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In a recent issue of the literary journal, Boundary 2, Masao Miyoshi claimed ‘Higher 
education is undergoing a sea change. Everyone knows and senses it, few try to 
comprehend its scope or imagine its future’.1 I’m not sure there have been too few 
attempts to understand or envisage the future: rather the problem is that there is little 
consensus on how we are to meet the challenges of the 21st century. Such are the 
rapidity of the changes thrust upon us and so quickly have we had to respond that 
many universities are in a state of shock, or to use Alvin Tofler’s expression, ‘future 
shock’.2 At any one time, those in the foaming brine – university teachers, 
administrators, researchers and students – are not quite sure whether we are sinking or 
swimming. 
 
What are the new challenges facing universities, particularly publicly funded 
universities? I will situate these by developing six key questions, showing in each 
case what options face us and in my conclusion, what dangers they may bring. 
 
{SLIDE 1 HERE} 
 
1. Can we increase our reaction time? 
Like organized religion, to which they were intimately allied, universities are among 
the oldest institutions of civil society. Our traditions are buried deep and, until the 
nineteenth century, our pace of change was glacial. At least in our own mythology, in 
the groves of academe the trees of wisdom and scholarship were watered by 
meditation, contemplation and reflection. As late as 1951, in his famous account of 
British provincial universities, Red Brick University, Bruce Truscot3 argued that it was 
the job of university teachers to reveal hidden knowledge and to present fresh modes 
of arguments – noble activities that they could engage in because they had two things 
essential to research – time and tranquillity of spirit. 

Such luxuries are now rare and everywhere under threat. In some advanced 
institutes in the wealthiest American universities, in the precarious survival of the 
sabbatical year, in a few privileged colleges and in the invention of titles like 
‘Distinguished Professor’ or ‘Research Professor’, we recognise the old ways. 
However, most academics increasingly resemble factory workers. We are the mental 
proletarians of the global knowledge business – rapidly having to acquire, distil, 
produce, publish and market ideas and information. Those individuals who cannot 
deliver (who may none the less be caring teachers and thoughtful colleagues) are 
pensioned off. Those universities that cannot pick up their pace are left at the wayside. 
They cannot compete for research grants (which demand quick proposal times); nor 
can they immediately offer attractive appointments to internationally mobile, star 
academics – who, like skilled football players, are permanently in the transfer market. 
                                                 
1  Masao Miyoshi ‘Ivory tower in escrow’,Boundary 2, 27 (1) Spring 2000 p. 7. 
2  Alvin Tofler Future Shock  
3  Bruce Truscott Red Brick University Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1951, p. 149 
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Nor again, can slow institutions respond to insistent demands to plan their activities in 
the national interest or to deliver useful and applied research to government and 
industry. 
 
2. Can we make ourselves more competitive with other knowledge providers? 
In medieval times in Europe, in the period of the Mandarinate in China and in the 
ancient Islamic world, knowledge (at least in its written form) was monopolised by 
small numbers of people buried in seminaries, lamaseries and monasteries. These 
small havens of scholarship were the incubators of universities. Today, while 
universities remain strong centres of learning, knowledge and research; they are by no 
means the monopoly providers. Public libraries, the printed and digital media, private 
academies and institutes of all kinds, the Internet and large global corporations are all 
significant suppliers of tuition, research and information. How do we position 
ourselves in this new market place? We can reduce fees, effect efficiency gains, and 
simplify and standardise lectures, examinations and assessments. We can break up 
courses into more manageable units, offer then at more friendly times and allow credit 
accumulation within or between universities. This process of division and 
standardisation is usefully described as ‘McDonaldisation’, named after the business 
principles of the fast food outlet. A good deal of this has already taken place. Is 
McDonaldisation the future of the university system as a whole? 

Curiously, the inventor of the McDonaldisation thesis, George Rizer, suggests 
a more interesting alternative in a recent paper.4 He hypothesises that the comparative 
advantage for universities is to de-McDonaldise – to cash in on our quaint, archaic, 
magical ways. This scenario can lead to many enticing possibilities. Professors could 
be encouraged to turn up in gowns and mortarboards wearing different coloured 
socks. They could lose their notes, miss the punch lines in their jokes and forget what 
course they were teaching. Obscure rituals and perhaps rambling, incoherent lectures 
would add a certain comic piquancy for students who would appreciate the contrast 
with their humdrum and predictable school, work and recreational life. Universities, 
Rizer suggests, can attract high-quality students by becoming ‘spectacularly 
irrational’. 

