Chapter 45
U-Map, University Activity Profiles in Practice

Frans Kaiser, Marike Faber, and Ben Jongbloed

45.1 Introduction: The U-Map Instrument

The rationale for developing a European classification of higher education institu-
tions lies in the desire to better understand and use diversity as an important basis
for the further development of European higher education and research systems
(see also van Vught 2009). In order to reap the full benefits of increasing diversity,
a tool is needed to describe this diversity. This is the aim of U-Map — an instrument
for mapping the European higher education landscape which enables various groups
of stakeholders to comprehend the diverse institutional activity profiles of European
higher education institutions. This will contribute to the creation of a stronger
profile for European higher education on a global stage and to the realisation of the
goals of the Lisbon strategy, the Bologna process, and the Modernisation agenda
(European Commission 2011).

45.2 Classifications and Rankings
(Diversity and Transparency)

Global rankings intend to judge higher education institutions and they do so largely
by focusing on research performance. They give only limited regard to disciplinary,
language and institutional diversity. In addition, global rankings offer composite
institutional indicators on the basis of which league tables are constructed. Rankings
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are instruments to display vertical diversity in terms of performance by using
quantitative indicators. Most existing rankings in higher education take the form of
a league table. A league table is a single dimensional, ordinal list going from ‘best’
to ‘worst’, assigning to the entities unique, discrete positions seemingly at equal
distance from each other (from 1 to, e.g., 500).

The critique on rankings is well known': rankings

» focus on ‘whole institutions’ (ignoring internal variance)

* concentrate on ‘traditional’ research productivity and impact and neglect the per-
formance on other dimensions of activity

» focus on ‘comprehensive research universities’, and neglect the bulk of higher
education institutions

» aggregate performance into composite overall indicators, without clear rationales
regarding the weighting of the spate indicators

* use constructed ‘league table’ that may suggest clear rank orders based on insig-
nificant absolute differences between institutions

e imply cultural and language biases, favouring English language publications

* imply bias against humanities and social sciences

Classifications are intended to do something very different. Rather than ignoring
or limiting diversity, these instruments intend to make diversity transparent.
Classifications are tools that try to describe and visualise the diversity of institu-
tional activity profiles.

45.3 The Development of U-Map

U-Map was developed in three stages, all subsidized by the European Commission.
In the first stage (van Vught et al. 2005), the conceptual framework for the study was
drafted and the basic design principles were developed in an intense consultation of
various stakeholders. These design principles were in short:

The classification is

* based on empirical data: it should be based on activities not on normative
mission statements

e based on a multi-actor and multi-dimensional perspective. There is not one
single user of the classification but a range of users (policy makers, higher educa-
tion institutions, employers, students).

e based on a multi-dimensional perspective. The activities of higher education
institutions are too complex to be captured in only one dimension.

* non-hierarchical; it addresses the horizontal diversity in higher education, the
richness of the landscape.

'See van Vught et al. (2011), Rauhvarges (2011) and Hazelkorn (2011).
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e relevant for all higher education institutions in Europe; U-Map is focused on
individual European higher education institutions that are recognized as separate
and legally identifiable organisations in their own national systems and that offer
accredited higher education degree programmes.

 descriptive, not prescriptive; the indicators and the way the results on the indicators
are presented should be non-normative, passing no judgment on quality or
performance

* based on reliable and verifiable data

* parsimonious regarding extra data collection; response fatigue among higher
education institutions should be avoided.

Using these design principles, the conceptual frame was further elaborated and
dimensions and indicators were selected and defined in the second stage of the
development of U-Map (van Vught et al. 2008). In advisory board meetings and
stakeholder conferences the users were actively involved in this stage. A first ver-
sion of the data collection instrument was tested among nearly 75 higher education
institutions and the results indicated that U-Map is a feasible transparency instru-
ment. Based on that result, the instrument was further developed. Indicators and
dimensions were reassessed and instruments to analyse and visualize the results
were developed and tested (van Vught et al. 2010). The current version of U-Map
was presented in October 2009.

In the current version of U-Map six dimensions and 25 indicators are used to
characterize the activities of a higher education institution (Table 45.1):

Once the indicators are defined, empirical information could be collected. The
main data-gathering instrument is the on-line U-Map questionnaire for higher edu-
cation institutions. International databases comprising comparable data at the insti-
tutional level do not exist or they cover only a very limited part of the data needed.
In Europe the prime data provider will be higher education institutions through
country-specific questionnaires that can be pre-filled the information with that is
available from national databases. The questionnaire is organized around seven
sections:

. General information

. Students

. Graduates

Staff

. Income

. Expenditure

. Research and Knowledge Exchange.

