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Abstract 

This chapter discusses the concept of mediatization as influencing governing conditions for 

science and scientific activities in contemporary society. By way of illustrating the increasing 

prominence and importance of media rankings in promoting global ideas about assessment 

and evaluation of academic institutions, we suggest that rankings package global governance 

models and ideals into a mediatized form, entailing, in turn, three forms of translation 

processes: simplification, standardization, and popularization. These forms of translation 

have implications not only for the stakeholders’ perceptions of universities and for what 

ideals and aspirations are incorporated into university governance, but also for the way we 

understand the processes in which glocalization takes place.  
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21 Governance of science in mediatized society: media rankings and the translation of 

global governance models for universities 

 

21.1 Introduction 

As several chapters in this book have already suggested, the field of higher education and 

research constitutes an attractive area in which the process and dynamics of glocalization can 

be observed and studied (Sahlin; Logue; Engwall; Kodeih, in this volume). The field is 

undergoing major transformation influenced by the development and proliferation of new 

governance models and managerial practices across the world (Wedlin 2011b). One of the 

core features of current changes is the construction of a global model for universities, a 

model for management and governance of universities worldwide that compete and interact 

on an international—even global—‘market’ for higher education and research. This model 

holds recognition of the university as an organizational ‘actor’, making it subject to 

increasing managerialism and rationalization of work practices and routines (cf. Withley 

2007; Paradeise et al. 2009). Supported by the development of international standards and 

quality assurance systems, the global model for universities has also become linked to the 

notion of ‘excellence’, and thus, to a normative model for how universities in a variety of 

contexts and settings should be managed. This way, the model has come to serve as a primer 

for further reform and transformation at both national and local levels.  
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 The proliferation of managerial practices and models in the academic field is subject 

to much research and debate. In this chapter, we pay particular attention to the role of the 

media in constructing and diffusing a global model of universities, beginning to link the 

spread of managerial models and ideals in this field to a significant contemporary 

transformation of society—that of mediatization. In this field, researchers have noticed 

increasing media coverage of science, both in the general and specialized outlets, where it 

tends to be mainly presented on the basis of controversies (Brossard 2009), sensational 

discoveries (Lewenstain 1995), and with focus on individual researchers/research projects 

and their results. But media has also, and perhaps more importantly, become more explicit in 

articulating and discussing/questioning the way academic research and educational activities 

are organized, performed, and evaluated. The media plays here an important and integral part 

in shaping the general perception of science, its results, and its activities, which, in turn, 

constitutes an inspiration for changes in policies, regulations, and other normative pressures 

around and within academia (Weingart 1998; Weingart et al. 2000; Kepplinger 2002; Peters 

et al. 2008; Engwall forthcoming). Paralleling these changes, the scientists, research groups, 

universities, and other academic institutions have started to prioritize and allocate more 

resources to their media activities (Nisbeth et al. 2003; Engwall and Wearie 2008). Among 

the popular media-oriented efforts, we find expanded responsibilities and status of 

communication and PR departments with a clear intensification of activities, such as 

organizing of press conferences, a professionalization of writing and distributing press 
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releases, and an increasing media training of vice-chancellors, head of departments, and other 

front figures. The increased media orientation can also be observed in the priorities of 

university boards and management teams, as they assign significant material and 

administrative resources dedicated to activities such as marketing, branding, promotion, and 

reputation management (Weingart 1998, 2007; Peters et al. 2008; Rödder 2009; Besley and 

Tanner 2010).  

 Whereas the changes in the media coverage of scientific activities and the more 

profound orientation of science towards the media have been discussed relatively frequently, 

we have limited understanding of how such processes shape the governing conditions for 

science and scientific activities. What is the role of media in creating and diffusing global 

models for organizing and governing in the academic field? We will in this chapter discuss 

one particular aspect of this process—the role of media in creating and diffusing global 

rankings of universities as a way to promote global ideas for university governance.  

