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1. NEW INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT  

1.1 Rationale  
 

 Responding to the emerging societal and political priorities, the U-Multirank project 

team (hereafter ‘we’) set to develop new indicators in three areas previously not addressed in 

U-Multirank: (I) effective teaching and learning & study success, (II) social inclusion, and (III) 

sustainability. 

As a multidimensional ranking and transparency tool in higher education sector, U-Multirank 

strives to capture indicators relevant to a diverse population of its stakeholders – academics, 

practitioners, policymakers and students. Such indicators need to be contextually relevant and 

updated over time.  

During the last years, several societal and political objectives emerged such as sustainable 

development and social inclusion (e.g., UN’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, 

European Green Deal, the Bologna Follow-up Group on Social Dimension). Moreover, areas 

that were considered hard to measure (e.g., innovative teaching, study success) are once again 

in focus due to increased importance in policy agendas and among U-Multirank stakeholders. 

We wanted to identify the most salient emerging themes and capture them in new U-

Multirank indicators. For that, we consulted experts, practitioners, student representatives 

and policymakers from international organizations. The consultation process and results are 

described in this report. 

New indicator development is at the core of the U-Multirank project (2019 - 2021 cycle). 

Beyond political priorities, we identified four main drivers for the development of new 

indicators. The first three drivers focus on the needs of key stakeholders: (i) students, (ii) 

higher education institutions and (iii) policymakers. The last driver is (iv) interoperability of 

indicators, particularly technical aspects. We want the new indicators to be compatible with 

other systems and data platforms beyond U-Multirank.  

After reviewing recent developments in higher education and research policy papers and 

related academic literature, we proposed the EC to develop new indicators on innovative 

teaching & learning and study success (first strand) and on social inclusion (second strand). In 

discussion with the European Commission, we also included sustainability as an additional 

topic (third strand), given the growing importance of the UN’ Sustainable Development Goals.  
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1.2 Timeline 
 

 Over 1.5 years (January 2020 – June 2021) the U-Multirank team engaged in three-

stage process, initially conducting (1) literature review, including policy trends and other 

rankings, followed by (2) stakeholder consultations and (3) feasibility survey amongst U-

Multirank institutions on data availability for new indicators. 

In the first stage, we identified relevant policy and academic literature on the three strands of 

new indicators. In addition, we reviewed existing rankings and large-scale projects to identify 

indicators that are already used in practice. The review of these sources resulted in a longlist 

of potential new indicators. The intention of such a list was to provide reference material for 

stakeholders who would help us to identify the most salient and feasible indicators. 

In the second stage, we conducted online stakeholder consultations with three groups of 

stakeholders: (i) experts and practitioners, (ii) U-Multirank Advisory Board, (iii) student 

representatives. The stakeholders assessed indicators on three criteria - relevance, validity, 

and feasibility – while also discussing specific limitations and possibilities to contextualize 

indicators in international comparison. The discussions and scoring, combined with the 

assessments of the U-Multirank team, resulted in short lists of indicators. 

In the third stage, we developed an online survey on the feasibility of collecting information 

on the new indicators of the long list. The survey was sent out to U-Multirank participants to 

assess whether data elements required for new indicators are readily available or will be 

available in the near future (within three years). In the survey, we also asked respondents to 

identify any barriers they might face when collecting data, such as legal restrictions for certain 

demographic data. An overview of the timeline is visible in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Flow of activities in the development of new indicators 
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1.3 Literature review 
 

 The U-Multirank project team conducted a literature review on the three strands of 

new indicators: (i) effective teaching and learning & study success, (ii) social inclusion, and (iii) 

sustainability). The review resulted in four white papers (two for the first strand), including a 

long list of potential indicators. 

The literature review combined academic insights, policy trends (e.g., UN’s 2030 Agenda) and 

review of existing indicators in other rankings (e.g., THE World University Ranking, THE Impact, 

QS, Shanghai ARWU, UI Green Metric) and large-scale projects (BOLOGNA Follow-up Group 

(BFUG) for Social Dimension, INVITED). Direct links to the full texts of the white papers are 

available in appendix A. 

 

1.4 Stakeholder consultations 
 

 After the literature review, three stakeholder groups engaged in the assessment of new 

indicators – (1) experts and practitioners, (2) student representatives, (3) U-Multirank 

Advisory Board.  

Invited stakeholders represented a wide spectrum of organizations, including UNESCO, 

European University Association (EUA), European Student Union (ESU) and Erasmus Student 

Network (ESN) and numerous higher education institutions. We asked stakeholders to 

evaluate indicators on their relevance, validity and feasibility. Relevance refers to the 

importance of the indicator for characterizing the performance of a higher education 

institution. This importance is driven by the primary process of the institution but also by the 

societal impact its activities may have. Validity indicates whether the indicator is a proper 

reflection of the concept it refers to. Feasibility answers the question of whether it is possible 

to collect data and calculate the scores on the indicator in a timely and cost-efficient way. In 

addition, we discussed the international comparability of the indicators since U-Multirank 

aims to strike a balance between contextual relevance and international comparability. The 

insights from the stakeholder consultations are discussed in Chapter 2.  

 

 Expert & practitioner consultation (n=15): In the Fall and Winter of 2020 (Q3-Q4), we 

organized multiple online workshops with international indicator experts and 

practitioners. These experts were invited to reflect on the conceptualizations of the 

four themes and to assess the relevance, validity and feasibility of the indicators 

selected for the long list, based on the literature review. Comprehensive reports of the 

expert workshops and a list of participating experts are included in the appendices. 

Based on the expert workshops, the U-Multirank team developed a preliminary 

assessment of the indicators on the long-list. 
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 Advisory Board (n=16): As the next step, in early 2021 (Q1), the U-Multirank project 

team invited the U-Multirank Advisory Board to share feedback on the preliminary 

indicator assessment. The role of the Advisory Board, consisting of a diverse set of 

stakeholders in the higher education sector, is to provide advice on the major strategic 

options and decisions to be taken within the U-Multirank project. The members 

reviewed the selection and participated in a live poll to provide their own assessment.  

 Student consultation (n = 7): In Spring 2021 (Q1), the U-Multirank project team 

organized a workshop with student representatives from ESU and ESN, focusing on 

indicator relevance from students’ perspectives. 

 

1.5 Stakeholder feasibility survey 
 

 Based on the stakeholder feedback, a feasibility survey was developed to assess the 

availability of the data. In total, 357 individuals representing 246 higher education institutions 

filled in the survey. The respondents could respond to either a full survey including all three 

new indicator areas or select one or more areas based on their interest. 

In April/May 2021 (Q2), all HEIs in U-Multirank were invited to complete a survey on the 

feasibility to provide data for the new indicators. The focus of the brief survey (see appendix 

C) was to assess to what extent data on the new indicators are already collected by HEIs 

(feasibility) or might be collected in the near future (within 3 years) and identify legal 

restrictions for collecting the data (e.g., for social inclusion). 

In total 357 individuals responded. Since the link to the survey could be shared within an HEI, 

the number of HEIs responding is lower: 246. The survey consisted of three parts (questions 

on Education for Sustainable Development (ESD), Effective teaching and learning and study 

success, and social inclusion. Around half of the respondents answered the question on one 

topic only, and more than one third responded to all topics. 

Figure 2: Respondents by the scope of answers (n=407) 

  

Most of the respondents are located in Europe, but there are also respondents from Asia 

and the rest of the world. The location of these HEIs is shown in the maps below. The results 

of the stakeholder survey are presented in Chapter 2. 
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Figure 3: Location of responding HEIs 
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1.6 Key results 
 

 After completing the three-stage consultation process, the U-Multirank team chose to 

include new data elements into the questionnaires that allow for the calculation of several 

new indicators. We included the following new indicators in the U-Multirank 2022 edition:  

 effective teaching and learning: (i) pedagogically skilled staff; (ii) share of internships; 

(iii) digital education investment 

 social inclusion: (i) share of underrepresented student groups distinguished by gender, 

disability, age, (ii) use of social inclusion policies (outreach)   

In this edition, we did not add any indicators for sustainability, but we want to explore the 

possibilities for new indicators in the following U-Multirank edition. For study success, the most 

promising indicator – completion rate – was already available in U-Multirank. See table 1 

below for an overview of all indicators. 

 

 Effective teaching and learning & study success 

An indicator with the highest overall score for effective teaching and learning was 

‘pedagogically skilled staff’, receiving a positive evaluation from several stakeholder groups. 

The indicator also scored high on the data collection status (feasibility), making it the preferred 

candidate for inclusion in the upcoming data collection. We considered critical remarks made 

by the experts when defining the questions/indicators.  

From the list of indicators suggested by the Advisory Board, employability preparation scored 

high in the feasibility survey. Data for one of the elements of this preparation, namely 

‘internships’ are already collected in U-Multirank, but not yet used as a performance indicator. 

The data element will be upgraded to a performance indicator in the next edition. 

We also added an indicator on ‘digital education investment’, which received medium scores 

by experts on relevance, validity and feasibility, but scored high on feasibility when assessed 

by institutions. The prolonged impact of COVID-19 provided an additional nudge for including 

this indicator. However, we welcome further discussion on the operationalization of this 

indicator for the next editions. 

For study success, ‘degree completion rates’ were identified as the most promising indicator. 

Most HEIs already collect data that allow us to calculate completion rates. Since this indicator 

is already part of the current U-Multirank data collection process, it will remain on the list of 

indicators. At the same time, the experts made some critical remarks on the validity of this 

indicator, and student representatives noted that more incremental measures might be 

increasingly relevant. Thus, alternative indicators such as completion rates measured on the 

micro-level may be a promising candidate due to high policy relevance and institutional plans 

to start collecting data. 
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 Social inclusion 

For social inclusion, we assessed indicators categorized in two groups – (i) access for 

underrepresented student groups, (ii) measures taken (e.g., policies, interventions) to 

enhance social inclusion of underrepresented groups (counselling etc.). All indicators that 

captured access for underrepresented students were considered relevant by stakeholders. 

However, three groups also had higher feasibility scores – age, gender, disability. Therefore, 

new questions were added, breaking down new entrants in undergraduate programs by 

gender (including non-binary), disability and age.  

The 2020 questionnaires already did comprise a breakdown of enrolment and academic staff 

by gender. The 2021 questionnaires comprise more detailed breakdowns (enrolment by the 

level of program and academic staff by the level of staff) that allows for more fine-grained 

indicator on gender balance.  

A breakdown by ‘age group’ was proposed by the Advisory Board and was one of the new 

indicators with the highest feasibility, along with gender and disability. Capturing age allows 

to better target mature students. An additional argument for taking this group aboard is that 

in the new ETER project, age groups will be introduced as well. 

‘Disability’ was considered highly relevant by all stakeholder groups and had medium-high 

feasibility. Student representatives noted that a student population with disabilities is not a 

homogenous group, and tailored access measures might be required for further inclusion. This 

is another area where further discussion with stakeholders would be welcome. 

In addition, a question was added regarding the existence and scope of ‘outreach programs’. 

The indicator scored high on relevance and validity, and its importance in promoting social 

inclusion prior to higher education was emphasized by experts.  

 Sustainability 

‘Sustainable development’ is a topic that is high on national and international policy agendas. 

