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1. What are we talking about?  

 Key Concepts 

2. Reviewing some dominant 

assumptions 

3. Introducing the three sessions 
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Diversity and 

Differentiation –  

biological 

metaphors for  

system 

sophistication 
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Great Expectations: Universities should... 

 educate graduates to be critically minded, innovative, 

analytical, internationally adept, with good communication 

and team skills 

 train and retrain people of different backgrounds and 

qualifications for diverse working contexts/ levels / life 

phases 

 produce frontier research to compete internationally for best 

qualified researchers and research funds and help market 

knowledge environment to attract foreign investment 

 produce applied research of relevance for regional and 

national innovation 

 solve global environmental, technical, economic, social 

problems (climate, energy, hunger, health, mobility, access) 

 



Emergence of Institutional Diversity as a  

HE Policy Issue 

 

 HEI as motors of knowledge economy -- Support for other 

functions aside teaching and fundamental research 

 Massification / widening participation in HE 

 More students = less money per student  declining 

quality of higher education 

 Additional HE functions (innovation, CE, addressing 

global challenges) have gained importance 

 Competition between institutions and systems, not just 

individuals 

 Institutions strengthened as actors in HE system (vs 

invisible institutions of academic communities) 
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Institutional Diversity as Key Policy Issue 

 demands for “concentration of excellence“ because of 

limited public funds for international competition -- 

concentration of resources on competitive research 

universities 

 demand for diversity of institutional profiles (external 

diversity) to optimise capacity to address diverse needs 

and stakeholders  

 questions of institutional coherence, efficiency, 

effectiveness, visibility 
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The Ranking Business – 

driving vertical differentiation 
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Competition for institutional visibility 

 Global competition of HEI for researchers and research 

funds is driving vertical differentiation in many HE 

systems 

 Research-based performance measuring criteria, size-

dependent, narrow concepts of research 

 Highly stratified systems do better in the top 50 than 

less stratified ones – new system choices? 

 In spite of conscious policy choices in the past 

continental Europe does not like its clustering in the 

middle (US has fewer HEI in the 500 than Europe) 

 Mobile students and researchers, investment need 

easily accessible comparative data to facilitate choices 
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Diversity Theme: Four Questions 

1. What kind of institutional diversity do we actually 

want? 

2. What do we know about the diversity of our 

institutions? Would we support them differently, if we 

knew more about the variety of institutional 

engagement? 

3. How important is the institution as a unit of analysis? 

Should we not look at other systems within HE, such 

as academic communities or networks, to understand 

drivers of diversification/ convergence? Example: 

academic career conditions and staff diversity 

4. How can we design diverse reward systems in 

systems constrained by limited resources? 
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Diversity : Values and Concepts 

 External diversity (institutional profiles) vs. internal 

diversity -- Diversity in Higher Education: why link it 

exclusively to institutional profiles 

 Dimensions of diversity (staff, students, disciplines& 

programmes, HE functions, regional distribution) 

 Horizontal vs. vertical differentiation -- values 

attributed to different kinds of institutions and 

functions 

 Drivers of diversification or convergence 
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External vs. internal diversity? 

 External diversity new focus of diversity debates 

 Traditionally internal diversity also accepted as 

response to diverse needs. ( Mission mixes, 

functionally differentiated staff not necessarily seen as 

problematic). 

 Not empirically proven that internal diversity is 

necessarily less efficient than external diversity with 

respect to all aspects of HE activity. 

 Different degrees of internal diversity allowed in diff. 

countries or institutional types. Different levels of 

tolerance to qualitative diversity and diversity of student 

qualifications. 

 Emphasis on cooperation/ consortia increases internal 

diversity. 



Dimensions of diversity 

 Institutional size 

 Subject profile 

 Emphases on types of activity 

(missions) 

 Teaching approaches and 

methodologies 

 Student clienteles and profiles 

 Student selectiveness  

 Regional distribution 

 Target communities/ stakeholder 

orientation 

 Reputation 

 Quality standards 

 Functional/ Mission 

diversity 
 Conducting curiosity-driven research, 

identifying new problems and 

challenges 

 Conducting application-driven 

research, in collaboration with 

external partners 

 Contributing to social and economic 

innovation and addressing societal 

challenges 

 Teaching the next generation 

 Continuing education and professional 

development, updating of knowledge 

and skills 

 Education citizens and providing 

informed discussion platforms for 

citizens on issues of public concern 

 
12 



Transparency of Institutional Profiles 

 Institutions are more diverse than we think, even those 

of one type 

 Some dimensions of HE engagement have not 

received much visibility (innovation, CE) 

 Can we develop new instruments of institutional 

steering (profile-sensitive contracts, new incentives) 

once we have transparency on institutional profiles? 
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Session 2:  

 Frans Kaiser: U-Map 

 Ole-Jacob Skodvin: Norwegian approaches to div. 

