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Introduction

The year of 2017 can be viewed as a milestone 
for the system of education in the modern history of 
Russia. In 1992 the first law «On Education» was ad-
opted. It radically changed the concept, content and 
structure of education, and launched the process of its 
transformation (Gounko & Smale, 2007). In the first 20 
years, the national higher education system experienced 
an educational boom in the new social and economic 
conditions. Higher education became more accessible 
and the demand and supply of educational services in-
creased dramatically (Heyneman, 2010). The last five 
years were marked by a demographic dive, which is 
a consequence of the falling birth rates in the 1990s.

The year of 2012 saw a new version of the law 
«On Education in the Russian Federation», which was 
groundbreaking for the system of education. Never 
before did the Russian education system go through 
such drastic changes due to social and economic and 

political reforms. A five year period is too short a 
term to make far reaching conclusions, yet it is long 
enough to identify trends in the development of edu-
cation and see the first impact of the new law.

The most obvious and controversial feature of the 
law was strengthening control and oversight proce-
dures: licensing and licensing control (scheduled and 
random), state accreditation, state control of education 
quality (scheduled and random), oversight of law im-
plementation (scheduled and random). The Monitoring 
of HEIs’ effectiveness has become yet another super-
vision procedure whose main objective is declared to 
be education quality enhancement.

However, new approaches to overseeing edu-
cation were developed without public participa-
tion and open discussions, in fact, behind the 
scenes (Pukharenko, Norina & Norin, 2017). No 
wonder that for treating the ailing system of educa-
tion radical surgery was chosen as the most effective 
method of achieving quality enhancement. As a result, 
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a number of HEIs and their branches were cut down 
significantly.

The purpose of the article is to suggest a new 
method of presenting the results of the Monitoring 
of HEIs based on the analysis of the current practices. 
The study involves the analysis of social, economic, 
demographic and political prerequisites for imple-
menting the procedure of the Monitoring. The chang-
ing social, economic and demographic conditions in 
the country impacted the scope of higher education, 
whereas the political developments brought about 
changes in the educational policy of the Ministry.

The paper also looks into the analysis of 
the Monitoring indicators and results of the last 
5 years. The state educational policy determines the 
Monitoring indicators, whereas the results of the 
Monitoring serve as a mechanism for governing the 
system of higher education

On the basis of the analysis, the study will sug-
gest a new method for presenting the Monitoring re-
sults in the league table format. It is argued that this 
method will work towards the development of higher 
education instead of its downsizing.

While preserving the current indicators as vec-
tors of educational policy, more flexible methods for 
calculating the Monitoring indicators and present-
ing results are suggested. This method of evaluating 
HEIs’ performance may be of interest to administra-
tive bodies and HEIs not only in Russia, but also in 
other countries which use monitoring for controlling 
the quality of education.

Methodology

The analysis of the Monitoring of HEIs’ effective-
ness was based on the study of legislative and regula-
tory documents of the Ministry; the Monitoring indi-
cators and methodology for their calculation; statisti-
cal data and decisions made on the results, and public 
opinion about the effectiveness and appropriateness of 
the procedure. A more flexible method for presenting 
the Monitoring results in the league table format is 
based on McKinsey-Abel’s method and can be used as 
one of possible methods to enhance the performance 
of HEIs. The article presents the authors’ expert opin-
ion on the subject based on the personal experience in 
the sphere of quality assurance in education.

Monitoring as a tool of the state 
educational policy

In the Federal Law «On Education in the Russian 
Federation», the monitoring is defined as «systematic 
standardized supervision over the conditions of educa-

tion and the dynamics of its outcomes, the conditions 
of implementing educational activities, student popu-
lation, academic and extracurricular achievements 
of students and career development of graduates…». 
«The order…, and the mandatory information to be 
presented is established by the Government of the 
Russian Federation» (RF Federal Law, 2012).

Based on the law monitoring can be defined 
as a specially organized procedure for information 
collecting and analysis with the aim of continuous 
standardized oversight of a process, its diagnostics 
and predicting its development. However, since 2012 
monitoring has become something different from a 
tool for supervision, diagnostics and predicting. It has 
become an instrument for decision-making on ineffec-
tive higher educational institutions and their branches, 
which are to be reorganized.