 Understanding glocalization as a process in which global ideas and models get 

translated, theorized, and mixed as they move between cultures and spaces (Djelic and Quack 

2003) not only opens a door for studying how these ideas acquire hybrid forms as they are 

adjusted to local prerequisites and expectations in the national academic contexts, it also 

emphasizes the role and importance of actors involved in proliferation, translation, and 

theorization of these normative stands as they travel across different parts of the social (cf. 

Sahlin and Engwall 2002). Among such intermediary actors, we have earlier seen and studied 
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variety of governmental bureaucracies, NGOs, private organizations, and trans-/national 

regulatory bodies (Neave 1998; Guston 2000). Also in the university field, intermediary 

organizations, such as ranking and accreditation organizations, have been shown to be 

instrumental in introducing, spreading, and implementing global models for governance 

(Hedmo and Wedlin 2008).  

 The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. First, we address the relationship 

between media and the science in terms of mediatization and its role in proliferation of 

managerial knowledge. We also introduce the notion of media logic—that is, taken-for-

granted journalistic norms, values, and working practices—as a guiding principle for 

presentation and evaluation of organizations. In the subsequent section, the discussion 

focuses on how the construction, proliferation, and use of rankings can be understood as a 

mediatized tool for describing, comparing, and assessing academic institutions. We thereafter 

elaborate on the role that these mediatized ‘tools’ function as a translation of local practices 

and procedures into global forms. We will argue that these processes entail three forms of 

translation procedures: simplification, or a translation from complex to simple measurements 

and assessments of scientific value and worth; standardization, or a translation from diffuse 

or unclear to exact and precise standards for comparisons; and popularization, or translation 

of disparate assessment results in to easily accessible and relative judgments of position, 

standing, and ‘worth’ among global universities. We close with some thoughts on 
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mediatization and glocalization as global processes of change in contemporary academic 

field.  

 

21.2 Mediatization of science, media logic, and media rankings 

A conventional view on relationship between science and the media is based on the 

understanding of the (news) media as facilitating communication between science and 

society, where the media is involved in spreading and popularizing scientific knowledge and 

discoveries in order to increase ‘intellectual public support for scientific way of thinking and 

material public support for scientific work’ (Brossard and Lewenstain 2010; see also Nelkin 

1995). This is based on what has been termed as the linear diffusion/deficit model, in which 

science relates to the media from a position of a closed and relatively independent sphere of 

knowledge production (cf. Ekström 2004; Trench and Bucchi 2010). The result of scientific 

work is simply transmitted, communicated, and disseminated to the surrounding world by the 

work of (among others) the media, where it is received and interpreted (cf. Wynne 1995). 

The role of media is in such a view mainly connected to disseminating information about 

organizational attributes, which, in turn, contributes to the perception of science in terms of 

legitimacy and reputation (cf. Deephouse and Suchman 2008). 

 However, other parts of the society, on which science is dependent for political, 

economical, and moral support, have also undergone severe organizational and 

communicative changes related to their increased reliance on and orientation towards the 
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media. We should, therefore, nuance our understanding of the media as not mainly 

influencing our knowledge about and perception of science directly through news coverage. 

The media has also an indirect effect on science by way of changing the organizational and 

institutional prerequisites for interactions between science and its audiences/other social 

actors (Irwin 2008: in Buthci and Trench). The media is more to be understood as involved in 

creating conditions as well as tools for translating and leveling out the different requirements, 

ideas, and expectations the different parties have on each other. Thus, rather than seeing the 

media as merely providing information about science for individual audience members to 

make sense of, the media—alongside other institutional intermediaries such as academia, 

consultants, and industry associations—is to be seen as central for building normative, 

regulative, and cognitive bases on which science is assessed and evaluated (cf. Scott 2001; 

Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall 2002).  