An online Glossary and Help Desk are provided to facilitate consistent and com-
parable data-collection across institutional and national settings.

U-Map offers the option to have the questionnaire partly pre-filled using existing
data from national databases provided by statistical agencies, rectors’ conferences
or ministries of education. This can reduce institutional data collection burdens and
provides standard data definitions.
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Table 45.1 U-Map dimensions and indicators

F. Kaiser et al.

Teaching and learning profile

Student profile

Research involvement

Degree level focus (1-4): %
of degrees awarded at
doctorate, master, bachelor
and sub-degree level

Range of subjects (5):
Number of large subject
fields (ISCED) in which at
least 5% of degrees are
awarded

Orientation of degrees
(6=7): % of degrees
awarded in general
formative programmes vs.
programmes for licensed/
regulated and other career
oriented programmes

Expenditure on teaching (8):
Expenditure on teaching
activities as % of total
expenditure

Mature students (13): % of
mature (30+) students

Part time students (14): %
of part time students

Distance learning students
(15): % of students I
distance learning
programmes

Size of student body (16):
Total number of students
enrolled in degree
programmes

Peer reviewed academic
publications (22): Number of
peer reviewed academic
publications per fte academic
staff

Professional publications (23):
Number of professional
publications per fte academic
staff

Other research output (24):
Number of other peer reviewed
research outputs per fte
academic staff

Doctorate production (25):
Number of doctorate degrees
awarded per fte academic staff

Expenditure on research (26):
Expenditure on research
activities as % of total
expenditure

Involvement in knowledge
exchange

International orientation

Regional engagement

Start-up firms (9): Number
of start-up firms (new in
last 3 years) per 1,000
FTE ac staff

Patent applications filed
(10): Number of new
patent applications files
per 1,000 fte academic
staff

Cultural activities (11):
Number of concerts and
exhibitions (co-) organised
by the institution per
1,000 fte academic staff

Foreign degree seeking
students (17): Number
of students with a
foreign qualifying
diploma as a percentage
of total enrolment

Incoming students in
exchange programmes
(18): Number of
incoming students in
exchange programmes as
% of total enrolment

Students sent out in
exchange programmes
(19): Number of students
sent out in exchange
programmes as % of
total enrolment

Graduates working in the region
(27): % of graduates working
in the region (NUTS2)

New entrants from the region
(28): Percentage of new
entrants coming
from the region (NUTS2)

Importance of local/regional
income sources (29): Income
from local/regional income as
% of total income

(continued)
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Table 45.1 (continued)

Involvement in knowledge

exchange International orientation Regional engagement
Income from knowledge International academic

exchange activities (12): staff (20): Number of

Income from knowledge non-national academic

exchange activities staff (headcount) as % of

(income from licensing total academic staff

agreements, copyrights, (headcount)

third party research and

tuition fees from CPD

courses) as % of total

income

Importance of interna-

tional income sources
(21): Income from
international sources as
% of total income

(1 to 29) refers to the number of the indicator in the Table 45.1 and the number of the element of
the sunburst chart (see Fig. 45.1)

Institutional data is validated by the U-Map project team in consultation with
individual institutions and, where possible, comparing data with existing national
and international databases.

The questionnaires have been piloted with more than 50 institutions while the
concept of pre-filling has been tested in the case of the Norwegian higher education
system. Several other European higher education systems have shown interest in a
similar process.

The final step is to determine the position of the institutions on the indicators in the
different dimensions. The data provided by the higher education institutions are used
to calculate indicator scores. These scores are presented in a categorised way in a
graphical chart (a sunburst chart, see Fig. 45.1). The indicator scores are grouped into
four categories, where the boundaries between the categories are determined by cut-
off points that depend on the distribution of the indicator scores across the sample. At
the moment, quartile scores are used to guide the choice of the cut-off points.

To communicate the results of the U-Map classification process, a web-based appli-
cation was developed that allows the user to explore the results in an interactive way.

