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ABSTRACT

University rankings have become a trend to gaugecthdibility
and quality of the university. The university ratihas generated
much debate about the usefulness, method and agcafahe
assessment results. There are some institution iskoed
university rankings such as QS, 4ICU, CWUR and Wbtoics.
The universities were assessed depending on réseaticators
and opinion surveys. There are many anomalies nikimg gap
values between universities as well some clumsinésslues at
certain regions. The inadequacy of those tabuldtidicators to
assess most universities will look purely for reesof obvious
statistical instability. Statistically, there arbreée regions of
ranking gap values: low, medium and high. Standandation of
ranking gap values for universities in USA and WK6i7, Japan
is 16, South Korea is 70, and Singapore, Malaysthladonesia
are no applicable. Those values indicate inconsigteof
judgment and invalid and inaccuracy data usederagsessment

KEY WORDS: World University Ranking, Indicators Tab, QS,
CWUR.

NOMENCLATURE

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations
CWUR Center of World University Ranking
MIT Massachusetts Institute of Technology

QS Quacquarelli Symonds
4I1CU 4 International Colleges & Universities

1.0INTRODUCTION

Currently, the university ranking has indeed becanrend in the
world including ASEAN countries such as Indonedialaysia,

Singapore, Thailand, etc. Many universities in therld are
ambitious to pursue the rankings. In order to rédigepoint of one
indicator, a university makes reshuffle and orgatianal

restructuring such as the dramatic merging of sivelfy in a very
short time, thereby spending a lot of money andrefReshuffle,
restructuring and merging have an impact on woensgivity

and confusion to academic staff.

This is evident from government policy to use world

university rankings as the official reference ofvensity rankings
of the world and encourage universities to get ved. The
governments also provide assistance both matendl r@on-
material to some universities that have the paétdgirank well.

There are two things behind the growing interesh&use of
ranking in the world of higher education. Firstramking as a
form of accountability. Both the government and doenmunity
as supporters and users of higher education woaftd @ know
the quality of universities. Ranking is consideaedeffective way
to meet these demands. Ranking can be a govermefergnce in
policy making especially in the determination obgrams and
the allocation of funds for higher education. Algccan be used
by the community to determine the best college ahdor their
children.

Second is rank as magnet which is widely used as
university strategy to achieve other goals sucprastige, funds,
students and also good well known lecturers. Acation needs
continue to increase, competition between univessitannot be
inevitable. Colleges are constantly making evefgreto be the
best. Ranking becomes an effective and efficienstesy
alternative to meet this need.

By getting the legitimacy of its position as theshe college
will gain greater trust from the government, thvae sector, as
well as the community. This certainly has an impant the
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increased cooperation with the government and tivate sector
that will increase the college coffers. In additiomore and more
students and lecturers are interested to entera Assult, these
colleges have a greater chance to get the besergticind
lecturers.

Universities and governments such as Malaysia, Zhioge,
Indonesia, and others are increasingly using rakio improve
their status, attracting foreign students, profesand investment,
and in many cases, setting policies designed taawvep their
rankings. While ratings are meant to measure qualdr all
intents and purposes, most of them capture inistitat wealth,
wealth accumulated over time or declared as somox@mic
wealth.

The university rankings basically are rankingsraftitutions
in higher education which have been ranked on thsisbof
various combinations of various factors such asdatéc
reputation, output of research, alumni employmeunblication,
and others [1].

Use of ranking in the world of higher educatiom@ without
problems. This issue has generated much debate abahility
and ranking accuracy [2]. In determining the ragkiof
universities, the rankings are based on the le/glopularity of
the world's universities on the site. There is meal indicator
about the quality of education. So rather than ahjely
assessing the quality of an institution, the ursitgranking tends
to be a more subjective race of popularity.

The university ranking also often focuses only actdrs such
as external funding revenues, number of publicatiothe
proportion of lecturers with doctoral or professpralifications,
and the quality of students. Unfortunately, thesetdrs do not
necessarily indicate the quality of a universitgr Example, the
number of publications is not necessarily in harnerith the
quality or usefulness of the article.