 Such an institutional perspective on relationship and increasing interdependence 

between science and the media has been described as a progressive ‘mediatization’ of science 

(Weingart 1998; Rödder 2009). Mediatization as a concept has been discussed in a variety of 

studies, where the media is addressed as involved in changing conditions and modus 

operandi of different parts of our society. Sociology of science (Weingart 1998; Rödder 

2009), journalism and media studies (Asp 1986; Lundby 2009), political studies (Cook 1998; 

Altheide 2004; Strömbäck 2011), and organizational research (Kjaer and Slaatta 2007; 

Raviola 2010; Pallas and Strannegård 2010/forthcoming) are just some of the examples of 
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parts of society where mediatization has been addressed in terms of prevailing societal 

changes that influence—alongside other institutional forces such as marketization, 

scientification, or individualization—activities of individuals and organizations in different 

societal sectors (cf. Schultz 2004). Hjarvard describes mediatization as a process where the 

media ‘intervene into, and influence the activity of other institutions, such as the family, 

politics, organized religion, etc., while they also provide a “commons” for society as a whole, 

that is, virtual shared fora for communication that other institutions and actors increasingly 

use as arenas for their interaction’ (Hjarvard 2008: 115). 

 What this definition suggests is that the way science and the media relate to and deal 

with each other also needs to be addressed in relation to mediatization of other parts of the 

society. Specifically, with the increased mediatization of politics (cf. Strömbäck 2008) and 

business (cf. Pallas and Strannegård 2010), there is an increased pressure on the academic 

organization to understand and use the media and their working procedures in order to relate 

to and influence the audiences within the political and economical systems. The political and 

market actors, in turn, tend to more extensively articulate their expectations on academic 

institutions sectors publicly. Moreover, these expectations are increasingly shaped by the 

rationales and values of the media. This suggests that mediatization of science is not limited 

to changes in communication activities between science and media representatives, but also 

includes changes in the way science and its different stakeholders understand and interact 

with each other (cf. Schrott 2010; Pallas and Fredriksson 2011).  
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 One concrete example of how mediatization shapes the institutional context of 

science is the emergence and proliferation of media products, such as rankings and public 

assessments of scientific activities and organizations (cf. Fombrun 1998; Power et al. 2009). 

Rankings are often mentioned as major drivers of the way science is perceived, evaluated, 

and acted upon (Sauder 2008; Wedlin 2006; see also Fombrun 1998; Pollock and Rindova 

2003). But rankings are not only designed to evaluate organizations on the basis of their 

qualities relevant to their field of affiliations or spreading and proliferating moral and 

professional norms, values, and expectations. Rankings also translate these qualities in 

accordance with prevailing media preferences that emphasize the media products to: (1) 

reduce complexity (i.e., simplicity); (2) introduce elements supporting general validity (i.e., 

standardization); and (3) create a sense of relevance to a variety of audiences (i.e., popularity) 

(cf. Rödder 2011; Mazza 1998). In order to be competitive in the ongoing struggle to capture 

people’s attention, rankings need to translate/format the qualities they measure in accordance 

to established patterns of orientation and interpretations for public communication—that is, 

patterns that are based in journalistic values, activities, and practices, or, if put in the words 

of Altheide and Snow (1979), the media logic (see also Lundby 2009). Thus, rankings are 

constructed so they enable presentation and communication of their results by way of media 

dramaturgy—building on things such as simplification, polarization, intensification, 

personalization, visualization, and stereotypization (cf. Asp 1986). This includes the 

propensity of media products to be formulated so they can be understood as a part of a 
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general, and therefore important, event or phenomenon that can engage the audience (‘How 

does this relate to the context of which I’m a part?’). At the same time, the media needs to 

focus on and emphasize specific aspects of an event to make it easier for the audience to 

identify it as personally relevant (Hamilton 2004; Caroll and Deephouse forthcoming). While 

not all of these characteristics are present in the case of rankings, we can still argue that 

rankings can be regarded as carrying distinctive media insignia. Let us illustrate this by 

showing how rankings package and translate models of science governance into a mediatized 

form. 