The web-based application consists of two instruments, the Profile-Finder and
the Profile-Viewer. These tools allow the user of the classification to first select and
then compare institutions. Through the Profile-Finder, the user selects HEIs by fil-
tering out those institutions that have the same values on user selected indicators
(e.g. the selection of the two institutions in Fig. 45.2 is based on their score on ‘peer
reviewed academic publications’ and ‘mature students’). With the Profile-Viewer
the user may zoom in on the indicators of the profiles of the institutions selected
with the Profile-Finder.
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Fig. 45.1 U-Map activity profile (sunburst chart)
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Fig. 45.2 U-Map profile-viewer

U-Map is a flexible tool continually being improved in a dynamic environment.
Indicators, data elements and underlying definitions are held under constant review.
User suggestions are collected and improvement options are studied and discussed.
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This process results in adaptations in the U-Map tool (every 4 or 5 years).
Notwithstanding this dynamic evolution, U-Map remains consistent to its founding
principles.

45.4 The Implementation of the U-Map Tool

One of the limitations of the U-Map tools so far has been the number of higher
education institutions that have submitted data. Because of this constraint, it is not
methodologically sound to present the results in the intended way. The institutional
activity profiles are presented in a fully functional way (see www.u-map.eu/finder)
but the profiles cannot be linked to a specific institution (i.e. the name and country).
This restricted demo mode limits the full potential of the U-Map instrument.
Although it allows the user to experience the functionality of the instrument, it does
not allow comparison of real identifiable higher education institutions. In order to
make the next step towards a fully functional classification tool, the number of data
submitting higher education institutions needed to be expanded.

In 2010 a fourth stage was added to the U-Map project sequence. The objective
of this project, subsidised by the European Commission under the Lifelong Learning
programme, was to further the implementation of the European classification of
higher education institutions (U-Map) and to enhance its impact on transparency in
the EHEA. The focus of activities was on the expansion of the number of participating
institutions.

Two approaches have been used so far for recruiting higher education
institutions:

* A national approach, combined with pre-filling. In this approach, one or more
national organisations (be it a ministry of education, or a rector conference) take
the initiative to invite all higher education institutions to participate in the clas-
sification project. Participation is on a voluntary basis (see Box 45.1: The U-Map
Protocol). Analyses are made of existing national data bases. The analyses
comprise the coverage, the definitions used and the constraints in data delivery.
Relevant data from these national databases are used to pre-fill the on-line ques-
tionnaires of the institutions. Relevant data from these national databases are
used to pre-fill the on-line questionnaires of the institutions.

* Bilateral filling refers to the submission of data by an individual higher education
institution on the institution’s own initiative. There is no third party involved,
other that the institution and the U-Map team, assisting in the process.

More than 70 institutions in two countries (Estonia and Portugal) and 20 indi-
vidual institutions were recruited. This project, as well as a project initiated by the
Dutch government, has provided insights in the feasibility and relevance of U-Map
in a cross-national perspective. In the following part the implementation of U-Map
in three national systems will be discussed.
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Box 45.1 The U-Map Protocol

(a) U-Map accepts all higher education institutions provided that they offer
at least one degree programme that has been accredited by the relevant
national agency.

(b) The official contact person for the higher education institution will receive
a username (which is the same as the email address of the contact) and a
password.

(c) With this access information the questionnaire can be accessed. The con-
tact may distribute the access information to other persons in the higher
education institution who may contribute to the completion of the ques-
tionnaire. Changes to the data may be saved at any time.

(d) If the data pre-filled by the U-Map team are not correct, these data may
be changed. If pre-filled data are changed, a short explanation in the com-
ment box at the bottom of the page is required.

(e) Once all questions are answered (all items on the starting page are
checked) the data may be submitted to the U-Map team. Submitting the
data implies that the higher education institution has certified the infor-
mation as being accurate. To verify that the official contact person has
submitted the data, that person receives a verification code that is needed
for completion of the data submission.

(f) The data submitted will be analysed by the U-Map team. Outliers, unex-
pected results and inconsistencies will be reported back to and discussed
with the contact person. If these discussions result in the need for adjust-
ment of the data, the adjusted data can be resubmitted.

(g) Once the submitted data are approved, the contact person will receive
a message with a link to the U-Map activity profile of the higher educa-
tion institution. The contact person has to confirm that the profile has
been inspected and that there is no objection to publication.

(h) Once the U-Map team has received this confirmation, the profile will
be published on the U-Map website.

