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1. Introduction

June 2015: The Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) sent a directive
to each national university in Japan, ‘urging’! them to restructure or abolish their humanities and
social science programmes?. The reason behind this directive are planned budget cuts (together with
“an anti-democratic conservative ideological agenda” of the government), and that social science and
humanities programmes have been targeted is not arbitrary. From the early 2000s on, the ministry
put forward its goals to foster a limited number of universities to world-class level, measured by global
university rankings (Yonezawa, 2007, p. 490).

In these rankings, the Japanese universities that managed to enter the top 100 did so mostly by their
work done in natural science departments. A conclusion that has probably been drawn from that, is
that social sciences and humanities departments are contributing less to these ranking successes, and
thus deserve less resources. What does not appear to have been considered is that this difference in
contribution to the rankings is not because of less ‘relevance’ of liberal arts programmes, but because
of the dominance of natural science indicators in global rankings and databases. As most of the
published work from non-natural sciences gets published in Japanese, and not in journals, they ‘count

less’ — at least when the goal is to push for global excellence (Ishikawa, 2009, p. 169-170).

August 2018: The Medical University of Tokyo has been accused of ‘doctoring’ the entrance
examination scores of female applicants for over twelve years®. Women'’s scores were lowered on
purpose, so that a maximum of 30% of accepted students would be female. According to the ministry
of education gender quotas for university admission are allowed, if they are publicly communicated.
But in this case the conditions for all applicants appeared to be the same, and the hidden nature of
this quota was the real problem. The rationale behind this decision appears to have been the
argument that because women can become pregnant, they will not be as useful in the workforce.
Since the university wanted to have enough doctors at the university hospital, and because of a
shortage of doctors in Japan generally, those initiatives were deemed justified.

Similar manipulations of entrance examinations have also happened at other universities and during
high school admission procedures. What they had in common is that while the schools and universities

in question publicly upheld meritocratic principles in their selection, they informally struck

1 Whenever | use ‘single quotation marks’, | want to either point out that the ‘word’ in question should be
understood as having more than just the literal meaning written (the ‘urging’ of the ministry cannot really be
declined) or that | have not yet explained how this word should be understood yet. When | use “double quotation
marks”, | am directly quoting, mostly either from secondary works or from my interviewees.

2 https://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2015/10/03/commentary/universities-fending-off-attacks-liberal-
arts/ (2019-10-15)

3 https://gz.com/1346588/tokyo-medical-university-lowered-womens-test-scores-because-it-was-a-necessary-
evil/ (2019-10-15)
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agreements or tempered with the results in their own interests (for example to improve their market
standing or to ensure that they get enough applicants) (Goodman & Oka, 2018, p. 590). A reason why
they would do this, is that the ideal of meritocracy in education is still a very powerful narrative in

Japan, even when many studies paint different pictures (Kariya, 2016).

March 2019: A large group of celebrities in the US got prosecuted because they bought their children’s
admissions into “elite” universities®. These accusations were based on an investigation led by the FBI,
looking into cases of bribery of college sports coaches and a network of examiners who took the
admission tests in place of the applicants. In this case, the universities and children in question were
considered innocent, as they mostly knew nothing of the fraudulent behaviour.

What all the accused parents had in common was that they spent large amounts of money for their
bribes and payments, and that the involved institutions were all considered to be top destinations in
the university hierarchy. There appears to be the need to get one’s children into one of few selected
universities, and in addition to preparation during high school for these admission procedures, there
is also the possibility to spend a lot of money to raise the chances of getting into those institutions

(Stipek, 2011).

What do these three vignettes have in common? Obviously, they are all about universities. Two of
them are about universities in Japan and two of them are about manipulations of university admission
procedures. But what also connects them (at least two of them explicitly) is the “elite” status that
some of the universities (want to) have, the context of (global) competition that these institutions
function in, and the delicate relationship between money, meritocracy and egalitarianism.

Another thing that entangles these three stories on a very basic level are university rankings. In the
article about funding-cuts of liberal arts departments, this gets connected with making Japanese
universities competitive on a level of global excellence — measured by rankings. The second article was
less about global rankings, but about university entrance examinations and their difficulty. This
relationship of a university’s rank and its entrance examination’s difficulty will come up later in this
thesis as a central part. The US-article also talked about the often-illegal steps that parents are ready

to take to ensure that their children get into the ‘best’ universities — measured by university rankings.

University rankings have been existing for a long time now, going back to the end of the 19 century
(Hammarfelt, de Rijcke & Wouters, 2017). But global university rankings are a relatively new
development, which go together with the globalization of commerce, an increasingly mobile student

and faculty body, and technologies that make competition and cooperation in real-time possible

4 https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2019/mar/12/us-college-admissions-fraud-scheme-charges-

georgetown-southern-california-universities (2019-10-15)
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across the planet (Hazelkorn, 2015). Next to these global rankings, which are very prominent in media
coverage and are sometimes used as measures of achievements of countries; domestic rankings,
which are embedded in the respective national contexts are also existing.

In this thesis | will look at the case of Japan, and more precisely at students from Japanese universities.
With over 700 universities operating, more than 50% of graduates from high schools choosing to
advance to that level, and a high degree of privatization in education; university rankings can be
expected to be of interest for a large part of the population. | will show that this is indeed the case,
but that the relationship between global university rankings and the most important domestic ranking
— called hensachi® — is not a straightforward one. Especially for Japanese students, when choosing
institutions for their undergraduate level, global rankings matter next to nothing.

But it is also not coincidence that one of the three starting vignettes was about a case in the United
States. One way that Japanese students present their understanding of the Japanese higher education
system, is in opposition with ‘other’ university systems — and universities in the US were frequently
mentioned. | will show that those two systems seem to have more in common (also owing to historical

developments) than the dominant narratives from my interviews suggest.

The aim of this thesis is to find out: How do university rankings play a role for students in how they
make sense of and evaluate universities and students in the Japanese higher education system?

The choice of a “how do” and not a “what role” question is a conscious one. | do not only want to see
how ideas about universities and their students are shaped by university rankings, but also by which
situations and practices this understanding is produced. For the purpose of answering this main-

research question, | structured the thesis in the following way:

Chapter two will give a general introduction to literature about university rankings. This includes a
discussion of measurements, accountability, and how university rankings relate to Japan. The second
part of the chapter will be an introduction to actor-network-theory, my chosen box of tools to guide
my interpretation of the analysis. It will finish with a short section on the partiality of knowledge claims
— including the ones made in this thesis.

The beginning of chapter three will state my research question more thoroughly and will formulate
several sub-questions that delineate my project more closely. After that, | will introduce the context
of my case study — the Japanese education system. The last two parts will be the methodological
description of my thesis. This includes the way | produced my data —interviews, and how | interpreted
them — inspired by grounded theory methodology.

Chapter four will be the core component of this thesis — the empirical part. | will begin with a

5 {22l — for a closer discussion of it refer to chapter 4.



characterisation of the Japanese higher education system, based on what | was told by my
interviewees. After that | will take a closer look at hensachi and describe two situations where it
impinges on students’ lives. The last sub-chapter will address the effects that hensachi has on how
students talk about and make sense of universities and students.

Lastly, chapter five will connect the issues that | opened before and make sense of them together. It
will also serve as a vantage point to relate global rankings back with the description of hensachi that |
will have given in the chapter before. | will also extend the results of my case study to further
discussions in Science and Technology Studies (STS), and end with some new questions, and possible

avenues of research that came up in the process of my thesis.



First reflexion

What you will read now will be the first of five reflexions. After each chapter one of them will appear
to talk about this master project from a different perspective than in the ‘normal’ text. Their aim is to
contextualize what was said in the preceding chapter and to open again the black box that is the final
product of the master thesis. You will find the theoretical background of the reflexions and the reasons
why | chose to include them at the end of the next chapter (p. 30). As you might have noticed by now,
the reflexions are also written in a different way than the rest of the thesis, making them more personal
by content and style.

While | gave a general introduction to my topic in the preceding chapter, it was not a very personal
one. It might have seemed like | came upon my topic by reading several articles about universities and
their rankings. And while | thought they might make a nice entrance into the topic; this was certainly
not the way how | became interested in it. | want to give a somewhat ‘alternative introduction’ to my

thesis here, which is much closer to how my interest developed, but less suited for academic papers:

A few years ago, | was in Toky6 as an exchange student for a year. Since | was studying Japanese
studies, | knew a bit about universities in Japan and that studying there was ‘different’ from studying
in Austria. But attending both courses for exchange students as well as for regular students, partaking
in many extra-curricular activities, and spending time with other students there, showed me these
differences in action. Of course, these differences should be understood by keeping in mind that I also
come from a distinct university culture in Austria, which must appear just as ‘different’ for people from
Africa, the US, South Amerika or Japan. The students in Japan had very different ways of talking about
their universities and other students. And a lot of this talk had to do with “difficulty” and “being very
smart” (what those terms might mean will be talked about in chapter 4 — the empirical part).

So, what struck me most after coming back to Austria was that Universities in Japan, having such
different relationships with their students and where students are attending under different conditions
and often different motivations, are being compared year by year on a global scale. But not only that,
the relations to these global university rankings that my colleagues and | have in Austria and those of
the students in Japan are quite similar (we ignore them mostly) — but for very different reasons! At the
same time, every year | read in newspapers and in social media how well (or badly) the University of
Vienna did in those rankings. For me, it never occurred to check university rankings when | decided
where to study but it seems that on different levels these rankings are considered very differently.
What | set out to do in this master project is to find out why students in Japan seem to embrace a very
specific version of university rankings but reject others. And, probably more importantly, how this

matters for how they relate to universities and the students who study there (including themselves).



2. State of the Art and Sensitizing Concepts

In this chapter | will give you an introduction to literature about rankings and indicators, their context
in Japan, and to my sensitising concepts. This combination will open up a gap that | will propose to fill

with my research questions — and their answers in the empirical chapter.
2.1. Accountability

A ranking is, in the most general sense, a technology that makes certain characteristics of entities
commensurable — and creates a list that puts these entities in relation to each other. In the case of
university rankings these entities are universities and the characteristics (depending on the concrete
ranking) are often things like publication numbers, student-to-teacher ratio or financial capital. These
are assigned certain weightings, then combined and the end-result is usually a single value that
eventually represents the rank of the university®. Since university rankings did not appear out of
nowhere, nor have they been existing forever, it makes sense to look a bit into some possible reasons

for and the emergence of these rankings.

Representing institutions like universities through a single number and creating competition between
universities needs some context to make sense. One way to contextualize rankings and other
indicators is “the rise of audit culture in higher education” (Shore & Wright, 2000). Coming from
financial accounting and being introduced into other spheres of organization, auditing refers to a way
of increasing transparency through visibility and publicity — with the goal of improving (the output of)
the audited organization (Strathern, 2000, p. 313). What often happens when organizations get
assessed by external evaluators — and more importantly: by external measures — is that instead of
‘improving’” whatever activity was supposed to be measured, those activities get changed in a way that
resemble the measurement more closely (Shore & Wright, 2000, p. 72).

This can even go a step further, for example, when indicators from university rankings are ‘improved’
directly, without taking the annoying route of increasing the measured entity itself. Instead of
improving the thing that is measured by an indicator (because it represents some part of ‘quality’ for
rankers, but hopefully also for others) — and thus increasing the indicator that is measuring it, the goal

becomes to increase the indicator itself. Paul Wouters (2014) used the concept of “goal displacement”

5 For examples of ranking methodology: Times Higher Education World University Rankings (THE)-
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/world-university-rankings-2020-
methodology (2019-09-29), U.S. News Law School Ranking - https://www.usnews.com/education/best-
graduate-schools/articles/law-schools-methodology (2019-09-29), Academic Ranking of World Universities
(ARWU or Shanghai ranking) - http://www.shanghairanking.com/ARWU-Methodology-2019.html (2019-09-29)
— but see also: (Leiden Ranking - https://www.leidenranking.com/information/indicators for a purely
bibliometric ranking (2019-09-29) and U-Multirank - https://www.umultirank.org/about/methodology/our-
approach/ for a ranking tool without pre- formulated lists (2019-09-29), for different approaches.
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for academic assessments and it is one instance of how increased accountability has the opposite
effect than improving the practices that auditing was supposed to measure. One example that he gives
in his chapter is when in 1992 publication counts were requested for the first time in the United
Kingdom, scientific production and its output in publications increased sharply. This seemed to have
negative consequences for the quality of the publications and resulted in a shift of criteria in 1996
from “quantity” to “quality”. This again had as consequence that scholars increased their publications
in journals with a high Journal Impact Factor (JIF7), an indicator which supposedly guarantees high
quality publications (Wouters, 2014, p. 53).

What happened was that instead of ‘just measuring’ the ‘productivity’ of academics, these
measurements made their subjects react to them. Scholars adapted their behaviour towards these
measurements, but not just in the frequency of their publication but also in the style of their writing,
and visualization, often aimed at specific journals that are valued highly (Burri & Dumit, 2008, p. 305).
One issue that comes up when bodies are assessed externally through making them more
‘transparent’, is that those assessments are usually achieved by collecting more and more information.
And the easiest way to collect and process large quantities of information is when this information is
represented through numbers.

Porter (1995) argues that the association that is often made between objectivity (or rather
“mechanical objectivity”) and quantification in scientific disciplines like psychology is often related to
pressure from the ‘outside’. This means that the need to ‘prove’ something through numbers is only
given when the party to be convinced is not a member of the community (and thus not familiar with
conventions and assumptions of how to do things). Quite the opposite, if we take disciplines like
particle physics (the example Porter gives in his book), informal communication and trust are much
more important than reliance on quantitative objectivity for everyday practices. On the other hand,
when this trust is not existent or diminished, mechanical objectivity in the form of large amounts of
guantitative information gets endorsed (and vice-versa, the more information is collected the less
trust is displayed, Strathern, 2000, p. 313).