 

21.3 Rankings as a mediatized ‘tool’ 

Since the mid-2000s, rankings of universities and scientific fields have come to occupy an 

important role in shaping means of comparison and assessment of academic activities across 

the world. We have, in less than a decade, witnessed an increase in rankings in many 

countries and continents, and most significantly, a proliferation of international comparisons 

and rankings that have received both global recognition and coverage (Kehm and Stensaker 

2009; King 2009; Wedlin et al. 2009). The first university rankings that gained global 

attention were the Shanghai-produced Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)1 

(2003) and The Times Higher Education Supplement ranking 2(2004). These rankings were 

highly influenced, however, by previous rankings that had first appeared in the United States 

in the 1980s, most prominently the U.S. News and World Report rankings. In addition, before 
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rankings of global universities became widespread, there were numerous rankings of 

professional schools within specific fields, such as those of business schools (Wedlin 2006) 

and law schools (Sauder 2008). While an increase in the ranking and assessment of 

universities is only one recent development in the area of higher education, these mechanisms 

have been important in creating the appearance of an international and unified educational 

market, in which universities compete for attention and recognition on a global scale (Hedmo 

et al. 2006; Wedlin 2011). 

 While not the first ranking of universities, the publication of the Shanghai ranking 

caused considerable discussion in the field. Suddenly, universities all over the world became 

interested in rankings—how they were structured, what they did, and how to do well in them. 

With this development, universities appear to have become active organizational reformers: 

they are developing new and advanced forms of governance, performance measurements, and 

marketing techniques and activities (Hazelkorn 2007; Locke et al. 2008). But rankings have 

very quickly moved from being the concern of individual universities, to becoming an 

element in the construction of global models for organizing and governing higher education 

and research. Conferences where rankings are discussed are now held regularly all over the 

world, including, for example, the World-Class Universities Conference in Shanghai in 

November 2007, and the Leiden Ranking Conference in the Netherlands in February 2009. 

Special organizations and groups dedicated to discussing and developing rankings have also 

been formed, such as the International Rankings Expert Group (IREG), founded in 2004 on 
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the initiative of the UNESCO European Centre for Higher Education (UNESCO-CEPES) in 

Bucharest and the Institute for Higher Education Policy in Washington. In 2008, the 

organization developed a permanent structure with the establishment of the 

IREG/International Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excellence (IREG 2010). In 

addition, nation-states, such as Sweden (Wedlin et al. 2009) and France (Siganos 2008), and 

international organizations, such as the EU (van Vught and Westerheijden 2010), are 

discussing and investigating rankings as elements in new or revised governance schemes for 

higher education and research.  

 

21.3.1 Packaging global governance models in media form 

This development has been clearly interrelated with an expansion of other forms of quality 

assurance mechanisms, most prominently perhaps accreditation systems (Schwarz and 

Westerheijden 2005) and accountability principles and practices (Stensaker and Harvey 

2010), making rankings a particular element of partly new systems of governance for 

universities and other higher education organizations. Based on a reformed relationship 

between higher education and national governments, including deregulation of direct rule 

systems and an increasing focus on ex-post evaluations and assessments (Paradeise et al 

2009), new, and to large extent global, models for managing and governing universities have 

developed (King 2009). Such new governance systems rest on ‘private’ authority of 

regulation (King 2009) and give significantly more room for ‘soft’ regulatory modes and 
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mechanisms (Djelic and Sahlin-Andersson 2006; Hedmo et al. 2006), including accreditation 

and ranking practices (Hedmo 2004; Wedlin 2006).  

 With the rankings clearly an element in a larger transformation of governance 

systems for science and universities, they embody a global governance model, building on 

ideals of transparency and accountability, answering to political and public demands—in a 

new public management tradition—of increasing information and justification of tax payer 

money spent on higher education and research (Paradeise et al. 2009). Rankings also embody 

beliefs and ideals about competition, based on neo-liberal ideas of markets and market 

models for steering (Djelic 2006), as well as supporting the increasing interest of public 

officials to identify, and to create, ‘excellence’ in higher education and research systems. In 

what is increasingly considered educational ‘markets’, rankings are presented and 

rationalized as ‘consumer tools’ that help audiences, particularly prospective students, to 

make informed judgments about the quality and worth of educational offerings (Altbach 

2006; Harvey 2008; Stensaker and Kehm 2009).  