(i) The U-Map team will use the information provided only for classifying the
higher education institutions. The U-Map team will not provide the infor-
mation to third parties or use it for different purposes, unless the higher
education institution has given its explicit written permission for this.

45.5 Estonia

The Estonian higher education system is a small system (around 55,000 students),
comprising 6 public universities, 4 private universities and 22 institutions of applied
higher education. The larger institutions have branch campuses in different parts of
the country. The institutions differ widely in size (from 50 to 17,500 students) and
scope of activities and disciplines.
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45.5.1 U-Map Implementation

The recruitment of institutions was organised in close cooperation with the Estonian
Ministry of education (department of higher education). Representatives from the
Estonian higher education institutions and potential other data providers joined in to
discuss procedures regarding pre-filling and the data provision by the institutions.
Based on those discussions data were extracted from national existing data sources
and used to pre-fill parts of the institutional questionnaires.

After pre-filling, a technical workshop was organised with the participating
higher education institutions. Issues regarding the definitions of indicators and data-
elements and practical issues regarding the questionnaire were discussed. Based on
these discussions the decision was made to change the reference year (from 2008 to
2009), as well as further clarification could be given regarding the definition and use
of region and temporary staff data. Data collection using the on-line questionnaires
was concluded 4 months after the technical workshop and the verification process
took another month.

At the end of the project, 28 higher education institutions (out of 32) provided
data, and U-Map profiles were generated.

45.5.2 The National Policy Context

The Estonian government is rethinking the higher education system. In 2005 a
higher education strategy was outlined for the period 2006-2015 (Estonian Ministry
of Education and Science 2005). Internationalisation of higher education, increas-
ing participation, especially in science and technology, increasing the production of
doctoral graduates, realigning the higher education system to become more compat-
ible with the European systems, reform of the quality assurance system and more
attention to the social dimension of higher education were the main objectives in
that strategy (Estonian Ministry of Education and Science 2010). Currently (2011),
a higher education reform plan is drafted. The aim of that plan is to increase the
fairness of the higher education system for students, enhance the efficiency of the
system and increase the autonomy and accountability of higher education institu-
tions (see also Estonian Ministry of Education and Science 2011).

The international economic hardship and the national demographic situation (an
upcoming drop in secondary school leavers) are major challenges for realising the
plans.

Progress is made regarding the legislative frameworks facilitating reform, but the
limits on state funding have kept the system from making progress in terms of par-
ticipation and doctorate production (student support systems and scholarship pro-
grams could not be implemented). Important changes have started regarding the
institutional landscape and further changes are planned. A few vocational educational
institutions have been transformed into institutions of professional higher education
and more institutions are to follow. This transformation of the non-university sector
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is seen as an important way to upgrade participation and quality of education in that
sector. There are plans to change the strong central steering of higher education
institutions. According to the draft reform plans, the concept of state commissioned
education will be abolished and institutions will have to decide how many students
places will be created, based on their profile and function. Profile and mission ori-
ented performance contracts between the ministry and individual institutions are
envisaged as major instruments for steering the system. As for the internationalisa-
tion objectives there are ambivalent results. Estonian students are internationally
mobile, Erasmus mobility is well balanced, but there are far more students leaving
the country for studying abroad than students coming in.

The dynamic character of higher education in Estonia became apparent in the
discussions regarding the reference year. There was a strong feeling among the
institutions that the reference year should be as recent as possible, since things
changed very rapidly in the Estonian higher education landscape. The fact that there
was an intense discussion on staff and how to count staff on short and part time
contracts can be related to a particular characteristic of the higher education system:
the large number of small institutions.

The resulting U-Map profiles are to a large extent in line with the expectations of
the Estonian institutions and the Ministry. The fact that there are five or six larger
institutions with significant research involvement and a large number of small highly
specialised institutions did not surprise the Estonian audience. The strong regional
engagement in most institutions was also not seen as a surprise as Estonia is consid-
ered to be one NUTS2 region and most of the larger institutions have branch cam-
puses across the country. Most interesting differences/diversity could be found in
the ‘international orientation’ dimension and the dimension ‘knowledge transfer’.