Sadly, this path will, in all likelihood, prove too risky for institutions to tread. 
Instead, they will accept quality assurance and assessments imposed on the public 
universities and a uniform hamburger will emerge – with the mind (like the burger) 
being neither too fat nor too thin, with a little lettuce leaf of skills, and with just 
enough sesame seeds to decorate the bland bun of knowledge. Employers will be 
presented with a palatable product, but they will have to go elsewhere for a gourmet 
meal. 
 
3. How far are we to make our universities more socially diverse? 
In many western universities, the historical head start in political power given to, or 
assumed by, white males resulted in their dominance of university admissions. 
Women were regarded as fit only for housework or perhaps the marital bed. Again, it 
is hardly news that many disadvantaged racial and ethnic minorities (in South Africa 
majorities) were largely excluded from higher education. The argument for increasing 
representation from previously disadvantaged groups is often made by reference to an 
unanswerable moral claim for social justice. This remains the key argument for 
supporting diversity and one that has been virtually universally accepted in 

                                                 
4  George Rizer, ‘Let’s make it magical’ The Times Higher Educational Supplement 6 July 2001, p. 20 
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universities. But a more instrumental logic would focus the advantages of maximising 
talent and ability by extending the potential pool from which applicants are drawn. 
Previously socially excluded groups produce highly motivated students determined to 
break out of historically closed ethnic laagers. For example, many Jews in Europe and 
the USA, many Chinese in California and many black students in South Africa have 
made massive gains in social mobility and educational success and are often attractive 
students to teach. 

Generally, attempts to extend participation have a long way to go. However, 
there are at least two interesting cases of ‘overcompensation’. Some 37 per cent of the 
University of California’s 130,000 students are Asian Americans – about 2.5 times the 
proportion of that community graduating from Californian high schools. Similarly, 70 
per cent of all undergraduates at the University of West Indies are women. The gender 
issue there is to try to activate male interest in attending university. The other 
probable effect in promoting social diversity is to trigger counter-reactions from 
traditional pools of applicants. I can offer two under-researched examples (a) the 6-
7,000 well-qualified UK candidates who study in the USA in high-fee institutions 
typically charging fees like R200, 000 per annum, rather than go to nearly free 
prestigious institutions like the old collegiate universities. With percentages of 50 per 
cent or so of entrants coming from state schools, apparently some parents believe that 
Oxford and Cambridge are becoming rather proletarianized and prefer a US Ivy 
League education for their privileged children; and (b) an apparently similar example 
of the case of thousands of ‘missing’ high scoring matriculants in the South African 
system. Some may be taking the newly fashionable ‘gap year’, some emigrating with 
their parents. However, some are undoubtedly leaving South Africa to go to 
institutions abroad rather than to those historically prestigious local universities that 
have responded to the demands for greater social diversity. 

None of these imbalances or counter-reactions suggests that we should cease 
to make our universities socially diverse; I point merely to the fact that the process 
produces some irrationalities. 
 
4. Can we make ourselves more financially viable? 
In many settings, South Africa included, universities are crucially dependent on public 
subsidy. In all countries, the levels of such subsidies are quite variable and are often 
capriciously changed according either to political prejudice or to other, wholly 
legitimate, claims on the public purse (for example, the need to support an even 
poorer school system). We know that as a proportion of wealth, the share going to 
higher education in South Africa is projected to fall. Unless we have an economic 
boom, or the cake is distributed according to a different formula or to fewer 
institutions, most universities will experience a decline in their public subsidy. Given 
that most students are on 3-year or more courses, relying on annual shifts in budget is 
also an unhappy and unpredictable experience for publicly universities in many 
countries. 
 For a long while those who believed in the sanctity of the public service and 
ultimate goodwill of politicians relied on producing more and more cogent arguments 
to increase the state subsidy. Probably the best two economic arguments are: first, that 
countries need to position themselves favourably in the global knowledge business or 
they will fail. And second, local economies are crucially reliant on the downstream 
spin-offs, in services, small businesses, science parks and the like, that universities 
provide. To be sure, pleas to increase the state subsidy on economic grounds are not 
the sole basis for the universities’ case for better treatment. They can talk about 
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inducing social cohesion, humanist values and moral responsibility in a country’s 
emerging elite. They can urge that intellectual capital should not be sold to global 
corporations or richer countries. They can remind us of the intrinsic importance of 
knowledge ‘for its own sake’.  