Enhancing the quality of higher education provi-
sion, which in many cases does not meet the required 
standards, remains an urgent issue. However, tackling it 
by reorganisation of ineffective educational institutions 
is not necessarily the most appropriate way. Firstly, the 
concept of an effective educational institution can im-
ply different features, and therefore needs in-depth dis-
cussion. Secondly, the focus should be on the quality of 
programs, but not the effectiveness of a HEI. In one and 
the same HEI there may be both popular up-to-date and 
adequately equipped programs, as well as programs 
which fail to meet the required standards.

Obviously, the introduction of the Law and out-
lined procedures was a response to the President’s 
Decree of May 2012 and his direct order to carry out 
«the monitoring of higher education institutions with 
the purpose of assessment of their effectiveness and re-
organization of ineffective state HEIs» until the end of 
December 2012 (Decree, 2012). Following this order, in 
the autumn of 2012 the Ministry of Education conduct-
ed the first «effectiveness» monitoring of the state HEIs, 
which caused controversy in the academic community. 
There were several reasons for such controversy.

First of all, the outcomes of the State Monitoring. 
There’s nothing unusual in the monitoring proce-
dure in itself. The governing body, in the case of the 
Russian Federation it’s the Ministry of Education,, 
should have at its disposal full and credible infor-
mation on the activity of subordinate organiza-
tions (Brennan, 1997), especially if there was «an 
order from above». The Ministry certainly collected 
various data before, however, in light of the new Law 
the monitoring procedures became highly burden-
some for HEIs and, more over, turned into controlling 
and restructuring the HEI network.

The second reason is the shift in the direction of 
the state educational policy: from granting autonomy 
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Fig. 1. Dynamics оf the number of students enrolled in state and private HEIs (in thousands) (Isras.org, 2018)

Fig. 2. Dynamics of the number of HEIs (excluding branches) (Gks.ru, 2018)
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and rights to expand the higher education sector to 
tightening the state regulation and decreasing education 
expenditures (Forrat, 2012). Alongside with the Federal 
Law, a roadmap for education development has been 
worked out. According to this document, one of the 
ways for effectiveness enhancement of higher education 
is reduction of the number of HEIs: in the period from 
2012 to 2017 twenty-eight HEIs have to be reduced an-
nually (the total of 168 HEIs) (Order of the Gov., 2012).

Despite criticism these measures could be jus-
tified by the state of higher education sector by 
2010. From the beginning of 1990-s until 2009, the 

higher education system greatly increased in scope: 
the number of students tripled –  from 2.5 million to 
7.5 million (Fig. 1); there was an increase in the num-
ber of educational programs (from 10.2 thousand to 
32.5 thousand) and of the number of HEIs (without 
branches) –  from 528 to 1,134 (Fig. 2). But already in 
2010 there was a prominent tendency towards a sharp 
decrease in the number of students due to the demo-
graphic dive caused by the falling birth rates (10 % 
annually) during the perestroika period and dramatic 
deterioration of social economic conditions in the 
country (Fig. 3).
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Fig. 3. Dynamics of the number of births in Russia against the data of 1975,% (Gks.ru, 2018)

Образовательная политика

Moreover, the education boom at the turn of 
the century had a negative impact on the quality of 
graduates in HEIs: drastic increase in the number of 
students could hardly be supported by adequate ma-
terial, human and financial resources. The Ministry 
set the task of enhancing education quality, first and 
foremost through the reduction of ineffective HEIs.

The concept of effectiveness and the criteria for 
its assessment had not been defined by any regulatory 
document. However, the monitoring procedure was 
launched in the autumn of 2012 (502 state educational 
institutions and 930 branches); and since 2013 it has been 
conducted annually as on April 1. All state HEIs (since 
2013 all private HEIs as well) have to fill in specially 
developed forms with information on their activity.

The obtained information is systematized and 
compared against the threshold values. The results are 
reviewed by a special committee comprised of mem-
bers from ministries and bodies representing higher 
education. The committee makes recommendations 
for the founders of HEIs and their branches which 
are found to be ineffective. The founder makes a de-
cision either to close the HEI or the brunch (with the 
students being transferred to other HEIs) or to merge 
it with another HEI which is found effective.

Thus, the goal of enhancing the quality of educa-
tion is considered to be achieved. However, until now 
there have not been any verified data that the admin-
istrative measures reducing the number of institutions 
have been really effective in achieving this goal.