While the paragraphs above argue that audits and external assessment have to rely on indicators that
usually translate what they measure into something else, the act of assessing others and their works
is nothing that was suddenly imposed on academics from the outside, as “auditors are, Euro-American
scholars and academics would be the first to admit (Brenneis, 1997; Davis, 1999), ourselves.”
(Strathern, 2000, p. 315). Evaluation is practiced by most people living in Western countries on a daily
basis (Dahler-Larsen, 2012). Especially for the administration of (academic) institutions, evaluating

things has become indispensable, and so faculty of universities are asked to submit in systems all their

7 More about the JIF and issues with it in the conclusion.
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(countable) research activities. In most cases, these evaluation exercises happen from the highest
(ministry of education) to the lowest (single employee) level and can be expected to influence research
practices. Sometimes, with the explicit goal to position oneself better in the global competition (Tan
& Goh, 2014).

This relationship between metrics and indicators on the one side, research practices on the other side,
and (especially STS) scholars on both sides has been the focus of an issue of Engaging Science,
Technology, and Society (for instance Fochler & de Rijcke, 2017; Irwin, 2017). While the constant
evaluations of work and output are putting a strain on researchers and are frequently lamented about,
it often seems to be necessary to play the “indicator game” yourself (Fochler & de Rijcke, 2017, p. 22)
to be able to keep up.

In the indicator game, publications are one of the most frequently used indicators to measure
academics, together with citation counts (for a critical assessment of the “h-index”, which combines
both of these counts see Burrows, 2012; for citations, basic assumptions about quality reflected in
numbers and in how far they can (not) represent anything more than visibility see Woolgar, 1991).
Because so much focus is put on these two indicators, publication behaviour is often geared towards
practices that maximise this measure (for instance “salami publishing” or “citation cartels”, Fochler &
de Rijcke, 2017, p. 27), and even choices of what kind of research people are pursuing, and the content
of it is influenced by how much this research can further the career of the researcher (Fochler, Felt &

Miiller, 2016).
2.2. University rankings

These indicators usually measure the ‘performance’ of individual researchers but put together with
other indicators like reputation surveys or student numbers, they are used as proxies to measure
whole departments and universities (which then gets reflected on individuals, usually through
university administrators that try to raise the rank of the university). For private universities, those
rankings are an important way to make themselves desirable on the ‘student market’ and are even an
important part of creating this (increasingly global) market. But not only private universities, for
publicly funded universities, university rankings are promoted as a type of accountability mechanism,
and thus in the interest of ‘the public’.

Hammarfelt, de Rijcke and Wouters conceptualised university rankings as social technologies that

»n

“make universities ‘calculable’”, meaning that they produce ‘versions’ of universities that are similar
enough to be commensurable and that by “measuring eminence [they] defined what would
henceforth count as eminence” (2017, p. 393). “Eminence” was the way that the first university
ranking at the end of the 19 century was ordered by, initially meaning reputation and the number of

doctorates awarded by each university (p. 399-400).
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This is the classic constructivist argument that by ‘measuring’ something, the party that does the
measurement enacts the very thing it is arguing to ‘just measure’. What then also happens is that a
ranking that does this becomes “reactive” — meaning that it produces effects through its
‘measurement’ of something that was supposedly existing beforehand. | want to shortly introduce
one example where the U.S. News and World Report ranking of law schools in the United States does
more than just rank university departments, based on the account of Wendy Espeland and Michael

Sauder (2007).
2.2.1. Effects of a ranking

The main argument that they make in their article is that rankings are “reactive” — meaning that
“because people are reflexive beings who continually monitor and interpret the world and adjust their
actions accordingly” (p. 2), those people change their behaviour when they get assessed. The two
authors interviewed staff, faculty and administrators of different law schools to find out how these
people dealt with the rankings assessing them. In interpreting their results, they arrived at two
mechanisms that helped to explain how rankings, institutions and people interact with each other:
“self-fulfilling prophecies” and “commensuration” (p. 11).

One way that self-fulfilling prophecies work with university rankings is for example the concrete
distinction that is being created between two institutions. During the process of calculating the scores
that are behind a university’s rank, these scores are often “tightly bunched, [but] listing schools by
rank magnifies these statistically insignificant differences in ways that produce real consequences for
schools” (p. 12). That means that while different universities might overlap in many ways, and have
been up until that point regarded equally, in the ranking eventually one is higher than the other. These
small differences “which were often largely a product of measurement noise” (p. 12; they do not give
examples for this “measurement noise”) become enhanced through the discrete number-ranks that
the universities are assigned. This then has the result that differences in the ranking affect things like
application and student numbers — which eventually turns full circle and reinforces the small
difference from before, making the difference ‘real’. The self-fulfilling prophecy would then in this
case be the statement which says “university A is better than university B” — based on miniscule
differences which only become reified through the effects that the ranking has on student applications

— making university A ‘really’ better than university B.

Commensuration, on the other hand, works with translating “qualities into quantities that share a
metric, a process that is fundamental to measurement” (p. 16). Rankings transform a host of
information and simplify them, losing in the process many nuances and at the same time make the

result appear more definite and authoritative. After a ranking is produced, it gets harder to argue in
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terms that are not reflected in the ranking. Because rankings are so simplified, they can travel easily.
But the more they are spread the less other qualities and characteristics of universities are paid

attention to. This can go as far as that people who should know better, rely on rankings instead:
Describing reaction to a disappointing ranking, a dean recalled:

The effects were immediate hysteria. | had alumni writing me left and right. | had my board of
directors asking me what had suddenly happened that [we] had suddenly [dropped in the
rankings]. . . . It was an irrational response because the people writing mostly actually knew about
the school. | had my student body protesting, and they’re here and they know in the course of one
year that nothing had happened. But they all essentially were saying, “What did you do?” (Espeland
& Sauder, 2007, p. 23)

Reactions like this and the sheer public attention that the US News ranking got made law schools react
in different ways to better (or keep) their ranks: maximation of resources, redefinition of practices
and manipulation in gaming strategies. All the effects of this ranking make it more durable and more
criticized at the same time. Because it is so widespread, administrators cannot ignore it although most
of them are very critical about it. While they argue that the indicators are not measuring correctly,
they have to provide the ranking with their data because otherwise things will be ‘assumed’ about the
university (usually at a less beneficial level).

The point that | want to make is that the US News ranking managed to entrench itself into the minds
of administrators and students alike, but initially not even on purpose (Espeland & Sauder, 2007, p. 5).
But because of the echo from application numbers and media coverage, law schools felt the need to
address the ranking more seriously — in the end further legitimizing the ranking by putting themselves
in line with the indicators used. It is this combination of students (taking it seriously) and media
(popularizing and reporting on it) and institutions (reacting to it) that makes it such a big player and,

as | will argue later, not every university ranking achieves that importance.
2.2.2.Global rankings

Logically, the bigger the scope of a ranking, the more general it tends to be. The only other option
would be to provide more and more information, which would be counteractive to university rankings’
biggest selling point: their simplicity in understanding which university is ‘better’. In that sense, when
university rankings extend their domain from law schools in the US to all kind of universities on a global
scale, those rankings tend to be more and more disconnected from the particularities of the
institutions that they rank.

Concerning global rankings, Ellen Hazelkorn (2015) gives a comprehensive introduction and an outline

of the developments of the last ten years. Based on cases from the US, Japan and Australia, she
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discerned two model trends of how higher education systems are developing: world-class university
(WCU) and world-class system (WCS) (p. 217-221).

The first trend represents a strong focus (through funding and attention) on very few elite institutions,
with the sometimes explicit goal to raise their position in global university rankings (this is also the
context where one of my starting vignettes is to be placed). A world-class system, on the other hand,
organizes its universities not through competition for the same resources, but by more integration in

their local surroundings, and having different missions. The two models are also called the ,neo-liberal

IH III

model” and the “social-democratic model” (p. 201) respectively — reflecting their relation to political
and market ideology.

She argues that (global) university rankings are clearly pushing for the world-class university model,
since “rankings are an inevitable outcome and metaphor for the intensification of global competition”
(p. 9). But competition gets not just created for the sake of itself, but for “the favor of an imagined
public/audience” (Brankovic, Ringel & Werron, 2018, p. 272). It is thus important to always consider
the current economic and political order when rankings are to be interpreted, and this becomes even
more relevant when we investigate how global rankings interact with national higher education
systems. Because rankings are made by people and companies from certain countries, we can expect
that biases are inherent in them. If we consider for instance the databases that the big global
universities rely on (Web of Science and Scopus), automatically English-speaking publications and
journals are advantaged (Jons & Hoyler, 2013). And since the rankings are of a global nature, indicators
that express ‘internationality’ (like the number of international students and faculty) are emphasised
over things like support for financially weak students (Jons & Hoyler, 2013, p. 55).

Following the previous two statements, when we look at countries that publish neither mainly in

English, nor have most of their efforts aimed towards an international audience, they are expected to

be disadvantaged in global rankings. One of those countries is Japan, which | will turn to next.
2.2.3. Global rankings and universities in Japan

The fact that many countries are disadvantaged by global rankings does not stop them from being
included in those (also because the claim of global rankings is to be “global”). Indeed, when the Times
Higher Education Supplement ranking (then in cooperation with Quacquarelli Symonds Limited (which
now publishes the QS Ranking® independently)) contacted Osaka university in 2006, it first looked like
a spam e-mail to them. Problems of definition of who counted as an international student or about
confidential information arose when the university tried to provide the asked information.

Since Osaka university did not have statistics on how many non-Japanese students were studying at

8 https://www.topuniversities.com/university-rankings (2019-09-30)
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the time, providing information on “international students” was hard, also because it was not clear
who would qualify as such. Would a student with foreign nationality who went to obligatory school in
Japan count as an international student as well? Reputational surveys were also an important part of
the assessment and since the company doing the ranking was an English one, they asked the university
to ‘provide’ them with addresses of companies that they could ask. Being problematic because of laws
of confidentiality and the fact that the university would nominate their reviewers, they declined.
Naturally, not providing data did not help in the rank that they received (Ishikawa, 2009, p. 162).

This exemplifies two points. The first point is that the results of the rankings are in no way reflecting
the messy process and the uncertainty that lay behind their production. This was one of the points
that Espeland and Sauder (2007) made in their discussion of “commensuration” but it is also an
argument that is more generally made in STS for scientific facts and the “deletion of modalities” of
their construction (Latour, 1987; see the next chapter). The second point is that the definitions of
“international student” or ideas of what kind of data can (or should) be provided to the rankers come
from the original context of the ranking body. And those definitions are modeled after the universities
that are closer to home — handicapping universities from other contexts and countries that work under
different assumptions and laws.

So, when considering how successful global rankings could or could not enter the minds of people in
a given context, it makes sense to look at ranking landscapes that might already exist there. Rankings
are always constructed with an audience in mind: university administrators, policy makers, academics,
and probably most important (also in their own statements) — students (Brankovic et al., 2018, p. 278).
And while students are the main “imagined consumers” of rankings, there is no immediate reason
why they should rely on one ranking over another just by virtue of ‘the best ranking methodology’ —
especially if alternatives already exist, alternatives which might be much closer entangled with existing

practices and actors than the new global rankings could boast.

Japan has several domestic rankings in place®, some of them published by newspapers or websites
with similar ranking methodologies like the global rankings (Yonezawa, Nakatsui, & Kobayashi, 2002,
p. 380-381). But there is also a ranking of universities by the difficulty of their entrance examinations,
a normalized score that is called the hensachi of a university, to which | will turn later in detail
(Goodman & Oka, 2018). Something similar also exists in the US, namely the SAT-scores, but a ranking
based on the threshold of the SAT-score needed to get into a given university is not as explicitly

developed as in Japan.

9 Since | will give an overview of the Japanese education system in the case description, | will only introduce the
literature on ranking and university policy here, keeping the parts that relate more closely to my topic of inquiry
for later.
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There have also been efforts made to develop ranking systems that combine the multi-indicator
approach of global rankings with the particularities of the Japanese higher education system (Hayashi,
2009). Based on reputation surveys answered by big Japanese companies, the rate of graduates
finding jobs in firms, and the entrance difficulty (hensachi), this approach is argued to be more
‘sustainable’ than the global rankings, because it does not put so much emphasis on short-term results
— and should thus be less prone for manipulation (Hayashi, 2009, p. 36).

While there are several “flagship universities” in Japan, this means only something in relation to other
universities in domestic rankings. Concerning international competition and “research excellence”,
Japanese universities have appeared in the early 2000s to ‘lose’ against other, especially non-Japanese
Asian flagship universities (Yonezawa, 2007, p. 489). Less foreign students seem to choose Japan as
their country of destination and even the most elite institutions in Japan seem to pale in comparison
with the top-ranked universities in the world (Ishikawa, 2009, p. 165-166). While for the most part of
the 20™ century the Japanese ministry of education pursued an ‘equal’ treatment of domestic
universities, because of the new competition that has been created through global rankings, in 2001
it planned to “foster around 30 world-class research universities” (Yonezawa, 2007, p. 490). This
meant a considerable change of funds into certain selected universities that were pushed for global
competition and academic excellence.

At the same time, the number of open study spots in Japanese universities became higher than the
high school graduates trying to enrol at them. This meant that while bigger parts of public funding
went to a select group of universities (most of them the old-imperial universities), many smaller and
mostly private universities struggled to stay in business (Nakai, 2007, p. 12). In Hazelkorn’s terms,
Japanis striving for “world-class universities” and not a “world-class system” (Hazelkorn, 2015, p. 217-
221). One way to 1) improve in the global rankings, and 2) secure at the same time more public funding
by doing so is to focus on attracting more foreign students. This endeavour of “internationalization”
has been a buzzword in Japanese higher education lately, and many universities try to build whole
campuses aimed at international students (Breaden, 2013).

But while the ministry seems to want to push select universities for world excellence, in pre-tertiary
education other reforms are taking place. With the goal of increasing individuality for pupils (Bjork,
2016) and providing more “choice” for prospective students to choose their elementary and middle
schools (Kariya, 2016), efforts were made to equalize education chances for the population. Ironically,
these reforms had not necessarily the envisioned outcomes, but provided even more instances where
socio-economic factors of students and their parents played a role in school allotment (Kariya, 2016,
p. 163).