However, universities have to recognise that cogent economic and social 
arguments do not necessarily have much political force. When all is said it remains 
clear that all arguments for increasing a state subsidy will fall at the final fence. 
Governments will have to respond to more pressing claims and voters who pay taxes 
will vote out governments that intend to increase public expenditure. Increased public 
subsidies are now a blushed flush or a cul de sac and those universities that will swim 
will need to accept this completely – not, as is true of most universities with which I 
am familiar, in a half-hearted and whinging manner. 

It follows that many alternative sources of support have to be activated. Here are 
some examples: 
{SLIDE 2 HERE} 
 

 Gifts from alumni or wealthy individuals. This strategy is particularly open to 
older and more prestigious institutions that have educated members of the 
wealthy classes or have added enough intellectual capital to propel historically 
disadvantaged people into the ranks of the newly wealthy and powerful. The 
state can help by making gifts tax friendly, but there needs also to be a ‘culture 
of giving’ – a culture notably developed in the USA and Canada and not very 
developed in Europe, Australasia and South Africa. 

 Corporate sponsorship. This is somewhat more developed in our own setting. 
Many universities are beneficiaries of support, but again corporate citizenship 
is limited by two factors – the need to return profits to shareholders, workers 
and directors (and worldwide we have entered a severe economic downturn) 
and second, the political climate. So, for example, in the Mandela period in 
South Africa, an atmosphere of being seen to support the national effort was 
morally compulsory, but this level of corporate goodwill is unlikely to sustain 
in the future.  

 Increased fees for local students. The obvious solution for many universities is 
to increase fees. Private institutions in the US and Japan have few inhibitions 
in this regard (though most maintain a fees subsidy scheme for poor-but-
worthy entrants). For those who believe in the public sector, the results of this 
strategy in the USA will be disappointing. In reputation rankings of US 
institutions, the overwhelming dominance of the private universities is evident. 
{SLIDE 3 HERE} Public institutions will need to raise fee levels to compete, 
though there are often state regulations prohibiting them from so doing. 
Provided public access for poorer students is maintained, I cannot myself see 
good grounds for the continued regulation of local fees by the state. 

 Foreign students. One of the crucial aspects of our globalizing world is that 
many students and their parents select their university of choice from a huge 
array of possibilities, including some from outside their own countries. 
Universities in the UK, for example, are crucially reliant on foreign student 
fees, which are market driven, not regulated. It is frequently observed that the 
top end of the South African university system offers similar educational 
quality at a quarter to a fifth of the world price. Home Affairs documentation, 
national image factors (including the prevalence of crime and HIV) and a self-
defeating nationalist inhibition prevents South African universities from 
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maximising this source of income. 
 Maximising the use of plant and equipment. The culture of selling plant, 

equipment and surplus expertise to paying customers in the evenings and 365 
days a year is well developed in swimming universities and poorly developed 
in sinking universities. 

 Private-public partnerships. The idea of corporate sponsorship is rapidly 
giving way in swimming universities to joint enterprises and partnerships. 
These may include science parks (notably examples of which are in Stanford 
and Cambridge), moving company Research and Development (R&D) 
operations onto campuses, joint licensing and patents and jointly developing 
teaching and research enterprises. Partnerships in marketing, distribution and 
production companies are also increasingly common. 

 Setting up retail operations on and off campus. Swimming universities sell 
services to their own students and to local residents; sinking universities are 
too inhibited to engage in the vulgar business of trade. In the latter cases, the 
profits from books, diskettes, stationary, food, telephones, gifts, concerts, 
conferences, exhibitions, bed & breakfast accommodation, supermarkets, 
gyms, soft-drink vending, Internet access, banks, pharmacies, travel agencies, 
hairdressers and the like all flow into the hands of local and global companies, 
not to the universities themselves. 