The Monitoring indicators as a vector 
of the state educational policy

There are 154 criteria for collecting informa-
tion, which are divided into seven groups (Indicators.

miccedu.ru, 2018). The monitoring indicators, in fact, 
characterize the direction of the state educational poli-
cy and determine the developmental trends of Russia’s 
higher school.

These indicators include the following:
Educational performance: the quality of admitted 

applicants. This indicator is calculated by the grade 
point average of the Unified State Exam, which is a 
high school final and university entrance exam taken 
upon completion of the 11th grade of the secondary 
comprehensive school. Only full-time students en-
rolled on the basis of general competition are taken 
into account. This aspect is indicative of the HEI 
prestige, the demand for the programs it delivers. 
But these are not the direct results of the institution’s 
performance. Obviously, better prepared applicants 
make a prerequisite for a higher level of graduates; 
however, the HEI does not contribute to the training 
of applicants.

Research activity: the estimated indicator for al-
locating funds for research from all possible sources 
per one HEI teacher involved in teaching and research. 
This indicator can be regarded as a general perfor-
mance indicator, but not as an indicator of educational 
activity as such. It is supposed to characterize the lev-
el of teachers, as a modern teacher should carry out 
research. However, it is impossible to estimate how 
much this or that researcher is involved in teaching.

International cooperation of a HEI is character-
ized by the number of admitted international students. 
It is calculated against the total number of students 
enrolled in a HEI or a branch. It is not clear why 
the share of international students is for the most 
part (99 %) comprised of compatriots from the former 
Soviet Union and developing countries from Asia and 
Africa. And these countries admittedly have a lower 
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level of education in comparison with Russia. How 
can this indicator possibly determine the effective-
ness or performance of a HEI activity? This might be 
a contribution to the solution of certain geopolitical 
issues, but they are beyond the scope of the statutory 
activities of HEIs. This indicator could be interpreted 
in different ways, and there is no reason to believe 
that the quality of education is directly related to the 
number of international students enrolled in a HEI.

Financial and economic activity is an indicator 
of the income received by a HEI from all possible 
sources: educational activity (fee-paying students), re-
search, grants, sponsorship, publication activity etc. 
This indicator characterizes the ability of a HEI to 
draw budget and out of budget means. It can charac-
terize the effectiveness of the institution, but not its 
educational activity. This indicator is more indicative 
of entrepreneurship activity.

Infrastructure of a HEI: the estimated floor space 
of academic buildings per one student. This indicator 
can be interpreted in different ways: on the one hand, 
the less the better, as the floor space should be used 
effectively. But how it is going to impact the educa-
tional and research activity is hard to tell. On the other 
hand, adequate laboratory facilities testify to a HEI’s 
ability to offer quality educational services. But the 
issue whether there is a direct correlation between 
the size of laboratories and the quality of education 
needs to be further explored. Besides, many HEIs bor-
row material resources for their educational process. 
These are, first of all, medical and arts and culture 
HEIs. Since 2015, this indicator has been excluded 
from the monitoring list.

The average pay of the teaching staff as related 
to the average pay in the real economy of the region, 
where a HEI is located (this indicator was introduced 
in 2015). The average pay in Russia’s regions is cal-
culated by the Federal State Statistics Service. The 
correlation of the teachers’ salary and the average pay 
in the region does not have any relevance either to 
educational or research activity. This is a vector of 
the state social policy, but unfortunately, it is not un-
derscored by the budgetary funding. The indicator is 
determined by the administration of a HEI.

Employability of graduates: this indicator is cal-
culated on the basis of the tax received by the Pension 
Fund of the Russian Federation from the graduates 
employed in the previous year. The information is pro-
vided by the Pension Fund of Russia. The employabil-
ity of graduates should be one of the most important. 
But in fact, it is not because besides representing the 
average percentage of graduates’ employability in a 
given HEI, it does not draw a complete and clear pic-
ture of the quality of graduates and their achievements.

Additional indicatorsis applicable to specific 
HEIs and their branches offering programs in arts, 
sports, military training, transportation, medicine, 
agriculture. For every group of HEIs, there are used 
specific indicators, which, as a rule, characterize the 
quality of the teaching staff.

Practically each of the indicators can be sub-
jected to criticism by HEIs, and for a good reason. 
The competition based on the results of the Unified 
State Exams characterizes the quality of admission 
rather than a HEI’s performance. It is also influenced 
by the location of a HEI and the labor market situa-
tion. Neither is it correct to evaluate research based 
on the allocated funds because technology and sci-
ences research is much more substantially funded than 
research into humanities or economics. Especially 
problematic is this indicator for teacher training and 
culture and arts institutions.

