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Abstract
Ranking of universities at national as well as international level is currently considered 
as tool for comparison of quality of higher education institutions. In our paper, we piloted 
an alternative approach using modified U-Map methodology applied on the sample 
of three Uzbek universities with different major study fields. As data collection tools, 
questionnaires, group discussions and personal interviews were used. The institutional 
profiles were developed for each university showing its main focus. We can state that the 
U-Map classification is suitable for the Uzbek specific context and can be used for further 
analysis or for planning of quality assurance systems.
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Introduction
Currently much attention is paid to national and international rankings of universities 
and these are presented predominantly as objective mirrors of quality. Very simply 
said: better position of higher education institution (HEI) means better quality of it. 
Nevertheless, there exist different approaches to evaluation of HEIs, i.e. classifications. 
These classifications are usually multidimensional, reflect activities and according to 
some authors (e.g. Huisman and van Vught, 2009 and others) they also better illustrate 
growing diversity of HEIs.
The institutional diversity in higher education is a term indicating variety of entities within 
the system at a specific point in time (van Vught, 2009). Van Vught et al (2010) refer 
to Huisman (1995) and Teichler (2008) when mentioning two basic types of diversity: 
external and internal. Internal diversity refers to differences within HEIs (different units, 
departments, programs, etc.) and external diversity focuses on differences between HEIs. 
Horizontal diversity concerns differences in institutional profiles while vertical diversity 
(as a logical opposite) follows differences in prestige and reputation of HEIs (Teichler, 
2008). Teichler (2007: 81) adds that he: “frequently has advocated to examine the possible 
competing hypothesis that a relatively low extent of vertical diversity and a broad range of 
horizontal diversity could serve more easily a socially acceptable balance of objectives.”.
Two different opinions on the diversity of European HEIs characterize current academic 
discussion. For some authors HEI diversity is growing evidently (Bartelse and van 
Vught 2009) and there is a need to map/show it. There are also several studies assuming 
immanent drive of higher education system towards differentiation (Parson and Platt, 
1973 or Clark, 1978 cited in van Vught, 2009). But other studies demonstrate reverse 
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direction: de-differentiation of systems (Birnbaum, 1983 or Rhoades 1990 cited in van 
Vught, 2009). Despite these contradictions there exists a consensus the larger diversity 
of higher education institutions is worthwhile and more capable to respond to changing 
needs of society (van Vught, 2009; Teichler 2008).
In our paper we take into consideration a specific approach of classification of HEIs – 
U-Map methodology. Such creation of the classification intended originally to be the tool 
for mapping the diversity and uniqueness of European higher education institutions. It is 
focused on external and horizontal institutional diversity of HEIs (van Vught et al, 2010). 
This multidimensional classification is based on broad spectrum and relevant criteria 
(indicators). At the same time, U-Map should be comprehensible, accessible, and reliable 
for different types of users (van Vught, 2009). U–map thus consciously reacts to the single 
dimensionality and methodological non-transparency of international (world) rankings 
(e.g. Hazelkorn, 2007 or Rauhvargers, 2011 point at this) which are popular probably due 
to their simplistic presentation of hierarchical overview of institutions.
Within our research we used this classification (U-Map) in quite different contexts. Firstly, 
we used U-Map as a tool for quality assurance. Actually, U-Map is not a tool for quality 
assurance itself. However, it could be a relevant and useful starting point for thinking about 
internal quality assurance and about (the relevancy of) mission of HEIs. Secondly, we 
used U-Map as an alternative approach in the higher education area of Uzbekistan where 
a Decree on University Rankings came in force in 2012 (World Bank, 2014). It means in 
the area which is still relatively far from the “usual” European situation. The Uzbek higher 
education is to a great extent elitist (i.e. not mass-oriented) and autonomy of universities is 
not developed, meaning that the dominant actor within HE is the government (i.e. central 
management of HEIs). Of course, the years of Uzbek national independency as well as 
globalization, have led to rapid development of higher education and we have witnessed 
signs of process of harmonization with European situation and there is a big probability of 
growing institutional diversity in near future.
In our case using of U-Map classification had also practical reasons. We used it as a tool 
for closer involvement of partner´s Uzbek universities into the issue of internal quality 
assurance and into active participation during our common workshops.
Hence, in the text we present three institutional profiles of Uzbek HEIs in the form 
of U-Map profiles. We show differences and modifications needed to be done from 
methodological as well as practical reasons. Finally, we discuss institutional focus and 
diversification “state of art” in given HEIs.