How this topic can be integrated into teaching and learning is an ongoing discussion, and 

answers to the question of how to monitor progress in Education for Sustainable Development 

are still debated. The results show that the introduction of a new indicator on ESD is still 

premature. In the continued discussions on such indicators, the focus can be on participation 

(e.g., student enrolments) and quality of ESD courses (e.g., pedagogies) and how to identify 

and classify courses as meeting the ESD threshold. Another promising topic is the training of 

teaching staff, although some experts were highly critical of such indicators. 
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Table 1: New Indicators - Actions suggested 

CATEGORY INDICATOR ACTION SUGGESTED EXPERT VIEW STUDENT VIEW STAKEHOLDER 
SURVEY 

effective 
teaching  & 
learning 

pedagogically 
skilled staff 

include a question in the institutional 
questionnaire  

some skepticism on 
reliability and variety in 
systemic differences. 

high relevance high feasibility 

digital 
education 
investment 

include a question in the institutional 
questionnaire; continue discussion: 
technical aspects (normalization);  

medium score on all 
three criteria 

 medium/high 
feasibility 

use of high 
impact practices 

continue discussion: scope, definition, 
type of indicator (composite rating 
indicator) 

high relevance, medium 
validity and feasibility 

 low feasibility 

student 
engagement 

continue discussion: scope, definition;, 
type of indicator (composite rating 
indicator) 

high relevance, medium 
validity and feasibility 

 high feasibility 

study 
success 

portfolio of 
intervention 
options 

continue discussion: scope, definition;, 
type of indicator (composite rating 
indicator) 

high relevance and 
validity 

Medium/low validity 
for some measures 

medium feasibility 

employability 
preparation 

use existing question on internships to 
develop new indicator 

high relevance  medium/high 
feasibility 

student 
satisfaction w/ 
life preparation 

continue discussion on definition (at 
field level) 

high relevance  medium feasibility 

completion rate continue discussion on new indicators: 
micro credentials; breakdowns (social 
inclusion) 

medium relevance high relevance of 
micro credentials 
and breakdowns by 
underrepresented 
groups 

high feasibility of 
traditional indicator; 
medium of micro-
credentials 
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social 
inclusion: 
underrepre
sented 
student 
groups 

Low socio-
economic 
background 

continue discussion: definition, smart 
categorizations of socio-economic 
background; legal restrictions 

high relevance  medium feasibility 

Migrant or 
indigenous  

continue discussion on definition (focus 
on contextualization); legal restrictions 

high relevance low feasibility (legal 
issues) 

low feasibility 

Students with 
disabilities 

introduce a new question on 
characteristics of new entrants 

high relevance  high/medium 
feasibility 

First-generation  introduce a new question in the 
student questionnaire 

high relevance & validity 
but low feasibility 

 low feasibility 

Mature 
students 

introduce a new question on 
characteristics of new entrants 

high relevance and 
validity 

 high/medium 
feasibility 

Gender introduce a new question on 
characteristics of new entrants 

 high relevance, 
introduce non-
binary option 

high feasibility 

social 
inclusion: 
measures 

Outreach 
programs 

introduce a new question high relevance and 
validity 

 medium feasibility 

Access through 
alternative 
pathways 

continue discussion: scope, definition 
(what are alternative pathways?), 
contextualization’s of the pathways 

high relevance  medium feasibility 

Guidance/couns
elling/mentorin
g opportunities 

continue discussion: scope, definition, 
potential impact on students (add to 
field based questionnaire?)  

medium relevance high relevance high feasibility 

Sustainable 
developme
nt 

Research 
indicators 

use results of ongoing research to 
develop and calculate new indicator 

   

ESD course 
offering 

continue discussion: mapping of 
activities to ESD; course thresholds, 
assessing course quality 

high relevance high relevance medium feasibility 

ESD training for 
educators 

continue discussion: impact of training 
on practices and ESD 

high relevance high relevance, low 
validity 

medium/low 
feasibility 
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2. INSIGHTS PER INDICATOR CATEGORY 

2.1 Effective teaching and learning, and study success 
 

The literature review resulted in a longlist of indicators on effective teaching and learning, 

and on study success (see Table 2). For a detailed account of the literature review see the 

papers on ‘effective teaching and learning’ and on alternative conceptualisations of ‘study 

success’ (appendix A). 

 

Table 2. Potential new indicators on effective teaching and learning, and on study success 

 Indicator Description 

Effective 
teaching & 
learning 

Pedagogically 
skilled staff 

Number of academic staff with a teaching qualification as part of total number of 
academic staff 

Money spent on 
students 

Expenditure on facilities for student learning and wellbeing per student enrolled 
(3-year average) 

Digital education 
investment 

Expenditure on the development and implementation of digital education per 
student enrolled (3-year average) 

Digital education 
policy 

The extent to which programs are organized through an Electronic Learning 
Environment and delivered in a digital mode (judgmental ordinal scale A…E) 

HIPs (High-Impact 
Practices) 

The number of programs with one or more listed HIPs as a percentage of the total 
number of programs. [alternative is to construct a rating indicator:  the number of 
types of HIPs used as a percentage of the total number of HIPs listed] 

Student 
engagement 

Complex indicator built up from student views on NSSE-like questions to be added 
to the UMR field questionnaires; averaged per institution.  

Achieved learning 
outcomes 
awareness 

Number of study programs that have regulations requiring tests/exams to be 
designed based on the program's expected learning outcomes, as % of all study 
programs  

Diversity of test 
forms 

The number of listed test types used in one or more course units of the institution 
as a proportion of the total number of listed test types. 

Time on teaching Average number of hours that academic staff spend on lectures, seminars, 
preparation, counseling and supervision of students as a percentage of their total 
number of working hours (in the teaching weeks of an academic year) 

Supporting 
measures 

The number of listed measures/structures available to students as percentage of 
all listed options  

Study 
success 

Completion rates 
(degrees)1 

 

Completion rates, 
micro-level 

The number of ‘micro-degrees’ awarded of the number of students enrolled. 

portfolio of 
intervention 
options  

The number of listed intervention options to enhance study success available to 
students as a proportion of the total number of listed intervention options.  

Employability 
preparation 

The number of study programs with mandatory placements/internships, or 
employer-linked projects, as % of all study programs  

                                                      
1 Completion rates is not a new indicator (Graduation rates for bachelor and master programs are already in the U-
Multirank list of performance indicators) but the validity of the indicators and their methods for calculation used (synthetic 
cohort approach) is challenged. Therefore, additional indicators are considered to the presentation of institutional 
performance on study success. 
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Student 
satisfaction with 
life preparation 

Aggregated average judgment of students on relevant UMR field-level survey 
questions (on a 5-point Likert scale) 

Student 
engagement with 
life preparation 

Aggregated average score of students on relevant field-level survey questions 
(on a 5-point Likert scale) 

 

2.1.1 Results from the stakeholder consultations 
 

The discussions during the expert workshop and within the U-Multirank team on effective 

teaching and learning and study success resulted in an assessment summarized in Error! 

Reference source not found.3. For a full account of the discussions, see the report on the 

expert workshops (appendix B). 

 

Table 3. Assessment of indicators on effective teaching and learning, and study success 

 

● ● ● high 

● ● medium 

● low 

*  This indicator was not discussed in the U-Multirank team because it is already in use in U-Multirank 

empty cells indicate that these criteria were not discussed in the expert meeting 

Indicator relevance validity feasibility relevance validity feasibility

Pedagogically skilled staff ●●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●
Money spent on students ●● ●● ● ●● ●● ●
Digital education investment ●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
Digital education policy ●● ●● ●● ●● ● ●●
HIPs (High-Impact Practices) ●●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
Student engagement ●●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
Achieved learning outcomes awareness ●●● ●●● ● ●● ● ●
Diversity of test forms ●● ●● ● ● ●● ●●
Time on teaching ●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●
Supporting measures ●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Investment in engagement ●● ●● ● ● ●● ●
Completion rates (degrees)* ●● ●● ●●
Completion rates, micro-level ●●● ●● ● ●● ●● ●
Portfolio of intervention options ●●● ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Employability preparation ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Student satisfaction with life preparation ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Student engagement with life preparation ●●● ●● ●● ●● ● ●●

Process

Output

Expert consultation U-Multirank team

Input & 

context



14 
 

 

 

Based on the scores presented in Table 3, the Advisory Board suggested the following short 

lists: 

For ‘effective teaching and learning’: 

- pedagogically skilled staff 

- digital education investment 

- use of high impact practices 

- student engagement 

For ‘study success’: 

- portfolio of intervention options 

- employability preparation 

- student satisfaction with life preparation 

 

2.1.2 Results from the stakeholder survey 
 

The stakeholder survey shows that most HEIs (around 75%) collect information on the 

number of ‘pedagogically skilled staff’ and ‘achieved learning outcomes’. The latter has a 

high potential as most of the HEIs that do not collect the information plan to do so within 

the coming three years (see Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4: Measures for effective teaching and learning: are data collected? (n=276) 



15 
 

 

 

Most responding HEIs collect data on completion rates (see Figure 5). This ‘standard’ indicator 

is also part of the current U-Multirank indicator set. Two-thirds of the respondents indicated 

that they collect data on ‘employment preparation’, and an additional 20% indicated that it is 

possible or planned to collect such data within the next three years. U-Multirank does have a 

general descriptive indicator on graduate unemployment, but issues regarding comparability 

have kept U-Multirank from using it as a performance indicator. The results on this question 

can be seen as a stimulus to critically review that position.  

 

Figure 5: Measures for study success: are data collected? (n=275) 
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2.1.3 Conclusion 
 

 Effective teaching and learning:  

‘Pedagogically skilled staff’ scores high on the lists of experts and stakeholders. It scores high 

on the data collection status, making it the preferred candidate for follow-up/ inclusion in the 

upcoming data collection. Critical remarks made by the experts were taken into account when 

defining the questions/indicators. Student engagement is also high on the expert and 

stakeholder lists. The other suggested indicators score lower on feasibility as the percentage 

of HEIs collecting data on those indicators is relatively low. 

 

 Study success:  

Most HEIs collect data on completion rates, and since this indicator is already part of the 

current data collection, it will remain on the list of indicators. However, the experts made 

some critical remarks on the validity of the indicator. Alternative indicators, therefore, should 

be considered in future. Completion rates measured on the micro level may be a promising 

candidate due to high policy relevance and institutional plans to start collecting data. Of the 

list of three indicators suggested by the Advisory Board, employability preparation scored high 

on feasibility. For one of the elements of this preparation (internships), U-Multirank does 

already collect data in the current data collection. However, the data element is not used for 

any performance indicators (e.g., for employability preparation). In U-Multirank 2022 edition, 

the data element has been upgraded to a performance indicator. 
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2.2 Social Inclusion 
 

Our exploratory literature review of possible indicators on social inclusion showed that this 

concept has a number of different dimensions. On the one hand, there is a focus on 

underrepresented student groups. On the other hand, the concentration on the conditions 

and policy measures to increase access to higher education. In various (international, including 

BFUG) policy contexts, it is recognised that still too many capable students are excluded from 

higher education and that targets and policies to promote the widening of access need to be 

developed.  

U-Multirank currently contains a limited set of data that can be linked to social inclusion (e.g., 

part-time students, gender balance, programs available online). It is our intention to extend 

the number of indicators to present a more comprehensive view of social inclusion. During 

the expert meeting on this topic, the experts argued that, in addition to underrepresentation 

at the access stage, also progress and success of underrepresented students should be 

measured, including the graduation and retention rates of underrepresented groups. At the 

same time, the experts and the U-Multirank project team discussed that the feasibility of these 

later stage indicators is still rather low because of the lack of institutional and national data-

gathering and definitions for early stages. Based on this advice, we have decided to first focus 

on two dimensions of social inclusion (access and underrepresented groups) and to pursue 

the indicator development process on graduation and retention rates of underrepresented 

groups later. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4: Potential new indicators on social inclusion 

 Indicator Description 

HE  access 
measures 
  
  
  
  
  

Outreach programs  The number of new entrants recruited through outreach programs as a number 
of all new entrants  
[alternative: rating indicator on the number of listed outreach program options 
offered as percentage of the total number of listed outreach options] 

Recognition of prior 
learning (alternative 
pathways) 

The number of new entrants admitted from alternative pathways as a 
percentage of the total number of new entrants 
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Quota for students 
from under-
represented and/ or 
disadvantaged 
students 

Number of new entrants admitted on quota schemes as a percentage of the 
total number of  new entrants 
[an alternative may be the construction of a rating indicator in which the 
existence of quota schemes for various groups is scored] 

Guidance/counselling/
mentoring 
opportunities  

Students who benefitted from the counselling service as a percentage of the 
total number of students 
[alternative: rating indicator on the number of listed guidance etc.  
opportunities offered as percentage of the total number of listed guidance etc. 
opportunities] 

Support services for 
underrepresented 
and/or disadvantaged 
students 
(financial/housing) 

The number of students who benefitted from listed support services for 
underrepresented groups as a percentage of the total number of students 

Childcare facilities on 
campus for students 
with caring 
responsibilities 

The number of students with caring responsibilities who benefitted from the 
facilities as a percentage of the total number of students   
[alternative indicator: number of listed facilities available as a percentage of the 
total number of listed facilities] 

Maternity/Paternity 
policies 

The number of staff who benefitted from maternity & paternity leave as a 
percentage of total number of staff 

Policies for non-
discrimination  

A rating indicator on the scope and age of institutional policies for non-
discrimination.  

