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Warm-up activity 

 Recommend a university in your country, 
which is not high on global ranking, but you 
believe it is unique and interesting. Please give 
us three reasons for your recommendation  
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Landscape for higher education 
stratification research 
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Research program 

•  Lakatos: (in Popper’s tradition) 
• Advocate “Research programme” 

• Accumulation of knowledge through inter-related research 
activities 

• “Theoretical research program” 
• A particular, theoretical approach 

• Specific theories and hypotheses 

• empirical tests and cumulative evidence 

• further refinement/revision/expansion 
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Research program 

• Academic research is not isolated, but occurs in academic 
community  

• Relations between academic researches  

• Different contribution to academia   
• To better understand and appreciate academic research 

• To better position one’s own work 

• E.g. Research programs in organization research 

• Institutional, population ecology, social network, resource-based 
approach, etc. 
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Research program 

• Different types of research works  

• Ground-breaking research  

• Theoretical advancement or fine-tuning existing ones  

• Methodological contribution  

• Confirmation and accumulation of empirical evidence  

• Application or extension of theory in other fields   

• Interaction with other theories: competition, merge or variation   
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Research program: Neo-institutionalism theory  
     Ground-breaking work：Meyer & Rowan （1977） 

 
Theoretical advancement：DiMaggio & Powell （1983） 

 

 Methodological improvement：Tolbert& Zucker （1983） 

 

                Empirical works 

 

 

 

Accumulation of evidence Extension of research topics       Dialogue with other theories 

 

Edelman (1990)  Strang (1990) Carroll & Hannan(1989) 

Dobbin & Sutton (1993, 1998) Fligstein (1985)  Han (1993) 

………….                  Zhou (1993b)      Zhou (1993a)   
  

        

         Further development (concept, operationalization, new applications)  

          Haunschild & Miner (1997) 
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Landscape for stratification research 

• “an intellectual tour”: 
• Focus on “forest”/landscape – research program, connections among studies 

and accumulation of knowledge 

• Not “trees” – individual studies, or specific methods/results 

 

• Landscape for stratification research  
• Theory of state and/or globalization  

• Theory of higher education sector 

• Theory of institution stratification and organization segmentation   
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Landscape for stratification research 

Theory of state and/or globalization   

Submerged State (Mettler, 2011, 
2014) 

Globalization and university (Altbach, 
2004; Marginson, 2006) 
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Landscape for stratification research 

Theory of higher education sector  

 Higher education as 
quasi-market 

(Marginson, 2013; 
Naidoo, 2011) 

Higher education as 
prestige economy 

(Bowen, 1980; Winston, 
1999; James, 1990) 

Higher education as 
institution    

(Meyer et al., 2006) 
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Landscape for stratification research 

Theory of institution stratification 
and organization segmentation 

 Higher education as quasi-market 
(Marginson, 2013; Naidoo, 2011) 

Academic capitalism 
(Slaughter and Leslie 1997; 

Slaughter and Rhoades 2004） 

Organization segmentation 
(Slaughter and Cantwell 2012） 

Higher education as prestige 
economy (Winston, 1999) 

Resource theory of cost (Bowen, 1980; 
Baumol 1993; Leslie and Rhoades 1995) 

Multiple-output organization (Cohn, 
1989; Johnes and Johnes, 2009; Lacy 

2010) 

Resource allocation bias 
(Ehrenberg,2002,  2007) 

Higher education as 
institution   (Meyer et al., 

2006) 

Institutionalism theory (Tierney 
1997; DiMaggio and Powell 1991) 

Neo-institutionalism theory 
(Brewer et al. 2002; Morphew 

2002; DiMaggio and Powell 1983) 

Universities as a field (Fligstein 
and Dauter 2007; Taylor and 

Cantwell 2015 
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Landscape for stratification research 

• Empirical evidence  
Institution stratification 

(Cantwell et al. 2013; Taylor 
et al. 2016) 

Organizational 
segmentation (Rosinger et 

al. 2016)  

Internal resource allocation 
(Taylor et al. 2016) 

Institution stratification, 
organization segmentation 
and ranking (Cantwell et al. 

2013)  

Base of stratification: 
revenue and expenditure 

relation (Leslie et al. 2012) 
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Theoretical approaches 
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Q1: Where is the competition 
coming from? 
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Submerged state and use of quasi-market approach  

•  Resource allocation through market-like mechanism (Taylor et al. 2016)  
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Submerged state and use of quasi-market approach  

• Resource allocation through market-like mechanism (Taylor et al. 2016)  

Submerged state  

• Tax relief benefits private 
research universities  

• Federal support for 
R&D is competitive, but 
determined by 
government policies  

Shaping development of 
research universities  

Benefiting private 
research universities 

than public ones  

Restricting strategic 
activities of certain 

universities  
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Research university as an organizational field 
(Taylor et al. 2016)  

• Fligsten and Dauter(2007): a field consists of organizations that face 
common opportunities and constraints 

• Field members share understanding of how resources are allocated and who 
possess status within the field 