Methodology
The research was conducted within the project IQAT, co-funded by the Erasmus+ 
Programme of the European Union, focused on enhancement of quality of education in 
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. The focus on Uzbek universities follows the prioritization of 
the Uzbek Government to increase the quality assurance in tertiary education as well as to 
support internationalization of HEIs. The selected universities are members of the project 
consortium. This fact allowed us to get reliable data.
For U-Mapping we followed the methodology developed in the project U-Map (van Vught 
et al, 2010) designed for classifications of European HEIs. Six dimensions were created 
(Table 1). Data always refer to the selected year in such a way that they can be compared; 
in our case to the academic year of 2014/2015. U-Map then focuses (with respect to 
given theoretical starting points) on description or characteristics of selected areas from 
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higher education institutions’ activities. This description is then converted into a graphic 
form – a map of the HEI – in the form of the sunburst chart or flower with rays/petals of 
different length. Longer ray/petal means more activities within given indicator. However, 
the individual graphs illustrating the institution are also put into the context with other 
institutions. In this respect, there is a danger of comparing one institution’s activities in 
a specific area. Nevertheless, the question here should not be whether it is possible to 
prevent such comparison (as it is a natural part of any categorization), but it is essential to 
realize the risks involved in this, i.e. not to get overwhelmed by one approach (discourse). 
This is true especially for the representatives of public politics as well as higher education 
institutions’ representatives.

Dimension Information base for indicators Colour in the 
flower

Teaching and 
learning profile

structure of graduates according to types of study
graduates according to the group of fields (ISCED 97)
graduates according to types of study orientation (generally 
formative, licensed, and career-oriented study programs)
expenditures on educational activities 

Dark blue

Student profile

number of students in distance learning
number of students over 30
number of part time students
total number of students 

Green

Research 
involvement

production of PhD graduates
expenditures on research
number of academic publications
number of professional and other publications 

Red

Involvement 
in knowledge 
exchange

number of cultural activities (exhibitions, concerts, 
performances)
income from licenses, life-long learning, contracts with private 
entities, copyrights number of patents sold
average number of start-up firms in the last three years 

Light blue

International 
orientation

number of students from abroad (with previous foreign degree)
income from international sources
number of students from international exchange programs
number of staff from abroad (employees) 

Yellow

Regional 
engagement

number of bachelor students in their first year of studies from 
the region
proportion of graduates working in the region after two years
income from local/regional sources

Purple

Table 1: Dimensions and information base for indicators (source: Authors according to van 
Vught et al, (2010: 26-30))

The survey was carried out at the following universities: Andijan State University (ASU), 
Samarkand Agricultural Institute (SamAI) and Tashkent Chemical-Technologic Institute 
(TCTI). The basic facts about the selected HEIs are shown in Table 2. The target groups 
involved 5 representatives of each HEI who were subjected to the questionnaire survey 
and participated in two focus group discussion. Unclear parts were clarified in personal 
interviews. The questionnaire was designed according to the indicators (Table 1).



436 ERIE  2017

HEI Size* Year of establishment No of faculties Main fields
ASU Middle 1931 8 humanities, pedagogy

SamAI Middle 1929 5 agriculture
TCTI Small 1991 4 food technology

*Notes: Size – small <5 000 students, middle – 5 000 -10 000 students
Table 2: Basic facts about Uzbek higher education institution (source: Authors)

The most important part of creation of institutional U-Map flower is availability of 
relevant data. Especially in our case we had to very carefully discuss with Uzbek partner´s 
institutions not only availability but reliability and relevance as well. Data availability is 
not for granted in Uzbekistan. In principle, HEIs are not obliged to publish annual reports 
or other documents although they have these data at disposal. Relevance of data is another 
issue. As mentioned above HE systems in Uzbekistan differ from European countries 
in many elements. That is why some indicators are not fully relevant for Uzbekistan. It 
is minimally from two basic reasons: 1) no comparable elements (e.g. distant students) 
and 2) elements with no particular importance for HEIs (mature students, mobility of 
academic employee). Particular limitations for using U-Map indicators are discussed in 
the section Results.