  
Under-
represent
ed 
students 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Tracking of application 
and acceptance rates 

The existence of an institutional system for tracking/monitoring the application 
and acceptance rates of bachelor programs for underrepresented groups.  

Students from low 
socioeconomic 
background  

The number of students with a low social economic background as a percentage 
of the total number of students, normalized by the regional percentage of 
population with low socio-economic background.  

Migrant or indigenous 
students  

The number of students with migrant background as a percentage of total 
number of students, normalized by the regional percentage of population with 
migrant background.  

Refugee students/ 
students seeking 
asylum  

The number of students with refugee background as a percentage of total 
number of students, normalized by the regional percentage of population with 
refugee background 

Ethnic minorities  The number of students with ethnic minority background as a percentage of 
total number of students, normalized by the regional percentage of population 
with ethnic minority background 

Students with 
disabilities  

The number of students with disabilities as a number of total number of 
students enrolled. 

First-generation 
students 

The number of first-generation students admitted as a percentage of the total 
number of students admitted, normalized by the regional percentage of the 
population with a higher education degree  

Mature students  The number of students older than 29 years as a percentage of total number of 
students.  

Gender balance - 

2.2.1 Results from the stakeholder consultations 
 

Table 5: Assessment of potential new indicators on social inclusion 
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● ● ● high 

● ● medium 

● low 

empty cells indicate that these criteria were not discussed in the expert meeting 

 

Based on the scores presented in Table 5, the U-Multirank Advisory Board suggested the 

following indicators for the short list of indicators on social inclusion: 

For ‘higher education access measures’: 

- Outreach programs 

- Access through alternative pathways 

- Guidance/counselling/mentoring opportunities 

 

For the underrepresented groups, the following groups were suggested for further 

development: 

Indicator relevance validity feasibility relevance validity feasability

Outreach programmes ●●● ●●● ●●● ●● ●●
Recognition of prior learning (alternative 

pathways) ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●
Quotas for students from under 

represented and/ or disadvantaged group ●● ● ● ●● ●● ●●
Guidance/counselling/mentoring 

opportunities ●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
Support services for underrepresented 

and/or disadvantaged students ●● ●● ● ●●● ●● ●●
Childcare facilities on campus for students 

with caring responsibilities ●● ●● ●
Maternity/Paternity policies ●● ●● ●
Policies for non-discrimination ●● ●● ●●
Tracking of application and acceptance 

rates ●● ●● ●●
Students from low socioeconomic 

background ●●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
Migrant or indigenous students ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Refugee students/ students seeking 

asylum ●●● ●● ● ●● ●● ●
Ethnic minorities ●●● ●● ● ●● ●● ●
Students with disabilities ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
First-generation students ●●● ●●● ● ●●● ●● ●●
Mature students ●●● ●●● ●● ●● ●● ●●
Gender balance* ●●● ●●● ●●●

HE  access 

measures

Under-

represented 

students

Expert consultation U-Multirank team
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- Students from a low socio-economic background 

- Migrant or indigenous students 

- Students with disabilities 

- First-generation student 

- Mature students 

 

2.2.2 Results from the stakeholder survey 
 

Most HEIs (above 80%) collect data on new entrants broken down by ‘gender’ (see Figure 6). 

In the feasibility stakeholder survey, a binary definition for gender (woman/man) was used. 

Thus, it is therefore not evident from the survey to what extent non-binary gender 

breakdowns are possible, a matter emphasized by student representatives. The breakdown 

by ‘disability’ is second in terms of feasibility, measured by nearly 70% of respondents. What 

the results show is that when using this breakdown, we need to be clear about what 

definitions of disability are used by the respondents when answering the institutional 

questionnaire.  

The other underrepresented groups suggested by the stakeholders, such as migrant status 

and first-generation students scored relatively low on feasibility within the survey, which is in 

line with the concerns expressed by experts regarding the definitions for these categories.  

 

Figure 6: Breakdown by groups of new entrants: are data collected? (N=219) 

 

We also asked about legal restrictions regarding the data on underrepresented student 

groups. In total, 45 respondents indicated that for (some of) the listed underrepresented 

groups data will be difficult to collect due to legal restrictions. Most of the restrictions 
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mentioned referred to General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). In a number of countries, 

HEIs are not allowed to collect data on ethnicity, minority status, socio-economic background 

or disabilities. 

Most of the responding HEIs do have institutional strategies or plans to improve social 

inclusion, but not all of them collect or report information on such strategies. Most 

policies/plans reported refer to services available for underrepresented groups (counselling, 

mentoring) and more general policies for non-discrimination. Support for students from 

underrepresented groups (financial, housing) is also high on the list (see Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7: Social inclusion in strategic plans: are data collected on (n=202): 

 

 

The number of HEIs that actually collect statistical data on the impact of strategies and plans 

to enhance social inclusion is lower. It does not come as a surprise that when policies that 

rely on numbers (quota and financial support) are used, HEIs collect data on the impact of 

those policies (see Error! Reference source not found.).  

 

 

 

Table 6: Does your institution collect statistical data on the policies/plans mentioned before? 
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POLICY MEASURE YES 
(%) 

 
(N) 

NO 
(%) 

 
(N) 

TOTAL 
(N) 

Underrepresented students admitted through outreach programs 44% 64 56% 81 145 

Underrepresented students admitted through alternative 
pathways 

57% 65 43% 50 115 

Underrepresented students admitted through a quota system 88% 80 12% 11 91 

Underrepresented students benefiting from available support (e.g. 
financial, housing) 

80% 115 20% 28 143 

Underrepresented students benefiting from services (e.g. 
guidance, counseling, mentoring) 

70% 105 30% 44 149 

Underrepresented students benefiting from childcare services 
(e.g. on-campus childcare) 

60% 35 40% 23 58 

 

 

2.2.3 Conclusion 
 

As breakdowns for the number of new entrants to a higher education institution, the 

preference is on gender, disabilities and age. High scores on relevance and feasibility are the 

main drivers for these choices. In the breakdown by gender, we have added a third category 

for non-binary classification. As for the breakdown by age, an additional argument to select 

this breakdown was that in the new ETER project, student data would be broken down by age 

group as well.  

The previous data collection included a breakdown of students enrolled and academic staff by 

gender; in the 2021/2022 data collection, this is extended with a more fine-grained 

breakdown (by the level of program and staff).  

When looking for new indicators on the measures taken to enhance social inclusion, the 

feasibility of “services provided for underrepresented groups (counselling etc.)” as well as for 

“outreach programs” was high. Because of the high relevance score of the latter, a question 

was added regarding the existence and scope of ‘outreach programs’. 

 

2.3 Sustainable Development 
 

Regarding the topic of sustainability, we undertook two separate studies. On the one hand, 

we explored and tested possible indicators for ‘research on sustainable development’ (RSD), 

using bibliometric data from the Web of Science. On the other hand, we engaged in a literature 

search and an inventory of possible indicators for (ESD). 

The main thrust of our activities on the measurement of research on sustainable development 

(RSD) related to the 17 well-known Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) centres on the 

STRINGS project, conducted by an international consortium of universities and research 

institutes (see: www.strings.org.uk). This project aims at mapping the ways in which science, 

technology and innovation (STI) are seen to contribute to one or more SDGs. STRINGS’ general 

aim is to provide a series of tabular or graphical representations at a global level of:  
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 a portfolio of SDGs relevant topics in science, technology and innovation (STI);  

 what institutional actors, such as higher education institutions, have developed in 

terms of relevant STI and have used to address SDG relevant societal issues; 

 synergies between SDGs across science and technology areas. 

 

Given that SDGs comprise a wide range of policy concepts, it is essential to first interpret and 

operationalize these concepts within meaningful and feasible analytical frameworks. Because 

interpretations and frameworks may differ, various approaches may deliver different 

mappings of SDGs within scientific and technical information sources. STRINGS compares 

different mapping approaches and sources (such as the Clarivate Web of Science database, 

Elsevier Scopus database, SIRIS Academic, and the European Patent Office database). 

The science-related framework concerns the content analysis of research publications in peer-

reviewed international scientific and scholarly journals. This is done with our consolidated 

Web of Science database, managed by U-Multirank partner CWTS (which is also applied for 

the various ‘bibliometric’ indicators in U-Multirank). However, the exploratory and 

experimental information that is so far emerging from the STRINGS analyses appears to 

caution against specific metrics-based performance indicators for profiling an individual 

higher education institution or comparison across institutions. Whether or not specific 

research, or a particular research publication, is SDG-related is still subject to intense scrutiny. 

Based on the current findings, STRINGS would, however, be able to provide an ‘SDG 

specialization map’, with a list of topics related to a specific SDG where a higher education 

institution is relatively active.  

The final results from STRINGS are expected to be released in the 3rd quarter of 2021. These 

findings may, if the data are considered sufficiently relevant and robust, provide options to 

collect comparable information on the SDG research activities per individual institution and to 

design one or more relevant indicators for research on sustainable development. In that case, 

scores on those new indicator(s) will be presented in the 2022 release. 

With regard to education for sustainable development (ESD), we produced a paper in which 

we follow UNESCO’s views that the ESD approach is enacted through learning content, 

pedagogy, learning environment and outcomes2. From this point of view, we took the position 

that organising U-Multirank indicators around these categories may provide a helpful 

reference framework. However, for the further development of useful indicators, two major 

challenges have been identified in the paper. The first is the identification/mapping of ESD 

courses. Since ESD is a holistic framework that encompasses multiple aspects of education, it 

is challenging to propose a clear definition that would allow classifying educational offering as 

ESD. Secondly, while educator training and qualifications are essential, also here, it is difficult 

to identify and properly quantify ESD training in a comparable way.  

                                                      
2 UNESCO. (2014). UNESCO roadmap for implementing the global action programme on education for 
sustainable development. 
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/1674unescoroadmap.pdf 
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The literature review has resulted in the longlist of indicators below (see Table 7). 

Table 7: Potential new indicators for Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) 

 Indicator Description 

learning 
content 
  
  

ESD course offering The number of ESD courses offered as a percentage of the total number of 
courses offered 
[alternative indicator: the number of students in ESD courses as a percentage of 
the total number of students] 

ESD minor offering The number of ESD minors offered as a percentage of the total number of minors 
offered 
[alternative indicator: the number of students in ESD minors as a percentage of 
the total number of students in minors] 

ESD programs offering The number of ESD programs offered as a percentage of the total number of 
programs offered 
[alternative indicator: the number of students in ESD programs as a percentage 
of the total number of students in programs] 

pedagogy ESD training for 
educators 

The number of teaching staff who had ESD training over the last 5 years as a 
percentage of the total number of teaching staff 
[alternative indicator: availability/scope of ESD training for teaching staff (none; 
informal; formal; mandatory)] 

learning 
outcomes  
  
  
  
  

ESD course graduates The number of students who completed ESD courses as a percentage of the total 
number of students  

ESD minor graduates The number of students who completed ESD minor as a percentage of total 
students who completed a minor 

ESD program 
graduates 

The number of graduates from ESD programs as a percentage of the total 
number of graduates 

ESD alumni in relevant 
jobs 

The number of ESD alumni (minor, program) in SD jobs as a percentage of total 
number of ESD alumni. 

ESD competences The average score of alumni self- reported scores on ESD competences.  