• Field members tend to accept the de facto reality of stratification  

• Taylor and Cantwell (2015): research universities in US as a field 
• Espouse to similar missions and compete for similar resources such as students, 

faculty, and revenue 
• Encompass multiple missions, practice cross-subsidization  
• Field hierarchy reflect resources gleaned through research enterprise 

• External research support confers both status and revenue competition 
promotes a university’s excellence and provides funds  
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Research university as an organizational field 
(Leslie et al. 2012)  

•  Neo-institutional theory: research universities constitute an 
organizational field  

• The standard practices of the field influence the behaviors of individual 
organizations leading to isomorphism or similarity (DiMaggio and Powell 
1983)  

• Research university will spend increasing amount of money on prestige 
generating activities such as research 

• Pursuit of prestige from research implies engagement in research 
competition nationally or globally  
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Global ranking as disciplinary technology  
(Cantwell et al. 2013) 

• Foucault (1990,1984,1979): governance technology both regulates 
and produces behavior 

• Technology that assess GRU status also evaluate and shape the behavior of the 
organizations they serve 

• Global ranking plays the role of disciplinary technology ranking systems as 
mechanisms to evaluate and regulate universities  

 

 
Ranking 

technologies set 
standards for 

competition 

Ranking systems 
incite universities 

to behave in 
particular ways 

Ranking lead to 
inter-institutional 

stratification   
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Global ranking as disciplinary technology  
(Cantwell et al. 2013) 

• Foucault (1990,1984,1979): governance technology leads to 
organizational segmentation 

 

 

Evaluation 
technology focuses 
on research output 

(ARWU) 

Ranking confer 
status to most 

research 
productive 
institutions  

Research 
productivity offers 

both status and 
reputation S&E 

are valued  

Encouraging 
universities to 

advantage S&E as 
pursuit of status 

21 



Q2: How does institutional hierarchy 
occur in prestige economy?  
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Organizational perspective 

 Two perspectives  

 

 Organizational theory perspective: prestige is based on research output, 
global ranking evaluates and shape institution hierarchy 
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Variation in 
prestige 

Variation in  
revenue and 

status 

Variation in 
access to 

external R&D 
funding 



Academic capitalism brings stratification  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  

•  Slaughter and Rhoades (2004): academic capitalism identifies the 
mechanisms by which institutional and organizational structures link 
universities with state, corporations, and interstitial organizations 

 

• Changing environment and upward transfer  
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Academic capitalism brings stratification  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  

• Slaughter and Leslie (1997)  

• Slaughter and Rhoades (2004)  
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Federal grant for R&D 
increases 

upper strata universities 
receive the largest share of 

federal R&D funding 

hiring additional 
faculty or contingent 

labor  

Producing more research 
output and grants 

Getting higher in 
global ranking  



Economic perspective 

 Two perspectives  

 
 Economic perspective: prestige is based on peer quality and institution wealth 
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Variation in 
prestige 

Variation in 
subsidization 
and student 

quality 

Variation in 
revenue 



Economics of higher education hierarchy 

Winston (1999)  

 Nature of higher education and how to understanding the economics of 
higher education  
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Higher education as a nonprofit enterprise  

Information 
asymmetry  

Unique 
organization al 

goal 
 

Non-
distributional 

constraint 

Revenue 
combination  
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

• Information asymmetry  

Information 
asymmetry 

Customer 
unaware of 

quality and cost 
of product 

Trust market  
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

•  Non-distributional constraint 
 

 

Non-
distributional 
constraint 

Cross-
subsidization 

Weaken 
incentive for 
profit 
maximization 
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

•  Excellence as organization goal  
 

 
Excellence as 
organization 

goal   

Maximizing 
institution 

prestige 

Prestige 
economy 

donative-commercial 
nonprofits 

31 



Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Peer effect: customer-input technology  
 

Customer-
input 

technology 

Students as 
input 

Financial aid 
as price for 
good peers 

Schools need 
to find good 

students 
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Higher education as a nonprofit enterprise 
 Donative-commercial nonprofits can and do subsidize their 

customers, selling them a product at a price that is below the costs 
of its production  

The sustainable excess of production cost over price is a defining 
economic characteristics of higher education, both public and 
private; for all customers, not just cross-subsidize some at the 
expense of others  
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Variation in 
prestige 

Variation in 
subsidization 
and student 

quality 

Variation in 
revenue 



Formation of institution hierarchy  

Difference in 
access to 
donation 

Difference in 
student subsidy 

Feedback loop between 
donation and student/institution 

quality  

Creation of excess demand 
and  institution selectivity 

Higher peer 
quality 

Instructional 
technology based on 

peer inputs 

Increasing in 
future alumni 

donation 

Prestige based on 
peer quality and 

donation  
34 



Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Subsidy and 
student quality 
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Subsidy and 
education 
technology  
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Economics of higher education hierarchy 

 Hierarchy of 
college and 
universities 
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Q3: Why do research universities 
prioritize investment for research 
and how does this influence 
stratification?   
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Research brings prestige to institution  
(Leslie et al. 2012)  