Results
Considering both availability and relevance of data for our case we made some 
modifications in indicators in order to better reflect the specific situation in Uzbekistan 
but at the same time to keep basic comparability with European HEIs. Differences are 
described in table 3. In principle, there are two types of changes: 1) some indicators were 
omitted entirely, as they are not relevant for Uzbekistan; 2) some indicators were adjusted. 
In addition, expert estimation was used for some indicators as no statistical data was 
available. There are also individual differences: some indicators were not available at all 
three institutions (transparent rays/petals in the flowers).
Dimension Indicators Modifications
Teaching and 
learning Original Expenditure on teaching - expert estimation

Student profile Original Distant students (not existing in UZ) - omitted

Research involvement
Most 
indicators 
modified

different definition of publications (peer review, 
professional, other), as for academic publications we 
used number of articles and books, for professional 
publications – number of textbooks and methodical 
books – expert estimation

Regional engagement Original Expert estimation or statistic data – different 
availability in HEIs

Involvement in 
knowledge exchange

All indicators 
modified

Number of cultural activities is absolute/per one year
Number of patents/per last three years
Start-up firms (no element in UZ)

International 
orientation Original Expenditure from abroad – expert estimation

Table 3 – Modifications of U-Map indicators (source: Authors)

Hence, the following figures of U-Map –the institutional “flowers” (Appendix A) - respect 
all limitations we mentioned above, nevertheless even in this limited form it is possible to 
find out focus of given institution.
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Appendix A. Institutional “flowers” of selected universities
Note: transparent rays/petal means non-availability of data for a concrete indicator
The detailed input data we used for the elaboration of institutional profiles are shown in 
Appendix B and interpreted in the following text.

Teaching and learning profile
All three HEIs are focused on teaching activities (major part of annual income is used 
for teaching and learning activities), at the bachelor study programmes, in particular. 
This BA focus is caused by the fact that the Uzbek HE system is on one hand still in 
the elite phase according to Trow´s HE stages (Trow, 1995), and on the other hand it is 
strongly practically or professionally oriented, i.e. most of graduates are directly after 
their graduation put into job-market either like teachers at primary or secondary schools or 
employees in industry and agriculture. Production of MA and PhD graduates is relatively 
low; most BA graduates do not continue their studies.

Student profile
Considering the Uzbek HE system as a whole, it is not surprising that HEIs do not provide 
distant study programmes. The Uzbek system, however, has got some specific form 
of part-time study developed for the purpose of study for employees of concrete firms 
and enterprises. Analogically, the proportion of mature students is not a current issue 
for Uzbek HEIs, because most of the HEI students enter to higher education directly 
after finishing their secondary education. It is evident that diversity of student´s body is 
currently out of the main interest from many interacting reasons (different traditions of 
tertiary education, elite phase of HE; Uzbekistan is not a member of Bologna process 
where diversification of student’s body and lifelong learning activities are prioritized, 
etc.). For the Uzbek situation it makes better sense to monitor different data such as the 
proportion of women or IT equipment at HEIs.

Regional engagement
Regional engagement in the form of students’ portfolio (i.e. proportion of students 
with residency in region where HEI operates) exists rather naturally than it has been 
systematically supported. It mainly comes from the existence of HEI in a given region. 
Currently, we have no evidence about the competitiveness of HEIs for students and hence, 
no evidence of differentiation among HEIs in Uzbekistan. Most of funding comes from 
the central administration than regional budget.