Most of the works relating to university rankings in Japan either investigate the topic on an
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administrative (Breaden, 2013; Ishikawa, 2009), comprehensive (Hazelkorn, 2015; Yonezawa et al.,
2002) or policy (Kariya, 2016; Yonezawa, 2007) level. And they all usually mention another domestic
ranking by which the Japanese hierarchy of universities is decided — hensachi, but they never explain
it or problematize it (with the exception of Goodman & Oka, 2018). The issue that plays the central
role in them is clearly the increasing internationalization of Japanese higher education and there
appears to be no question that it is necessary for Japanese universities and their staff to become more
international (this usually means raising the quota of foreign staff or publishing in English-speaking
outlets). But what does this do with the people studying in Japan? Is the internationalization of
Japanese higher education also affecting the bulk of students in a society where higher education has
been massified?

One of the few works that dedicatedly puts students as the main focus is Brian McVeigh’s Japanese
higher education as myth (2002). Based on teaching experiences in ‘low-level’ Japanese universities®,
he shows how little at these institutions is about learning, and how much about making it appear as
if. The book is not explicitly concerning itself with rankings (and even less with global ones) but it
shows what is happening in universities which are considered on the ‘bottom’ of what appears to be
the most important ranking in Japan. Through things like the “dumbing down” (p. 124) of classes, it is
guaranteed that almost all students in courses manage to finish them successfully. Especially in the
last year of university education, an increasing amount of “filling in of forms, list making, signing,
stamping, dating, whiting out, and in general, paperwork” (p. 129) is practiced, not necessarily to
prove the obtained education, but to make it seem as if. McVeigh calls these make-appear activities
“simulated schooling” and argues that “the more simulated an institution becomes, the more
ritualized and elaborate its associated ceremonies and activities become. (p. 123)” While this would
appear to not be in the interest of students, many of them chose certain universities (or going to
university in general) exactly for that reason. Learning is not the goal but to have a relatively easy time
that can be spent before entering the workforce, while at the same time feeling that this (some would

argue wasted) time is necessary to get a proper job afterwards (p. 211-213).
2.2.4.Rankings and Students

There are also works that investigate the relationship between students and university rankings.
Especially in the North American context, there have been studies (mostly from economics) that
measured or modelled the impact that certain university and college rankings (would) have on
applications and matriculations (see also Bergerson, 2010 for a review of literature on college choice).

Concerning the US News ranking that | introduced earlier (Espeland & Sauder, 2007), several studies

10 Meaning that they have a hensachi of <50; what that means will become clear later.
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have investigated how it relates to student preferences.

One proposes a model that characterizes university rankings akin to fashion trends (Dearden, Grewal
& Lilien, 2019). Like luxury items, university prestige does not have any superior value in itself but
becomes useful when it can give an advantage in social situations: “If future employers use university
ranks to assess the human capital of university graduates, students have an economic reason to attend
better-ranked universities, independent of the quality of the education they receive. (Dearden et al.,
p. 694)” The authors argue that because university prestige works similarly to luxury goods, it makes
sense for ranking producers to ‘let’ the rankings change frequently and to introduce some measure of
randomness in it. This gets achieved through changes in ranking methodology, and according to them
explains why ranking indicators not necessarily cover the same issues that students find important. In
that way, rankings create trends that change over time, and students are reacting and consuming
these trends.

How much influence rankings actually have on students’ decisions for universities is a different
guestion. Studies have looked on the effect of rankings on student applications in German medical
universities (Horstschraer, 2012), on application numbers in universities in Ontario (Drewes & Michael,
2006) and on inscription rates in colleges in the US (Luca & Smith, 2013). The first two studies used
data provided by centralized application services and concluded that a higher position in the rankings
positively affected application numbers. But other indicators, like research output were negatively
corelated with undergraduate university choice (Drewes & Michael, 2006, p. 797), while geographical
proximity of institution was in every case a strong factor for university choice. In the US case a rise of
one rank in the US News rankings corresponded to a rise of one percent in application numbers at the
respective colleges (Luca & Smith, 2013).

But not only the rank of the university, also the “salience” of the ranking matters. According to Luca
and Smith (2013), depending on how explicit ranks are provided and how much input is needed by
viewers (for instance if a ranked list is proved or if viewers must decide which indicators are most
important), the effectiveness of rankings changes. Their statistical study found no significant
correlation between application numbers and ranks if the list is not ordered by rank (meaning for
instance alphabetically) (p. 62). In the same vein, the more the US News ranking extended its explicit
listing of universities!!, the more those newly included universities profited from their listing.

Going into the opposite direction of this ranking are so called “personalized college rankings” (Hou,
Morse & Shao, 2012, p. 768). Starting with the CHE-Hochschulranking in Germany in the 1990s, other

‘anti-salient’ rankings, with the point to exactly not pre-define a ranked list based on weighted

11 At the beginning, only the top 25 were listed by rank and everything below only in “group 25-50” and so on.
This rank-by-rank listing got gradually extended.
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indicators and culminating in a single value, are also being produced (Horstschraer, 2012, p. 1165)
(another instance is the U-Multirank ranking, an initiative funded by the European Commission). These
rankings argue with the opposite point — that by making the ranking more individual to the user, they
can provide better results — and thus should rather be understood as “matching” tools instead of

university rankings (Hou et al., 2012, p. 774).

But regardless of the type of ranking that is investigated, the consensus is that they seem to matter
for student choices — although with limitations. A higher socioeconomic background seems to increase
the reliance on rankings — reflecting a better access to the ‘free’ market of colleges and information
about them (Bergerson, 2010, p. 35). Regarding global rankings, undergraduate applications are only
weakly affected. Bachelor programmes recruit their students mostly from the local or national vicinity,
and in these cases the fit between the domestic education system and a possible university ranking
becomes important (as we will see in chapter 4). But the ‘higher’ the degrees go up, the closer one
gets to publishing and other scientific research practices — and it is here where global university

rankings are able to attract students more effectively (Furukawa, Shirakawa & Okuwada, 2012).

While there appeared to be strong reactions by funding bodies, the ministry of education and
university administration towards global rankings, | have not found much on how students in Japan
‘react’ to those. Clearly, money allotment has been adapted to allow certain “flagship universities” to
compete for world-class excellence, but does this matter for prospective students who are about to
apply for higher education?? If there are rankings that are important for the choices of and the
meanings that universities have for students, how do they relate to students? What | am interested in
is not only if and ‘how high’ the impact of rankings is (which was mostly the aim of the studies |
mentioned above), but what it does to the ideas that students have about universities, when they
heavily rely on rankings. To achieve that | treated university rankings as technologies, which allowed

me to investigate them as actors who actively engage and bond with students:
2.3. Concepts for thinking about rankings as a technology

My main guidance tool in how to make sense of my case was actor-network-theory® (ANT). This was
not a decision that | made before, expecting it to be useful to understand university rankings in Japan,

but a tool that started to propose itself during the analysis. | will give a short introduction to ANT,

12 1n Germany, for instance, it appears to matter (Horstschrier, 2012, p. 1164).

13 About how to write ANT out and issues with the name see Latour (2005, p. 9). Other names include “actant-
network theory” (Gieryn, 1995, p. 443), “material semiotics” (Law, 2009) or “sociology of translation” (Callon,
1986, p. 196; see also Latour, 2005, p. 106).
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mostly based on the works of Michel Callon (1986), Bruno Latour (1987) and ‘Jim Johnson’ (1988) and

show some developments that have happened in its more than thirty years of existence.
2.3.1.“Classical” actor-network-theory

Actor-network-theory is probably the most famous export of STS to other disciplines, mainly owing
that to its inclusion of non-humans and the subsequent focus on this analytical move in comments on
the approach. One of its distinguishing marks was its symmetrical treatment of humans and non-
humans for the analysis, meaning that before one investigates a situation, the observer should not
pre-decide what or who is an actor (or actant). This can only be the result of the exploration, and thus
the analytical terms of what acts on who (or vice-versa) have to be applied regardless of the
‘humanness’ of the actor. This extended agency should not be (but has frequently been) understood
as an extension of motives or agendas to things, but as their capacity of making others behave in ways
that they would not without the actor(s) in question.

One of the most cited works of early ANT has been an article by Michel Callon (1986) on the cultivation
of scallops by fishermen in a bay in France. He introduces several analytical terms for the “sociology
of translation” in his paper, which he uses in that case to “study [...] the role played by science and
technology in structuring power relationships” (p. 197). He proposes to follow “three methodological
principles” (p. 200-201). The first is agnosticism: it means abstaining from taking sides in controversies,
but not only when describing scientific or technical arguments but also when identities and the social
environment are concerned — things like “social class” are not invoked to debunk claims of people.
The second is generalized symmetry: when conflicting viewpoints are introduced, they must be
explained in the same terms and by the same standards (the symmetry of Bloor, 1991). But not only
that, this vocabulary must also be the same regardless of the nature of the concrete issue — meaning
that humans and non-humans need to be described with the same kind of words. The third is free
association: what counts as actors in the case at hand cannot be decided beforehand. So, instead of
using frameworks to make sense of a situation, who (and more importantly what) might be playing a
role cannot be known, and thus should not be pre-structured. “Follow the actors” is the way to find
that out.

With these principles in mind, Callon proceeds to describe a controversy between scientists, their
academic colleagues, fishermen and scallops; using the same vocabulary for all those parties. He
chooses to follow the scientists in his paper, and from there on describes how they interact with others

and try to get their agenda through*. In “four moments of translation” (p. 203-219) he describes: how

14 According to the three principles, the choice of the scientists as the ‘lead actor’ is an arbitrary one, and while
other actors as starting points would deliver a different description, either description should in principle be as
valid as any other
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they attempt to make themselves and their plan indispensable (“problematization” — creating an
“obligatory passage point (OPP)”), how they try to make others align with their planned positions
(“interessement”), how they negotiate the multiple roles and positions of the other actors and create
alliances (“enrolment”), and how they try to scale their negotiations towards the bodies that were
represented (“mobilization” — replacing representatives through translations and then hoping that
when one ‘translates back’ to the whole group the associations made still hold).

The point that he wanted to make is that in describing a scientific endeavour in-the-making, it makes
sense to address all elements involved in an equal way. Through that, “social explanations” (more to
that later) are avoided and replaced by a realist description of who and/or what contributed to the

outcome.

Another programmatic early ANT work was published by the renowned American technologist ‘Jim
Johnson’ (1988). More specifically, he treated the role of non-humans in our daily lives and described
their ability to act on others. Again, one dedicated goal of the paper is the proposal of a language that
can treat humans and non-humans in the same terms when it describes the interrelations of both.
Unlike Callon, ‘Johnson’ begins with a practical example and then theorizes about it. In this case it is a
door-closer, a piece of seemingly simple technology that strives to separate the cold outside with the
warm inside, and while doing so takes over a lot of work that would be done by many humans and/or
non-humans otherwise. In his words: “every time you want to know what a nonhuman does, simply
imagine what other humans or other nonhumans would have to do were this character not present.
This imaginary substitution exactly sizes up the role, or function, of this little figure. (p. 299)” So, in his
terms non-humans act on (non-)humans not only because they ‘do’ something (or take away the need
to do something), but they also make others do something in a certain way — they prescribe behaviour
onto other actors. This is the first of several language proposals that ‘Johnson’, leaning heavily on the
repertoire of Madeleine Akrich (1987), presents for his indiscriminate analysis of humans and non-
humans. Others being: script (the possible ways in which presupposed actors can/should behave),
description (“the retrieval of the script from the situation” (p. 306)), transcription/inscription
(translating a script into a more “durable repertoire”), subscription vs. des-inscription (following
proposed scripts vs not doing so) and pre-inscription (all the work and expectations needed from
actors before they meet up at the situation of prescription).

Especially the term of inscription is important for the overall argument of his paper, since it denotes
the transfer of meanings and ideas (often) into artefacts®®. The important point is that the inscription

of something into another form is a qualitative transformation, or in ANT-terms: a translation. This is

15 See also Latour’s chapter , Technology is Society Made Durable” (1991).
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a point that Latour and Woolgar (1986) develop extensively in Laboratory Life (especially in chapter
two), where they show how claims are gradually made more durable by transforming them in several
steps through what they call inscription devices, while at the same time deleting the record of these
steps (= modalities).

Because of the possibility of delegation (or in/transcription) between humans and non-humans,
‘Johnson’ argues that social and technical determinism of action are both inadequate. A sociology that
stops at the borders of human entities (or does not enter it) does not see relations that cross these
artificially erected borders, and which would greatly help to explain actions — provided one has the

right vocabulary.

Besides these two essays'®, Bruno Latour’s Science in Action (1987) is an early synthesis of ANT, re-
stating some of the methodological principles from Callon’s article as seven “rules of method” and six
“principles”. Building strongly on the empirical work described in Laboratory Life and on other case
studies done by Latour and his colleagues, this book is really about scientific claims, and a programme
that wants to track how people try to convince others of the facticity of their claims.

Ranging from citation behaviour, to laboratory practice, to the dissemination of facts into school books,
the monograph wants to trace the transformations that scientific ideas go through on their way to a
scientific fact (or not). While there is an abundance of terms and concepts introduced, | will only
shortly introduce a few of them, for reasons of usefulness in my case and their general importance in

STS:

Technoscience: instead of always referring to “science and technology” and also because of the
boundaries that often come along with these two terms, Latour uses the word “technoscience” for the
phenomena he is studying. It combines several meanings, with the most obvious one being the
intertwinement of technological and scientific development. New scientific theories and/or facts can
often only be tested, validated, and sometimes even thought of by using technologies. On the other
hand, technologies are often (but not always) built on scientific understanding that lays the
groundwork for them. This becomes especially visible in the setting of the scientific laboratory.
Another meaning, and especially important for the tracing of networks in ANT, is that technoscience
goes much further than “science and technology”. For ANT, who or what plays a role in the
stabilization of claims is not pre-ordained and can thus range from bacteria, to the postal service, to
journalists: “in the construction of technoscience we have to include all the people and all the

elements that have been recruited or are doing the recruiting, no matter how foreign and unexpected

16 A third one would be John Law: “On the Methods of Long-Distance Control: Vessels, Navigation and the
Portuguese Route to India” (1986). The reason why | focused on the two above will come in the next sub-chapter.
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they seem at first. (p. 163)” Technoscience extends towards work done that would often be delineated
as the ‘social context’ of science (for instance lobbying). But because this work is just as important for
the construction of scientific facts as the work done at the laboratory workbench, to trace the network

of a claim you must follow “the inside and outside scientists” (p. 159).