The requirement to increase the admission of for-
eign students has drawn the strongest criticism: for 
regional HEIs and for the HEIs training specialists for 
the local regional labor market this requirement is per-
plexing, to say the least. Besides, the solution of this 
task makes HEIs minimize the admission requirements 
for foreign applicants; which means trying to meet the 
indicator regardless of the level of applicants and their 
readiness for education and training. This will decrease 
the quality of higher education still further.

The indicators of economic activity and teachers’ 
pay rate reveals obvious imbalance when calculating 
the funding of HEIs, and the calculation of tax rev-
enue characterizing employability of graduates iden-
tifieds gaps in the calculation of tax returns.

Thus, the values of the majority of indicators 
do not depend on a HEI’s performance, but are con-
tingent on external factors; whereby these external 
factors operate in the conditions of different HEIs in 
different ways, which, under the current methodology, 
puts HEIs in unequal conditions. The selection of data 
should not be based on their accessibility, but on the 
indicators that reflect the quality and strong points of 
an institution. It should be made clear why this or that 
indicator is selected and what it shows. The suggested 
indicators characterize, in the first place, a HEI’s po-
tential, but not quality, because it is much more diffi-
cult to assess quality than resources (Marshall, 2016). 
This is also true regarding the accessibility of data.

To sum up, the weaknesses of the present 
Monitoring are: firstly, the indicators do not directly 
refer to the quality of education provision or the ef-
fectiveness of educational activities (only indirectly). 
Secondly, statistical information submitted by HEIs 
is not verified as is done during the accreditation pro-
cedure where there is always a site visit by experts. 
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Table 1
The number of HEIs submitting statistical information for the Monitoring (2012–2018)

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

HEIs 502 934 968 887 830 769 731

Branches 930 1478 1356 1229 932 692 583

Total 1432 2412 2324 2116 1762 1461 1314

Образовательная политика

There have been instances of mistakes and misrep-
resentation of information when filling in statistical 
report forms. And finally, practically every year the 
«rules of the game» change: criteria, indicators and 
calculation methodology are reviewed and altered. 
These rules are not supported by any regulatory doc-
uments and are not communicated to HEIs, or are 
communicated very late (less than a month before the 
deadline of submitting information).

The dynamics of the Monitoring 
outcomes

It should be noted that the methodology of indi-
cator calculation was based on the model of state ac-
creditation, which was effectively used in 1999–2009 
when determining the status of a HEI (Motova & 
Pykkö, 2012). The criteria of state accreditation were 
determined by the value of the lower quartile in the 
sampling of HEI of one kind (institute, academy, uni-
versity) and, as a rule, were set at a threshold value for 
the period of 5 years.

As previously mentioned, the decision was made 
on the basis of all indicators taken together with the 
consideration of the compensation mechanism.

But unlike the state accreditation, in the method-
ology of calculation of the Monitoring the threshold 
value is set as the median value of the previous year. 
The decision is made based on the threshold value, 
which divides all HEIs into effective and ineffective 
regardless of their kind (university, academy, insti-
tute). The profile of each HEI is taken into consider-
ation (arts and culture, sports, transportation, medi-
cine, agriculture etc.).

The threshold value is calculated for each indica-
tor separately. A HEI’s effectiveness is determined 
by the number of its indicators which are equal to the 
threshold values or are above them. A HEI is consid-
ered effective if out of seven indicators four or more 
are above the threshold values.

Simple calculation shows that if we apply this 
model, the probability of a HEI’s being considered 
effective is 0.5.

It means that every other HEI will have values be-
low threshold in every indicator. Besides, the thresh-

old values will be different every year, as the indicator 
values of the institutions do not remain the same.

The statistics of HEIs’ participation in the 
Monitoring procedures of 2012–2018 (Table 1) shows 
that since 2014 there has been a decrease in the num-
ber of HEIs submitting statistical information.

It is a direct consequence of introducing the 
procedure of monitoring, as based on its results the 
Ministry initiated the procedures of optimizing the 
higher school system. On the basis of the obtained 
data and the calculation of effectiveness, the founder 
is recommended that a decision concerning the future 
of its HEI or its branch should be made: either to close 
or reorganize it, i. e., in fact, to merge it with a more 
successful HEI.