 

Based on this list of indicators and the discussions in the export workshop on ESD and the U-

Multirank team, the following short list was drafted (see Table 8) 

Table 8: Assessment of potential new indicators ESD 

 
● ● ● high 

● ● medium 

Indicator relevance validity feasability relevance validity feasibility

ESD course offering ●●● ●● ●● ●●● ●● ●●
ESD minor offering ●● ●● ●
ESD program offering ●● ●● ●●

pedagogy ESD training for educators ●●● ●● ●● ●● ● ●●
ESD course graduates ●●● ●● ●
ESD minor graduates ●● ●● ●
ESD program graduates ●● ●● ●
ESD alumni in relevant jobs ●● ●● ●
ESD competences ●●● ●● ● ●● ●● ●

learning 

content

learning 

outcomes 

Expert consultation U-Multirank team
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● low 

Note: empty cells indicate that these criteria were not discussed in the expert meeting 

Based on the scores presented in Table 8, the Advisory Board suggested to the following 

ESD-indicators for further development in U-Multirank: 

- ESD course offering 

- ESD training for educators 

 

2.3.1 Results from the stakeholder consultations 
 

From the start of the project, it was clear that the search for indicators on sustainable 

development was going to be the most exploratory part. Attention for ESD in higher education 

is relatively new, and a solid body of research and well-established practices are still limited. 

The results of the stakeholder survey show that data are not yet collected by the majority of 

HEIs. What is interesting to see is that many HEIs plan to start data collection on ESD.  

 

Figure 8: Measures on ESD: are data collected? (n=247) 

 

 

One of the challenges when using an indicator on ESD is the lack of consensus on how to 

classify courses and programs as ESD or SDG related (see Table 9). When including an ESD 

related indicator, we need to be sure to ask for the criteria used to classify the program/course 

as well. The table below (Table 9) provides an overview of what criteria institutions use to 

classify courses as ESD or SDG related. As indicated in the table below, both content (all 

sustainable dimensions or field-specific) and pedagogy-based approaches were used. A 

respondent could select multiple answer categories.  
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Table 9: Criteria used to classify programs/courses as ESD or SDG related. 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA FOR ESD or SDG RELATED COURSES % COUNT 

Content covers complex problem considered from social, economic and environmental 
perspectives (interdisciplinary) 

36% 164 

Content covers SDG perspective in specific field of education (e.g. "economy in terms of 
circular economy") 

29% 131 

Teaching methods employ action-oriented, innovative pedagogy focused on awareness, 
knowledge and action towards sustainable development 

31% 143 

Other 4% 18 

Total 100% 456 

 

Conclusion: 
 

Sustainable development is a topic that is high on national and international policy agendas. 

How this topic can be integrated into teaching and learning is an ongoing discussion, and 

answers to the question of how to monitor progress in education for sustainable development 

are still debated. The results show that the introduction of a new indicator on ESD is still 

premature. In the continued discussions on such indicators, the focus can be on participation 

and quality of EDS courses and how to identify courses as ESD courses. Another promising 

topic is the training of teaching staff. 
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3. NEW INDICATORS IN U-MULTIRANK 2022 
 

Based on the inputs described in the first two chapters, we propose to take a number of 

actions regarding the indicators evaluated, proposed and criticized by stakeholders consulted 

(see Table 1). 

Moving forward, we propose three types of actions: 

 Introduce new questions in the institutional or student questionnaire as the base for 

a new indicator. We have already included several new data elements have been in 

the U-Multirank 2022 edition. For an overview of new questions added, see Appendix 

C.  

 Reuse the data already available in the existing questionnaire as the base for new 

indicators (e.g., internships for employability preparation). 

 Continue discussions with experts and students on the need, conceptualization and 

operationalization of new indicators. The discussions could take place both with the 

existing groups of stakeholders (experts, students, Advisory Board) and new 

emerging initiatives focused on developing new indicators. Aligning indicators and 

indicator definitions wherever possible is crucial for a maximum impact and 

interoperability of data for the U-Multirank project as well as other initiatives. Such 

data could support national and international evidence-based policy on help to 

explore emerging trends in higher education. 
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3.1 New questions in Institutional questionnaire 
 

3.1.1 Pedagogically skilled teaching staff 
 
Is academic staff required to have certified pedagogical and didactical skills if 
teaching students? 

□Data not available 

 

No, none of our staff has any certification □ 

 

No, there is no official certification of pedagogical 

and didactical skills 
□ 

 

No, but a recognized certificate of pedagogical and 

didactical skills is recommended 
□ 

 

Yes, without recognized certificate of pedagogical 

and didactical skills academic staff is not allowed 

to teach  

□ 

 

What part of academic staff with teaching 

obligations have a recognized certificate of 

pedagogical and didactical skills? 

 
% 

 

 

3.1.2 Digital education investment 
 

How much did your institution spent on the development and implementation of 
digital education? 

□Data not available 

 2018 2019 2020 Factor and 
currency 
chosen 

Total number of 

digital education 

investment 
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3.1.3. Question on gender/ age  
 

Please provide some information on the diversity of the student body of your 
institution, referring to new entrants in undergraduate/ bachelor programs for 
the academic year 2020. 

□Data not available 

 

New entrants:   

Total number of new 
entrants 

  

thereof new entrants 
with disabilities [?100] 

  

   

New entrants by Gender   

Female   

Non-binary  □ We do not record this data  

Male   

   

New entrants by age:   

Younger than 21 years   

21 to 30 years   

Older than 30 years   

 

3.1.4 Outreach programs  
 

Does your university have specific outreach programs to increase enrolment of 
underrepresented groups (may include, but is not limited to students of low socio-
economic background, migrant or indigenous students, students with disabilities, 
first-generation students, mature and female or male students)? 

□Data not available 

□No outreach program targeting access of underrepresented groups 
 Yes 

Partnerships with secondary schools (in areas with many underrepresented 
groups), Providing classes, sharing resources, training/assisting secondary 
school teachers and deans 

□ 

 

Summerschools (with special attention for secondary students from 
underrepresented groups) 

□ 

 

Media-/ recruitment campaigns focussing on students from underrepresented 
groups and their parents and carers 

□ 

Providing guidance and advice to potential students from underrepresented 
groups 

□ 

Partnerships with neighbourhoods or regions to promote access of 
underrepresented groups 

□ 

Other initiatives □ 

Which are the major target groups?  
 

If you have a specific website providing information on outreach programs, 
please enter the URL (will be online)  
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3.2 Looking forward to new indicator development 
 

While the 3-phase process of consultation allowed to identify several promising indicators to 

be included in the next U-Multirank edition, it was also evident that several high potential 

indicator areas such as sustainable development need to be developed further. One option 

would be to develop a working group that represents key stakeholders in order to build 

consensus around these indicators. U-Multirank intends to propose this process. The aim of 

the working groups would be to build consensus around operationalizing the new indicators 

in an international context while overseeing that indicator are valid, comparable yet 

contextually relevant. The group would meet three times between September 2021 – July 

2022, when the current phase of the U-Multirank project ends. 
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APPENDICES 
 

A. Papers on literature review 
 

The results of the literature review and the review of policy documents on the four topics of 

new indicator development can be found on the U–Multirank website: 

 

Institutional-level Indicators for effective learning: https://www.umultirank.org/press-

media/documents/UMR_Indicators-Effective-learning-institutional-level_20201006.pdf 

 

Institutional-level indicators for study success: https://www.umultirank.org/press-

media/documents/UMR_Indicators_Study-success-institutional-level_20201006.pdf 

 

Education for sustainable development: https://www.umultirank.org/press-

media/documents/UMR_Indicators_ESDSustainability_full_final2.pdf 

 

Social inclusion: https://www.umultirank.org/press-

media/documents/UMR_Indicators_on_Social-Inclusion_full_final2.pdf 

  

https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators-Effective-learning-institutional-level_20201006.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators-Effective-learning-institutional-level_20201006.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_Study-success-institutional-level_20201006.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_Study-success-institutional-level_20201006.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_ESDSustainability_full_final2.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_ESDSustainability_full_final2.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_on_Social-Inclusion_full_final2.pdf
https://www.umultirank.org/press-media/documents/UMR_Indicators_on_Social-Inclusion_full_final2.pdf
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B. Reports on stakeholder consultations 
 

B.1 Expert meetings UMR indicators on effective teaching and study success 
 

9 December 2020 

Hamish Coates (University Melbourne), Sharon Flynn (Irish Association of Universities / 

National University Galway) Alexander McCormick (Indiana University Bloomington), Birte C. 

Hornemann (Aalborg University), Benedetto Lepori (University of Lugano / ETER)  

U-Multirank team: Gero Federkeil3, Caroline Friedhoff3, Frans Kaiser1,2,3, Anete Veidemane3, 

Don Westerheijden1,2,3  

 

1. Teaching effectiveness 

 

Table 10: Overview of indicators on teaching effectiveness and expert comments 

Category Indicators/Measures Experts’ Comments 

Input & Context  Pedagogically skilled teaching 

staff, in countries and institutions 

where such certificates or 

fellowships exist. (number, 

normalised for institution size) 

 Sceptical about the validity of 

institution-reported data (Expert 1) 

 Large international variety in 

practices/possibilities (Expert 2) 

 Differentiate according to level of 

staff skills (e.g., from certificate to a 

full master, or the levels at HEA) 

(Expert 1, Expert 2, Expert 3) 

 This indicator should be adapted to 

blended teaching skills (Expert 1), 

to PBL approach (Expert 2) 

 Teachers’ years of experience is a 

valid indicator of their expertise, 

though there might be an optimum 

(Expert 1) 

 Teaching/Research balance in 

terms of time might indicate quality 

of teaching, although this requires 

careful interpretation based on 

rank, country, etc. (Expert 1) 

 Investments in digital education 

at a large scale (€ or US$, 

normalised for institution size) 

 Relevant (Expert 1), (Expert 4)) 

 Do not forget investment in people: 

IT/teaching support experts (Expert 

4) 
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 Think about comparison of an 

institution’s investment to national 

average instead of normalisation to 

size, in order to overcome financial 

institutional comparability issues 

(Expert 2) 

Process  Student engagement: contacts 

with teachers and student peers, 

challenging content, engaging 

work forms, etc. (student 

judgments, from field-level 

questionnaires) 

 Relevant (Expert 1, Expert 4) 

 Also relevant in online education 

(Expert 4) 

 Validity and operationalizability 

questioned in PBL (Expert 2) 

 Students’ needs with regard to 

engagement vary; there is not a 

single best answer (Expert 4) 

 Portfolio of available engagement 

methods is a more objective 

indicator. Usage of (online) 

engagement platforms would be an 

even better indicator (Expert 4) 

 The extent to which higher 

education institutions are aware 

if the intended learning 

outcomes have been achieved 

based on purposely-designed 

(‘aligned’) assessments, might be 

an interesting indicator as long as 

this is not yet a universal standard 

procedure in institutions. 

(judgmental scale, e.g. 1…5; 

institutional self-report) 

 Relevant as indicator of institution’s 

maturity with regard to teaching & 

learning, but more valid at field 

level (Expert 4) 

 Idea to use % of bought-in 

curriculum as quality criterion 

(better than homespun, if taken 

from reliable source) (Expert 1) 

especially for digital, Open 

Education Resources (OER) (Expert 

2) 

 % of externally accredited 

curriculum is a valid indication of 

high-quality curriculum (while it 

also correlates with areas of 

knowledge of study programs on 

offer, and with regulatory power of 

country and/or of professional 

associations) (Expert 1) 

 The portfolio of support 

structures/services (mentoring, 

remedial teaching, etc.) that a 

higher education institution 

offers. (judgmental scale, e.g., 

1…5; institutional self-report) 

 Relevant (Expert 5) 

 Support structures of the institution 

are a relevant and valid indicator of 

its commitment to quality of 

teaching (Expert 4, Expert 6) 

 Make a scaled, composite indicator 

out of several descriptive yes/no 
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items on each of the support 

services (Expert 6), and/or use 

auditable institutional data (Expert 

5), instead of a judgmental scale 

 Continuous professional 

development of teachers should be 

part of this (Expert 1, Expert 1) 

 Add education quality support 

centres (CELT, etc.) as one of the 

services (Expert 4, 5 and others) 

 Add academic writing support, 

student skills, academic counselling 

to these services (Expert 5) 

 Money invested in support services 

is a good indicator (Expert 5) 

 Judgements on innovative higher 

education institutions, e.g., 

digital education, challenge-

based/problem-based/project-

based pedagogies, service-

learning, workplace-learning. 