Black boxes & trials of strength: blackboxing is “the way scientific and technical work is made invisible
by its own success. When a machine runs efficiently, when a matter of fact is settled, one need focus
only onits inputs and outputs and not on its internal complexity. Thus, paradoxically, the more science
and technology succeed, the more opaque and obscure they become. (Latour, 1999, p. 304)” A black
box can be a machine or a scientific fact, in both cases it gets taken for granted. According to Latour,
the goal of a scientist is to be able to make a claim that will eventually become a black box — something
that will be so fundamentally accepted that no one would think to question it. Accordingly, it gets very
hard to open something up again, once it became a black box, because of all the other things that
would need to be questioned as well. This test of a claim is called a “trial of strength” (1987, p. 79), a
move that tries to disconnect a representative from who or what they represent. The resources that
one has to mobilize to be able to win a trial of strength against a claim is proportional to the amount
of connections that the target managed to establish with other actors (they might be facts, black boxes
like machines, experiments or people). Thus, the more entrenched something is in other things, the

harder it not only gets to dislocate it, but also to even think about questioning it.

Centres of Calculation: the seventh rule of method reads (something like this): ‘thou shalt not put forth
cognitive explanations of science and technology’ (p. 248). In more sensible words: technoscience is
done through actor-networks and not thought of by geniuses. The more things one can gather, and
the further one can extend one’s network, the better one can “act at a distance” (p. 224). A laboratory
can be such a centre of calculation (or accumulation), where things are brought in from the outside,
transformed, and manipulated in the laboratory. Nature gets reconfigured and adapted in a way that
makes it possible to do things that would be impossible or take much longer on the outside (Latour,
1983). Such a centre of calculation has the strong advantage that it can de-contextualize things, bring
them together in new constellations, build a claim around these things and then present this claim
with the whole force of the network behind it. The last thing that then happens is that these steps in
between get deleted from the representation, and the claim is presented as if it would stand for itself

—directly received from ‘nature’.
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Useful for later'’: in my case of the hensachi ranking, black boxes and trials of strength will help us to
make sense of things. The more a convention is embedded in practices and the less people think about
it when it gets invoked, the harder it becomes to question it (or even think about it as something
artificial). Thus, a trial of strength to question a technological convention like hensachi would need
allies (for instance university reforms or the assistance of future employers) and would also need to
guestion the practices that back hensachi up (the centrality of entrance examinations and cram
schools).

The notion of technoscience (and the analytical openness) will also be helpful to stay open for all kinds
of actors that might pop up in the interviews. Not only personal interactions, but also lists and

advertisement pamphlets help to stabilize situations.
2.3.2.Chicken in space

The three works that | introduced above have all been from the 80s. And while they are still widely
read and cited, it does not mean that ANT has not developed substantially, or that it has been a fixed
entity to begin with. In conversation with other disciplines, but most importantly with other scholars
in STS, actor-network-theory has been critiqued, criticized and debated. One of those debates
happened between Harry Collins and Steven Yearley (1992a; 1992b) on one side and Michel Callon
and Bruno Latour (1992) on the other side (with Steve Woolgar (1992) on a third side).

Collins and Yearley (1992a) criticize approaches in science studies that they put in the category of
“relativism”, with “reflexivity” and proponents of “new literary forms” as the first example of them
(mostly writing about contributions to Woolgar, 1988a). They argue that by ‘allowing' multiple voices,
it seems as if everyone got a say but the (real) author still decides who can say something. At the same
time, because of this “multivocality”, arguments are not really coming to conclusions and texts are
“getting nowhere” (p. 305). Because the aim of those reflexive projects seems to be only to
problematize, but not to manage the problem, “social realism” is the way to go (p. 308).

The second critique is aimed towards “The French School” (meaning ANT) (p. 309). They argue that
actor-network-theory extends the symmetry of the strong programme to non-human actants by their
semiotic approach. But the problem is that the original emphasis on being symmetrical towards “the
true and the false requires a human-centered universe” (p. 310-311). They then proceed to
deconstruct the “French approach” by looking at Latour & Woolgar (1986), Callon (1986) and Johnson
(1988) — also the reason why | introduced two of the works more extensively earlier.

One point that they make about inscription devices, which are so central to the arguments made in

17 At the end of each sub-ANT-chapter, | will argue what of the introduced concepts will be useful later. Because
| am referencing entities that will mostly appear in the empirical section (chapter 4), some things will stay
unfamiliar up until then.
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Laboratory Life, is that because of Latour’s methodological decision to play the “estranged outsider”
(and even being proud of “his failure to understand what he was doing”), they seem so powerful. If he
would have strived for more understanding of what the scientists in the lab were doing and treat also
the consumers of the produced inscriptions as experts, the inscriptions would not be immutable®® (p.
311). On the other hand, Collins and Yearly then admit that the ‘immutability’ of inscriptions goes only
as far as others do not care to challenge it, and that Latour also says that in (Latour, 1987).

The second essay that they discuss is Callon’s work about scientists, fishermen and scallops (1986).
The first comment is about the focus of ANT on powerful actors and its sidestepping of questions of
politics (a critique that has also been made by others: Jasanoff, 2004, p. 23). While the “radical
symmetry” of Callon should treat non-humans and humans in the same way, the account is still made
with the party in the centre that had arguably the most power in the situation — the scientists (and not
for instance the scallops). They argue that the “radical” approach of granting agency to non-humans
is just a trick with vocabulary. The story would be the same with the tools of history of science, making
it in the end more conservative than the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK, the position that
Collins and Yearley are representing here) (p. 315-316). On the other hand, when Callon writes about
the behaviour of scallops, he should first be knowledgeable about them, in the best case “be more of
a scallop expert than the others if he is to speak more authoritatively on the subject” (p. 316).

Here, | think, Collins and Yearly fail to heed one of the central points of ANT — namely that by doing
such a thing the analysist would be explaining things away by their own ‘knowledgeability’. The whole
point is to stick to the things at hand in each situation/controversy. If the scallop scientists invoke
knowledge about scallops to make their claims towards their colleagues, this must be included in the
account, since it is a resource that the scientists use in their trial of strength. But if the analysist would
give ‘the real explanation’ in the text, it would just patronize the people studied.

At last they critique (Johnson, 1988), their main point being that ‘Johnson’ uses no real method to
make his central point — how to ‘measure’ what an object does for us. They argue that the
“counterfactual method” (p. 319) is basically just a little mind exercise and does not satisfy scientific
standards (referring to the quoted passage from above, where the function of non-humans is arrived
at by substitution). One of the main points that Collins and Yearley make for all the “post-relativist
positions” (p. 322) is that they fail to explain things. Because they put so much emphasis on elaborate
description, and ‘listen’ to scientists and other people instead of coming up with explanations by

themselves, they fail as theoretical positions.

18 ‘Incidentally’ an approach that Collins employs himself.
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Callon and Latour (1992) reply?® that the main reason why Collins and Yearley attack their position is
that any attempt of giving explanatory power back to nature would undermine the project of social
studies of science (p. 346). The denial of the ANT positions happens because of a misunderstanding of
what their goals are: both (SSK and ANT) try to “attack scientists’ hegemony on the definition of
nature”?® (p. 348) but ANT never accepted the definitions of “natural” and “social”. They then proceed
to list “four empirical mistakes” that Collins’ + friends’ position makes (p. 352-358):

The first is that SSK fixes ontological positions as the analyst. Instead of leaving roles, groups and
statuses of actors open, they decide on one version and use that in the description (this will later be
introduced as the “first” and “third uncertainty” by Latour (2005)). Because the people under study
are uncertain and in contest over the ontological status of entities, we as analysts should leave that
uncertain (or rather as hybrids) as well. The second mistake is that they misinterpret language for
something unimportant. When they re-wrote Callon’s story about scallops in their terms and equalled
it with a history of science version, they replaced the ANT terms with their own words or said that it
did not make a difference (“actors (or actants-it makes no difference)”, Collins & Yearley, 1992a, p.
317). According to Callon and Latour, it does make a difference, and that the whole point of
overcoming the artificial divide of natural and social (first mistake) is being made possible through
using a vocabulary that is symmetrical to ‘both sides’ (although there should not be two sides
anymore). Thirdly, instead of following the actors, in SSK the analyst decides who (usually only who)
is important. Because of SSK’s focus on human actors in controversies, they fail to see the role that
non-humans can play in the closure of these controversies — not as ‘truth from nature’ but as uncertain
factors that help in the consolidation of facts. As the fourth and most profound mistake, they refute
the claim made by Collins and Yearley, that when the analyst makes claims about a field (or scallops
or door closers), they should be an expert in this field. According to Callon and Latour this claim would
revert sociology of science back to Mertonian standards, where the content of scientific knowledge
would not be touched. (On the other hand, this would also apply to all SSK-practitioners as well,
making them lack credentials unless they are trained in the discipline they are looking into.)

In the end they argue that they start at the point where Collins (Yearley seems to have vanished) gives

19 Woolgar (1992) also gives a reply to Collins and Yearley (1992a), arguing that they are not treating their own
inquiries with the same standards as they approach natural scientists. Sociologists are somehow able to have
more frames of understanding, while they deny this ability to those they study. In the end, he argues, SSK is
afraid of taking reflexivity serious because then it would not be able to do its case studies. However, Collins and
Yearley (1992b) chose to extensively ignore Woolgar’s reply in their reply.

20 The “attack” on scientists’ hegemony spawned a whole situation of ‘attacks’ on and ‘defenses’ of Science,
starting with a monograph (Gross & Levitt, 1994) that lumped varying disciplines and positions in these
disciplines together and attacked them. The whole episode is better known as the “Science Wars” (see also Gross,
Levitt & Lewis, 1996; Sokal 1996a; 1996b; for the ‘other side’: Ross, 1996; Hilgartner, 1997; Jasanoff, 1999; Latour,
1999).
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up in his explanations: when he invokes ‘society’ as the reason why a controversy closes in the way it

does.

In their reply, Collins and Yearley (1992b) react to the piece from the (not anymore) “French school”.
While acceding that ANT provides a nice descriptive vocabulary, it only describes — and thus explains
in a conservative way. SSK, on the other hand, provides more explanation (a “social explanation”, what
Latour (2005) would say). Besides that, the practical difficulties in ‘network analysis’ are also
mentioned. Where to stop? How far has one to go until it is enough for the description??

They say that the move ANT makes to problematize the divide between the social and the natural is a
valid step, but an unnecessary one. It is always possible to continue “turning resources into topics” (p.
378), meaning that assumptions are being questioned layer by layer downwards. While SSK did this
move with questioning scientists’ distinctions between true and false, ANT did it again with
guestioning the boundaries between humans and non-humans. It is here that the three positions (SSK,
ANT, reflexivity) can be put in relation to each other. SSK argues that the first step is enough: now
there is a field, cases and suitable methods to investigate scientific knowledge. ANT wants to go two
steps: a second dimension is added to the accounting of scientific findings — the establishment of the
categories that make up these findings. Reflexivity argues that the most important step is the next
step: being reflexive about own assumptions and those of the works that one builds on. What Collins
and Yearley criticize about ANT is that while they can understand the arguments made for the second
step (although they do not agree with them), they cannot accept the reasons made by ANT to stop

there — namely to “just write” (p. 379).

Useful for later: the paragraphs above did not really introduce new concepts, but they mention some
possible limitations. The point about “where to stop?” is a very practical one. Since this is a masters’
thesis, | am limiting myself to the traces | found in interviews and a body of secondary literature (which
should be understood as only backing up the empirical data). As | will mention in the conclusion, this
logically leaves some ends open, where future research can pick up.

Is ANT only description? While one aim of my thesis is to see how much hensachi is entrenched (for
instance in school guidance), | am also interested how this reliance on it changes perceptions of
universities and students. | will still stick to the quotes from my interviewees when doing that, but the
nature of the network might change. While | will propose (grounded) interpretations at the end, they
should not be taken as absolute statements — and should not be taken as inherently more valid than

the messages of my interview partners.

21 These questions come up very frequently when ANT is first encountered, since it gives no answer to that.
Theoretically ‘the network’ would extend indefinitely wide.
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2.3.3.“Post”-ANT

As | have shown above, while ANT is probably the most famous export of STS, it is far from accepted
by the majority. But episodes like the chicken debate, the “Science Wars” and cross-disciplinary
conversations with philosophy, social, cultural and medical anthropology, or art theory all had their
influences on the ANT corpus. What Mike Michael (2017, p. 115) called “Post-ANT” (from there is also
the name “classical” ANT), has its most distinguishing mark in its emphasis on “ontological multiplicity”
(Mol, 1999).

”22js in STS a turn from the “representational idiom”

What gets often called the “ontological turn
towards the “performative idiom” (Pickering, 2017, p. 137). It is a recognition of the position that
instead of ‘seeing things from different perspectives’, ‘things are actually different — and multiple’.
Coming out of the turn to practice in early STS studies (mainly laboratory studies, which for the first
time systematically approached the places of production of the sciences and looked at practices,
instead of logics of the sciences), this meant that through (scientific) practices people enact different
realities.

This is not only about the natural sciences but also applies to social science methodology (Law, 2004).
Law’s argument is in the end that our methods to make sense of the world enact the realities we
describe —and therefore should be taken more seriously (and not only as different ways of interpreting
the world ‘out there’). One question, and one that has so far been rather untouched in actor-network-
theory, is that if there are different ontologies possible, and constantly enacted, should we not strive
for some, and not others?

This can be called “ontological politics” (Mol, 1999). While perspectivism (what | quoted as
“representational idiom” above) argues that there exist many exclusive viewpoints of the same thing,
constructivism argues that during controversies (which are usually in the past) more possible versions
of a fact or artefact were possible, but because of historical contingencies one version won over the
others. The first admits plural viewpoints and the second plural possibilities, but both result in one
reality. Multiple realities (or ontologies) on the other hand, are things that are constantly performed
(or enacted, in Law’s words) (Mol, 1999, p. 75-77). People might talk about the ‘same thing’, but they
relate differently to ‘it’, perform ‘it’ differently, so that in the end the ‘it’ becomes a ‘them’. In ANT
terms this does make sense: actors are not just existing ‘out there’. They are always defined in relation
to other actors in their vicinity. | am not a student without a university, and a university means
something different without students, but what ‘being’ a student means for me is different from

everybody else. Depending on the relations that are looked at when considering a specific actor, the

22 There are different “ontological turns”, for instance in social and cultural anthropology where the focus is
more on methodology than performativity of realities (see Heywood, 2017; Holbraad & Pedersen, 2017).
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actor will be different (not appear different).

