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Abstract: More and more academics and students are interested in various rankings of universities. In Romania, this situation was in a way triggered by the Shanghai classification which was made popular by Ad-Astra Association through various articles. In line with other authors, we consider that intellectual capital evaluation models may be a good alternative for such rankings, both for students and for academics. In the present article, we propose some indicators for universities, following Sveiby Intangible Asset Monitor, which was mainly applied in case of companies. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Rankings and indicators are some controversial subjects in our academic environment and all over the world, in fact. At least in Romania, this discussion was in a way triggered by the Shanghai classification which was made popular by Ad-Astra Association. Some academics agree with such standards, bringing in front the argument of low international visibility of our research. The argument is indeed valid, but there are voices that say that such classification is not the only way to look at university performances. Indeed, any university ranking based on scientific production is relative. This relativity comes from the reference system and the evaluation methods used. By using different reference systems or evaluation models, the results will be also different (Jianu and Bratianu, 2007).
In US, for example, there are a lot of university rankings, mostly conducted by magazines or newspapers. Universities tend to display the ones in which they have a favorable position. A recent study conducted by Clarke (2007) assesses the impact of university rankings on students. According to it, university rankings can threaten higher education access for disadvantaged students by creating incentives for schools to recruit students who will be assets in terms of maintaining their position in the ranking. Another finding was that the rankings do not play a major role in most students’ choice of a university or graduate program. As far as students’ opportunities after graduation are concerned, there is a relationship between the university’s perceived status and the employment opportunities for graduates, but the impact is only temporary and is stronger in some areas, for example business schools (Clarke, 2007).  
In Europe, where IC movement is given a lot of attention, IC models could be used as an alternative to these rankings. As Fazlagic (2005) argues, intellectual capital evaluation models are a better alternative to various rankings of universities, since the final decision of which university is better is left to the reader. However, it is very important to decide from the beginning whether such model is to be used for internal purposes or for external reporting. Maybe the same model could be used for both purposes, only that the internal model should be more elaborate and used for strategic purposes. 

2. INDICATORS FOR UNIVERSITIES
In Europe, there are two important models that deal with IC in universities: the Austrian and Spanish one. Although there are some other examples of universities (or departments within universities and research centers) that published IC reports, the above mentioned models enjoy the most attention in the specialized literature. 

However, as the experience with IC models for private companies is larger, why not use them for universities and then develop them according to the real needs of universities?
In the present paper, we are going to propose some indicators for the intellectual capital of universities, indicators based on Sveiby’s Intangible Asset Monitor, which was implemented successfully in several companies. In his evaluation model, Karl- Erik Sveiby classifies the intangible assets into three categories: external structure, internal structure and individual competence (Sveiby, 2001; Sveiby, 2003). Here, the concepts of internal and external structures are referring to the internal and external organization environment.


Individual competence resembles very much to the human capital concept, used in other evaluation models. It refers to the skills, education, experience, values of the employees in the company (in the literature this is often referred to intellectual capital that “goes home every night”).  Internal structure is similar to structural capital (or intellectual capital “that stays in the company” when the employees go home) and refers to patents, databases, procedures, systems, models. Also, the organizational culture can be considered internal structure (or structural capital). External structure (or relational or customer capital in other classifications) refers to the customers, to the suppliers and to other stakeholders that are considered relevant to a specific company. As it can be seen, the classification used by Sveiby resembles very much the best known classification of intellectual capital in human capital, structural capital and relational capital. 
This model displays a number of relevant indicators for measuring intangible assets in a simple way. The choice of indicators depends on the strategy of the company and it should not exceed one page, but it should be complemented by comments. The basic structure of this model is displayed in fig. 1 (Sveiby, 2001; Sveiby, 2003).
Figure 1: Intangible Asset Monitor
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Source: http://www.sveiby.com/articles/CompanyMonitor.html


Using this basic structure we shall try to develop a model which contains indicators able to measure intellectual performances of a university (fig.2). The number of these indicators can be larger or smaller, according to the complexity of the university and to some sets of  requirements (i.e. requirements established by the Ministry of Education and Research).

Figure 2: Intangible Asset Monitor for Universities
	
	External Structure 
	Internal Structure
	Competence



	Grow/ Volume
	Organic growth – increase in the number of students, and territorial centers.
	Developing new faculties.

Investments in infrastructure.

Investments in IT
	Defining a Competence Index for the university staff, for teaching and research.

	Innovate/Renew


	Image enhancing alumni (for Shanghai classification, alumni with Nobel prize).
Number of exchange students
	New educational programs implemented
	Training costs per professor

Professors’ exchange programs

Diversity of the teaching and research staff (age, gender, race, education and research backgrounds).

	Utilize efficiently


	Total number of drop-outs to total number of students.
	Proportion of the administrative staff to the teaching staff.
	Using professors and researchers according to some value criteria.

	Minimize risk
	Defining a Student Satisfaction Index.
	Defining an Employee Satisfaction Index
Age of the organization

Rookie Ratio
	Staff dynamics.


At first sight, this model might be perceived as a simple one. However, defining clearly each indicator and establishing a certain metric for its evaluation is not an easy job. There is some experience with using this kind of indicators in the field of quality assurance in higher education but it is not significant for the Romanian universities. Thus, we have to implement first this simple model and then to develop it according to the real needs of the higher education system and to the international experience in this new field (Leitner, 2002; Fazlagic, 2005).

3. CONCLUSIONS
Rankings and university indicators are much discussed upon subjects in the academic environment. The rankings are usually made by specialized magazines and the universities tend to display the ones in which they have a favorable position. However, few of the readers of such rankings know the methodology behind the rankings. IC models or report can be used by universities to inform other people on their position, but the final decision of who is better is left to the reader. In the present article, we propose some indicators for universities, based on a very well known IC model used for private companies, namely Sveiby Intangible Asset Monitor. 
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