 Complete privatisation? The complete privatisation of universities has been an 
option with which many public universities have toyed, especially when 
envious eyes are cast at the leading US universities. It is a constant theme for 
hush-hush discussion in the common rooms of Oxford and Cambridge, for 
example. The UK examples in front of us are, however, very negative. The 
usual clutch dodgy outfits, offering dodgy qualifications, has been augmented 
by the not very grand private University of Buckingham. Even with the 
support of the high priestess of privatisation, Baroness Thatcher, who is 
Chancellor of that university, its reputation and performance are within the 
range of poor to disastrous. A more interesting example is provided by the 
University of Phoenix, which, in a short period, has emerged as the largest 
private university in the USA, with 114,000 students. With a small core staff 
and thousands of contract staff teaching in rented plant, it has made a great 
deal of money for the corporation that owns it. But it does not seriously 
engage with high-cost subjects like medicine, engineering and science, doesn’t 
do research, and lacks any attributes of the traditional institutions of higher 
learning. 

 
While I’ve spent a good deal of time talking about the need to make universities 
economically viable, it would be naïve to pretend that the path of commercialisation 
does not present grave dangers. The major danger is of turning a university into yet 
another corporate beast out there in the jungle and losing our historical role and 
central purpose. Yet the gains of financial independence are also many, provided we 
can stay focused on our core mission. I will come back to this point in my conclusion. 
 
5. What is the optimal model of governance and size for a university? 
As universities take on a different, and more corporate, character, the amiable 
agreements of fellows sitting around in common rooms or at high tables in small 
colleges have given way to corporate forms of governance. Our lives are dominated 
by organograms and flowcharts, line managers and performance reviews, bottom lines 
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and forward plans. It is perhaps ironic to note that these forms of corporate 
governance have a rather a rather 1970s feel to them in the corporate world itself – 
where the need for innovation, flexibility and quick response times has led to the 
celebration of the individualist, the iconoclast, the decision-maker with flair, and the 
small discussion group, as the new means of competing in the market. Working 
smarter not harder is the in-phrase: a method which some of our older and more 
cynical colleagues might argue we had already achieved in universities before the 
conventional corporate style of governance became dominant. 

Although other reasons are often advanced, the move to corporate governance 
was essentially forced on us by the massive changes in the size of universities. In the 
1940s, from 2,000-5,000 students was judged a ‘reasonable size’ for a British 
university.5 Now, we would find this ludicrously small. But what is the optimal scale 
for universities? This is usefully addressed by recalling the slogan ‘small is beautiful’. 
The phrase was popularised by E. F. Schumacher in his book of that title,6 but was 
coined by Leopold Kohr, the Austrian-born political philosopher who died in 
Gloucester about three year’s ago. In his idiosyncratic but interesting collection of 
essays, The Academic Inn (1993),7 Kohr sought to apply his concept to the 
organisation of university life. 

Kohr contended that ‘ paradoxically, the basic educational need of a mass age 
is not expansion, but contraction’. Completely against the trend, he suggested there 
should be more universities, not bigger ones. He also argued that ‘the architectural 
arrangement of buildings is more important than their number; the disposition of 
space is as important as the amount available’. Kohr celebrated, and no doubt 
romanticised, the small medieval quadrangle as the ideal arrangement – that space 
where unplanned meetings take place, where disciplines are forced to abandon their 
exclusive domains and where a sense of intellectual community develops. By contrast, 
most academics live and work in architectural deserts – ‘Alphavilles’ marked by mass 
residences and soulless academic buildings, thrown up in response to the incessant 
demands to take more students. 

Size is also about democracy, or its absence. For Kohr, the growth of powerful 
centres and presidents/vice-chancellors is a function of size: ‘Large organisations 
create large problems. Large problems require a large administrative apparatus. A 
large apparatus requires efficiency. Efficiency requires clear-cut, uncontested lines of 
authority’. To lament the lack of democracy at large universities is therefore beside 
the point. By virtue of the size of the organisations we have permitted to grow, we 
have to face the inevitable undemocratic consequences. To protest against this is like 
being annoyed that an elephant is elephantine in its conduct – it is simply the nature of 
the beast. 