 



Different Values for Diversity Dimensions 

 Institutional size 

 Subject profile 

 Emphases on types of activity 

(missions) 

 Teaching approaches and 

methodologies 

 Student clienteles and profiles 

 Student selectiveness  

 Regional distribution 

 Target communities/ stakeholder 

orientation 

 Reputation 

 Quality standards 

 Functional/ Mission 

diversity 
 Conducting curiosity-driven research, 

identifying new problems and 

challenges 

 Conducting application-driven 

research, in collaboration with 

external partners 

 Contributing to social and economic 

innovation and addressing societal 

challenges 

 Teaching the next generation 

 Continuing education and professional 

development, updating of knowledge 

and skills 

 Education citizens and providing 

informed discussion platforms for 

citizens on issues of public concern 
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 Session 1: 

  Ellen Hazelkorn:  

 expand concept of research and broaden priorities 
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Research activity or orientation  

 is not a differentiating feature among different 

types of institutions 

 The differentiating feature between different groups is not 

the balance between the value attributed to research vs. 

teaching (“research-oriented“ vs. “teaching-oriented“) but 

the value balance between basic research vs. teaching ! 

 Applied research is being valued and rewarded just as 

highly as teaching at most so-called „teaching-oriented“ 

institutions. 

 

 More differentiated rewards are needed also to promote 

different kinds of research. 



Vertical vs. Horizontal Differentiation 

 Hierarchy of values attached to particular types of 

institutional profiles vs. parity of esteem 

 Some degree of hierarchy exists in all system 

 Shift toward vertical differentiation through global inter-

institutional competition for visibility and rankings 

 How can we explain different system choices? 
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Session 1: 

 Hazelkorn: toward more horizontal differentiation 

 Liviu Andreescu: drivers of Romanian system 

development, explaining recent choice of vertical 

differentiation after decade of convergence 

 Ana Maria Sandi as respondent 



(Why) Should we move toward greater 

vertical differentiation ? 
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Drivers of Diversification or Convergence 

1. Regulation and Accreditation (defining institutional 

types, selection and access,  staff career criteria) 

2. Funding Instruments / Financial Incentives (whole 

system, diversifying sources!) 

3. QA criteria and underlying values 

4. Stakeholder values and stakeholder orientation 

5. Academic values 
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1. vs. 2. Formal vs. informal diversity: 

State Regulation vs. Autonomy / Market? 

 Juxtaposition of rigid, non-autonomous, formally differentiated 

vs. flexible autonomous informally differentiated systems does 

not hold.  

 The dynamics of diversification are not necessarily hindered by 

formal boundaries and not necessarily helped by their absence.  

 Within formal types, (restricted) autonomy allows for high 

degree of differentiation.  

 Institutional autonomy opens wider choices in institutional 

orientation  only  if those choices are not restricted by other 

factors (financial incentives, career structures, values). 

 Underfunded institutions will scrounge for funds wherever they 

find them, even if it does not fit their mission. 



Academic Values 

 Academic values are a strong force driving convergence 

of diversity, but not as homogeneous as often assumed. 

 Ex.1: academics at Fachhochschulen, some “post 1992 

universities” England: non-traditional academic norms  

 Ex.2: research univ.: innovation values on the rise 

 Institutional leadership and academics: University as a 

coherent institutions vs. the multiplicity of disciplinary 

communities. 

 Identification with institution weaker than with disciplinary 

community („Invisible College“) 
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Session 3: 

 Ulrich Teichler: Staff Diversity (CAP Study) as testing 

ground for current diversity discourse 

 Catherine Paradeis as respondent 
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 Not explicit diversity policies but the confluence of implicit 
forces (regulations, financial incentives, rewards, quality 
standards, acad. and prof. values) is decisive.  

 The quest for flexible and diverse HE systems will have to 
confront the whole complexity of forces, designing 

 Diverse funding regimes (performance indicators, grant 
schemes) 

 Accreditation criteria 

 Fit-for-purpose quality assurance 

 Diverse concepts and rewards of excellence 

 Diverse academic career paths (hiring and promotion 
criteria) 

 

Challenge for Policy Makers 

Session 3: 

Concluding panel discussion on diverse reward systems 