The wisdom of seeing and using ranking to see ttadity of
institutions and higher education is a must [3].v&oments,

universities, and the public can still use the naglas a reference.

However, it must be critical to ensure that thekiag is
transparent and accountable on the criteria it.useorder to
review the universities raking issue, a study ornvensities
ranking has been conducted by taken Book Publisheex as
parameter. Results of study are compared with tiS a@d
CWUR rankings.

From table 1, column 3, it is the result that coimen QS
ranking and column 4 from CWUR rankings. There wife
universities from seven countries as follows: UK, Japan,
South Korea, Singapore, Malaysia and Indonesiatoonsidered
in this study. For each university, we take theknag difference
between QS and CWUR rankings and put it into col&as the

gap.

20UNIVERSITIESRANKING METHODOLOGY

The university rankings began in 2004 and were dase a
combination of indicators that takes into accouwthlthe volume
and content of the Web, the visibility and impadt web

publishing in accordance with the number of exterlirks

received. Various rankings consider combinationmeésures of
funding and endowment, research excellence andftwence,
specialization expertise, admissions, student optioaward

numbers, internationalization, graduate employmémdustrial
linkage, historical reputation and other criteNarious rankings
mostly are evaluating on institutional output bgearch. Some
rankings evaluate institutions within a single coyn while
others assess institutions worldwide. There arerséwniversity
ranking systems at present, Centre of World UnityeiRanking
(CWUR), Webometrics, QS, Times Higher Education &l@l.

2.1 Center for World University Rankings

The CWUR has been doing university rankings invileed since

2012. The Center for World University Rankings (CR)U
publishes the only global university ranking tha¢asures the
quality of education and training of students adlvas the

prestige of the faculty members and the qualityheir research
without relying on surveys and university data sidgsions [4, 5].

CWUR uses seven objective and robust indicatorsatd the

world's top 1000 universities:

1. Quality of Education, measured by the number of a
university's alumni who have won major internationa
awards, prizes, and medals relative to the uniyéssi
size (15%)

2. Alumni Employment, measured by the number of a

university's alumni who have held CEO positionshat
world's top companies relative to the universitsize
(15%)

3. Quality of Faculty, measured by the number of

academics who have won major international awards,

prizes, and medals (15%)

4. Research Output, measured by the the total number o

research papers (15%)

5. Quality Publications, measured by the number of

research papers appearing in top-tier journals §15%

6. Influence, measured by the number of research paper

appearing in highly-influential journals (15%)
7. Citations, measured by the number of highly-cited
research papers (10%)

2.2 Webometrics

The Webometrics Ranking of World Universities” isiaitiative

of the Cybermetrics Lab, a research group belondmghe
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas IQLSthe

largest public research body in Spain [6]. Theiogbaim of the
Ranking is to promote academic web presence, stipgahe

Open Access initiatives for increasing significartie transfer of
scientific and cultural knowledge generated byuh#ersities to
the whole Society. The Webometrics are basedisimg on four
indicators, namely

1. Impact

2. Presence
3. Openness
4. Excellence

These four factors are rated from the academic sifeeach
university [6]. These four indicators are used bgbdmetrics as
a representative for an in-depth evaluation of timéversity's
performance in the eyes of the community by comBideits
activities, results, relevance, and impact.

Through the first indicatorirfpact) has weighing 50 percent.
The Webometrics calculates how many external lirde
received from third parties. Many links will makeuaiversity
recognized with regard to institutional prestigecademic
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performance, information value, and usability levef the site
services provided.

The last three indicatorgriesence, openness, andexcellence)
have weighting 50 percent with equivalent alloaatiolhe
presence indicator is used to calculate the number of ursite
web pages indexed by search engines, Google. opbeness
indicator shows the published research data volumreech files
format, such agdf, doc, docx, andppt on the site, according to
Google Scholar search engine. Meanwhile, the ladicator

(excellence) is used to calculate the number of academic works

successfully published in international journalacts as those
listed in Scimago Lab. This indicator is consideadde to show
the quality of research from the college.

All indicators are claimed not to evaluate desigsues,
usability, or number of clicks on their academitesi These four
indicators are used by Webometrics as a represenfar an in-
depth evaluation of the university's performancthimeyes of the
community by considering its activities, resultslevance, and
impact.