Estonian institutions have started comparing their profiles and questions regard-
ing the various scores have emerged. These questions will be used in a next stage to
improve the interpretation of the definitions and the consistency of data provision
across the Estonian institutions. It became also clear that some of the small institu-
tions with a ‘small’ profile were already in some way under scrutiny. The doubts
regarding their viability were expressed before the profiles were created. This
touches upon a crucial point of the use of U-Map. U-Map is an instrument that
describes the activity profiles of an institution. If that activity profile is ‘small’ it
does not mean that the performance of that institution is low. It may hint at viability
issues but that needs to be firmly embedded in the institutional and national context.
U-Map may give a signal, but most certainly not the only signal.

45.6 Portugal

The Portuguese higher education (around 400,000 students in 2010) comprises a
large number of institutions: 93 private (thereof 10 universities) with around 88,000
students in 2010 and 40 public institutions (thereof 14 universities) with a total of
more than 300,000 students (slightly less than 200,000 in universities).
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45.6.1 U-Map Implementation

In February 2011 meetings were held with the Portuguese Ministry of Education
and representatives from the three associations of higher education institutions.
During these meetings the procedures regarding pre-filling and the data provision
by the institutions were discussed. The databases of the Ministry and the associa-
tions were used to pre-fill parts of the institutional questionnaires (mainly student
and graduate information). Seventy-five institutions were invited by the associa-
tions of higher education institutions to participate in the project. 63 institutions
responded and 55 provided a full dataset.

In April a technical workshop was organised in Lisbon, where 53 representatives
of institutions, rector conferences and ministry discussed the details of the online
questionnaire. Based on the discussions, a country specific FAQ section was created
on the website, and a country specific page was created on the website. Main issues
at that workshop were the position of the associated research institutes at universi-
ties, the exclusion of short post-secondary degrees for the project, the definition of
publications and the breakdown of government funding by teaching and research.

The process of data-collection continued into September 2011, whereas the veri-
fication process was concluded early October.

45.6.2 The National Policy Context

Portugal is ‘modernising’ its higher education system. Following up on the 2006
OECD review of tertiary education (OECD 2007), Portuguese government has
implemented a number of reforms. The higher education institutions need to
become more responsive to the needs of society and the economy. More autonomy
and more accountability are keywords in this context. The issues that have been
addressed since 2006 are new legislation, system diversity, quality assurance, loans
schemes to facilitate more student participation and international partnerships in
teaching and research (Ministry of Science, Technology and Higher Education,
Portugal 2011).

The new legislative framework is intended to facilitate an outward focus of insti-
tutions. Public universities are allowed to acquire an independent legal status. To
what extent this will help to create more effectively university industry links is to be
seen. Modernisation of the higher education system is interpreted also as strength-
ening and expanding the polytechnic sector. The main rationale is the stronger ori-
entation of the polytechnic degrees towards the profession. This and the regional
dispersion of polytechnics and other non-university HEIs are supposed to enhance
knowledge transfer, regional engagement and social inclusion.

U-Map has some clear benefits to offer in the Portuguese policy context. The
focus on system diversity is most interesting. Diversity is seen as a strengthening of
the binary system. U-Map may help in bringing more nuances to this discussion.
Although the responsiveness to the (local/regional) economy and society is a key
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element in the Portuguese modernisation agenda, there are other dimensions in the
reform agenda that go beyond the traditional binary divide. The international orien-
tation and regional engagement are issues that may cut across the binary divide (as
becomes apparent in other countries). The divide between both ‘types’ of institu-
tions regarding their activities in these areas may not be as sharp as suggested: uni-
versities may be active in ‘professional’ fields, polytechnics (and other non-university
institutions) may be more internationally active than some universities etc.

U-Map has a clear potential relevance in the Portuguese policy discussions as
there were lively discussions regarding degrees (especially the short technical ori-
ented degrees), discussions regarding the role of professional publications and the
emergence and character of research in the polytechnics.

Preliminary results show, not surprisingly, that there is diversity on the relevant
issues (regional engagement, international orientation, research orientation), but is
also clear that this diversity does not follow the binary divide in all dimensions. The
closest ‘fit’ is in the dimensions ‘Research involvement’ and ‘Teaching and Learning
Profile’. University have in general a higher involvement in research and have a
more doctorate/master level and general formative focus. In other dimensions, like
international orientation’ and ‘student profile’ it is quite difficult to find traces of the
binary divide. Although it is difficult to predict the impact of the outcomes
(as the government has no official part in the project), it is clear that U-Map points
out that the current discussions regarding institutional diversity and responsiveness
should be broadened beyond the binary divide.