The way Latour approaches this multiplicity and uncertainty of ‘things’ is by going from “matters of
fact” to “matters of concern” (Latour, 2004; 2005, ch. “Fourth Source of Uncertainty”). The second

thing that he advances in these two chapters is the critique that ANT aimed towards the social sciences
as a social theory?®. That is that sociology (especially “critical sociology”, Latour, 2004, p. 237-241;

2005, p. 49-50) starts with what it is supposed to explain. Instead of showing how things are assembled,

III

the “sociology of the social” (meaning not ANT-sociology, which he calls “sociology of associations”)
gives “socials explanations”; substituting ‘perceived’ causes (by the actors) with ‘real’ causes
(identified by the analyst). This might work in cases were entities are rather fixed (for instance when
talking about nation-states as actors), but in controversies or in contexts of innovation (where the lab-
studies intervened), things are uncertain and thus the analyst should not explain things away (2005,
p. 11-12). In these cases it is important to identify what is a mediator (an entity that makes a difference
by being there — it transforms meanings in the process) and what is an intermediary (an entity where
the output can be predicted by its input).

But by realizing that this way of explaining things did not work for investigating natural science
practices, Latour and friends came to the conclusion that there is no reason why it should work
anywhere else. This is then the different understanding of “social” that the ANT-school advances, and
which seems to have been misunderstood in the past?. Instead of a resource or domain that explains
other things, it is the connections in-between humans and non-humans that is the “social”. It is an
extension of relations, and “social construction” becomes in that sense the work that scientists do
through connections with other scientists and with things like laboratory equipment, scientific papers,
funding partners, and so on.

To quote Latour a last time: “the critic is not the one who debunks, but the one who assembles. (2004,
p. 246)” When doing an analysis, we should not strive to show how little the people we study
understand about their lives but show how much can be understood if we take seriously what they
tell us. If we do not limit our perception to humans or things like social class, we will find a host of
entities that play a role in our lives; and since these actors are always historically and locally contingent,
seemingly generalizable things like “university rankings” might work very differently if we look closely

enough.

Useful for later: performativity is central when considering university rankings. They are not just

‘measuring’ things but by measuring, weighting, and listing them, they create the entities described.

2 |n this book (Latour, 2005) we find another wave of principles/rules, which are now called “uncertainties”,
which overlap strongly with (Callon, 1986) and (Latour, 1987), but are described in much more detail.

24 That is why in the second edition of Laboratory Life: The Social Construction of Scientific Facts (Latour &
Woolgar, 1986) the word “social” is dropped from the sub-title.
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Hensachi does not just describe fixed hierarchies of universities but enacts those hierarchies through
its listing of difficulty of entrance. In that way, hensachi acts as a mediator — it not only transports
meaning but subverts it in ways that cannot be fully predicted before.

Hensachi is a term that will be used in different instances (personal hensachi, institutional hensachi,
and the combination of those two) but it often gets conflated into ‘one thing’. How people relate to
‘it’ make ‘it’ a very different thing: it makes a difference if a student took dozens of practice tests to
raise their?®® personal hensachi, or if ‘it’ is talked about as a general concept that exists in Japanese
education because one was able to dodge it by taking a different university entrance procedure. There
is also a lot of uncertainty about hensachi and its production in the accounts of students; so, while |
attempt to explain hensachi in the empirical part, this should be understood as a tentative description

— leaving some uncertainty in to reflect how it is often (mis)understood.
2.3.4.Situated knowledge(s) and on being reflexive

While ANT has been my main conceptual guiding tool for the empirical data, | am also drawing on
another strand of theoretical considerations in this thesis. This section should be understood as an
attempt to contextualize my own master project, and to apply one of the most important lessons (in
my opinion) that the social studies of science and technology have brought to us: about how people
‘make’ claims convincing.

What | mean by this is that there have been many case studies that showed how practitioners of
technoscience have tried to take themselves out of the picture —with the aim of making their scientific
work more ‘objective’ (see Galison, 1998 on “seeing” and objectivity; Porter, 1995 on numbers and
objectivity; and most importantly Haraway, 1988, which | will write more about below). This idea
comes mainly from the importance of rigorous methodology and replication in the ‘statistical sciences’
(what | mean by that are mostly natural sciences but also parts of psychology or sociology fall into this
category). It goes like this: the less the analyst/scholar/scientist puts ‘themselves’ into the project
(meaning the less ‘subjectivity’), the more reliant is the end result; and in that sense, it should not
matter who does a certain experiment. If the experiment is ‘true’ then it should be replicable by
anybody else who has adequate knowledge, and the same results should be arrived at. This is also one
of the points why science as a system of knowledge is so successful: on each work that others do (and
to which | agree with the fundamentals), | can build my own work and thus ‘advance Science’.

The first thing that is problematic with this view is what “adequate knowledge” means. One of the

early insights of the laboratory studies (and especially Harry Collins’ work) is that in practice

25 “Their” will be used instead of “her/his” throughout the thesis as a neutral personal pronoun for the third

person.
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experiments are very hard to replicate; and even if possible, by what standards should one decide if
the replication experiment is good enough to ‘proof’ that the first one worked? Also, is it even
desirable or valued to ‘just replicate’ other experiments (Mulkay, 1988)? This, theoretically endless,
loop of experiments to (dis)proof other experiments and/or theories was called “the experimenter’s
regress” (Collins, 1981). Closely related to it was the role that tacit knowledge played in instances
where it was only possible to replicate experiments when people were involved in or at least physically
there during the initial experiments.

Another fallacy of this idea of the ‘detachment’ of the analyst is that it empirically does not hold. At
the same time while scientists tried to take themselves out of their accounts (also through literary
means), the lab studies showed how important locality, the knowledge of technicians and the social
(already in the extended-ANT sense) relations of the actors in- and outside of the lab were (Latour &
Woolgar, 1986). This did not only hold for natural sciences but also for psychology, where for instance
difficulties in the process of measuring babies’ faces where not visible in the end-product anymore,
instead being superseded by definite numbers with statistical significance (Peterson, 2016).

The aim of the laboratory studies was not to de-valuate the sciences (or attack them) but to de-mystify
the representations of the sciences. In that way, their point was quite banal, and most scientists could
agree to it: it matters who and what gets assembled in a laboratory to make experiments work. But
on the other hand, this did not fit well with the way that the sciences wrote: the passive voice is usually
employed in papers (“it was shown that ...”) as if it did not matter who showed it, or if the experiments
did themselves, with the scientists just observing what was happening. In Donna Haraway’s words:
“Social constructionists make clear that that official ideologies about objectivity and scientific method

are particularly bad guides to how scientific knowledge is actually made. (1988, p. 576)”

This description appeared in an essay that Haraway published in the late 80s on feminism, science
(studies) and how to bring those together with a new understanding of “objectivity”. To quote a bit

more extensively:

| would like to insist on the embodied nature of all vision and so reclaim the sensory system that has
been used to signify a leap out of the marked body and into a conquering gaze from nowhere. This
is the gaze that mythically inscribes all the marked bodies, that makes the unmarked category claim
the power to see and not be seen, to represent while escaping representation. This gaze signifies the
unmarked positions of Man and White, one of the many nasty tones of the word "objectivity" to
feminist ears in scientific and technological, late-industrial, militarized, racist, and male-dominant
societies, that is, here, in the belly of the monster, in the United States in the late 1980s. | would like
a doctrine of embodied objectivity that accommodates paradoxical and critical feminist science

projects: Feminist objectivity means quite simply situated knowledges. (Haraway, 1988, p. 581)
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This paragraph summarizes the most important arguments that she makes in the paper. It is a call for
situated knowledges and partial perspective, meaning that authors should try to do the opposite of
what she accuses many scientists are doing — performing the “god trick” (p. 584). The god trick is the
‘deletion’ of one’s own position from the account, the ability to see without being seen. It is the answer
of many natural science accounts to ‘problems’ of subjectivity — by simply omitting the author from
the text, the content appears to be more ‘objective’ (often by virtue of being provided by ‘nature’). In
the social sciences this ‘problem’ of recursivity with the object of interaction is nothing new (how do
| describe social things when | am part of them and through description change them at the same
time? See also: Luhmann, 1997). On the other hand, at the other extreme stands relativism, and it
performs a second version of the god trick: vision from everywhere. The ‘advantage’ that both of these
positions have is that because they appear to come from either nowhere or everywhere, they claim a
critical distance which absolves them from accountability (they are “irresponsible”, p. 583).

The ‘solution’ that Haraway puts forward for “feminist objectivity” is fairly simple: it means making
the account accountable. It means to take a partial position, to make clear from where one comes
from (in the disciplinary and the physical sense). By making oneself/myself/the author locatable, one
becomes not less, but more objective (in the limited sense proposed here). “Critical positioning” (p.
586) means not only making clear where one comes from and who one is, but it also includes what
one does from that position. It makes a difference which partial position one inhabits, both for the
outcome of the inquiry and the way this inquiry can be critiqued.

What goes together with this situatedness of knowledge is of course not only the locality of the
researcher but also of the research object. Limiting what one can see?® through a conscious positioning
means also that ‘the’ object appears from a certain standpoint. And this is where ANT can join in, since
that is one of the arguments it also makes. The only extension to the description of ANT that | gave
above is that the author (me) is an actor as well, and that | can just understand about my topic what |
can see from my partial perspective. My description in the end will not be ‘the description of hensachi’
or ‘students and their relations to university rankings in Japan’ but an interpretation made by me, of

a picture that was produced by my interview partners in specific situations with me.

But how to put this claim to partial perspective into practice? In the best case, this would be shining
through at every part of the thesis; but since | am neither proficient enough with writing, nor
experienced enough with doing social science research, | (artificially) split the two parts apart. | took

some inspiration from an edited volume by Steve Woolgar (1988a), which treats reflexivity in science

26 While Haraway argues that this self-limiting should be made explicit in writing, it is no question that every
inquiry is inherently limited by the context of its production. Even, and especially, if one claims to have an
‘objective’ view from nowhere in the written account.
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studies and the “new literary forms” that help express it (it is also the volume that Collins and Yearley
(1992a; 1992b) had their disagreements with).

There the argument is as well that it is not sufficient to ‘be reflexive afterwards’. It is not enough to
just push through with an empirical programme until the end, and then put some disclaimers in about
how it was necessary to do something that should not have been done, because too much self-
reflexivity would lead to a “self-defeating relativism” (Woolgar, 1988b, p. 19-21). Reflexivity should be
achieved together with the community of inquiry (see also Tavory & Timmermans, 2014, ch. 7), which
in the case of the text means that the reader should build reflexivity together with the author of the
text. This is made possible by making the conditions of the production of the text as transparent as
possible.

At the end of each chapter in the book (Woolgar, 1988a) “reflexions” are found, where Woolgar as
‘the editor’ gives some smartass remarks about how (non-)reflexive the texts were. | have borrowed
the practice of the Woolgar-volume and included reflexions after each chapter, but with a slightly
different purpose. Instead of just showing how (non-)reflexive | have been in the preceding pages, |
want to contextualize the content which has been written there. | want to re-open the black box of
doing the thesis, which is often obscured in final accounts of research projects. While this might at the
first glance look like a counter-productive step for the credibility of my claims, | strongly believe that
only by making explicit from where | come, what my limitations where and what my motivations were,
my thesis can strive for a specific kind of “objectivity”. In that sense, in the next chapter | will state my

research questions, introduce my case study and show how | approached my empirical material.
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Second reflexion

The problem with a state of the art (SotA) is always that (just like with ANT), | have to limit by choice
where to stop. At the same time, the aim of a SotA should always be to ‘prove’ that | know about works
related to my topic and that I, by doing so, show a gap that | will propose to fill with the present study.
This state of the art (and all others) is strongly influenced by the discipline in which the thesis is written.
If I would have done this thesis at the Japanese studies department, the case study might have been
the same, but the body of literature that | would need to relate to would have been different. For the
same reason, many of the papers | read are, even when writing about a closely related topic, seemingly
oblivious to each other. Articles published in economics journals have a certain type of structure and
reference other papers with similar approaches. This also explains why | initially did not find many
works on student-ranking relationships. Most of the qualitative accounts about rankings investigated
how they interact with university practices or critiqued assumptions made by rankings. Quantitative
papers, on the other hand, had less interest in questioning rankings, but in seeing if they produced
measurable effects in student choices. Depending on your (the reader’s) background, the satisfaction

with my state of the art will change.

The specific place that my description of the sensitizing concepts has in this thesis might not be to
everybody’s liking. | gave a quite long theoretical introduction into a group of methodological and
theoretical guiding tools which are considered controversial by many people. This introduction is also
focused on several (mostly early) works from and about ANT — and my limited viewpoint should be
considered here as well. | also did so without telling you (yet) what this thesis is about more concretely.
This is always the problem with theoretical parts in academic papers, do | give an often-dry
introduction first and them show my case or do | do it the other way around? While | chose? to write
about actor-network-theory first and describe my case, method and results later, this does not
represent the order of how I did my work. The decision to let ANT guide my interpretation-work was
made fairly late in the process of analysis and happened in discussion with my peers in the master
seminar. | did not think in advance that ANT might be ‘especially enlightening’” when considering
university rankings in Japan but realized that it made sense to connect my case with the sensibilities of

ANT after many hours of coding, grouping and sorting through data from my interviews.

27 pid I really ‘choose’ to do it that way? There are certain structures that are expected from a masters’ thesis,
and one of those is that theoretical introductions should happen before the study itself. This did not develop out
of nowhere, and when we look at quantitative papers this structure is very clear cut. Of course, there it does not
make sense to ‘do things first and then consider theory and method later’, since what will be done is strongly
reliant on theoretical guidance before. That this is often not the case with qualitative approaches (or even
explicitly the opposite of many qualitative programmes — especially grounded theory) makes this theory-first
structure a bit weird.
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3. Case and methods

3.1. Research questions

As | mentioned in the state of the art, while there is a lot of literature on university rankings, students’
perspectives are largely missing. The case that | am presenting in this thesis is about university rankings
in Japan, or as | will show, one specific university ranking that is the dominant way of sorting and
understanding universities. | want to ask how this ranking is embedded in practices in and narratives
about the Japanese education system, and what implications this has for students. Do rankings play a
role when pupils are thinking about, if and where to study? Is being at a highly ranked university valued

— by oneself, by peers or by ‘the economy’? My main research question is thus:

How do university rankings play a role for students in how they make sense of and evaluate universities

and students in the Japanese higher education system?