(judgmental scale, e.g., 1…5; 

institutional self-report) 

 Relevant. But what indicators? 

(Expert 1) 

 Look for potential indicators at, e.g.: 

QQI reports, EUA’s project DigiHE 

(Expert 4) 

 

Experts in meeting 3 agreed that it is more relevant to focus U-Multirank’s indicators on the 

teaching process than on study success. The key is to measure engagement not 

effectiveness of the institution. 

Expert_1 sketched a long-term development agenda for indicators on effective teaching and 

study success, with possibilities for use of big data from e.g.  electronic learning 

environments (LMS’s such as Blackboard) about retention and student engagement (usage 

of the LMS); from plagiarism-checking apps such as Turnitin about academic integrity of 

students; or from assessments in digitalized teaching (such as MOOCs) about learning 

outcomes, student progress etc. 

Sundry observations on effective teaching: 

 Teaching quality is not an institutional attribute. Educational gain is connected to 

practice at field level (examples, feedback), NSSE3 consistently shows much more 

variability among students within, rather than between institutions (~95% between 

students)  

                                                      
3 NSSE: National Survey of Student Engagement (USA). Referred to in the long version of the underlying paper 
on Effective Teaching Indicators. 
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 Survey of instructional staff could provide insights on institution’s commitment to 

teaching as perceived by their staff.  

 Student/staff ratio is not a valid indicator  

 Data requests or survey items should not readily indicate possible indicator results to 

avoid socially desirable answers or manipulation of outcomes. 

 

2. Study success 

 

Table 11: Overview of indicators on study success and expert comments 

Category Indicators/Measures Experts’ comments 

Output   Completion rates, micro-level: credits, 

micro-credentials (institutional statistics)  

 Retention, credits gained etc. are more 
relevant indicators of students’ learning 
than the current degree completion 
indicators, which have many problems, as 
UMR is aware   

 Relate study success indicators to the 
social inclusion indicators by 
disaggregating to specific categories of 
students  

Process 

proxy 

measures  

 Portfolio of intervention options: credit-

achievement requirements/academic 

dismissal, mentoring, student, remedial 

teaching, etc. (judgmental scale, e.g., 1…5; 

institutional self-report) 

 [see remarks about composite scale 
indicator rather than judgmental scale in 
the previous table]  

 Add availability of tutors for students in 
need as sub-indicator  

 Employability preparation (nr. of study 

programs (short + bachelor + master) with 

placements/internships, visits, employer-

linked projects, as % of all study programs 

(short + bachelor + master)) 

 [see remarks on portfolios of available 
services of institutions] 

 Use a simpler scale, e.g., institution’s 
judgment on proportion of students that 
have such options  

 Student satisfaction with life preparation 

(average judgment of students on the 

relevant field-level survey questions) 

 Relevant  

 Use the concept of ‘graduate attributes’ to 
find more detailed (sub-)indicators ; 
Lumina Foundation defines this as ‘being 
prepared for what comes next’ (either 
further study or work)  

 Student engagement with life preparation 

(average score of students on the relevant 

field-level survey questions) 

 [see above] 

 

Some observations on study success: 

 U-Multirank lacks qualitative indicators on learning. Referring back to AHELO, HC 

sketched the (long-term) perspective of administering AHELO-like internationally 
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comparable tests to students online. Potentially, users could upload their own test items 

(exam questions). 

 Suggested that the innovation capacity of an institution is a good indicator of its quality 

of teaching. Sub-indicators that could go into such an indicator that HC mentioned: 

o occurrence/frequency of institutional reforms, curriculum reforms, assessment 

reforms 

o continuous staff development 

 

3. For further development of indicators 

Aalborg University has a UNESCO center on Problem Based Learning and could help to 

develop an indicator on PBL. They are currently helping MIT to develop their Engineering PBL 

curriculum. 

 

 

 

B.2 Notes on the Expert meeting on UMR indicators on social inclusion 
 

4 December 2020 

Alexander McCormick (Indiana University Bloomington), Anna-Lena Claeys-Kulik (EUA), Nino 

Schmidt (BFUG working group social inclusion), Paz Portales (UNESCO) 

U-Multirank team: Gero Federkeil, Kathrin Mueller, Anete Veidemane, Frans Kaiser 

 

1. Is the focus on access a wise decision? 

 

Key takeaways: 

 All experts agreed that progress and success of underrepresented students are 

increasingly more important, and, if possible, should be reflected in the indictors. If 

not possible, access can be a temporarily proxy for social inclusion, representing the 

1st stage. 

Expert_1: for practical reasons the focus is acceptable. Finds the inclusion of an external 

reference category important for the transparency of the indicator. 

Expert_2: Participation and completion are important elements in the discussion regarding 

social inclusion and it is therefore important to monitor inclusion there as well and would 

better align with the new Bologna group definition (2020) on social dimension. Argued that it 

is important to include indicators on access, participation and completion at the same time as 

they require the collection of similar data.  The focus on the region as the external reference 
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is challenged: some HEIs have a strong international focus and they should be free to use a 

different external reference (e.g., composition of national population) 

Expert_3: also urges UMR to include other elements of the educational chain. We need to 

know whether those who gained access actually succeed and can have an impact in society. 

Secondary school pathways should be explored, potentially one indicator could be added to 

account for the secondary school influence on social inclusion. Suggested that having 

information about to what degree (if any) universities collect data on social inclusion could be 

an indicator in itself 

Expert_4: Information on the composition of students enrolled and graduates is important to 

take on board as it is not that challenging to get the underrepresented groups in but to make 

sure that they do not disproportionally drop out during the process. He also makes a case for 

expanding the view to secondary schools. We should also take into account the composition 

of the population of secondary schools (as an alternative external reference).  Regional 

statistics (as external references) are available in the US (NCES).  
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2. Is the focus on underrepresented groups a wise choice? 

 

Key takeaways: 

 Experts agreed that for the purpose of creating ranking indicator, a focus on 

underrepresented student groups is a practical and reasonable choice. 

 Experts agreed that the focus should be rather on underrepresented than on 

disadvantaged groups. 

Expert_1: Again, for practical reasons it is acceptable, although it will leave out some 

disadvantaged groups that are not underrepresented. The challenge is in the mapping of 

underrepresented groups. Are these groups properly defined in each system? Based on the 

INVITED project, this is questionable. 

The other experts can also support the focus on underrepresented groups (for similar reasons) 

 

3. What are the most relevant types of underrepresented groups? 

 

Key takeaways: 

 The six presented groups are all relevant. However, legal requirements may limit 

access to such data in some countries as indicated by EUA INVITED project. 

Furthermore, clear and cross-nationally applicable definitions for the groups are 

needed (e.g., threshold for “low income”, who is considered as an ethnic minority 

member?) 

 Some other groups proposed by experts included: 

o Students from alternative pathways 

o Students from rural areas 

o Homeless students and students at risk of being homeless 

o Asylum seeking/ refugee students 

o Students with children 

o Female in STEM vs female in humanities 

o Entrants from vocational education (as a concrete alternative access route) 

 Yet it was proposed not to expand the list too long to avoid the creation of too many 

and too small groups and to avoid overburdening institutions in their data provision. 

 Definition for 1st-generation students may differ across countries, more restrictive 

definitions might be better at diagnosing students requiring additional support. UMR 

has to present its own clear and operational definition. 

 

In general, there are no strong preferences regarding the types of underrepresented groups.  

Expert_1: keep in mind that the registration of data on some of the criteria is limited due to 

legal constraints in some countries. The users should have access to that type of contextual 

information when comparing data in UMR. The fact that first generation was not considered 
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in the INVITED project was due to practical reasons (not because of a lack of relevance). 

First-generation students and students from low-socioeconomic groups are promising 

categories. Existing entries are good but consider including students from alternative 

pathways. 

Expert_3: What is missing in the list are entrants coming from rural areas (as in many 

countries pupils from rural areas have less opportunities to access higher education). This is 

of particular interest in some global regions like Latin America. 

Expert_1: beware of overstretching the list. Groups may become very small and HEIs may 

struggle providing the detailed information 

Expert_2: proposes some additional categories: 

 Homeless students and students at risk of being homeless 

 Asylum seeking/ refugee students 

 Students with children 

 Female in STEM vs female in humanities 

 Entrants from vocational education (as a concrete alternative access route) 

Expert_4: first generation is a continuum and may be difficult to define properly as 

definitions differ per country (e.g., one parent or both parents did not attend tertiary 

education). More restrictive definitions are better at diagnostic capabilities. 

4. Is the choice to have two types of indicators (descriptive indicators on access measures and 

metrics) a wise choice? 

 

Key takeaways: 

 In general, the proposal to use both indicator groups - access measures and 

underrepresented groups - is welcomed by the experts. There is a clear felt need to 

contextualize the data on access (beyond the use of internal and external 

references). 

 In addition, it was proposed to look not only at access, but to widen the focus on 

success (for the same groups) 

 Using quota systems was seen as a controversial measure by the majority of experts. 

 Alternative pathways and outreach programs (targeted recruitment, summer 

schools) were mentioned as promising access measures. 

 Additional suggestions included: 

o Trends in the demand for various types of higher education programs (like 

associate degrees, part-time programs, more in general the type of programs 

that allow for better (more flexible) access of underrepresented groups. 

o Institutionalization of social inclusion policies (e.g., in strategic policy 

documents) 

o Outreach programs 

o Trends related to time from when leaving secondary education to entry in 

higher education 
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 In terms of additional services, it was noted that it will be hard to distinguish services 

provided to underrepresented groups only. 

In the discussion the question how to include and present contextual information on 

measures is raised but there are no clear-cut answers to that. Using pop-ups in the UMR 

result tables is mentioned. 

Expert_1: including the measures provides a more complete picture. Keep in mind that not 

all of the measures mentioned are focused on underrepresented groups. Also, whether 

quota systems are used depends not only on a decision of the HEI but also on the 

national/legal context as quota systems are not everywhere allowed. 

Expert_4: the use of quota systems is a controversial issue in the US. 

Expert_2: The proposed measures have a strong focus on facilitating access. He suggests a 

number of additional indicators on policies and practices: 

 Trends regarding alternative access routes to higher education 

 Trends in the demand for various types of higher education programs (like associate 

degrees, part-time programs, more in general the type of programs that allow for 

better (more flexible) access of underrepresented groups. 

 Trends in the provision of and participation in outreach programs (like 

summerschools) 

 Check whether social inclusion is in institutional strategic policy documents, and 

whether it is introduced on behalf of the institutions themselves or because of 

external / political pressure 

 How is policy for social inclusion institutionalized? 

Expert_4: Check whether the HEI has a targeted recruitment policy (affirmative action). This 

may also be reflected in budget allocations. 

There was no clear position regarding the impact of selectivity on comparability of inclusion 

data. AM commented that selectivity at entrance does corrupt comparisons of graduation 

rates. 
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B3.A Expert meeting U-Multirank indicators on Education for sustainable development 
 

2 December 2020 

Participants: Charles Hopkins (UNESCO Chair in Reorienting Education towards Sustainability 

at York University), Katrin Kohl (Executive Coordinator to the UNESCO Chair in Reorienting 

Education towards Sustainability). 

U-Multirank team: Frans Kaiser, Anete Veidemane 

Key takeaways: 

On measures: 

 It is important not to compare the institutions against each other on ESD 

performance, but rather establish transparent criteria (e.g. five levels with clear 

descriptions for each level). This way institutions can assess themselves against the 

levels and strive to improve over time. The measures should encourage institutions 

to undertake a learning journey rather than compete. 