45.7 The Netherlands

The Dutch higher education system is a binary system with the UAS (40 public
ones, 415,000 students) on the one side of the divide and the 14 public universities
(165,000 students) on the other side. In addition, there is a private sector where CPD
courses and programmes as well as recognized degree programmes are offered.
There are more than 60 private institutions, with a wide diversity in size and scope.

45.7.1 U-Map Implementation

The Dutch U-Map project was initiated by the Dutch Ministry of Education and
Science. It was interested in having the U-Map profiles for all Dutch higher educa-
tion institutions. Early 2010 preliminary meetings with the associations of UAS and
universities (HBO-Raad and VSNU) were held, discussing the protocol to follow.
All higher education institutions (119: 40 public UAS, 14 public universities) were
invited by the Dutch Ministry of Education and Science to participate. Sixty-three
responded positively and 46 (of which 13 public universities) provided a full data
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set. Most of the small specialized teacher training colleges decided not to partici-
pate; workload and lack of relevance were reported as the main reasons for that
decision. As for the private sector, the umbrella organization of the private institu-
tions informed its members of the project and invited them to participate as well. In
total 10 responded and 4 provided a full dataset.

The process of implementation in the Netherlands is still ongoing. Prior to the
technical workshop, in which the definitions of the indicators and data-elements
were discussed with the participating institutions, the HBO-Raad had started a dis-
cussion on the indicators in the research dimension. They argued that the indicators
selected did not represent the (practice oriented) research activities that are emerg-
ing in the universities of applied sciences. Because of this critique, the U-Map pro-
file was changed and the indicator ‘peer reviewed publications’ was split up in three:
‘peer reviewed academic publications’, professional publications’, and ‘other peer
reviewed research products’. This eased some of the pain, but there was still some
reluctance to participate. Therefore a discussion with experts regarding the issue
was organized, as well as a second workshop in which participating institutions
could discuss about alternative indicators in the dimension research and interna-
tional orientation. These discussions lead to a better understanding of the defini-
tions, but did not lead to another change of the U-Map profile. In the university
sector a different discussion emerged: how to deal with teaching hospitals? This
issue is a problematic issue for already quite some time. The discussion that U-Map
started was welcomed by the relevant universities, but the teaching hospitals did not
want to participate due to a problem in the alignment of the timing of the discus-
sions. Eventually the universities decided how to take teaching hospitals into
account, but it slowed down the process of data collection and verification signifi-
cantly. Definition issues dominated the discussions during verification, but political
sensitivities had an even more significant impact on the process. Both individual
institutions and the associations were during the process reluctant to share the result-
ing U-Map profiles. The protocol was adjusted so that formal approval of the Board
of the institution was needed for publication of the profile on the Dutch U-Map
website. This additional ‘hurdle’ was built in on request of the associations and it
underlined the political sensitivity of the issue of institutional profiles in the Dutch
policy context.

After one and a half year, only 1 out of 4 institutions did allow publication on the
Dutch password protected website. Although this may increase in the near future due
to an encouragement letter by the associations, it is clear that the policy context has
put the U-Map project in a delicate position, forcing the researchers to walk on eggs.

As for the results, they are not very surprising at first glance. The binary divide
is clearly visible in the dimensions ‘research involvement’ and ‘teaching and learn-
ing profile’. In the other dimensions however, the divide is not that clear and obvi-
ous. There are a number of UAS that are equally or even more internationally
oriented than the universities. Professional orientation and the indicators in ‘regional
engagement’ show also diversity along different, ‘non-binary’ lines.
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45.7.2 The National Policy Context

The Dutch government has presented its latest plans for higher education in the
Summer of 2011. In the Strategic Agenda (Ministerie van Onderwijs and Cultuur en
Wetenschap 2011), the focus is on raising the quality and efficiency of the higher
education system. Enhancing both horizontal and vertical diversity of the higher
education system is key to these policy plans. Higher education institutions need to
develop their profiles both in terms of activities (horizontal diversity) and their per-
formances (vertical diversity). The government wants to link the performance pro-
file to a very limited part of funding through bilateral performance contracts
comprising performance profile related indicators. The activity profiles are seen by
the government as a tool that may help higher education institutions in finding and
developing their profiles. The government sees U-Map as a promising way to
develop institutional activity profiles and has supported the testing and implementa-
tion of U-Map in the Dutch higher education system.