 In attempting to serve these transparency, accountability, and information functions, 

an important characteristic of rankings is their public nature. ‘Wide and simplified 

dissemination’ (King 2009: 140) is one of the keys to the impact and proliferation of 

rankings, and here, the media obviously plays an important role. The most influential ranking 

systems are produced and/or extensively reported on by the media across the world. The 

clearest examples are the internationally recognized rankings produced by the Times Higher 
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Education, the US News and World Report rankings of colleges and universities in the United 

States, and the Business Week and the Financial Times rankings of business schools and 

management education programs around the world (Wedlin 2006). While a large number of 

other organizations have also engaged in producing and publishing rankings, such as 

universities (e.g., Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Leiden University), quality assurance 

agencies (e.g., the German CHE, the Higher Education Evaluation and Accreditation Council 

of Taiwan), and commercial educational organizations (e.g., QS), most of these are published 

in or extensively reported on in the media as well as on the Internet (Wedlin 2011a).  

 

21.3.2 Mediatized standards for ranking communication 

To place these governance models into the media and to disseminate them to a wide audience 

place further demands on how the rankings are to be presented and packaged—that is, in 

order to become a part of public discourse rankings have been formulated and communicated 

to relate to the practices, preferences, and procedures of news producing organizations 

covering scientific activities (cf. Ryfe 2006). To fit the needs and expectations of its (often 

highly media literate) audiences, media rankings have come to be formed according to media 

logic, thus packaged and presented in a media format.  

 The embodiment of media logic in rankings is evident in the guidelines set up by 

IREG and jointly agreed upon among a large set of ranking and media organizations. In a 

declaration of sixteen general principles for good ranking practice—what has become known 
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as the Berlin Principles on Ranking Higher Education Institutions (IREG 2006)—ranking 

organizations have agreed on a set of guidelines for how rankings should be developed and 

improved. These are largely intended as a ‘framework for the elaboration and dissemination 

of rankings’ that will lead to ‘a system of continuous improvement and refinement of the 

methodologies used to conduct these rankings’ (IREG 2006). These guidelines are part of the 

efforts of this group to solidify and create a more coherent practice of rankings as an element 

in a global governance model for universities.  

 

21.4 Translating a global model for universities 

In order to make the evaluations of universities more assessable to and useful for disparate 

audiences, the rankings are constructed so they translate the general properties of high 

academic quality and performance into coherent, specific, and sometimes detailed standards 

and procedures. This translation has, as suggested earlier, three main parts: (1) simplifying 

complex measurements and assessments of scientific value and worth; (2) introducing partly 

new and standardized measures and criteria for assessment and comparison; and (3) 

transforming and combining various academic criteria and measures into partly non-

academic and popular understandings and measures. Specifying these processes of translation 

in more detail, we can look at some of the features and current developments of existing 

ranking practices in the global field. 
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21.4.1 Simplification 

Current rankings display a plethora of approaches to methodology and criteria on which to 

compare and assess universities and academic performances. Whereas some, like the ARWU 

ranking, measure mainly research output (in the form of the number of Nobel prizes and 

Field Medals, as well as citations in journals such as Science and Nature), others, like the 

Times Higher Education (THE), incorporate more prominently educational aspects, 

combining citation and research criteria with assessments of teaching and the ‘learning 

environment’. The former focuses exclusively, or to a great extent, on statistical methods and 

data, such as publication and citation records and databases (most prominently the Web of 

Science), while the latter also incorporate reputational survey data and other measurements in 

their final rankings. 

 While perspectives and methodological choices differ, there appears to be a 

movement—along the lines of the desire for ‘completeness’ as expressed in the BPs—to 

incorporate different features and aspects of university performance into the rankings. A clear 

example of this is the THE, which proudly claims on its webpage to ‘[e]xamine all core 

missions of the modern global university—research, teaching, knowledge transfer and 

international activity’. To do this, the ranking includes thirteen different performance criteria, 

grouped into five main categories: teaching, research, citations, industry income, and 

international outlook (Baty 2011). The criteria include statistical measures of citations, staff-
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student ratios, research income, number of published papers, and the like, but aspects of 

teaching and research also rest on a reputation survey of academics worldwide.  