 Moreover, it does not make sense if an institution improves, but because the 

participant pool has changed, it actually receives a lower grade. 

 When employing the level system, universities can choose to “brag” about their score 

or hide it, but all can undergo a learning journey. 

On context: 

 It is important to consider the national context. For example, some institutions might 

offer fewer scholarships to disadvantaged students because their tuition fees are 

considerably lower (e.g. the US vs Canada example). As such, it would not be sensible 

to score institutions with scholarships as being more inclusive, because it is, firstly,  a 

system-level difference across countries. The same holds for quota systems for 

disadvantaged students, which in some systems are strictly regulated by 

governments. 

On scope: 

 It is good to look at the institutional level and see if an institution has a holistic 

approach to sustainability. 

 Traditional rankings focus on research universities. It might be valuable for U-

Multirank to concentrate specifically on vocational institutions or universities of 

applied sciences. 

Further references materials shared: 

 UNESCO. (2017). Greening Technical and Vocatioal Education and Training. 

https://unevoc.unesco.org/home/UNEVOC+Publications/lang=en/akt=detail/qs=6032 

 

 UNESCO. (2020). Education for sustainable development: a roadmap. 

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000374802 

https://unevoc.unesco.org/home/UNEVOC+Publications/lang=en/akt=detail/qs=6032
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000374802
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 UNESCO. (2019). Global Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications concerning 

Higher Education. https://en.unesco.org/themes/higher-education/recognition-

qualifications/global-convention 

 

 

B3.B Expert meeting U-Multirank indicators on Education for sustainable development 
 

11 December 2020 

Participants: Alex Baker-Friesen (Coordinator, Green Hub Twente), Anselm T. Grahl (Green 

office movement, creator of the UniSAF framework), Jun Morohashi, (UNESCO - ESD),  Auður 

Pálsdóttir (University of Iceland, AURORA network) 

U-Multirank team: Gero Federkeil, Frans Kaiser, Anete Veidemane, Deborah Werner 

 

1. Is the U-Multirank’s focus on education and research a reasonable focus area to assess an 

institution’s sustainability efforts? 

Key takeaways: 

 Overall, the invited experts felt that a holistic assessment - including institutions 

operations, governance and development - is preferred. 

 At the current stage, U-Multirank’s intention is to focus on education and research 

indicators since several rankings are already specialized in other metrics (e.g., UI 

Green Metric), but little attention has been to education. 

Expert_1: UNESCO aims for holistic transformation towards sustainability, and operations, as 

well as governance, are also important. 

 

2. Based on expert experiences, what are the promising areas for ESD indicators and what are 

the key challenges? 

Key takeaways: 

 Overall, the invited experts felt that measuring ESD trough indicators is challenging. 

The indicators should reflect student and educator experiences, trigger institutional 

learning, but not promote competition. Promising areas might be student and 

educator surveys, both on ESD content and teaching methods. 

Expert_2: In terms of teaching, it is important to not (only) focus on content, but on methods 

used. In the University of Iceland, the primary focus is on methods (e.g., how are the courses 

enhancing student competencies). Course coordinators are tasked to review course 

catalogues and identify how the courses develop the competences. 

Expert_2: Just because educators have a background in sustainability or environmental 

sciences, does not mean they can deliver high-quality teaching aligned with ESD 

methods/approach. Too simple [indicator] system would not be helpful. 

https://en.unesco.org/themes/higher-education/recognition-qualifications/global-convention
https://en.unesco.org/themes/higher-education/recognition-qualifications/global-convention
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Expert_3: We need to be critical about indicators; the data sources need to be indicated; 

insights need to be obtained from practitioners. 

Expert_4: Indicators are imperfect measures, but there is value in having indicators to 

establish a baseline and assess progress. If the institution’s course offering on ESD is going 

up over time, it suggests increased awareness and/or importance of such courses. Assessing 

the content of the course or methods employed might not be feasible in a large-scale 

ranking given the required workload. 

Expert_3: It is good to have a baseline, even a benchmark and to some extent a comparison, 

but we should be careful to maintain an intrinsic focus from the perspective of the university 

teaching staff and students themselves.  

U-Multirank member: Rather than focusing on the outer point of view, the indicators should 

trigger institutional learning. We could explore if questions on ESD can be added to the 

student survey to see if students themselves feel that they are acquiring the competences. 

Expert_2: At the UN, both the ESD content and methods are assessed, 2014 report 

mentioned as a reference. 

 

3. Given the challenging nature of ESD indicators, is it realistic to develop any indicators? 

Key takeaways: 

 Experts felt that it is important to explore the potential indicators while remaining 

critical. The tool should promote transparency and self-assessment rather than 

competition. Ideally, it should be multi-dimensional, a learning journey. 

Expert_3: It is feasible if you extend the purpose of the assessment. It should go beyond 

coverage. While being critical is important, we should not give up. A diagnostic tool could be 

better. 

Expert_1: Rankings always create tension and competition. Self-assessment, rather than a 

ranking, could work better. Expert_1 liked the holistic approach of UniSaf framework. 

Expert_4: Valuable insights can also be derived from imperfect indicators. These indicators 

can be combined with insights on governance to make it more holistic. 

Expert_3: In Lawana university, they look at the progress by assessing (i) intentions, (ii) 

integration, (iii) implementation. 

 

4. Availability of ESD course/minor program offering was identified as a promising area for 

indicators by the U-Multirank team; however, mapping or classifying courses as ESD offering 

remains challenging. What are the experiences and opinions of the invited experts? 

Key takeaways: 

 Mapping of the courses to ESD might be challenging, and opinions differed on 

whether it should be done. If done, the mapping should look both at content and 

methods. Currently, we don’t have a definition that can be easily compared across 
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institutions while guidelines for definitions used for institutional self-assessments 

have worked well (e.g., UniSAF reports) 

Expert_2: We need to be careful what we measure since what gets measured, gets 

emphasized. We don’t want to emphasize the wrong things. In Iceland, we don’t map and 

quantify courses. We talk to instructors and students. We ask students if they have the 

freedom to determine their study direction, feel self-driven. We ask educators what they 

have been doing and how can we support them. At the UN, both the ESD content and 

methods are assessed, 2014 report mentioned as a reference [the last sentence also 

mentioned above].  

Expert_2: Too much emphasis on whether education qualifies as ESD is not helpful, rather 

the focus should be on student/teacher competences. Expert_2 is very skeptical about 

anything called inspection since it implies little trust in educators, and this approach would 

not work in Iceland. 

Expert_4: When UniSaf framework was used at institutions (approximately five so far, mostly 

in Germany), the authors of the report could decide what counts as sustainability-oriented 

education. However, the proposed guideline suggested that the educational offering should 

address complex problems that cover environmental, social and economic dimensions.  

 

5. ESD/sustainability-related CPD for educators was identified as one of the promising areas 

for indicators by the U-Multirank. What are the experiences and opinions of the invited 

experts? 

 

Key takeaways: 

 Opinions differed on whether such indicator will be helpful due to systemic 

differences in educator training across countries. 

Expert_2: Just because educators have a background in sustainability or environmental 

sciences, does not mean they can deliver high-quality teaching aligned with ESD 

methods/approach (emphasized in the previous section as well). We should rather focus on 

the entry qualifications of teachers. In Iceland, we don’t get special training for ESD, but the 

entry bar for educators is high. 

Expert_4: Mapping the share of educators that have received training might still provide 

helpful insights [mentioned earlier in the discussion]. 
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B.4 Notes on the student consultation on new UMR indicators  
 

Time: 18 March 2021, 17:00 – 18:00 pm 

Participants: 

 ESU: Ruben Janssens, Kristel Jakobson, Ronja Hesse, Martin Hammerbauer* 

 ESN: Joana Ribau Leite, Iva Ljubičić, Juan Rayón 

 U-Multirank: Frans Kaiser, Don Westerheijden, Anete Veidemane, Daniela Craciun 

Program:  

 17:00 – Introduction  

 17:20 – Effective teaching & learning 

 17:40 – Social Inclusion 

 18:00 – Education for Sustainable Development 

 18:20 – Wrap up 

Aim & Scope: 

The aim of the student consultation was to gather feedback on all three categories of U-

Multirank new indicators (effective teaching & learning and study success; social inclusion, 

education for sustainable development). The discussion primarily focused on the indicator 

relevance (not validity and feasibility). 

*Additional follow-up interview was conducted with Martin Hammerbauer on April 21 to 

further discuss sustainability indicators. 

 

1. Effective teaching and learning; study success 

 

Key takeaways: 

 Students are increasingly in the driver’s seat in determining their own study pace, and 

therefore indicators on ‘degree completion’ or ‘time to a degree’ as measures of study 

success are ‘crumbling’. Instead, micro-credential or credit level attainments offer a 

good alternative. [While EU-wide standard for micro-credentials is not available, U-

Multirank is investigating measures used by institutions participating in U-Multirank.] 

 The social inclusion perspective for degree completion still needs to be considered to 

see if there is a misalignment between people who complete full degrees and their 

backgrounds. 

 Credit achievement requirements were not seen as study support measures encouraging 

student success. On the contrary, it was noted that such requirements could serve as 

exclusion mechanisms for vulnerable groups or students who want to work part-time 

next to full-time studies.  

 Having an indicator on the diversity of assessment forms and teaching methods used in 

education might be even more important than measures of ‘innovative education’. 
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 Measuring the share of educators who have participated in mobility programs might 

indicate how international the education is, which is a positive development. 

ESU_1:  

 All the proposed indicators appear to be interesting and relevant. Less relevant are 

completion rates and time to complete the degree.  Just because the rates are lower, 

it does not mean that the quality of education is lower. Students are increasingly in 

charge of deciding their own completion time. Looking at micro-level credentials 

might be more interesting.  

 In addition, it might be interesting to look at how many students need to retake 

exams or what is the study success rate at a course level. 

 Study interventions are very interesting, especially supporting measures. However, 

credit achievement, one of the supporting measures, is not necessarily seen as a 

supporting measure by students. 

 Innovative higher education measures are good, but what is even more interesting 

and important (emphasized in the paper) is diversity in assessment teaching 

methods. It is not so important to have innovative education per sei, but the diversity 

of approaches is important. 

ESU_2:  

 Degrees as a measure of success are crumbling, so it is good to consider the micro-

level.  However, from a social inclusion perspective, it is interesting to see if there is a 

misalignment between people who complete their degrees and their backgrounds. 

 Credit achievements can be dangerous from a social inclusion perspective because 

they can be an excluding mechanism for more vulnerable students or students who 

need to work next to their studies. A full-time student who chooses to work next to 

his/her studies should not be dismissed even if certain credits are not achieved. 

Having a part-time study is important, but it should be a personal choice. 

ESU_3:  

 Where is the emphasis on micro-credentials coming from? Is there an understanding 

at the European level on how to measure this? [Don Westerheijden replied that no 

consensus at the European level had been attained yet, and Frans Kaiser added that 

U-Multirank is currently investigating if such information is collected at U-Multirank 

participating institutions.] 

ESU_1:  

 If you want to measure study success rates, instead of looking at the time to 

graduate or the percentage of students who graduated from degrees, you might 

consider looking at the percentage of credits (ECTS) that students sign up and 

manage to complete. That way, you address the flexibility of students [by looking at 

what they intended to complete]. 

 Also, you measure the student-staff ratio, but does it account for the time teachers 

spend on education or is it a headcount ratio?  [Frans Kaiser replied that it is 
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measured at the subject level, but it’s a crude indicator. Don Westerheijden 

mentioned that it is harder to compare more complex indicators]. 

ESN_1: 

 It could be a good idea to measure % of teachers or staff who have been abroad for 

mobility as it fosters internationalization in higher education and can be seen as a 

positive development. 

2. Social Inclusion 

 

Key takeaways: 

 Measuring underrepresented student groups is important. Some high-potential 

categories would include first-generation students and students with low 

socioeconomic background.  