The associations and the HEIs have taken a very cautious position. This has most
likely to do with the prominent role institutional profiles play in the aforementioned
Strategic Agenda and a previous policy document (Commissie Toekomstbestendig
hoger onderwijs stelsel 2010). In the latter report there was a strong call for more
institutional diversity. U-Map was mentioned as a promising way to illustrate diver-
sity. This report has been well accepted by the higher education institutions (as it
also called for substantially more resources for the higher education sector). The
report was an important input for the 2011 policy document (Strategic Agenda) that
drafts the outline for the higher education system in the years to come. Institutional
profiles play an important part in this new policy. Institutions have to decide on their
institution profile (mission) and negotiations will be held to draft performance based
contracts between individual institutions and the government. These contractual
agreements will have potential financial consequences. In this setting, the develop-
ment of institutional activity profiles (U-Map) is seen by many as confusing. Not all
institutions are easily inclined to fully co-operate in drafting and sharing these pro-
files in current uncertain times. The ministry argues that the U-Map profiles can be
used by the institution internally as a tool in the institutional quest for its profile.
Even though the ministry stresses that the U-Map profile will not be used in any way
related to financial or structural decisions, institutions remain reluctant.

45.8 Results

In Figs. 45.3 and 45.4 a random selection of institutional profiles from the Estonian,
the Portuguese and the Dutch case are presented. Since all three countries have
some kind of a binary divide, the profiles are grouped into two groups: the universi-
ties of applied sciences (or polytechnics) and the research universities. Within the
limited number of 15 institutions per group, the U-Map activity profiles show a
remarkable diversity. Least diversity can be seen regarding the teaching and learning
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Fig. 45.3 Activity profiles of Universities of Applied Sciences in Estonia, Portugal and the
Netherlands

Fig. 45.4 Activity profiles of research universities in Estonia, Portugal and the Netherlands
universities
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dimension and the research dimension. Many indicators in these dimensions reflect
the characteristics that are used to demarcate the binary divide. UAS and universi-
ties differ most on these indicators, although there are some institutions that would
fit in other group quite well.

Diversity is much stronger with respect to the other dimensions. This diversity is
not only between the two groups, but cuts across the divide. If the focus of analysis
shift to another dimension, the grouping of the institution change as well. During
the final workshops in Estonia and Portugal, the participants were invited to group
the activity profiles into an Estonian/Portuguese classification of higher education
institutions. All teams came up with different groupings, using different primary
and secondary foci. This hands-on experiment underlined the result that U-Map
does not provide one classification of higher education institutions but allows the
user to generate a personalised classification of higher education institutions.

45.9 Discussion

Enhancing transparency in the European Higher Education Area has been a key
objective of the Bologna process. Knowing what the vast number of higher educa-
tion institutions do is a crucial element in that process. Structural reforms to align
certain features of higher education institutions (like degree structures, credit
systems, quality assurance) have been a powerful way to push that process forward.
U-Map is an instrument designed to add new dimensions to the discussions regard-
ing transparency and diversity and transcend the traditional dichotomies that tend to
dominate and in many instances stifle the discussions on institutional diversity.

U-Map is not perfect. The implementation of a new transparency instrument is a
complex and labour intensive process. The way the process is set-up, the relations
between and roles of individual institutions, associations and the policy makers
determine to a large extent the speed and success of the implementation.

U-Map is designed as a European transparency instrument. National higher edu-
cation issues may be addressed in the analyses of the profiles, but it is clear that
U-Map as a European tool is not fully aligned with national institutional needs. Its
relevance for national policy discussions may therefore vary between countries.

The implementation of U-Map so far has shown that a national approach is the
most promising approach. The availability of national databases and frameworks
allow for a more in-depth analysis of those existing data structures and for a better
alignment of definitions and data both nationally and internationally. It also pro-
vides a better base for verification of the data. U-Map has proven to be a viable
transparency instrument, that will improve the more institutions and national
systems participate. Further development of the instrument, procedures and proto-
cols and the set of indicators will further improve the relevance of the European
classification: U-Map.

U-Map is more inclusive than many other transparency instruments: it comprises
more dimensions, is open to more ‘types’ of higher education institutions and cuts
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across national borders. This broadened perspective and the clear orientation towards
the user to allow for personalised ‘classifications’ Despite its shortcomings, the
U-Map instrument may broaden our understanding of what has happened in the
European Higher Education Area since Bologna.
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