 Another example of this development is the EU-initiated U-Multirank project, which 

aims to create ‘a multi-dimensional, user-driven ranking tool, addressing the functions of 

higher education and research institutions across five dimensions: research, education, 

knowledge exchange, regional engagement and international orientation’ (Richardson 2011). 

This ranking attempts to overcome the limit of other rankings that oversee most of the 

diversity of mission and aims for higher education organizations across the world by not 

producing an overall ranking list of all universities according to a common set of criteria. 

Instead, the ranking will be presented through an interactive and visual tool that will be able 

to display ‘performance profiles’ of the chosen schools as well as ranking results showing the 

institutions’ performance in all, or specifically chosen, ranking criteria. The ranking here is 

not numbered, but color-coded according to the relative score on each ranking 

criteria/category (green, yellow or red) (see www.u-multirank.eu).  

 One of the effects of the attempts to combine a large set of different performance 

criteria into a single ranking, whether numerical or color-coded, is that it creates a strong 

focus on the institutional level (i.e., the university) as the main unit for comparison. While 

there are attempts by ARWU and the THE (and will perhaps also be a feature of U-

Multirank) to also create sub-rankings of academic fields and subject areas, their main 
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rankings and those that receive the most attention are the institutional rankings of ‘global’ 

universities.  

 This type of translation of the global university model performed by the mediatized 

rankings has two important elements, making the inherently complex and multidimensional 

characteristics and quality of higher education and research into something assessable and 

comprehensible for a wide audience, and making the tacit and often vague or undefined 

features of status and position into something concrete and explicit. Through a process of 

commensuration, which includes the transformation of qualities into quantities, and the 

specification of common metrics for what is usually considered disparate characteristics or 

units – this helps to reduce and simplify information. This, in turn, allows people to ‘quickly 

grasp, represent, and compare differences’ (Espeland and Stevens 1998: 316) as well as 

highlight similarities and comparable features. At the same time as rankings produce 

comparability, they also produce and construct differences, particularly in a hierarchical 

sense. 

 

21.4.2 Standardization 

In defining and setting criteria to assess the ‘global university’, we can also note a second 

form of translation, in that the global rankings are taking part in shaping what has been 

described by som as a ‘global definition of academic quality’ (Dill and Soo 2005), or a 

standardization of the practices by which academic units are compared and assessed. In their 
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analysis of global rankings, Dill and Soo (2005) conclude that particularly input measures, 

focused on the characteristics and quality of students, faculty, and financial resources, are 

prominent in many of the rankings, along with measures of ‘reputation’ of universities and 

other academic units. Although, as noted above, the criteria and approaches applied in 

different rankings vary greatly, these measures seem to be present in the majority of global 

rankings.  

 As a more pronounced element of this translation, however, we can also note an 

increasing attention to relatively ‘new’ measures of academic performance being included in 

the rankings. As witnessed by the THE and the U-Multirank rankings described above, 

measures of ‘internationality,’ expressed as international activity and international 

orientation, respectively, have become important elements in these assessments (see also 

Engwall this volume). This has also been noted as one of the important features of global 

rankings in business education (Wedlin 2007). Another important feature is the increasing 

attention to output measures, which, in the business school field, has meant a prominent role 

for criteria that assess the ‘employability’ of graduates, including various measures of salary, 

salary increase, employment opportunities, recruitment efforts, and the like (see Wedlin 

2006).  

 The increasing role of rankings means that standards for and procedures for quality 

assessment and comparison are becoming increasingly standardized and made to serve a 

specific purpose—to compare educational offerings across contexts and settings. As global 
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comparisons and rankings have proliferated and standards are being set for how these 

rankings are to be presented as ‘legitimate’ and trustworthy, these systems are increasingly 

forming perceptions of a unified and global field of universities and of academic activity 

(particularly higher education). The implication of this is that the same criteria and 

procedures to evaluate performances of higher education and research can be used across the 

world.  