Although questions of size (in terms of student numbers, buildings, parking, 
library holdings, office space, etc.) are intermittently discussed in university 
committees, there is little in-principle appreciation of the profound implications of 
size for issues governance and democracy. Intuitively, we can grasp an optimal range 
for a contact-based university: perhaps between 15-20,000 students. A green field or 
residential campus needs enough students and staff to sustain student clubs, an arts 
centre, shops and cafes, not to mention justifying the investment in academic staff, 
books, buildings, plant and laboratories. At the same time, a university can be so big 
as to become diffuse, sprawling and rudderless, having no significant collective 
                                                 
5  Truscott, p. 272 
6  E. F. Shumacher Small is Beautiful  
7  Leopold Kohr The Academic Inn Wales: self-published, 1993 
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identity. Split sites often don’t work, though computer-technology may help to 
ameliorate the sense of the smaller, more distant, campuses also being marginal to a 
university’s concerns. 

As a veteran of the student protests at Wits in the early 1960s and LSE later 
that decade it may be useful to add an historical footnote. At the moment we are in a 
period of student quiescence – as students are more interested in realising their 
vocational ambitions than flexing their political muscles. However, periods of student 
revolt will return, driven either by external events or perhaps at protests at the 
impoverished education offered at many state-funded institutions. In such a setting, a 
too large, too dispersed, too anonymous university could become seriously unstable. 
At this point the troops will have to be sent in to maintain order – as has happened in 
Korea, Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria and Kenya, to name but a few examples. 
 
6. Can we balance the demands of the labour market with the cultivation of the 
intellect? 
The demand for university education is propelled by at least four ‘drivers’ (a) a global 
labour market which demands certain portable skills and does not much care where 
they are acquired; (b) government-driven plans to expand the numbers attending 
universities in the national interest; (c) self-driven or curiosity-driven students who 
want to enrich their lives and minds and (d) parents/guardians who see education as 
an investment in a secure future for their children. There are, however, curious and 
paradoxical effects as these four drivers work themselves out in the university setting. 
For example, it may not be seen in the national interest to use subsidies to support the 
training of software engineers, doctors, dentists or accountants who may sell their 
skills to the highest international bidder. Yet a university cannot in all justice deny 
entry to well-qualified and eligible candidates whose intentions to stay or leave might 
change. 

Again, whereas it may be very much in the national interest to use universities 
to produce graduates on the cheap in subjects of the government’s choice there can 
never be any final consensus on what we need to teach. Far-sighted academics are 
driven by curiosity and follow trails of enquiry that are many years ahead of the 
choices made by curriculum advisers and national planners. This gap is expressed in 
the idea that students should drink from the running stream of research, not from the 
stagnant pool of received knowledge. Put in another way, there are inescapable 
tensions between what academics want to teach, what they are required to teach and 
what their students (or more likely their students’ parents) think they need to know. It 
is clear that massive issues of principle are at stake here and that many academics see 
the demand for vocational education and nationally-driven educational priorities as 
insulting, and seriously undermining their professional competence and academic 
freedom. 
 That many traditional universities remain uncomfortable with the 
massification and McDonaldisation of knowledge is evident. All institutions – be they 
a church, army or political party – like to reproduce their self-perceived virtues. This 
is also true of a university. The fears of massification are captured in Kohr’s comment 
that: ‘To adjust himself to the increasing demand for education on the part of the great 
multitudes ... the teacher must now meet his students halfway. The result is that, 
although he himself may still be widely educated, only half his knowledge is passed 
on. The next teacher, having acquired only half of his socially-conscious 
predecessor’s vision, meets his pampered students again halfway, passing on only a 
fourth of the originally available store of knowledge’. For many teachers admitting a 
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wide diversity of students, whose literacy, numerical and linguistic skills are poorer 
than those expected of students 40 years ago, is eroding the purpose of academic life. 
We may display splendid social virtue, but lose the capacity to sustain a high level of 
academic enquiry. 
 And here is the next paradox: academic freedom and excellence may be 
protected by the increasing polarisation of wealth. As Miyoshi8 notes, in the USA 
only the rich can afford merely to cultivate their minds. The declining middle classes 
are forced into the land grant and state universities where their parents insist that they 
do something ‘useful’. The humanities – defined simply for the moment as the study 
of national languages and histories and international studies – suffer, as do the purer 
sciences of mathematics and physics. Culture (the arts and literature), Miyoshi argues, 
‘shows every sign’ of being re-organized into media, entertainment and tourism. We 
may add that pure science is being reorganised into computer studies and applied 
engineering. It is apparent in our context that families of a much more modest 
backgrounds than those of the US middle classes, who may have scrimped and saved 
to get their children to universities, are even more likely to expect a practical return 
for their social investment. 