2.34ICU

4 International Colleges & Universities (4ICU) ise@arch engine
and directory that assesses the popularity of sitesed by

11,307 colleges worldwide that have been accrediteti spread
over 200 countries [7]. The 4ICU based its ratirgsdd on
mapping conducted by five ranking sites, namely @®dage
Rank, Alexa Traffic Rank, Majestic Seo Citation \w|dVajestic

Seo Citation Flow, and Majestic Seo Trust Flow [Bhese five

sites also do ranking based on various technichtators of the
site or blog. 4ICU lists colleges with popular siteThat is,

colleges are considered popular because the sitedéxed in

search engines and easily searchable.

The benefits, in addition to upholding informatidisclosure
to the public, Webometrics and 4ICU ratings sholeges that
are diligent in publishing scientific work of lectrs and
researchers. College leaders are encouraged tp prufessional
website management with due regard to the quatity guantity
of their publications. Another important thing ibet civitas
academic colleges are encouraged to be productiresearch.

The disadvantage is that these rankings are vudkeer®
make-up by a number of colleges for their site ®odeen as
qualified. If you want to cheat, then a number egfhinical steps
can be done to boost the college ranking.

24QS

QS World University Rankings is an annual publicatiof
university rankings conducted by Quacquarelli SydsorfQS)
[9]. QS World University Rankings was formerly knows THE-
QS World University Rankings, in collaboration wiffimes
Higher Education (THE) magazine to publish an imaional
league table from 2004-2009 before the two of thieegan
announcing their own version..

The QS World University Ranking publishes the ahnua

ranking of world universities by measuring the dealing
parameters.

Academic Reputation

Employer Reputation

Faculty Student

Citations per Faculty

International Faculty

aprwdE

6. International Students

The undue allocation of loads for subjective indicatand
having highly fluctuating results is a major crigim of this
ranking [9]. Several individual indicators from tfiénes Higher
Education Survey (THES) data base the overall scthe
reported staff-to-student ratio, and the peer gatidemonstrate
unacceptably high fluctuation from year to year ][10his
instability can only strengthen the existing cuiggof the overall
ranking system by earlier evaluators, such as vaanR2005)
[11], who highlighted the invalidity of yet anotheomponent of
these totals, the bibliometric component (the idmbased
scores)

At this time, the QS ranking has become a benchrfark
universities in every country. The Ministry of dization of
every country in ASEAN has spent a lot of moneyptwsue the
ranking. During this time, the ranking of QS Wotlhiversity
Ranking is also used by Ministry of Research, Tettgy and
Higher Education of the Republic of Indonesia ag af the
benchmarks of universities in Indonesia to a wathbs
university.

3.0 2018 QS AND CWUR WORLD UNIVERSITIES
RANKING

3.1 Data Collection

Data was collected from QS and CWUR rankings forese
countries as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2, theeee 10
universities taken to be studied, and pick up teking from
both university ranking systems then put it intdlEal.

TOPUNIVERSITIES  Raskrgz > Gecowe

G
% %

& ‘

[ -

Figure 1: Collecting data from QS ranklnmg [12]

Figure 2: Collecting data from CWUR rahking [’13]
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3.2 Determine Standard Deviation
The university ranking is analyzed standard demmatiased on

based on QS and CWUR rankings. The standard dewiasi
numerically equal to the square root of the varigie]:

_|E(xi-x)?
o= ’—n (4.1)

Where;x; is gap value based on Qs and CWUR as shown in

Table.1,x is mean gap value based on Qs and CWURnasd
number of sample. In this study, sample was takdorSach
region.

40WORLD UNIVERSITY RANKING ANALYSIS

From the data shown at Table 1, the gap value aiasilated by
subtracting QS ranking with CWUR. The gap valueswsimot
constant, which mean there were shown inaccuradhefdata.
The standard deviation of universities at Table & walculated
from every country by using the gap values froml&dh

From Table 3, CWUR system have 7 criteria. Besidgs,
ranking at Table 4, there are 6 criteria. Both @¢abet MIT
University as the reference. The QS ranking dategsult a little
bit ambiguous, some country in Southeast Asia, siscMalaysia
and Indonesia, the mark for every university igtgly different,
somehow there were some problem in collecting data
manipulating data.