Knowledge exchange
The Uzbek HEIs are considered as educational institutions which should serve to the 
needs of enterprises or public sphere but it is mainly in form of production graduates 
(bachelors, especially). Nevertheless; the production of patents and organizing of cultural 
activities seems to have substantial importance as well. Social service for a country and 
its national identity belongs to HEIs priorities; it is probably connected with relatively 
short existence of independent state. On the other side, relatively successful production of 
patents is possible to link to direct cooperation with factories and firms.

Research involvement
Research activities according to U-Map typology have only a limited prescriptive value 
and it is mostly because of significantly different situation of Uzbek HEIs in comparison 
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with Europe where U-Map originated from. Research and consequent publication 
activities are not considered as important as teaching, especially on institutional level. 
Teachers have some research obligations but in comparison with European strong shift 
from teaching to research, research seems to be still what rather goes above prioritized 
teaching. In addition, the system of publications has not been yet developed in Uzbekistan 
but HEIs have got overall data on journals, books, textbooks and methodical books/
manuals produced by teachers (and students). According to the Law on Education there 
exist three main types of HEIs: universities, institutes and academies, but they are different 
in terms of the spectrum of study fields.

Internationalization
Internationalization seems to be clearly the most under-developed dimension in all three 
universities. Especially academic mobility of students and teachers is not usual and rich at 
HEIs: Only few students or academic employees are in three partner´s HEIs.

Discussion
Although it is problematic to assume general findings about the whole system if we know 
only small part of it, U-Map institutional profiles of three Uzbek HEIs show not very 
diversified institutions. HEIs are strongly focused on teaching activities and production 
of BA graduates, students belong to the traditional type of students (young, entering HEI 
just after finishing secondary schools). Regional engagement and research activities are 
“natural” ones for all three Uzbek HEIs, i.e. they have the place within mission of HEIs, but 
no special support or conditions for those areas are developed. Findings are in accordance 
with the content of the Decree on University Ranking where teaching quality makes 35%, 
employability of graduates 20% and research activity 35% of overall score (World Bank, 
2014). On the other hand, internationalization currently seems to be supported in different 
directions. The internationalization does not happen in form of student’s and teacher’s 
mobility abroad (exchange programs) but exists rather in the form of participation within 
international projects.
U-Map typology was developed in conditions of European diversified higher education 
area, but 6 dimensions (which are very broad and follow main “general” roles of 
universities globally) are relevant for the Uzbek situation. If any changes are needed, 
these are rather on the level of concrete indicators. This is also supported by van Vught 
et al (2010) who see such flexibility as an asset of this approach. It is commonly used in 
national applications (Jongbloed and Kaiser, 2011), e. g. in Estonia (Kaiser et al, 2011) 
and the Czech Republic (Šmídová and Zimmerhaklová, 2014).
Uzbekistan, as a non-member of Bologna process, preserves some national specialty in 
terms of higher education (Nassipbayeva and Dalayeva, 2013), hence there are no distant 
study forms, issue of “mature” students is not “day topic” etc. but even in this conditions 
it is possible to create a relevant institutional profile. It is necessary to emphasize the 
fact, that typology (or rather design of the institutional profiles) does not speak about 
quality of particular areas of institutional activities. It provides a simple and quick view 
on institutional activities which match focus of a HEI or rather on it quantifies activities 
in the certain domains. It is also necessary to consider that low or lower achievements in 
individual indicators do not mean that the particular category or even the whole domain 
belongs to the weak points. Van Vught et al (2010) suggest to use U-Map profile as 
a business cards of the HEI, e.g. suitably applicable in presentation of HEI while looking 
for partners in international projects.
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Conclusion
Even though our conclusions are limited to the U-Map application only at three 
investigated Uzbek HEIs, we can state that U-Map methodology is well usable also in this 
specific context. Uzbek higher education area with its post-soviet tradition of centrally 
managed society and economics needs modified approach relating to data gathering and 
definition/understanding of the meaning of higher education institution/university. We 
understand this research as a kind of pilot study within institutional profiling. Further 
research should follow including all HEIs and providing so more complex overview of 
diversification in Uzbekistan.
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Appendix A. Institutional profiles of selected universities 
(source: authors)
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Appendix B. Overview of U-map indicators at selected 
universities (source: authors)


