluslararasi
siralamalarda heniliz kendini gosteremedigi gozlemlenmis ve bu durumun
iyilesmesi icin {niversitelerimizin “arastirma performansi” konusunda
kendilerini gelistirmeleri gerektigi sonucuna varilmistir. Bundan sonraki
arastirmamiz, dikkate deger tiim uluslararasi iiniversite siralama sistemlerinin
metotlarinda en 6nemli Olgiit olarak karsimiza cikan “arastirma performansi”
kavrami iizerine olacaktir. Bu kavramin igerigini, onu etkileyen faktorleri
anlamanin ve bunlara dikkat c¢ekmenin, iniversitelerimize gelecekte
uluslararasi yiiksekOgretim arenasinda daha iyi yer edinebilmeleri icin bir
motivasyon kaynagi olusturacagi kanisindayiz.
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