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On Institutional Guarantee of the First—class Disciplines’ Formation and
Development from the Perspective of Embedded Discipline Governance

HE Xiaofang
(Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024 )

Abstract: The construction of world—class universities and first—class disciplines is not only an important
opportunity for universities to achieve leapfrog development, but also a major test of university governance system
and ability. To build a world —class discipline, university must pay more attention to the regulations system
suitable for the generation and development of first —class discipline, and must transform the macro policy
discourse of “discipline construction” into the micro practical logic of “discipline governance”. Discipline
governance is in university governance system in an “embedded” way. This perspective challenges the current
university governance system from three aspects: the establishment of discipline ecosystem, the optimization and
coordinated development of discipline structure, and the straightening out of the relationship between discipline
structure and college governance.

Key words: discipline governance; embeddedness; first—class disciplines; university system
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Construction and Evaluation of World—class Universities: International
Experience and Chinese Exploration

ZHOU Guangli' CAI Sanfa> XU Xianchun® WANG Dingming*
(1. Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872;
2. Tongji University, Shanghai 200092;
3. Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 320013;
4. Northwest Normal University, Lanzhou 730070)

Abstract: The goal of “Double First—Class” Construction is to build world —class universities, which is
inseparable from international standards and international references. In the world’s two largest systems of higher
education, the Anglo—Saxon system has traditionally followed the logic of the market, embraced liberal ideals and
regarded world—class universities as products of free competition. The Roman system follows administrative logic,
pursues the idea of nationalism, and emphasizes that the creation of world—class universities is designated by the
government. Higher education in east Asia has a strong European continental color. In line with this, the Anglo—
Saxon system carried out independent improvement assessment, while the Roman system carried out government—
led accountability assessment. The construction of “Double First —Class” requires international comparable
indicators, and useful evaluation criteria can be analyzed through the meta —assessment of world university
rankings. The meta—evaluation of “Double First—Class” Construction includes the technical dimension and the
legal dimension. Through meta—evaluation of QS, THE, U.S.News and ARWU, we find that the world university
ranking list is deficient in technical standards and seriously deficient in legal standards. Therefore, it cannot be
directly used as the basis for dynamic monitoring and effectiveness evaluation of  “Double First —Class”
Construction.

Key words: world—class university; “Double First—Class” Construction; university ranking; meta—assessment