The required number of indicators is distrib-
uted unevenly by year. 2014 was the year when the 
largest number of HEIs was recognized ineffective: 
1,010 (43.46 %), including 238 HEIs (79 state and 159 
private) and 772 branches (489 state and 283 private).

1,289 institutions of higher education (712 HEIs 
and 577 branches) took part in the monitoring proce-
dures of 2017 (Table 2). 121 institutions (9.4 %) did not 
meet the necessary requirements.

In the last five years, as a result of the demo-
graphic crisis and the state educational policy, the 
national higher education experienced a dramatic 
decrease in the scope, and, as predicted in the of-
ficially published sources, this tendency is likely to 
persist. The number of students has decreased from 
7.5 million to 5 million. The number of HEIs and their 
branches has decreased by 1,000.

This hard-hitting system of decision-making will 
undoubtedly turn the Monitoring procedure into a 
«high-stakes game», which is bound to raise a wave 
of indignation and criticism. On the other hand, these 
methods of education quality enhancement do not sig-
nificantly reflect on the quality.

The reorganisation of HEIs by merger adds to the 
numerous problems connected with the redistribution 
of governance functions, merger of departments and 
faculties, reduction of the number of the teaching staff 
and increase of their workload. Besides, there is no 
guarantee that after the acquisition of a weaker insti-
tution the stronger HEI will retain its leading posi-
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Table 2 
The monitoring results of HEIs effectiveness: 

the data of the Ministry of Education and 
Science of the Russian Federation for 2017

Indicators 
fulfi lled HEIs Branches Total

0 0 5 5

1 2 16 18

2 9 25 34

3 21 43 64

4 109 160 269

5 221 157 378

6 228 125 353

7 122 46 168

Total 712 577 1,289

Fig. 4. Distribution of monitoring results 
in the league table
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tion. There are also doubts whether in this situation re-
search schools will be preserved. Among HEIs, which 
lost their autonomy there are HEIs with long-standing 
traditions and achievements in research and education 
of highly-qualified graduates. The disappearance of 
these HEIs from the map of national higher education 
will cause confusion not only in Russian, but also in 
the international community.

League tables of Russian HEIs based 
on the monitoring results in 2017

The main objective of the Monitoring procedure 
by the educational authority, is resource optimisa-
tion. However, in the nearest future this process has 
to be changed –  the activities should be shifted from 
reducing the number of HEIs and their branches to in-
creasing the effectiveness of the remaining ones. The 
method of dividing HEIs into two groups is a blunt 
instrument, because among successful HEIs there 
are excellent institutions as well as those, which may 
lose their prominent positions, if neglected. Moreover 
even ‘ineffective’ HEIs are not really «hopeless». Most 
of them need help in identifying and rectifying prob-
lems, and guiding further development. . The above 
mentioned indicators could be used for this purpose, 
provided the decision making-policy is changed and 
a more flexible approach is introduced. For example, 
instead of dividing the HEIs into two groups –  above 
and below the threshold value, it stands to reason to 
divide the sampling into several groups. Thus, in each 
of the seven indicators, a HEI may occupy different po-
sitions in relation to the threshold value, and can be rep-
resented in a multidimensional format and be ranked 
in the league table (van Vught &Westerheijden, 2010).

The application of the league methodology, on the 
one hand, makes it possible to give an overall assess-
ment of a HEI’s performance with the consideration 
of various needs of different categories of users. On 
the other hand, it will not combine the assessment of 
different areas of activity (i. e. educational, research, 
international) in one aggregated indicator. Several 
ranking indicators are integrated into one. Based 
on this indicator, HEIs are distributed on a single 
scale (Bergseth, Petocz & Abrandt Dahlgren, 2014). 
Compared to this, the league table represents a more 
flexible governing instrument for the support of HEI 
development.

The McKinsey 7S model in the league table for-
mat (as one of possible models) can serve as a basis 
for the ranking methodology.

In 1970s, the McKinsey group and General 
Electric developed an analytical model for the as-
sessment of strategic positions of businesses, based 
on integrated indicators and assigning a place in the 
league table.

The sampling of educational institutions by an 
individual indicator can be divided into five areas 
and marked by letters. Area A includes the values of 
indicators comprising the first quartile of the sam-
pling; area B –  the second quartile; area C –  the values 
between the median and the threshold criterion; area 
D –  the values between the threshold and the third 
quartile; area E –  the values of the fourth quartile.