4.1 Ranking Gap Value

The selected world university ranks are shown ibl@a. Each
version world university rankings such as QS anduURAgives a
different ranking value for same university. Acdogl to the
Table.1, there are three regions of ranking gag. firkt region is
America (USA) and Europe (UK) which are very snuap value.

Than it is followed by universities in East Asiachuas Japan and
Korea with medium gap value and the latest regidh biggest
gap value is universities in ASEAN. That shows ttiare is
inconsistency of judgment and invalid and inaccyrdata used
in the assessment.

Based on the CWUR version, Singapore, Malaysia and

Thailand became the only Southeast Asian countriethe list to
be represented by the 1®Blational University of Singapore, the
451 University of Malaya and the 4'#1Mahidol University,
respectively. As shown in Table.2, the National uénsity of
Singapore has NA of quality of education, 148 ofinahi
employment, NA of quality of faculty, 38 of researoutput, 92
of quality publications, 94 of influence and 85aifations. The
University of Malaya has NA of quality of educatjoB42 of
alumni employment, NA of quality of faculty, 225 oésearch
output, 397 of quality publications, 879 of infleenand 673 of
citations. Mahidol University has NA of quality eflucation, >
1000 of alumni employment, NA of quality of facult¢24 of
research output, 480 of quality publications, 3Lthfluence and
888 of citations.

From Table 1, Indonesian universities are currefatiyehind
from other universities in ASEAN. The University bfdonesia
rating for example which is among the top 10 bestersities in
ASEAN has declined. Although Indonesia through Wméversity
of Indonesia was ranked"@nd 18" best universities in ASEAN,
their rank according to the QS World University Riag are still
far below that of neighboring countries such as ydag
Technological University of Singapore which is tfiest best
university in ASEAN, while the second rank is oceap
University of Singapore. Subsequently, the Univgref Malaya,
Universiti Putra Malaysia, Universiti Kebangsaan |agsia,
Universiti Sains Malaysia, Universiti Teknologi Ngkia,
Chulalongkorn University, Universitas Indonesia ahustitut
Teknologi Bandung.

According to CWUR, none of the Indonesian univéesit
have entered into the top 1000 rankings. In copttésversity of
Indonesia actually entered the #77Bandung Institute of
Technology is also ranked in the $¥ased on QS ranking,

Table 1: 2018 World University ranklngs based on QS and G, 12]

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Harvard University

Stanford University

University of California, Berkeley
Princeton University

University of Cambridge

University of Oxford

University College London

Imperial College London

1 3
3 1 2

o

o N o O

NN AN
N 7Y 7N 7l

30 -22
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University of Edinburgh 23 34 -11 ;: z:
University of Tokyo 28 12 16 [ ]
Kyoto University 36 26 10 ()
Osaka University 63 53 10 [ )
Nagoya University 116 113 3 ()
Tohoku University 76 120 -44 ()
Seoul National University 36 60 -24 z.z
Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technolog) 41 295 -254 i’:
Sungkyunkwan University 108 218 -110 i‘:

5l Yonsei University 106 222 -116 o,
Korea University 90 237 -147 i.:
Nanyang Technological University 11 -

22 National University of Singapore 15 103 -88
Universiti Malaya 114 451 -337 =
Universiti Putra Malaysia 229 - - E
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia 230 - - E
Universiti Sains Malaysia 264 - - E
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia 253 - - E
Chulalongkorn University 245 - - E
Universitas Indonesia 277 - - -
Institut Teknologi Bandung 331 - - —
Mahidol University 334 471 -137 E

Resource: QS, CWUR.

4.0 STANDARD DEVIATION OF UNIVERSITY
RANKING GAP

Using data shown in Table.1, standard deviationaaking gap
for universities in USA, UK, Japan, South Koreandsipore,
Malaysia and Indonesia are calculated as showrabieT2. The
Table shows that the standard deviation varies aviSA (6.1)
and UK (7.1) have the lowest values, going up feéd by Japan
(15.5) and Korea (69.8), the latest and the highastersities in
ASEAN. This indicates that there is bias data wesed to predict
the university ranking which is different for everggion. This
shows which ranking by CWUR and QS has a very laigs. In

order to evaluate this bias results, value for eadlcator for QS
and CWUR should be analyzed as shown in Table.3Tabtk.4.