As will be shown in the next chapter, while university rankings are an important part of the Japanese
education system and market, there is one specific system of ranking — called hensachi — that | will
investigate further. By interviewing students of Japanese higher education, | want to find out how this
way of ranking is perceived by them and in which situations it becomes relevant for them. | want to
find out why exactly this ranking system, and not others, seems to be the dominant system — through
looking at practices in which it is embedded and looking at narratives that keep it in place. Thus, my
first two sub-questions, both aimed towards understanding the importance of hensachi for students

are:
In which situations and how does hensachi become a thing to consider for students?
How does hensachi fit into students’ narratives of the education system?

As this is a social constructivist thesis, | do not only want to find out where and how hensachi pops up
for students, but also how they make sense of it — in general and in the concrete situation of the
interview. | want to see how the stories they tell me about their experiences relate to popularly shared
narratives, and how they interpret possible discrepancies. | am not only interested in their own
contacts with university rankings but also in how those shape their way of talking about universities

and students. Thus, my third sub-question is:

How do hensachi-related expectations relate to experiences of students and how do they play a role in

talk about universities and students?

The three questions above are all aimed to be answered by my chosen method of data collection —

interviews. But since hensachi is such a central part of these questions, | will also attempt to find
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answers to why hensachi is as successful as it is in being the most considered ranking by students.
These answers will be explorative, but nonetheless grounded in what my interviewees told me and

what | could find in the literature. Thus, my fourth sub-question is:

Why and how is hensachi normalized as a way of ranking universities and what (individual and

institutional) practices hold it in place?

Before we get to the answers to these questions, | will shortly introduce the structure of the Japanese

education system and the methodology | employed to get to these answers
3.2. Case description

Figure 1 provides an overview of the Japanese education system. Compulsory education lasts nine
years and consists of elementary (six years) and lower secondary/high school (three years, what | will
call “middle school” from now on). Although upper secondary/high school (three years, from now on
“high school”) is voluntary in Japan, more than 95% of the population have graduated or are expected
to graduate from higher secondary education?®. Between middle and high school, and especially
between high school and university are entrance examinations. Most of these are based on
standardised “examination knowledge” (Yoneyama, 1999, p. 144) and determine who gets into which
university/high school, which are in turn highly stratified based on their selectivity. Since this
stratification by selectivity will be a central part of the empirical part, | will leave it at that, but it is
exactly on this transition from high school to university where the most emphasis is put on in Japanese

education, and also in this thesis.

Kindergartens, schools and universities are either run as national, local or private? institutions.
National means that the Japanese state is the legal body behind the institution and its main financier.
Local means that local governments (mostly municipalities or prefectures) are the ones responsible
for financing and running the institution. Private institutions are run by private legal persons (which
must fulfill certain requirements from the ministry of education) and are subsequently financing most
of the costs through student fees (ranging from kindergarten children to university students). National
and local institutions are sometimes (this happens especially in the university context) subsumed as
public®, a distinction that is mostly relevant for the lower price that public schools and universities

have (Sugimoto, 2014, p. 129).

28 http://gpseducation.oecd.org/CountryProfile?primaryCountry=JPN&treshold=10&topic=EO (2019-08-01)
2 [ESL, N3 or FASL
30 [F 337
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Figure 1: The education system in Japan. (http://www.criced.tsukuba.ac.jp/keiei/kyozai_ppe f1 02.html, 2019-08-10)

For elementary and middle schools, local institutions are by far the most common type of school
(98.5% and 91.7% of schools respectively in 2018). For kindergartens and high schools, which are both
outside of the compulsory education system, this number lessens considerably (35.7% and 72.7% of
schools respectively in 20183). The relative decrease of local institutions is caused mostly by private
schools and kindergartens. A few national kindergartens and schools are also in place, which are
usually associated with national universities that act as their parent institutions.

While almost all young Japanese finish the high school level, after that several options are available
for them. Sugimoto (2014) gives four options that graduates from secondary education can take. The
first is university (50%). The other three are junior colleges (two-year academic institutions with a
highly vocational character®? 16%); work (17%); and “privately managed vocational colleges” (p. 130),

which are employment preparation schools outside of the formal school system (17%) (p. 129-130).

31 For both of the school numbers: https://www.e-stat.go.jp/stat-
search/files?page=1&layout=datalist&toukei=00400001&tstat=000001011528&cycle=0&tclass1=00000112317
6&tclass2=000001123177&tclass3=000001123178&tclass4=000001123179&stat infid=000031776316 (2019-
08-07)

32These are almost exclusively (90%) attended by women who according to Sugimoto have: “little academic
motivation, [and] many females regard their time in these institutions as a phase between high school and
marriage” (2014, p. 130).
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This study will focus on parts of the 50% that advance to university, and it is for those people that
intense competition to get into the ‘right schools’ matters. This competition is publicly known as

“examination hell”33

and refers to the stage in life of pupils who try to get into the highest-ranking
universities in Japan, and thus spend almost every waking hour studying for entrance examinations.
While because of a considerably lower cohort size of young people (compared to the population in
the 80s and 90s) low-ranking universities are basically accepting everybody that can pay the study fees,
the higher ranked and public universities have entrance examinations in place for selectivity
(Kinmonth, 2014, p. 163).

Entrance examinations are a central part of the (image of the) university system in Japan and should
be differentiated depending on the type of university. Public (meaning national and local) universities
have a standardised examination called the “National Center Test for University Admissions“** (from
now on “center exam”) in place which is the first step to university admission. Depending on how well
students do on the center exam, they will apply at a different public university during the second step
of the admission procedure (more on the why and how to choose a university in the empirical chapter).
Many private universities also accept students based on their results in the center exam, and thus
further the incentive for students to perform well at this test.

It is exactly this situation between high school and university, where young people have to decide for
which university to go for, where university rankings play a role, and also where | am putting my focus
on in this study. To get to accounts about this time of transition and to students’ perspectives about
university rankings, | conducted five interviews with students who study or studied at Japanese

universities.
3.3. Interviews

Interviews as a method of empirical inquiry helped me to get to stories that people tell about their
experiences and how they construct meaning in a specific situation. While parts of my questions were
about the education system in Japan and to get general information about universities and their ranks,
definite accounts of how things are, were not my main goal. Qualitative interviews were my chosen
method to create situations where Japanese students talk about their motivations for going to
university and to see what kind of (and if there are) commonly held stories and beliefs they share in

this regard (Silverman, 2006).

= 2 Bbifat
34 From 2021 on it will be replaced by a new version called the “Common Test for University Admission” (K2

ANFAZET A T, my translation). In addition to asking facts and standardised knowledge, the aim of this exam
will be to check things like critical thinking and abilities to express one’s ideas (MEXT, 2017).
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From November 2018 to May 2019 | had five interviews. Based on Flick (2000, p. 126) | conceptualised
them as “episodic interviews” — which are a version of narrative interviews but with a more limited
scope. They allowed me to combine an open-ended approach with a more targeted questioning and
made it possible to accommodate all of that in roughly one hour. | asked my interview partners to tell
me of their experiences of the transition from high school to university, how they chose their
respective universities, how this happened in practice and everything else that they thought important
in that regard. After that, the interviews usually delved more into the time before that (high school)
as well as into their time at university afterwards.

The interviews were audio recorded and verbally transcribed by me, using the software IngScribe
(Paulus, Lester, & Dempster, 2014). During the transcription | pseudonymised names but kept myself
otherwise very close to the original recordings. Since the interviews were held in Japanese, | also asked
a native speaker for help during the transcriptions several times (when | was not sure what the
recording said), while making sure that the identities of my interview partners were kept
unrecognisable. For all the formal interviews, informed consent was assured after going through a
print that informed my interviewees of their rights and by explaining what my research was about
(appendix B). After a short introduction to how | imagined my interviews to go, | started with the
following opening question: “Well, first | would like to hear more about the experiences you personally
made. | would like to hear the story of how you came to be a university student, and the process that
was involved in that”®. In addition, | had prepared areas and questions that | wanted to have covered
during the interviews (appendix C). While | could have started with a question directly related to
university rankings, | chose this narrative prompt to keep our line of talk more open. | wanted to see
at which point my interviewees would come up with university rankings by themselves®® (which they
all did, sooner or later) and in what way they would talk about it (either personal experience, matter-
of-fact, etc. — see the “initial coding” section in the next sub-chapter; Roulston, 2010). Following a
tenet of qualitative research, those were adapted slightly each time, to accommodate new questions
that came up in the interviews before and to answer to my evolving research questions (eg. Charmaz,
2006; Flick, 2000, p. 60-61).

While all of my interview partners were (ex) students from Japanese universities, | did not conduct my
interviews in Japan. | joined in weekly get-togethers of Japanese exchange students and people

interested in Japan in Vienna (mostly students from the Japanese studies programme) to find

BT, TTH o P?DEAMICRERLZZLICOWTEELZW, P2 I ED X ITREEICR >
72, $ZDOBBEORF—) —ZHEE 0,

36 Since | introduced my interviewees to my research topic before the interviews, university rankings were
already mentioned by me — although | tried to encourage them to talk about what they, and not I, found
important.
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interview partners. Through this opportunity | had many informal talks with exchange students and
asked some of them if they would be willing to be interviewed by me at some point. For the first two
interviews | chose two persons who make up “maximally contrasting cases” (Rosenthal, 2015, p. 103).
Picking out two interview partners with differing profiles provided me with the possibility to see if |
would already find different stories and experiences that | could relate back to their situations. P1 is
female, in the second year of her bachelor programme, studying at a mid-highly ranked®’ private
university and was in Vienna for an exchange year. P2 is male, in his doctoral studies, was/is at
different universities (very highly ranked national university for his bachelors, and at a lower ranking
private university for his master’s and PhD) and at that time doing research in Vienna.

After those initial interviews, | transcribed them and started some initial analysis (more to that in the
next sub-chapter), adjusted my interview guideline where it fitted and then conducted three more
formal interviews over the following months. P3 is a male bachelor student at a highly ranking national
university. Unlike P1 and P2, who study in close proximity to their hometown, P3 moved a long way
to get to his university of choice. P4 is female, studied at a mid-high local university and finished her
undergraduate degree three years ago. P5 is also a female student at a (different but around the same
rank) local university, in her third year of her bachelor’s and the only of my interviewees who studies
a natural science programme.

Tavory and Timmermans (2014, p. 72) propose three types of variation of observations (in the broad
sense of data collection here) that are helpful when doing qualitative research. Those are “dataset”
(different cases or instances of similar things), “time” (seeing how something develops and looking at
different stages) and “intersituational” (to “follow phenomena across settings and situations”)
variation. In my case, since | relied on interviews of (ex) university students, | was mostly limited to
dataset variation (students in different contexts who were at the same time similar enough to be
“members of a preconstructed set” (ibid, p. 67)). But | also tried to include time variation by having
interview partners in different stages of their studies and by asking at which times university rankings
play(ed) a role in their lives. In the best case, | would have been able to interview the same persons
multiple times (for instance while in high school, then university and then afterwards), to see how
their talk about rankings change, but in the short time that | was conducting my interviews, these
situations were not changing too much. As for intersituational variation, this would be interesting in
further inquiries into my topic, since the interviews and the secondary material that | looked into
because of my analysis introduced me to many other settings where university rankings can be

observed in Japan.

37 The “ranks” | am referring to here are the measure of selectivity (hensachi) ranking that | will further introduce
in the next chapter.
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At this point it is important to mention that this way of interviewing students from Japan in Europe
has had its definite impact on what kind of students | interviewed. Firstly, nine out of ten exchange
students that | talked with were from social science or humanities programmes. One of my
interviewees mentioned that it would be strange for natural science students to do a study abroad
because they have so much studying to do. Besides the point of how students imagine university life
to be in other programmes (see the empirical chapter), this pre-selected from which kind of disciplines
the bulk of my interviewees came from. Secondly, because studying is expensive in Japan, most
students were looking to finish their programmes in four years —and a year or semester abroad would
possibly extend that period of study and payment. This meant that most exchange students either
were coming from rather well-off socioeconomic backgrounds or really wanted to do an exchange
year/semester in Vienna (which is usually related to their field of study, which is then usually a non-
natural science one). Thirdly, because of exchange agreements between universities in Vienna and
Japanese universities, the institutions from where students originated were limited. While it would be
possible to arrange a study abroad privately, this would entail a large amount of organisation and
money and | did not meet any students who did it that way. A bit unsurprisingly, the Japanese
universities that had exchange agreements with Austrian universities were usually the bigger, more
prestigious and famous, and higher ranked ones.

Thus, while it would have been very interesting for my sample to be otherwise, these limitations
resulted in the fact that my (actual and possible) interview partners were all: students from
universities in the upper third of the hensachi ranking (again, next chapter), wealthy enough to afford
a semester or a year abroad, and quite internationally orientated — thus being able to speak at least

German or English moderately well.
3.4. Analysis

To analyse and make sense of the interviews and their transcripts | oriented myself at constructivist
grounded theory methodology (Charmaz, 2006; Hohage, 2016) in combination with “abduction” as a
way of analysis (Albrecht, 2016; Rosenthal, 2015; Tavory & Timmermans, 2014). In practice that meant
several rounds of coding and categorising on different levels (which | will shortly describe below),

supported by ATLAS.ti — a software for qualitative and quantitative data analysis (Friese, 2016).
3.4.1.Step one: initial coding

The first step was a stage of initial coding, which helped me to make first sense of the material and
approach it in an open manner, without being stuck in preconceived ideas. While this is usually
recommended in a line-by-line or instance-by-instance fashion (Charmaz, 2006, p. 51), | proceeded to

segment my codes either when the topic of conversation or the mode of talking changed. It made
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sense to not only base my units of analysis on the content, but also on how my interviewees talked
about it.