Though this pressure for vocationalism is often decried and, as I earlier suggested 
seen as a threat to academic freedom, the organization of the universities for ‘useful 
knowledge’ is a long story. In the European case, it is at least as old as the early 
nineteenth century and coincided with the beginnings of European expansion 
overseas. Prestigious institutions of learning, like the Royal Society or the Royal 
Botanical Society, heard lectures about the geography, flora, fauna, minerals, 
anthropology and climate of foreign lands with the quite explicit understanding that 
this knowledge was being garnered with a view to how it could be economically 
exploited. Much scientific work was devoted to improving navigation, ship design and 
the means of waging war. So we must learn not merely to denounce vocationalism 
and applied knowledge, but to work with them. 
 
Conclusion 
I have discussed issues of academic freedom, the love of learning and the need to 
protect high levels of discourse and research. Many academics may feel I have not 
discussed these questions adequately. My point, however, is a simple one. There is no 
academic freedom in an empty library or a broken-down laboratory. Academics 
cannot foster a love of learning when (as happens in a number of African settings) 
their salaries are unpaid and they have to invest in a taxi business or raise chickens to 
survive. Students will not be attracted to research if their experience of universities is 
of residences with broken windows, classrooms with broken chairs and dispirited 
lecturers teaching from second-hand textbooks. 

In short, the things we value have to be protected by a realistic appreciation of 
the difficulties we face now and in the future, not by nostalgic dreams and 
reconstructions of yesteryear. I have tried to illustrate the major challenges facing 
universities in the 21st century by reference to six key questions. 
 
{SLIDE 4 HERE} Discussion of slide 
 

Can we meet these challenges? Frankly, it is unlikely as long as we hold to the 
notion of an undifferentiated system. Not all universities are alike. Because of the 

                                                 
8  Miyoshi, p. 18 
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demand for university education, particularly vocationally driven university 
education, the numbers of students attending university have risen dramatically. Old 
universities, with the exception of a small number of US Ivy League institutions with 
large endowments and charging massive fees, have been transformed often beyond 
recognition. Colleges and polytechnics have been re-badged as universities; novel 
public institutions have been created, including low-cost distance education 
institutions. New private providers have entered the market on a massive scale. Web-
based learning, sometimes supported by reputable institutions, has created a new 
generation of ‘virtual universities’. Another relatively new variation is the franchise 
operation (again echoes of McDonaldization) where small, weak, often overseas 
operations are used as platforms to give qualifications of more reputable institutions. 

Of these many institutions some will sink, some will flounder about for a few 
more years and some will swim. The conditions of success, the magic formulae that 
will allow survival, are almost an obsessional anxiety for senior university 
administrators and concerned government ministers. I have given your the flavour of 
such discussions. Presidents, Rectors and Vice-chancellors may be paid significant 
stipends by historical standards, but they are paid far too little considering the 
pressures they are under. With rare exceptions, they are not happy people. I hope, Mr 
Vice-Chancellor, that we have in you the happy exception to the rule. I have tried to 
swim the first 100 metres, but I’m only too happy to be handing on the task to you – a 
younger and wiser colleague – to undertake the next part of the journey. 
 