 

21.4.3 Popularization 

A significant part of the translation of academic performance to the public through rankings 

is the interest in and attention to research criteria that are prominent in all of the major 

international rankings (ARWU, THE, U-Multirank, Leiden, HEEACT). Through a 

widespread and accepted use of bibliometric measures (publication and citation analysis), 

research performance has been transformed from a largely academic criteria and evaluation 

procedure into a public measure to assess the relative standing of universities across the 

world. Bibliometric researchers have argued that a commercialized, often simplified, 

construction and use of bibliometric measures, as used in rankings and in many other 

contexts, has become a quick, relatively cheap, and popular way to create seemingly 

objective measures of academic performance (Weingart 2005; Taylor et al. 2008; van Raan 

2005).  
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 The notion of popularization is also related to the media rankings’ ability to provide 

easily accessible and comprehensible hierarchical orderings of universities or other entities to 

non-academic audiences. The conception of rankings as an indicator of past and future 

performance influence the status and reputation positions and relations among actors by 

punishing those ranked low and reward those positioned high in the rank order (Martins 

2005; Sauder 2006, 2008). As the rankings are highly visible and widely spread, they have 

become an accepted and dominant element in the public evaluation of science and scientific 

activity, suppressing the more substantial and complex assessments measures (Adler and 

Harzing 2008). 

 

21.5 Discussion 

A wide number of organizations—both national and transnational—are thus currently 

actively involved in creating and proliferating norms, standards, and measurements for 

assessing and comparing the quality of the research results achieved by individual scientists 

and their organizations. Media rankings are one of these measurements.  

 In this chapter, we have argued that the way in which rankings are constructed give 

evidence of media logic. Not only have these assessments become a popular media product, 

as they, in a very simplified manner, introduce a basis for evaluating and grading educational 

and scientific standards of universities, but politicians, research funders, and universities 

themselves, as well as their existing and potential students, employees, and partners are also 
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relying on the media products in forming their opinions and subsequent decisions concerning 

their relationships and engagements in the academic institutions and research activities 

(Wedlin 2011b; Weingart and Maasen 2007). Moreover, the media (logic) and its influence 

on the assessments tools and processes is also assumed to influence political processes among 

nations to defend, construct, or revise the ‘geo-political pecking order’ of higher education 

systems across the world (Kivinen and Hedman 2008). Thus, in the context of governance, 

the emergence of different ranking systems is a fitting example of the role of the media—

both in its institutional form (i.e., mediatization) and as a news producer (Wedlin et al. 2009; 

c.f. Eide and Hernes 1987)—in shaping both the local and global context in which science 

and its representatives interact with the rest of society.   

 Such a constitutive role of the mediatized rankings and media logic, we believe, is 

related to the way rankings translate the global model for universities between the global and 

the local. First, rankings entail a process of translating something that has traditionally been 

considered—and perhaps, to a great extent, still is (see Engwall this volume)—inherently 

local and contextual, into something that is perceived as global and abstract. This process 

implies making the specific (higher education and research) general, and thus, comparable 

across contexts and settings. Here, rankings construct and help to diffuse and translate a 

global, largely decontextualized model for academic assessment and comparison and, in part, 

to construct the imagery of an international field for higher education and research (Wedlin 

2006). Second, the rankings also help to translate this model into specific governance ideals 
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and models for universities to use locally. Using the simplified, standardized, and popularized 

model for academic assessments as the input, the model for a global university is increasingly 

becoming the template for reform for universities across the world.  

 We believe, given the arguments provided in this chapter, that the media and its logic 

should be carefully reconsidered as enabling other actors to publicly participate in forming 

conditions under which science conducts and organizes its activities. Our illustrations also 

indicate that including the effects of mediatization on the processes in which models and 

ideas are translated from one context to other can enhance the notion of glocalization. 

Relating to the discussion on editing rules (Sahlin-Andersson 1996), there is reason to 

suggest that the processes and outcomes of glocalization are governed by rules and norms 

that bear witness of the media’s emphasis on simplicity, standardization, and popularity. The 

future research can, therefore, benefit from testing whether such mediatized editing rules can 

also be observed in other contexts where glocalization is at work.  
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