More concretely, | categorized talk into argumentation, description and narration (Rosenthal, 2015, p.
165-167): Argumentations were segments where things were stated as a matter of fact, often oriented
to our situation in the interview — where | was the ‘outsider’ that needed things to be explained (“in
Japan it is so-and-so”). Descriptions were parts where my interviewees told me things that they
experienced but as “condensed situations” (ibid, p. 165), meaning that these experiences were
described as events by themselves, without much explanation of what went before or after.
Narrations were sequences of events and experiences (imagined or actual) that my interview partners
told me in a more extensive manner, and which were related causally or temporally to each other.
Those segments were usually longer than those of the other two modes and often provided an
interesting contrast to statements made before (usually categorized by me as argumentations).

For instance, when talking about university entrance exams, my interviewees switched in rapid
succession between how “everybody” prepares for it, their personal experiences in a condensed
version and a story of personal hardship. When contradictions came up, those were usually things told

in different modes.
~ 1:29  Argumentation - guidance for school advance starts at beginning third year Interview 1 - 2018-11-06

~ 1:30  Marration - learning for 1 1/2 years but failing the exam, dissapointing the parents who paid for it, har...  Interview 1 - 2018-11-06

~ 1:31 Description - now that she is in Meiji it is not so bad, way of thinking changed after getting into uni Interview 1 - 2018-11-06

T2, 250 .:’“;- BATHTVIE, Al BEREDIFEDET <m- b‘jQJx ghig | Kommentar: Editiert 19.02.2019 19:57 von Hoffpro
*“"5'21"* G F. AT T ok EIITARDIC. TBES L-J;E'.;t.\ C. A E:"{' & BEh
et ThEgEEAatExEAiE Jf*(?l CEOIZ. A §*;:--a._,u BAIZEI. B®AE | Supports 1-af - starting 1 1/2 year before exam to leamn
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"'-";;}"‘ i) ENCEbhEi oA ENESSE LA, HEahE = i ; .
A 234 en 2300, BEIOICE JIHTNERITEL BT 5= Fa DA Supports 1-ai - failing an expensive exam
AEL—BHTE2TVNE NG T,

Creates 1-ax - feeling bad for not managing the exam

Figure 2: Initial codes as QUOTATIONS in the QUOTATION MANAGER (Up: QUOTATION with title. Down left: Content from the transcript. Down
right: Comment section)

In practice that meant giving each of the thus identified segments a name (i.e. the initial code), often
as (translated) in-vivo or process-oriented codes in the forms of gerunds (Saldafia, 2011, p. 95-98). In
ATLAS.ti terms this meant creating a QUOTATION32 for each segment and assigning it a title that
included the mode of talk and the initial code as name (see figure 2). Those QUOTATIONS then have

three elements: title, content (linking back to the transcript) and comments (see next coding step).

38 Whenever | mean ATLAS.ti elements | write in CAPITAL LETTERS, to differentiate them from general concepts
such as “codes” or technical terms from constructivist grounded theory like initial codes.
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3.4.2.Step two: “abductive coding”

The next step fulfilled two important functions in the analysis — the creation of hypotheses and
subsumption. Based on the idea of abduction | created initial hypotheses that could possibly explain
or be reasons for the respective content. They should help me to think about what my data were
possible instances of (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014, p. 53).

Each of those hypotheses was created as a CODE in ATLAS.ti with an alphanumeric signature and linked
to QUOTATIONS. At the same time, | checked for each following initial code if it either created a new
hypothesis or if it supported, extended or contested an existing one. The comment section of my
QUOTATIONS described their relationship to their connected hypotheses and also served as a space
to include first memos and notes about the data (figures 2 & 3).

Let me give an example: the CODE “1-ar Taking many exams is encouraged”®® was set up when P1
explained in QUOTATION 1:19 about how young people take different university entrance exams in
Japan. After creating this hypothesis, | linked several later (and one earlier) QUOTATIONS to that CODE
that supported it (for instance when P4 mentioned how the exams at different universities are
temporally set up in a way that makes it possible to apply for as many private universities as possible).
Other initial codes extended “l1-ar” (not only entrance exams but also preparation exams are
encouraged to take a lot) or contested it (students are encouraged to apply at more than one
university but not at ‘many’ — just enough to have a few backup choices ready if their #1 choice
university would not accept them). After relating “1-ar” to more and more initial codes that were

relevant for it, it became better defined, accumulated more commentary and in the end explained

more things.

Kodes Mit 1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent kodierte Zitate anzeigen

1-3j Good universities are centrally located {3-0} D Name Dokument Dichte Kodes

1-ak Not talking from experience but from fact' {12-0} Argumentation - getting into private uni through public entrance exam, (self-correction) apparently not  Interview 1- 2018-11-06 3 [1-an Not knowing how things work] [1-i
1-2l Contradicting after looking stuff up {4-0} Argumentation - in Japan education record is important, Tokyo-Uni as number 1, uni > person Interview 1 - 2018-11-06 3 [1-af Getting into right uni is important
1-am Stereotyping other university (types) {12-0} . . . y o o .

1-an Not knowing how things work {19-0} Argumentatron - o?d.\mperla.l unis are g?od, reciting good unis b).' name . Interview 1 - 2018-11-06 3 [l-ag St.ate unis are pe.rcel‘.'.ed better than
1-20 Public unis have standardized entry {2-0} Argumentation - giving ranking categories (from top down) of private unis Interview 1 - 2018-11-06 2 [1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent]
1-ap Center Exam being the important one {5-0} Argumentation - having heard about Toyko-Uni in global rankings Interview 1 - 2018-11-06 2 [1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent]
1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent {11-0} Argumentation - "probably global rankings exist where MIT and Harvard are high", not knowing how..  Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 & [1-an Not knowing how things work] [1-i
1-ar Taking many exams is wanted by market {12-0} Argumentation - domestic ranking has less change so not so interesting, taking Tokyo-dai as example...  Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 4 [1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent]
1-as Difference between private and public unis {21-0} Argumentation - Tokyo-dai as #1in Japan and best Japan uni globally Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 2 [1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent]
1-at Private companies perpetuate education market {14-0} = Argumentation - using Tokyo-dai as example for mast difficult research and entry exam, "soudane” ... Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 5 [1-am Stereatyping other university (type
1-au Schoal advancement company web sites are not used for| =) . 2:105 Argumentation - ryuunen very often in natsci (Toyko-dai and Kyoto-dai as example Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 1 [1-aq High ranking unis being prevalent]
1-av Teachers are institutionalized as guidance persons [17-0} = 21411 Argumentation - in other unis humsoc is lso difficult, giving Osaka-dai, Tokyo-dai and private unis a..  Interview 2 - 2018-11-28 6 [1-ak Not talking from experience but fro

1-aw Concluding from personal experience to norms {6-0}

1-ax Pressure to perform {1-0}
1-ay "Had the hardest time in my life" {1-0}
1-az Coping with disconcertrent {10-0}
1-ba Uni is an individual thing {18-0}
1-bb Uni more impartant than content {23-0}
» 1-be Hensachi decides uni rank {28-0}~
1-bd Students are disciplined towards their 'abilities’ {15-0}

1-bd0 Students are encouraged to go for what they want {11-0

2
]
-

1-be Uni rankings do not change in a big way [8-0}

Figure 3: Abductive codes (abstractions and hypotheses) as CODES (left column) in the QUOTATION MANAGER

Kommentar: Fditiert 24.02.2019 19:51 von Hoffpro

Supports 1-ap - private unis also putimportance on center exam (suppo

Creates 1-aq - prevalent for examples (supported by 1:33, 1:36, 1:101, 111
extended by 2:111)

Contradicts 1-ap - private unis are independent from center exam (contr

Supports 1-an - saying center exam is relevant, then not

Going through a similar process for all of my “abductive codes” allowed me to explore different ideas

39 You can see in figure 3 on the left side the CODE listed as “1-ar Taking many exams is wanted by market” —in

the process of the analysis many codes got renamed.
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and hypotheses at the same time and to see which of them were empirically durable. They also
showed links between statements occurring at very different times and across interviews, and in that

way enabled me to compare data with data, data with codes and codes with codes.
3.4.3.Step three: commenting and grouping

The third step was then to go through all my abductive codes and to write a memo for each of them
(in the comment section of the CODES). | considered all of the connections to the initial codes together
and put them into relation to each other. Through that my hypotheses got more closely defined,
sometimes renamed and it was checked which of them were the more probable to explain my data. |
subsequently put my abductive codes into groups (non-exclusively), to help me further them in the

next step.
3.4.4.5tep four: focused coding

For the focused coding (Charmaz, 2006, p. 57-60) | summarised most of my abductive codes into
focused codes. Like the step before, the bulk of the work was spent in writing the memos for each of
the new codes, describing how my different hypotheses complemented each other or created new
questions to follow up. Unlike the grouping from before, this time each abductive code was permitted
only one subordination to a focused code, which made a hierarchical structure of my codes possible.
In ATLAS.ti this work was done in the CODE MANAGER, with abductive and focused codes both being
from the CODE type and the groups from step three being CODE GROUPS (figure 4).

Kodegruppen

< 1focus (12)

> A - University and Work (20)

<> B - What is considered normal (31)
<» C - Right choices and ranks (26)

<> D - |deas about university (21)

<> E - Getting into uni (15)

<> F - Higher education market (13)
<» G - Things are (not) different somew
<> H - Making subjects (5)

& Z- njet? (12)

MName Haufigkeit Dichte Gruppen

» 2-am Other valuations than difficulty~ 1 0 [Z-njet!]

» AGAINST SHUKATSU~ 0 4 [1focus] [A - Univer

» against shukatsu: 1-bj Company employment is influenced by uni ranking~ 3 1 [A - University and’

» against shukatsu: 1-bs Evading employment in Japan~ 6 1 [A - University and

» against shukatsu: 1-bu Wish for individuality in shukatsu-~ 4 1 [A - University and !

2 EDUCATION A5 MARKET~ 0 7 [1focus] [F - Higher

» education as market: 1-ai Money plays a big role in university choice and success~ 1 1 [C - Right choices a

» education as market: 1-ar Taking many exams is encouraged~ 12 1 [B - What is conside
Kommentar: Editiert 05.04.2019 19:07 von Max s

Universities need students to keep their quotas up and to fulfil their mission (in this case educating young people). But many students
might also be important to get a high hensachi - if it is decided through numbers. Because of the lesser number of students in the last
few years, there is more competition between (mainly lower ranked) unis to get them. So, advertising the uni and being high in the
rankings is essential. Students can be seen as good(s) that universities compete for - the more one gets the higher the hensachi {again
if it works that way). But students are also seen as highly paying customers of universities (especially in private unis) and are thus
treated this way when it comes to grading (1-bp).

But not only for reaching the geoal of a2 good uni (and thus for mest in the end a good job), alsc on the way there students are
customers. Cram schools FE#I - 2 are preparing students for the next level of their education (during the last year, but especially

Figure 4: focused codes as CODES in CAPITAL LETTERS

Although steps one to four are described as happening one after another, this was only true for the
first two interviews, which | analysed together. For each interview after that, the initial coding stayed

mostly the same — to keep myself open to new things that have not been addressed in the interviews
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before and to not get constricted by my developed coding scheme. But steps two and three were
usually done together, since less and less new hypotheses were created for each interview, thus
showing a saturation of themes and stories coming up in my interviews. The focused coding happened
in a way all the time, since | usually visited older parts of interviews again when the newer interviews
were analysed, and thus ensured that while | was moving towards a higher level of abstraction, | also

stayed close to the material.

The twelve focused codes that | got from this step were again put into relation to each other and thus

created the basis for the structure of the empirical, and next, chapter.
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Third reflexion

| wrote around four pages about how | analysed my interview transcripts. | did so by staying rather
close to my actual work, and not by introducing very much theoretical and methodological background
about ‘how to do it’. This had mainly two reasons:

The first was that while reading other theses and empirical case studies, the methods chapters usually
were some summary of method books and/or articles. Let us take studies that use grounded theory
methodology as an example. Most of them write about basic assumptions, how important it is to stay
open to the data, and how coding was ‘done’ at different stages. Then there were usually some quotes
from works like Charmaz (2006), where the different kinds of coding (mostly initial and focused coding)
were introduced. At least for me, this did not work out at all. While there are a lot of nice examples in
the many “how to” books of how coding is done in practice, coding a whole project is another issue. In
many methods sections it seems that those guidelines could be adopted rather unproblematically,
while | had my problems with “abstracting” the interpretation one level further. | did not want to just
present my “way of analysis” without mentioning the process of getting there — especially because the
method that | ended up with was established after several false starts.

The second reason is the qualitative ‘staying vague’. There are no fixed ways of doing things as in
quantitative approaches or more deductive methods. Qualitative projects seem to be very dependent
on the researcher, although this can also depend on the epistemic culture (for a study of differences in
sociology in Germany and France see Keller & Poferl, 2016). | think that this is the reason why | read so
often rather ‘theoretical’ accounts about “how things were analysed”, without ever becoming concrete
about it. By ‘masking’ the own analytic work in quotes from methods literature, and by stating that
“things have been done as proposed by (insert method here)”, it seems to make the own work less
subjective. | chose to make the coding-in-action understandable, and by that more ‘objective’ (in the
Haraway sense), and also more objectable — making it possible to put in objections. If | would have
stayed vague about what | actually did, and only referred to “I did initial coding as described in Charmaz,
2006”; not only would nobody have any idea what | actually did, | would also redirect all the possible
criticism towards an external source. In ANT this would be a normal move to bolster my own claim of
‘facticity’ (“if you want to criticize my approach, you also have to criticize this important work that
everybody cites”). But since one of my convictions is that it is much more interesting to stay open (also
in retrospect), | chose to present my approach in a more concrete way.

