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As a result, in 2010, KSU broke into the 300-to-
400 bracket of universities in the Shanghai 
rankings; the September 2011 Shanghai rankings 
placed it in the 200-to-300 bracket. 



  

The Times Higher Education World University Rankings 

were developed in concert with our rankings data provider, 

Thomson Reuters, with expert input from more than 50 

leading figures in the sector from 15 countries across 

every continent. We believe we have created the gold 

standard in international university performance 

comparisons. 

Our rankings of the top universities across the globe 

employ 13 separate performance indicators designed to 

capture the full range of university activities, from teaching 

to research to knowledge transfer. These 13 elements are 

brought together into five headline categories, which are: 

Teaching — the learning environment (worth 30 

per cent of the overall ranking score) 

Research — volume, income and reputation 

(worth 30 per cent) 

Citations — research influence (worth 30 per 

cent) 

Industry income — innovation (worth 2.5 per 

cent) 

International outlook — staff, students and 

research (worth 7.5 per cent). 



  

The Times Higher Education World University Rankings 

were developed in concert with our rankings data provider, 

Thomson Reuters, with expert input from more than 50 

leading figures in the sector from 15 countries across 

every continent. We believe we have created the gold 

standard in international university performance 

comparisons. 

Our rankings of the top universities across the globe 

employ 13 separate performance indicators designed to 

capture the full range of university activities, from teaching 

to research to knowledge transfer. These 13 elements are 

brought together into five headline categories, which are: 

Teaching — the learning environment (worth 30 

per cent of the overall ranking score) 

Research — volume, income and reputation 

(worth 30 per cent) 

Citations — research influence (worth 30 per 

cent) 

Industry income — innovation (worth 2.5 per 

cent) 

International outlook — staff, students and 

research (worth 7.5 per cent). 



  

Academic Reputation Index 
 

The Academic Reputation Index is the centrepiece of the QS World 

University Rankings® carrying a weighting of 40%. It is an approach to 

international university evaluation that QS pioneered in 2004 and is the 

component that attracts the greatest interest and scrutiny. In concert with 

the Employer Reputation Index it is the aspect which sets this ranking 

most clearly apart from any other. 

 

The Survey 
 

The survey has evolved since 2004 but largely follows the same general 

principles. Respondents are not asked to comment on the sciences if 

their expertise is in the arts. Respondents are not asked to comment on 

Europe if their knowledge is centred on Asia. The survey asks each 

respondent to specify their knowledge at the outset and then adapts 

based on their responses, the interactive list from which respondents are 

invited to select features only entries from their own region. 



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  

Initial proposals to reform research 

assessment and funding 

In 2006, the Government announced its intention to reform 

the framework for assessing and funding research. 

Following a consultation by the Government, in March 2007 

HEFCE set out its initial plans for the development of a new 

system. 

First consultation on the REF 

In November 2007, HEFCE issued an initial consultation on 

the REF. This was informed by initial studies on the potential 

use of bibliometric indicators in the REF. In May 2008 

HEFCE announced the outcomes of the consultation, 

including plans to run a bibliometrics pilot exercise. 

Bibliometrics pilot exercise 

During 2008-09, HEFCE ran a pilot exercise to test the 

potential for using bibliometric indicators of research quality 

in the REF. The results of the pilot exercise informed the 

second consultation on the REF. 

Second consultation on the REF 

In November 2009, the UK funding bodies issued a second 

consultation on the REF, informed by the results of the 

bibliometrics pilot exercise. It included proposals to assess 

the impact of research. The outcomes of the consultation 

were published in March 2010, including initial decisions by 

the funding bodies on the design of the REF framework. 

Impact pilot exercise 

During 2010 the REF team ran a pilot exercise to test and 

develop the proposed approach to assessing impact in the 

REF. In March 2011 the funding bodies announced their 

decisions on the weighting and assessment of impact within 

the REF. 

Background 
 



  



  

March 2010 

Initial decisions on the Research Excellence Framework: 
 

1. In the light of responses to the consultation (HEFCE 2009/38), the UK funding 

bodies have taken the following initial decisions about the REF. 
 

2. For the purposes of the REF, research will be defined as ‘a process of investigation 

leading to new insights effectively shared’. 
 