Table 2: Standard deviation of university rankings based on

selected regions

Regions

- Universities in USA .
- Universities in UK 7.1
Universities in Japan 15.5
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Universities in South Korea 69.8
Universities in Singapore -
Universities in Malaysia -

Universities in Indonesia -

Based on CWUR as shown in Table 3, the Quality of
Education of universities in ASEAN is out of range.contrast,
the Academic Reputation in QS Rankings for the ersities in
Singapore is almost the same as Massachusettdutasof
Technology.

By taking Massachusetts Institute of Technology as

benchmark point there is some clumsiness of pairds can be

concluded as follows

1. The Academic Reputation criteria for National Unsity of
Singapore and Seoul National University based onURW
and QS rankings are very different. QS providegirags for
National University of Singapore (-0.20) and Seldational
University (-3.80) which is not far from the rangim with
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, but on thrary,
CWUR delivers rankings beyond the threshold vak)idof
both universities.

2. With the same criteria, other universities suctUasversiti
Malaya, QS provides (-36.10) but CWUR does notudel
in the rank number (-) limits.

3. Judging from Quality Publications, CWUR gives the
rankings for Tokyo University (2) which is very sk to
Massachusetts Institute of Technology but inste&dgyes
Citations per Faculty same rank for Tokyo Univers(t
27.60) and National University of Singapore (-27.00

| Massachusetts | nstitute of

University of Tokyo -3

Seoul National University

National University of Singapore 137

Universiti Malaya 331

Mahidol University

8.

Quality of Faculty The ranking given by QS for Netal
University of Singapore (0.00) is the same as Mzassetts
Institute of Technology, but instead CWUR assigiasidhal
University of Singapore rankings beyond the thrégsalue
(-) well below MIT. With the same criteria revie®S gives
rankings for Tokyo University (-87.70) very far bel
National University of Singapore (0.00). Other wersities
such as Universiti Malaya and Universiti Putra Mala, QS
rank (-44.1) are far over Tokyo University, but CWRldoes
not include Universiti Malaya and Universiti Pulvialaysia
within the range (-).

When viewed by International Faculty criterion, Yok
University rank (-87.70) is very different from lodesia (-
6.10). This comparison shows the internationaliratof
Tokyo University much lower that Universitas Indeize
Academic Reputation and Employer Reputation of all
universities in the country of Indonesia, Malaysiad
Thailand is very far under the MIT with a rankingy-40 - -
77. This figure greatly undermines the reputatidntre
university in ASEAN countries outside of Singapore.
Employer Reputation National University of Singapdf
0.90) based on QS, but Alumni Employment National
University of Singapore (137) is very far below
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. It shows&iméings
for Academic Reputation and Employer Reputationighly
biased.

Quality of Faculty for all universities in ASEAN Iseyond
the CWUR value limit, but specifically for National
University of Singapore is 0.0 equals Massachusestitute
of Technology. The result of this ranking indicatése
absence of source data synchronization.

Table3: CWUR Ranking Criteria of selected universities 22D19 [12]

30 -23 2 21 21
- -11 24 144 121
- 8 17 92 7
= 195 382 877 665
- 394 465 310 890

Table4: QS Ranking Criteria of selected universities 2Q089 [11]

M assachusetts I nstitute of

International
Students
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5.0 CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this paper discusses on the worligansity rank
indicators tab. Input data was collected from 2@68ld rankings

published by QS and CWUR. By comparing value ofheac

indicator between CWUR and QS, it was founded thete are
three ranking gap regions. The first region is NoAmerica
(USA) and Europe (UK) which are very small rankinap value.
Than it is followed by universities in East Asiacbhuas Japan and
Korea which is medium gap value and the latestoreguith
biggest gap value is universities in ASEAN. Thosalues
indicate inconsistency of judgment and invalid andccuracy
data used in the assessment.
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