• Economics perspective 
• University as multi-product firms that produce instruction, research and other 

outputs (Cohn et al. 1990)  

• Resource theory of costs (Bowen 1980) suggests universities try to maximize 
excellence, prestige and quality  

• University’s cost increases overtime (Baumal 1993) 

• Universities prioritize research expenditures to maximize prestige and 
reputation (Ehrenberg 2007) 
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Research brings prestige to institution  
(Leslie et al. 2012)  

• Institutional theory and neo-institutional theory 
• Tierney (1997): universities are likely to behave in a manner consistent with 

their tripartite mission of teaching, research and service, and that 
expenditures would proceed according to that sequence (institutional theory)  

• Neo-institutional theory perceive research universities as an organizational 
field. Isomorphism leads universities all pursue research as prestige generating 
activities  
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Academic capitalism brings deeper stratification  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  

•  Slaughter and Rhoades (2004): academic capitalism identifies the 
mechanisms by which institutional and organizational structures link 
universities with state, corporations, and interstitial organizations 

• Changing environment and upward transfer  
• State support for higher education in US decline in 1980s and 1990s 

• Federal grant for R&D increases overtime, resource dependent universities 
become more reliant on competitive research grants and contracts from pubic 
sources and industry (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997)  

• The upper strata universities receive the largest share of federal R&D funding 
hiring additional faculty or contingent labor getting addition research grants  
inter-institutional stratification increases  

41 



Q4: Where does organizational 
segmentation come from?  
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Academic capitalism brings organization segmentation 
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  

•  Academic capitalism indicates new forms of organization that segment 
universities  

Segmentation implies 
boundaries between 

units 

Segmentation leads to 
advantages of some sub-

units and groups of 
employees (Slaughter 
and Cantwell 2012) 

Segmentation enlarges 
differences between 

organization units and 
groups  
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Organization segmentation (Rosinger et al. 2016)  

•  Interactions between organizational segmentation, academic work and 
professionalization  

Decline of state 
support  

Research brings 
money and status  

Administrative 
authority’s influence 

Pursuit of prestige and 
research, overlook teaching 

Increasing reliance on 
external support 

S&E as high-resource 
unit 

Humanities as low-
resource unit 

S&E follows logics of 
market  

Humanities follow 
administrative logic 

De-professionalization and 
organizational segmentation  
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Research agenda for institution-level 
inequality study 
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Q1: Any evidence on institutional 
stratification?  
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Latent class analysis with mean comparison  
(Taylor et al. 2016)  

•  Latent class analysis 
• Classifying public and private research universities using research capacity, 

instruction capacity and endowment (for private only) 

• Comparing group mean with population mean 

• From 2000 to 2008 data from IPEDS, NSF R&D survey, CAE’s endowment data  

• Separate analysis for public and private universities 

• Tracking time trend 
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Latent class analysis with mean comparison  
(Taylor et al. 2016)  
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Latent class analysis with mean comparison  
(Taylor et al. 2016)  
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Latent class analysis with mean comparison  
(Taylor et al. 2016)  
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Latent class analysis with mean comparison  
(Taylor et al. 2016)  
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Q2: Do institutions cross-
subsidize research?   
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Fixed effect model  
(Leslie et al. 2012)  

•  Two-way fixed effect model 
• IPEDS data from 1984/85 to 2007/08 

• Revenue and expenditure type data  

• 96 research extensive institutions as of 2007/08 

• Per FTE in dollars  
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Fixed effect model --public 
(Leslie et al. 2012)  
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Fixed effect model  --private  
(Leslie et al. 2012)  
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Fixed effect model –public with year interaction term 
(Leslie et al. 2012)  
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Fixed effect model –private with year interaction term 
(Leslie et al. 2012)  
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Q3: Do inter-institutional 
stratification and organizational 
segmentation predicts ranking? 
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Panel Tobit model  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  

• Tobit model for ARWU ranking 
• With lagged input 

• 68 US research universities from 2003 to 2008 

• Data source 
• ARWU raw aggregate scores  

• Delta project: university enrollment, finance, institutional characteristics  

• NSF WebCASPAR： number of postdoc, R&D expenditure, S&E doctorates  

• Tobit model with panel data  
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Panel Tobit model—inter-institutional stratification  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  
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Panel Tobit Model—organization segmentation  
(Cantwell et al. 2013)  
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Research agenda  

• Shifting focus from input to process and output  
• Majority of research now focus on input difference, with few exceptions on 

output such as research publication (Halffman and Leydesdorff 2010)  

 

 

• Consider a wider array of consequences  
• Connectedness of research universities worldwide 

• Presence in social media  

• Connection with industries  

• Earnings and other student development indicators  
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Research agenda  

• Using administrative data to get system-wide picture of stratification, not 
just among top research universities  

• The big-data approach  

 

• Paying attention to stratification among non-selective institutions 
• Community colleges 

• Non-selective baccalaureate institutions  

• For-profit ones  
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Thanks!  

 

 

 

Poyang@pku.edu.cn 
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