Applying the McKinsey method to the monitor-
ing results it is possible to distinguish a certain num-
ber of leagues, for example, 10, where the first league 
will be represented by HEIs whose indicators belong 
to the upper quartile of the sampling and represent 
an ААААААА model. The HEIs with D-s and E-s 
in the majority of indicators will fall into league 10. 
Different letter combinations will show the distribu-
tion of HEIs in the leagues. The first seven leagues 
will be represented by effective HEIs, while HEIs 
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Table 3
League table based on the Monitoring results 

of the Ministry of Education and Science 
of the Russian Federation in 2013–2017

League 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

1 1 1 3 3 1

2 7 18 27 35 26

3 91 145 180 208 160

4 239 143 244 290 222

5 509 310 348 406 417

6 444 176 267 306 234

7 320 23 77 131 108

8 84 609 180 155 63

9 100 139 71 86 31

10 79 150 72 126 27

Total: 1,874 1,714 1,469 1,746 1,289

Образовательная политика

with over four D-s or E-s will fall into the remaining 
three leagues.

This system of grouping reveals that out of 121 
ineffective HEIs (the Monitoring results of 2017, 
8–10 leagues) only 27 HEIs are truly ineffective, 
while the other 94 HEIs can be improved through 
an adequate correction and development pro-
gram (Table 3). Unfortunately, in the last five years 
hardly more than three HEIs entered the first league. 
And in 2017 there was only one. This was not one of 
the flagships of the Russian HE system (Lomonosov 
State University or SPbSU), but a national research 
university with a long history –  Gubkin Russian 
State University of Oil and Gas.

In general, the league distribution which is close 
to the norm will show that most HEIs are placed in the 
fourth, fifth and sixth leagues. The first three leagues 
will comprise the leading national HEIs. However, the 
ranking order of HEIs based on the monitoring results 
differs significantly from their places in the world uni-
versity rankings (QS, ARWU, THE).

Undoubtedly, the indicators of the world rankings 
differ significantly from the indicators of the national 
Monitoring, mainly because they take into consider-
ation stakeholders’ opinion (up to 40 %); availability of 
outstanding academics among teachers and graduates; 
international recognition of research achievements etc. 
The Monitoring indicators approved by the state do 
not take into consideration such achievements. The 
state initiates and supports both the Monitoring and 
participation in the world rankings. The former is 
a result of the responsible state policy, the latter is 

aimed at education quality enhancement on the na-
tional and international levels. But the methods used 
to achieve this goal are fundamentally different.

Conclusion

The Monitoring of HEIs’ effectiveness in Russia 
has been carried out in the last seven years. Though it 
is viewed as a necessary procedure, it has a number of 
significant drawbacks, among which the hard-hitting 
decision making and follow-up measures on reduction 
and merger of HEIs. This «high-stakes game» gener-
ates much controversy on all levels of legislative and 
executive power and the academic community.

Based on the indicators imposed by the Ministry, 
it becomes obvious that the effectiveness of HEIs’ 
performance relies on their potential and resource-
fulness. The tools and calculation methodology of the 
Monitoring of HEIs’ effectiveness does not meet the 
set goals and objectives, because the indicators do not 
characterize HEIs’ efficiency and effectiveness. The 
assessment method, which uses neither grouping nor 
correction coefficients, a priori puts HEIs in unequal 
conditions.

At the same time, it is noticeable that the list of 
the Monitoring indicators reflects the key directions 
of the state educational, social and international poli-
cy: education quality enhancement achieved through 
the increased requirements to admission; extension of 
the export of Russian education by means of increased 
foreign students admission; strengthening the teach-
ers’ motivation by raising their salary; employability 
of graduates, etc.

In spite of the fact that the indicator calculation 
is controversial, the Monitoring can really reflect the 
condition of the education system and the dynamics 
of its results.

Recognizing the importance of challenges faced 
by the national system of education, it is necessary 
at the same time to provide HEIs with a strategic vi-
sion of their further development (Billing, 2004). For 
this purpose, there should be a more subtle, clear and 
facilitating governing instrument, unlike the inflex-
ible binary scale of decision-making (effective/non-
effective). The suggested methodology of presenting 
the Monitoring results of higher education institu-
tions in the league table format may help them work 
out the strategy of development and performance 
enhancement.
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