 While students with disabilities is a category within underrepresented student 

groups, it was noted that there were no access measures for students with 

disabilities to ensure that they are able to access higher education institutions. It 

was, however, discussed that group-specific access measures might be too granular.  

 For some underrepresented groups such as ethnicity or migrant status, it might be 

difficult to collect data due to legal restrictions (e.g., Germany). 

 Psychological counselling was mentioned as a very important measure, and since it 

does not link directly to higher education access, it was suggested to include the 

measure in effective teaching and learning (supportive measures indicator).  

 Multiple ESU representatives noted that the current U-Multirank indicators use only 

male/female gender indicators and having a more non-binary approach might be 

worth considering. Particularly, since most institutions address people according to 

their indicated gender.  

 Financial and housing support measures were considered very important. 

 ESN suggested having an indicator financial support provided to underprivileged 

students wanting to participate in mobility programs.  

 

ESN_1:  

 At ESN (Erasmus Student Network), student mobility is crucial for us, so it would be 

relevant for us to measure % of students from underrepresented backgrounds who 

get a chance to go abroad. At ESN, we are trying to establish such a measure. It 

shows whether universities make a special effort to promote the participation of 

underrepresented students. The measure could also be focused on specific 

institution-wide policies. 

 

ESU_2:  

 Generally, the development of indicators made a lot of sense to me. I am not sure 

how the actual indicators will look like since we see the bigger categories at this 

stage. 
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 For social inclusion access measures, there are no access indicators for people with 

disabilities, while ‘students with disabilities’ is a category measured in 

underrepresented student groups. The access measures could look at whether the 

application process for these students is barrier-free or with reduced barriers.  I 

know, however, that it is complicated to measure because it is a huge field, and every 

disability is connected to different needs and requirements. 

 For underrepresented student groups, it might be difficult to collect data because 

certain information such as minority and ethnic background information is not 

measured in some countries such as Germany, but that’s a feasibility argument. 

 With respect to ‘Guidance, counselling, mentoring provided’, if the indicator is for the 

complete study duration, psychological counselling would be very important, but if it 

only focuses on access and orientation, then the current measures would suffice. 

[Frans Kaiser explained that the indicator is focused on access, prospective students, 

outreach and supporting new students in finding their way.] 

 

ESU_3: 

 In the U-Multirank, the existing indicators for underrepresented groups have a 

category focused on gender, specifically women. We (at ESU) have a very non-binary 

approach. U-Multirank may consider expanding the gender measures to non-binary 

people. [Frans Kaiser explained that U-Multirank has not asked if institutions register 

gender in a non-binary way. In some countries, it is normal, but it differs per country. 

The focus on binary measures is because historically, there was a backlog of female 

students and staff in upward mobility. That also differs by field. In education-related 

studies, it is the other way around, while in engineering, women are 

underrepresented.]  

 

ESU_1:  

 I fully support what was said about the gender view. Mental health and psychological 

counselling might be out of scope for the social inclusion measures, but perhaps it 

can be included as a supportive measure in teaching and learning.  It is a really 

important support measure and can improve the learning outcomes. [Don 

Westerheijden noted that he would check if it was already in the paper, and if it was 

not, he would make sure to include it.] 

 

ESU_2:  

 

 Support services such as financial services and housing are very important for social 

inclusion. 

 

ESN_2: 

 

 I fully agree with what ESN_1 said. We [ESN] focus mostly on the mobility of 

underprivileged students and students with disabilities. Not only do we want to 
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collect more data on how they are supported by universities, but it is also important 

that these indicators impact the increase of students with disabilities joining the 

mobility programs. Indicators related to financial help for mobility would be helpful. 

Is there any intention to have financial support indicators for mobility? [Frans Kaiser 

noted that at the moment, such indicators are not available.  

 All the underprivileged students should be considered, but I used disability as an 

example. I was just wondering if financial support would include scholarships for 

underprivileged students who join mobility programs. [Frans Kaiser replied that at 

the moment U-Multirank was not yet asking for it, but it could be an interesting item 

to put on a follow-up agenda. For some institutions in U-Multirank, it might be 

important as they use U-Multirank to improve their international profile.] 

 

ESU_2:  

 

 Coming back to what ESU_3 said, when it comes to diversity of gender and leaving 

binary scope, it is still important to measure women in certain fields and their 

upwards mobility, but it could be an idea to measure if non-binary students have 

access to higher education and don’t need to categorize themselves as men or 

women, which is a big barrier. [Frans Kaiser replied that it should be considered, but 

U-Multirank needs to investigate if it is up to the discretion of institutions. If not, it 

could be included as country context information, but then it would characterize 

country context, not institutional performance.] 

 [Anete asked if there is a reason why student representatives emphasized non-binary 

gender measures rather than LGBTQI group.] It would make sense to address the 

LGBTQI aspect, but we focused on gender because the indicator was already 

shortlisted in the presentation while the LGBTQI was not included. It might also be a 

less visible category at the institution because you don’t have to identify yourself as 

belonging to a certain sexual orientation when entering higher education institution, 

but you do have to identify yourself as women or men, and you get addressed that 

way. [LGBTQI] Discrimination should still be addressed, but I am not sure about how 

to measure it. 

 

ESN_3: 

 I agree that gender needs to be identified, but I think that the LGBTQI group should 

be added to the underrepresented student groups in order to tackle policies for non-

discrimination afterwards because it is a problem in various universities, and it is a 

problem in various countries. [Frans Kaiser noted that it is important to identify major 

categories that have the most impact on promoting social inclusion or removing 

barriers to social inclusion. It is hard to assess whether this group (LGBTQI) would 

have a bigger impact than a group focused on socioeconomic background in terms of 

catching barriers for social inclusion]. 
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ESU_2:  

 I would agree to what was said before that the categories of first-generation students 

and socioeconomic background are the most crucial categories and touch upon other 

groups such as migrant and indigenous groups. Given the overlaps, it makes a lot of 

sense that these two groups are on the top of the list, but both are addressed quite 

well so far. Material barriers and distance from higher education from a cultural and 

social perspective is, based on my experience and knowledge, the most crucial 

barriers. For these reasons, I agree with the comment made by Frans. 

 

ESN_3: 

 ESN_3 asked if the new indicators are also measuring the infrastructure provided to 

students with disabilities? [Anete noted that such measurements are not available. 

Frans replied that creating measures that would correspond to each 

underrepresented group would lead to a matrix type of measurement system, where 

specific access measures are identified for each group. This granularity is interesting, 

but we might obtain very limited data on indicators at such granular level.]  

 

3. Education for Sustainable Development 

 

Key takeaways: 

 Students emphasized that sustainability is a critical topic in higher education, and 

education about sustainability topics should not be limited to specific disciplines but 

rather integrated across a wide spectrum of courses.  

 ESU_4 discussed the proposed indicator list, outlining ESU’s priorities. It was noted 

that high-quality sustainability courses are essential for raising awareness and 

building the knowledge base amongst students. Having one high-quality course 

leading to a large number of graduates might be more relevant than having many 

courses, but both measures have their advantages.  

 One of the indicators, ESD minors, might not be comparable across systems since 

minors are less common in central Eastern European countries. Institutions should 

not be penalized for this. 

 ‘Alumni in relevant jobs’ and ‘sustainability-related competencies’ are both relevant 

measures, but feasibility might be limited if appropriate data cannot be obtained. 

 ‘Training for educators’ is a promising indicator, but even within institutions, 

academics have different views on whether they need to engage in further 

development of innovative pedagogies. 

 

ESU_4: 

 Looking at the first indicator, [ESD] course offering, I think that the number of graduates going 
through high-quality courses is more important than the number of courses offered. Based on 
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my experience, one high-quality course might be even better or on par with more courses that 
target sustainability. However, a larger number of courses shows the willingness of an 
institution to diversify its portfolio.  

 [Frans Kaiser: How to identify high-quality sustainability course?] The quality of the course 
could be assessed either by looking at graduate feedback or the content of the course. Yet, 
[for U-Multirank] it might be too difficult to analyze the courses in-depth. In addition, the 
workload or ECTS in combination with the course content could give an indication of the course 
quality. 

 Regarding the second indicator, ESD minor offering, ‘minors’ are not common in central-
eastern European countries, and institutions should not be penalized for having a different 
educational system. 

 [Anete Veidemane: To classify a course as an ESD or sustainability course, would you focus on 
content, teaching methods or both?]  In terms of identifying the courses, I lean towards 
content-based courses, but I can see the point of also considering teaching methods.  

 [Anete Veidemane: Another alternative proposed by our stakeholders is to focus on field-
specific sustainability issues and applications without referring to three dimensions in 
sustainable development definition (economic, social, environmental). What do you think of 
this approach?] I like this approach because it might provide people with information relevant 
to their professional careers. We had a course like that on Global Supply Chains in my 
International Trade study program. 

 With regard to the third indicator, [ESD] program offering, I think it is more relevant than the 
number of courses or minors because programs show very high commitment to sustainability. 
While courses can be created in an ad-hoc manner, you need to be sure of your added value 
for a program. 

 Concerning the indicator on ESD training for educators, I think such an indicator may be 
beneficial. However, the training should be of high quality since you are training highly 
knowledgeable professors.  

 [Frans Kaiser: Would the training be on teaching methods or sustainability content? Based on 
our previous discussions, we see that pedagogical training may be perceived as necessary in 
some education systems while in other systems, people are more skeptical]. My experience in 
the Czech Republic is that this perception also varies within institutions. While some people 
might be open to the further development of innovative pedagogies, others don’t think that it 
is necessary. 

 [Anete Veidemane: What about educator training on sustainability content? ] In an ideal 
scenario, yes, but practically it might be difficult because you need to first identify the 
knowledge gaps of these experts. 

 Indicator 5, the number of course graduates, is an indicator that I very much like, and, judging 
from the perspective of the Czech Republic, it is beneficial for increasing the awareness of 
graduates. Indicator 6 and 7 [ESD minor graduates, ESD program graduates] are also valuable, 
but as I said before, minors are not available at all institutions and countries, and focus on 
program graduates might prioritise institutions specialized in sustainability or environmental 
disciplines. Yet specialized institutions might deserve the additional points since these 
institutions focus on these topics. 

 As for indicator 8, [ESD alumni in relevant job], there is an issue with identifying relevant fields, 
but the indicator is quite relevant. Also, if an alumni survey is set up to ask graduates about 
their destinations in a pre-specified way, it might not be possible to identify if the graduate is 
doing work related to sustainability. For example, alumni might indicate that he/she works in 
the field of engineering, but it does not reveal whether sustainability is addressed in his/her 
role. 

 Last indicator, nr. 9, ESD competencies face the challenge of being self-reported, but you need 
some feedback. You can collect data on graduates and the number of courses, but if people 
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do not like the courses retrospectively, then what was it all for? The feasibility might be tricky, 
but the indicator has value. Another potential issue of assessing competencies is an 
intercultural issue since some cultures are less likely to give higher scores even if they have 
similar satisfaction rates. 

 [Anete Veidemane: Are there any indicators you are missing from our list?] I think you covered 
the most important areas. I like your selection. 

 

 

ESN_3: 

 [Anete Veidemane:  To what extent are sustainability courses relevant in all 

educational fields rather than in the fields focused on environmental sciences?]. I 

think that sustainability is crucial in nowadays environment. What is important now is 

to acknowledge that this topic is not an isolated topic. All courses should 

acknowledge sustainable development in their curriculum. You should educate 

people to have a sustainable approach to development, not specific disciplines. Since 

it is a very important topic, I am happy about these indicators. 

ESU_1:  

 I absolutely agree with what ESN_3 said. It is not about specific courses that focus on 

sustainability but how institutions integrate sustainability in the existing courses.  