 
 
Professor Robin Cohen 
Dean of Humanities 
University of Cape Town 
107 Beattie Building 
Rondebosch 7701 
South Africa 
dean@humanities.uct.ac.za 
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SIX KEY CHALLENGES 
 

1. Can we increase our reaction time? 

2 Can we make ourselves more competitive with other 
knowledge providers? 

3. How far are we to make our universities more socially 
diverse? 

4. Can we make ourselves more financially viable? 

5. What is the optimal model of governance and size for a 
university? 

6. Can we balance the demands of the labour market with the 
cultivation of the intellect? 
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SOME STRATEGIES FOR SWIMMNG 
 

 Gifts from alumni or wealthy individuals 

 Corporate sponsorship 

 Increased fees for local students 

 Foreign students 

 Maximising the use of plant and equipment 

 Private-public partnerships 

 Setting up retail operations on and off campus 

 Complete privatisation? 
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REPUTATION RANKINGS OF US UNIVERSITIES 
 
 
2000 
BEST UNIVERSITY 
(GENERAL) 

2002 (data 2001) 
BEST UNIVERSITY 
(FOR DOCTORAL STUDIES) 

# Name Score # Name Score 

1 Princeton University 100.0 1 Princeton University (NJ) 100.0 

2 Harvard University 99.0 2 Harvard University (MA) 99.0 

2 Yale University 99.0 2 Yale University (CT) 99.0 

4 Cal. Institute of Technology 97.0 4 Cal. Institute of Technology 96.0 

5 Mass. Institute of Technology 96.0 5 Mass. Institute of Tech. 95.0 

6 Stanford University 94.0 5 Stanford University (CA) 95.0 

6 University of Pennsylvania 94.0 5 University of Pennsylvania 95.0 

8 Duke University (NC) 93.0 8 Duke University (NC) 93.0 

9 Dartmouth College (NH) 91.0 9 Columbia University (NY) 89.0 

10 Columbia University (NY) 90.0 9 Dartmouth College (NH) 89.0 

10 Cornell University (NY) 90.0 9 University of Chicago 89.0 

10 University of Chicago 90.0 12 Northwestern University 88.0 

13 Northwestern University (IL) 88.0 12 Rice University (TX) 88.0 

13 Rice University (TX) 88.0 14 Cornell University (NY) 87.0 

15 Brown University (RI) 87.0 14 Washington University 87.0 

15 Johns Hopkins University 87.0 16 Brown University (RI) 86.0 

15 Washington University 87.0 16 Johns Hopkins University 86.0 

18 Emory University (GA) 86.0 18 Emory University (GA) 84.0 

19 University of Notre Dame 85.0 19 University of Notre Dame 83.0 

20 Univ. of Cal. – Berkeley 83.0 20 Univ.of Cal. – Berkeley 82.0 

20 University of Virginia 83.0 21 University of Virginia 81.0 

 
Source: America's Best Colleges. Searchable at www.usnews.com 
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SUMMARY 
 

Swimming 
universities are: 

Sinking universities are: We may/will lose: 

Quick Slow Contemplative 
scholarship 

Competitive with 
other knowledge 
providers 

Stuck in their ivory towers 
(but could Rizer be right?) 

Monopoly of knowledge. 

The unconventional, 
mould breaking student 

Socially diverse (but 
move carefully to 
achieve this) 

Ethnically homogenous 
(but they can hold out with 
prestige and big 
endowments) 

Qualified traditional 
applicants 

A reputation for 
excellence 

Commercially hungry Bent on resisting the 
contamination of the 
market 

Intellectual purity. Our 
reputation for 
independence. Our 
innocence 

Medium-sized Too big OR 

 

Too small 

(If too big) Less 
governable and 
democratic 

(If too small) Subject to 
takeover, closure and 
not economically viable 

Able to combine 
intellectual rigour with 
vocational demands 

Responsive only to the 
labour market OR 

Trapped in a purist position 

Confusion of purpose as 
competing demands 
prove impossible to 
reconcile 
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DIVERSITY INDEX AND RANK ORDER 
 
Good on Both 
 
Stanford 11th on diversity 

index 
6th in Rank Order 26% Asian 

American as 
largest minority 

UC Berkeley 14th on diversity 
index 

20th in Rank 
Order 

42% Asian 
American as 
largest minority 

 
Not that socially diverse but still high ranked 
 
Princeton 77th on diversity 

index 
1st in Rank Order 13% Asian 

American as 
largest minority 

Yale 66th on diversity 
index 

2nd in Rank Order 15% Asian 
American as 
largest minority 

Harvard 38th on diversity 
index 

2nd in Rank Order 19% Asian 
American as 
largest minority 

 
 

 