General features 

3. The assessment outcomes will be a product of expert review, informed by 

indicators where appropriate. 
 

4. The assessment will be undertaken by an expert sub-panel to be established for 

each of 30 to 40 Units of Assessment (UOAs), working under the guidance of four 

broad Main Panels. Each sub-panel will assess work within its discipline or area of 

research, with the Main Panels ensuring common procedures and consistent 

application of the overall assessment standards. 
 

5. For each submission, three distinct elements will be assessed: output quality, 

impact and environment. Output quality will be the dominant element, with a 

significant weighting for each of impact and environment.  



  

March 2011 



  

Número de profesores (total) que no han solicitado ninguna 

evaluación (NP) y que han obtenido seis, cinco, cuatro, tres, 

dos, uno o ningún sexenio 



  

Número de investigadores que no han solicitado ninguna 

evaluación (NP) y que han obtenido seis, cinco, cuatro, tres, 

dos, uno o ningún sexenio. 



  



  

1. Late massification of Higher Education 

 

2. Late arrival at the research community 

 

1. Very late concern with knowledge transfer 

PORTUGAL 
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1. Late massification of Higher Education 

2. Late arrival at the research community 
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EU 31.4 
PT 4 
ES 10.6 
NL 83.7 
FR 27.9 
IT 17.2 
DE 45.9 
IE 14 
FI 83.1 
BE 49.4 
AT 58 
DK 108.7 
SE 116.1 

European Innovation 

Scoreboard 2008 



  

Esboço de uma  

proposta de avaliação de investigadores 
 
a. Baseia-se num sistema de avaliação por pares tutelado pelo 

Conselho Científico da FCT; 

b. Haverá um sistema de recolha bibliométrica (para todas as áreas) 

com produção de alguns indicadores considerados mais relevantes; 

c. Serão constituídas comissões para cada uma das grandes áreas do 

conhecimento com competência para definir e publicar os critérios 

gerais de avaliação nessa área; 
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Esboço de uma 

proposta de avaliação de investigadores 
 

d. Serão definidos 4 níveis onde ficarão alocados todos os 

investigadores, 

1. Sem avaliação, para aqueles que não pedem a avaliação ou não 

atingem o limiar definido abaixo; 

2. Bom, dependendo de atingir um limiar previamente publicado tão 

objectivo quanto possível que a FCT se limitará a verificar através 

de peritos científicos; 

3. Muito Bom, dependendo de atingir um limiar previamente 

publicado tão objectivo quanto possível que a FCT se limitará a 

verificar através de peritos científicos; 

4. Excelente, dependendo de uma avaliação por pares a pedido do 

interessado em datas previamente divulgadas 
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Esboço de uma  

proposta de avaliação de investigadores 
 

e. O investigador que pretenda ver o seu nível de Bom ou Muito Bom 

confirmado submeterá um conjunto de elementos previamente 

definidos pela FCT com a demonstração de que satisfaz o nível 

pretendido de modo a poder ser simplesmente validado pela FCT; 

f. O investigador que se candidate à menção de Excelente deve 

disponibilizar  

(i) todos os seus trabalhos relevantes susceptíveis de uma análise 

bibliométrica,  

(ii) os 3 trabalhos que considere mais importantes publicados nos 

últimos 6 anos e (opcionalmente), 

(iii) uma breve descrição de um trabalho seu cujo mérito académico 

tenha sido reconhecido pela comunidade científica internacional 

e que já tenha levado a algum impacto social, cultural ou 

económico; 
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Esboço de uma  

proposta de avaliação de investigadores 
 

g. Feito o posicionamento de um investigador, este será válido por 6 

anos mas o investigador poderá pedir o seu reposicionamento ao fim 

de 3 anos; 

h. Só poderão candidatar-se à menção de Excelente os investigadores 

que tenham já (por um triénio) a menção de Muito Bom. 

i. O conselho científico da FCT (ou quem ele nomeie para o efeito) 

convidarão avaliadores confidenciais para darem um parecer sobre as 

submissões; 

j. A decisão final de avaliação cabe ao Conselho Científico da FCT; 

k. Da decisão pode haver recurso para a Presidência da FCT com base 

em erro grosseiro. 
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