 Also, green mobility is important at the EU level, both for students and staff. 
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C. Questionnaire U-Multirank new indicators stakeholders 
 
 

UMR new indicators stakeholders 
 

 
 

 

Welcome to the U-Multirank survey on new indicators in U-Multirank   

    

Since the last revision of our indicators, new priority areas have emerged in the higher 

education sector.  After consultation of stakeholders and experts the U-Multirank team 

identified three areas for which new indicators are most needed:   

     Education for Sustainable Development  Effective teaching & study success 

 Social inclusion      

We selected a number of indicators we may include in next year release of U-Multirank. 

With this survey we would like to learn if it is feasible for participating institutions to collect 

information or data on those indicators.   

   

 INSTRUCTIONS:  The questionnaire consists of three parts, covering the three areas 

mentioned above. You may respond to all three parts to only those of interest to you. Each 

part takes approximately 4 minutes and can be completed at different times. You may also 

transfer the link to colleagues in case they are more familiar with some topics. 

     

 

 

 

What is your position? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Which topic(s) would you like to answer? 

o ESD (Education for Sustainable Development)  

o Effective teaching and study success  

o Social inclusion  

 

End of Block: General introduction 
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Start of Block: Education for Sustainable Development 

 

Education for Sustainable Development 

    

In this section, we are interested to learn how sustainable development goals are addressed 

in education programs at your institution.  As a reference point, we use Education for 

Sustainable Development - a global framework (ESD for 2030) that links the 17 SDGs to 

specific learning objectives. 

  

 ESD is a holistic learning approach developed by UNESCO that empowers learners to make 

informed decisions and responsible actions for environmental integrity, economic viability 

and just society, for present and future generations while respecting cultural diversity. The 

ESD approach focuses both on the content and pedagogy. ESD is explicitly addressed in SDG 

4 (4.7) and included in Paris agreement. The proposed indicators on Education for 

Sustainable Development (ESD) focus on the following aspects:   

 educational offering  

 educational outcomes (graduates, competences, alumni)  

 educator/lecturer qualifications    

 

  In addition, we ask about the criteria used for identifying ESD & SDG-related courses, and 

about sustainable development strategy at your institution. 
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Data collection: Do you collect data on the following ESD or SDG-related education 

measures? 

 
yes, data already 

collected 

Not yet, but 
possible/ planned 
(next 1-3 years) 

No, not planned (1-
3 years) 

ESD courses offered  o  o  o  

ESD minors offered  o  o  o  
ESD-related 

programs offered  o  o  o  
ESD course 
graduates  o  o  o  

ESD minor graduates  o  o  o  
ESD-related program 

graduates  o  o  o  
Student assessment 

of their ESD 
competences*  

o  o  o  
Nr. of ESD alumni in 

relevant jobs  o  o  o  
Nr. of educators with 

ESD training  o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Criteria: What criteria do you use to classify a program or a course as ESD or SDG-related? 

o Content covers complex problem considered from social, economic and environmental 

perspectives  

o Teaching methods employ action-oriented, innovative pedagogy focused on awareness, 

knowledge and action towards sustainable development  

o Other ________________________________________________ 
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Q18 Institutional strategy: Is Sustainable Development integrated in your institutional 

strategy? If so, in which aspects? 

o not integrated  

o integrated in the overall institutional strategy  

o integrated in education strategy  

o integrated in research strategy  

o SD is part of the institution's daily operation'  

o SD is part of the institution outreach activities  

o other ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Education for Sustainable Development 
 

Start of Block: Effective teaching & study success 

 

 

Effective teaching and learning & study success 

  

  

 The proposed indicators on Effective teaching and learning & study success focus on the 

following three areas:     

 Input and context variables (e.g. pedagogically skilled staff, money spent on students, 

digital investments and policies)  

 Process variables (e.g. High Impact Practices, student engagement, diversity of 

assessment forms)  

 Outcome variables (e.g. employability preparation, student satisfaction with life 

preparation)  
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 Data collection: Do you collect data on the following effective teaching and learning 

measures? 
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 Yes 
Not yet, but 

possible/ planned 
(next 1-3 years) 

No, not planned 
(next 1-3 years) 

Pedagogically skilled 
staff (e.g. 

qualifications, 
certificates)  

o  o  o  

Money spent on 
students (e.g. on 
learning facilities, 

spaces)  
o  o  o  

Digital education 
investment  o  o  o  

Digital Education 
policy  o  o  o  

High Impact 
Practices (HIPs) (e.g. 
1st-year experience, 

learning 
communities, see 

below)*  

o  o  o  

Student Engagement 
(e.g. measured via 
student surveys)  

o  o  o  
Achieved learning 

outcomes (e.g. 
measured via 

student surveys)  
o  o  o  

Diversity of test 
forms (e.g. beyond 
pen & paper test 

forms)  
o  o  o  

Time on teaching  o  o  o  
Support measures 

(e.g. remedial 
teaching, mentoring, 

counselling)  
o  o  o  
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Investment in 
engagement (e.g. 

innovative 
pedagogies, 

exposure to labour 
market )  

o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  
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* Overview of high impact practices    

  First-Year Experiences: The highest-quality first-year experiences place a strong 

emphasis on critical inquiry, frequent writing, information literacy, collaborative learning, 

and other skills that develop students’ intellectual and practical competencies  Common 

Intellectual Experiences: These programs often combine broad themes—e.g., technology 

and society, global interdependence—with a variety of curricular and co-curricular options 

for students.  

 Learning Communities: To encourage the integration of learning across courses and 

to involve students with “big questions” that matter beyond the classroom. Students take 

two or more linked courses as a group and work closely with one another and with their 

professors.  

 Writing-Intensive Courses: Students are encouraged to produce and revise various 

forms of writing for different audiences in different disciplines.  

 Collaborative Assignments and Projects: Combines two key goals: learning to work 

and solve problems in the company of others, and sharpening one’s own understanding by 

listening seriously to the insights of others, especially those with different backgrounds and 

life experiences. 

  Undergraduate Research: To involve students with actively contested questions, 

empirical observation, cutting-edge technologies, and the sense of excitement that comes 

from working to answer important questions.  

 Diversity/Global Learning: Explore “difficult differences” such as racial, ethnic, and 

gender inequality, or continuing struggles around the globe for human rights, freedom, and 

power. Frequently, intercultural studies are augmented by experiential learning in the 

community and/or by study abroad. 

  ePortfolios: To collect students’ work overtime, reflect upon their personal and 

academic growth, and then share selected items with others, such as professors, advisors, 

and potential employers.  

 Service Learning, Community-Based Learning: Apply what they are learning in real-

world settings and reflect in a classroom setting on their service experiences. These 

programs model the idea that giving something back to the community is an important 

college outcome and that working with community partners is good preparation for 

citizenship, work, and life.  Internships: Another increasingly common form of experiential 

learning.  Capstone Courses and [final thesis] Projects: A project of some sort that 

integrates and applies what students have learned. The project might be a research paper, a 

performance, a portfolio of “best work,” or an exhibit of artwork.  
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 Data collection: Do you collect data on the following study success measures? 

 Yes 
Not yet, but 

possible/ planned 
(next 1-3 years) 

No, not planned 
(next 1-3 years) 

Completion rates 
(degree-level)  o  o  o  

Completion rates at 
micro-level (e.g. 

micro-credentials or 
courses)  

o  o  o  

Portfolio of 
intervention options 

(e.g. honours 
education, career 
services, grants)  

o  o  o  

Employability 
preparation (e.g. 

internships, 
employer-linked 

projects)  

o  o  o  

Student satisfaction 
with life preparation 

(e.g. measured via 
student surveys)  

o  o  o  

Student engagement 
with life preparation 

(e.g. measured via 
student surveys)  

o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Effective teaching & study success 
 

Start of Block: Social inclusion 
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Q6 Social Inclusion 

  

  

 The proposed indicators on social inclusion focus on two aspects:   

 Does the student body entering education represent society at large?  

 Does the institution have policies, plans and interventions to promote access for 

underrepresented groups.    

 

 The focus on underrepresented groups aligns with the Bologna guidelines on Social 

Dimension. The guidelines propose that ‘the composition of the student body entering, 

participating in and completing higher education at all levels should correspond to the 

heterogeneous social profile of society at large in the EHEA countries’*. Additionally, 

institutions can promote social inclusion by proactively adopting social inclusion policies and 

interventions. In the following section, we want to investigate whether you are already 

collecting or planning to collect data on these aspects in the following years.   

    

 *Bologna Process. (2020). Advisory Group 1 on Social Dimension Final Report. Italian BFUG 

Secretariat 2018-2020.         
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Definition & data collection: Do you use a similar definition when collecting data on new 

entrants or students, broken down by this group? 

 (new entrants - new students enrolled in a program at any level - Ba, Ma) 
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yes, we use a similar 

definition 
no, we use a 

different definition 
no, we don't collect 

data 

Alternative 
pathways: new 
entrants who 

followed a non 
traditional 

educational pathway 
before entering 

higher education 
(e.g. vocational 

education)  

o  o  o  

Disabilities: new 
entrants with health 
impairments, sight, 
hearing and speech 

impairment and 
learning disabilities.  

o  o  o  

Ethnic minority: new 
entrants who belong 

to a nationally 
recognised ethnic 

minority  

o  o  o  

First-generation: 
new entrant who is 
the first member of 
her/his immediate 

family who accessed 
higher education  

o  o  o  

Gender: the number 
of female new 

entrants  
o  o  o  

Indigenous: new 
entrants relating to 
the earliest known 

inhabitants of a 
place, often a place 
that was colonized 
by a now-dominant 

group  

o  o  o  

Mature: new 
entrants aged 30 
years old or older  

o  o  o  
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Migrant: new 
entrants with a 

migrant background  
o  o  o  

Low socio-economic 
background: new 

entrants who's 
parents have a low 
income and/or low 

educational 
attainment  

o  o  o  

Refugee: new 
entrants who hold 
an official refugee 

status  
o  o  o  

Rural:  new enrants 
who originate from a 

rural area  
o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Definitions at your institution: If you use different definitions for the underrepresented 

student groups, please feel free to share your definitions and criteria in the comment box. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Data collection plans: Do you plan to collect data on these underrepresented groups within 

the next three years (newly enrolled students)? 

 Yes Maybe No 

Alternative pathways 
(students from)  o  o  o  

Disabilities (students 
with)  o  o  o  

Ethnic minorities  o  o  o  
First-generation 

students  o  o  o  

Gender  o  o  o  

Indigenous students  o  o  o  
Low socio-economic 

background  o  o  o  
Mature students 

(age)  o  o  o  

Migrant students  o  o  o  

Refugee students  o  o  o  
Rural areas (students 

from)  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Legal restrictions: If there are any legal restrictions for collecting data on the above 

indicated groups, please indicate below. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Institutional policies & interventions: Do you collect information on the following 

institutional policies and interventions to improve social inclusion? 

 yes 
no, but we can do 

easily 
no, that would take 

too much time. 

Policies for non-
discrimination  o  o  o  
Availability of 

outreach programs  o  o  o  
Recognition of prior 

learning & 
alternative pathways  

o  o  o  
Quota system for 
underrepresented 

students  
o  o  o  

Support available for 
underrepresented 

students (e.g. 
financial, housing)  

o  o  o  

Services available for 
underrepresented 

students (e.g. 
guidance, 

counselling, 
mentoring)  

o  o  o  

Childcare available 
for underrepresented 

students (e.g. on-
campus childcare)  

o  o  o  

Tracking of 
underrepresented 

student acceptance 
rates  

o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  
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Underrepresented students benefiting from interventions: Do you collect statistical data on 

the impact of the policies mentioned above? 

 yes no 

Underrepresented students 
admitted through outreach 

programs  
o  o  

Underrepresented students 
admitted through 

alternative pathways  
o  o  

Underrepresented students 
admitted through a quota 

system  
o  o  

Underrepresented students 
benefitting from available 

support (e.g. financial, 
housing)  

o  o  

Underrepresented students 
benefitting from services 

(e.g. guidance, counselling, 
mentoring)  

o  o  

Underrepresented students 
benefiting from childcare 
services (e.g. on-campus 

childcare)  
o  o  

 

 

End of Block: Social inclusion 
 

 

 