Also, | think that especially grounded theory (methodology) gets used extremely inflationary in
qualitative social sciences, and that without any closer description of what was specifically done, it
could mean anything from a rather close adherence to coding paradigms to “staying open” — whatever

that would mean in practice.
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4. Empirical part — looking for values and traces of a ranking

“Here [pretending to point at high school in a list] | would not be able to get into a good university” or “If |
get into this high school | could get into a pretty smart university” ... | thought about stuff like that since
middle school. (1:56)

That’s why, in the past people went to high-level universities to get into these companies. Now, getting

into university is often becoming the goal. (2:68)
To be honest (laughing), no one would say “I’ll go to university and study a lot!” (3:130)

In the end a good university is one where people can get credits and graduate easily. That seems pretty

important in Japan. (5:102)

These quotes from some of my interview partners might seem a bit contradictory. On the one hand,
going to university seems to be a decision not lightly made and considered quite a time before the
end of high school. On the other hand, the act of studying and learning at a university seems not to be
the primary concern to some of my interviewees. Are these just differing opinions that | juxtaposed
here, which can be explained by the fact that these are different people? In this chapter | want to
argue that these quotes are rather consistent with each other and show how it is possible to have

seemingly contradicting ideas/statements about university in Japan.

The whole empirical part is generally structured in a way that follows what my interview partners told
me. So, while the next three sub-chapters will read like a characterization of the Japanese higher
education system, they are neither my attempt to uncover the hidden structures behind it, nor a
simple synthesis of secondary works (although there are references to literature to substantiate claims
and further elaborate). They are a condensed version (arrived at through coding and categorizing) of
things that my interviewees told me were important and/or mentioned a lot when they told me their
stories.

They also reflect a tendency of the interviewees of answering questions about their personal
experiences in the beginning of the interviews with general descriptions about ‘how things are in
Japan’. While | did not specify how well | am versed in the Japanese education system, they felt the
need to explain certain things, either to justify their own behaviour, to help me understand, or to show
how ‘different’ the Japanese case is from others. In that way, the following three sub-chapters are a
description of the characteristics of the Japanese education system — but as they are told by (ex-)
university students and interpreted by me.

It will help me to set the stage for answering my research question — how university rankings play a

role for students in the understanding of universities and students in the Japanese higher education
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system. By first describing what is (re)performed by Japanese university students about what is
important in higher education, | want to show a reason for why just one domestic ranking seems to

be important, and why global rankings are not considered in that regard.

| will begin by providing said characterization of the Japanese higher education system. The three
characteristics that | will describe are 1) a strong focus on entrance examinations in the Japanese
education system; 2) a high degree of privatization and marketization of education; and 3) a tight

)% ‘good’ jobs with educational credentials.

coupling of (ideas of
In a next step, | will talk more about hensachi, a ranking technology that connects these three
characteristics and makes them relevant for the individual students. Two situations will be introduced
where hensachi acts as a mediator in students’ (to be) lives.

After that | want to show how this way of ranking and relating universities and students affects how
students talk about universities and other students. | especially want to put an emphasis on situations

where the expectations about universities in Japan do not align with the experiences that my

interviewees told me from their study time.
4.1. A strong focus on entrance examinations

One way to characterize the Japanese education system is its reliance on entrance examinations.
Especially during the transition from middle to high school and from high school to university, entrance
exams are the most common way to admit students. As already mentioned before, obligatory school
lasts nine years in Japan — meaning elementary and middle school. But nevertheless, more than 95%
of the children in Japan attempt and finish high school. Also, for the higher education level the
attendance rates are over 50% of the young population. But since school is compulsory only until the
end of middle school, the number of spots in public high schools and universities are much more
limited than in the grades before (this will be discussed more in the next sub-chapter).

Having upcoming entrance examinations on the horizon certainly seems to have effects on the content
of classes before. According to Bjork (2016) the recent efforts by the Japanese education ministry to
reform Japanese public schools towards a “relaxed education” trajectory have had very different
effects, based on which stage of school one looks. The proposed higher emphasis on individual pupils
and the de-emphasis on standardised testing are much more accepted and put into action in
elementary schools, while in middle schools most teachers as well as many parents look at these
reforms with worry. He makes the argument that this is because elementary schooling is already much

closer to the goal of a less ‘fact cramming’-based education than teaching and learning as it is done in

40 With that | mean that both the idea of what a ‘good job’ is, as well as the possibility to get one are shaped by
a meritocratic ideal.
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middle schools. And the reason for this difference can be found in the simple fact that for getting into
(at least public) middle schools there are no entrance examinations in place, while for all high schools
there are (ibid, p. 109-111).

Because not all school subjects are (can be?) tested in these examinations, almost automatically the
focus gets put on the ones appearing (see next quote), with other — more liberal — subjects like art or
spoken language classes getting less time and emphasis. For the entrance examinations of public high

schools and universities these subjects are the same:

The exam for high school? Uhm, there are also private and local high schools and for most of the
local ones in Japan, or at least in Kanagawa where | am from, everybody takes the same exam. The

same test with five [school] subjects: Japanese, maths, English, science and social studies. (5:46)

As the quote mentions, the exams that are administered are highly standardised to make cross-
prefectural and even cross-country wide comparisons and competition possible. This has not always
been the case but should be understood as part of an answer to manage the strong increase in
application numbers in post-war Japan (Zeng, 1999, p. 121-126) — a point that will also be taken up in
the next section. Now, what happens when only a limited number of subjects is tested in exams which
are considered very important, and when these exams are highly standardised and usually done in
multiple choice questions? A lot of class time in these subjects gets used to prepare for these exams,
and this is mostly done through practicing with questions from previous years or by tailoring the
lessons towards the transmission of facts (Bjork, 2016, p. 116).

This can spawn conflicting stances towards the rest of the subjects, depending on the level of
education the students are in, what importance they lay on upcoming entry exams and how well they
do in classes in general. It is interesting to see that in middle school the most favoured subjects of
pupils were exactly those not in the upcoming entrance exams (ibid, p. 92), while for others in high

|ll

school “the subjects that are not used in entry exams have to be studied as well, which was really
concerning” (3:73) — meaning that every lesson that is spent on non-examination knowledge reduces

the time that they can prepare effectively.

So, as we can see, the looming examinations have effects on the curricula before. The results of pupils
on these examinations are also used to assess teachers in the respective school subjects. But another
thing that | want to mention is that this focus on entry exams also has the outcome that less emphasis
is laid on the finishing of a grade. If we think of the education system in Austria, at the end of high
school the Matura (also more standardised now) has the role of making sure that the people that pass
it have some general degree of studying done and are now allowed to study at institutes of higher

education. In Japan, the end of high school has no ‘big finals’, but entrance examinations instead. This
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shift from the end of a school stage to the beginning of the next one might not seem as much of a deal
at first glance, since you need to study at around the same time supposedly similar things. But the big
difference is that for final examinations the school in question can harmonize their idea of a curriculum
with the way that the content will be examined in the end (at least inside of the bounds that national
curricula and directions from the ministry of education allow).

This way of putting the emphasis on entry instead of graduation is also continued into university. For
master programmes there are entrance examinations in place, and students that go for further studies
certainly have to learn a lot for the next round of examinations. But since the vast majority of students
end their studies after the bachelor, a big part of the incentive to learn disappears for most students.
Based on my interviews, | think that the way the pre-tertiary education system is structured has a big
influence on how students think about learning. Starting at a point in elementary school where
learning is promoted for learning’s sake, it gradually narrows down to a focus on knowledge that will
get asked at the entrance exams into universities. This structural idea of ‘hard entry — easy graduation’
got reiterated by my interviewees at several points, usually with a comparison to Europe or the US as

contrasting cases*’:

At Japanese universities, getting in is difficult, but once you are in it is like playing (laughing).
Somehow, in Europe and the US getting into universities is relatively easy, but after that it seems

that you have to study a lot. (2:103)

This easiness of graduation is not necessarily thought of as a bad thing, as can be seen in the last quote
with which | started this chapter but has to be understood in tandem with the difficulty of inscription.
By passing through an extremely competitive and demanding process of selection to get into certain
schools with limited places, one has earned an easy time afterwards — or at least that is how the story
goes.

What has to be mentioned here is that this relationship of entry and study difficulty is only considered
to exist in social science and humanities programmes — called bunkei*? in Japanese. For natural science
(rikei*®) programmes, even more difficult entry examinations are followed by difficult years at
university. This bunkei-rikei divide is definitely something very prominent in the minds of students in
Japan and has been mentioned by all of my interviewees — with some supposed exceptions in bunkei
at the highest-ranking universities, but more to that later.

Since the questions in the center examination for the two type of programmes are different, starting

in the early years of high school pupils have to decide for which of the two they want to go for. And a

41 If that is really the case might certainly be questioned.
42 3 2,
43 fﬁ;’%
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reason that some people try to go for the even more competitive option of a rikei programme has to
do with the imaginations that people have of the relationship between university degrees and job

placement (which will be talked about more in the third sub-chapter):

But it is said that for rikei finding a job is easy. Probably that is why so many people want to get into
rikei, although it is hard. Eventually, in bunkei it is harder to find a job I think, although | am not sure.

(5:89)

Having a system in place that puts much emphasis on entrance exams, rather than final exams,
accounts in part for why classes in bunkei seem to be so relaxed — because the biggest examinations
are already in the past. The whole pre-tertiary education system in Japan can be said to be trimmed
towards a culmination in the university entrance exams. This is in part a (seemingly) necessary answer
to the large number of students that want to get into a small number of prominent universities. In
addition to the effects that that has on the content of classes, it also spawned a large private sector

of education related enterprises, which will be the next characteristic of Japanese education.
4.2. A privatization and marketization of education

The next things that were mentioned again and again by my interviewees are two sections where
private enterprises play a big role in defining education in Japan. One concerns formal education —
meaning private middle and high schools, and universities; and the other concerns informal — or
“shadow education” (Stevenson & Baker, 1992) — meaning mainly cram* schools (institutions that
help students with their homework, to keep up in class or to prepare for entry exams). While the first
section reaches into the higher education system, cram schools are in place up until the transition

from high school to university. Let us start with the first section.
4.2.1.Private formal education

In addition to the dichotomy between bunkei and rikei that | talked about above, another dualism that
has been brought up by each of my interviewees is the differentiation between private and public
universities in Japan. Indeed, when | asked how they decided to which university to go, the matter of
public vs private came up every time — usually in connection with a reasoning of why they tried to get

into a public one:

Hm, in Japan there are private and national universities and private ones are really expensive, REALLY
expensive. If you go to a national uni you pay around half of the half of the half of the price, for real.

And well, because my family isn’t rich, | tried to get into a national one. (5:6)

4 “Cram” as in “cramming facts”.
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As could be guessed, this reason is money. There is an incentive to get into a public university just
because of the fact that you can save a lot of money once you are in. But this in turn fires up
competition for the limited spaces in public universities — and raises those universities’ position in the
hensachi ranking (this specific ranking will be described a bit later — but the main thing is that it is
about entrance selectivity). But when we look at the situation of student allotment in 2018, 77% of
universities were private and more than 73% of students (the percentage is even a bit higher when
we only consider undergraduate courses) were enrolled in private universities*. This makes the very
pervasive narrative of trying to get into public universities first so interesting for me, since it is clear
that for more than 2/3 of the students it will be impossible. Besides the price of tuition that is much
higher in private ones, two things are noteworthy when we consider the implications that privatization

can have for ideas and choices about universities in Japan.

The first one relates back to the prevalence of entrance examinations. While examinations are the
most common way to get admitted to public as well as private universities, the conditions for taking
entry exams are very different for the two cases. The first exam chronologically each academic year is
the center examination. It is Japan-wide the same test (with different versions for bunkei and rikei) at
the same date, mandatory for all who want to get into public universities through examinations.
Usually in January, this examination is the one that is focused on the most — by media and preparing
students alike. After taking this exam, young people (with the help of cram schools) can calculate their
chances of getting into certain public universities. At this point no university has to be chosen yet, this
happens at the second round of examinations, which are individual for the universities. But what is
most important for my point here is the students have the freedom to choose but can choose only
one university. That means that for the university-specific second round of examination the students
have to take their chances — either they get accepted at the one they choose or they cannot get into
a public university at all, at least not this year (although there are usually some second dates provided
for the second round of examinations, if some spaces are still left unfilled; here it is then also possible
to go for a different university).

This limitation of choice has big implications for which university adolescents want to go for. Do they
go for a highly ranking public university and take their chances? Or do they go for a safer choice, a few
points lower on the hensachi scale? One way to help students make this decision is to create backup

options by applying at private universities as well:

That depends on the people. Some people don’t take private exams at all because they don’t have

much money. There are people who only go for the center exam and for a public uni, but usually,

4 http://www.mext.go.jp/component/b_menu/other/ _icsFiles/afieldfile/2019/05/22/1417059 11.xls (2019-
06-29)
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because you are worrying so much, hmm, you take some safety measures [meaning private university

entrance examinations]. This then soon costs 300-400% thousand yen. (1:24)

What P1 talks about here is that the choice of public university often depends on how much risk
students can mitigate by taking entrance examinations of private universities first. As already
mentioned, things run a bit differently here. There is no limit to how many private entry exams you
can take — as long as you manage to show up at the exam date and, more importantly, are able to pay
the examination fees. The entrance examinations for private universities are positioned in such a way
that you get the results of these before the deadline of application for the second round of public
entrance exams.

The safe way goes like this: you take the center exam, look at the results that you achieved and thus
estimate your chances for getting into a university of a certain difficulty. Then you take as many entry
exams for private universities as you fancy to create backup choices. If you would be accepted in a
highly ranked private university you might try your luck with an even higher public one during the
second round of exams (or you stop trying, because you are content with this one). If you cannot get
into a high enough private university you might go for a lower-ranking public choice, to not be stuck
with a suboptimal choice while still having to pay the high tuition fees.

So, unsurprisingly most of the people that want to continue into higher education try to go for the
public universities, since they are much cheaper. But those spots are very limited and thus very harsh
competition for these places ensues. This competition for the cheaper spots is reflected in and partly
responsible for the position that universities attain in the hensachi rankings. This goes as far as that

the relationship between limited spots and abilities of students gets reversed:

In the end having less subjects is easier [private exams test less school subjects than the center exam],
that’s why everybody ends up going to private universities. Even if they want to go for a national uni
at the beginning, people manage to keep up with studying less and less, and eventually many people

limit the amount they have to study and go for a private uni. (5:34)

Because getting into public universities is assumed to be the goal for everybody, it appears to follow
that those who did not manage to get in were ‘too weak’ to do so. That it is structurally impossible to
accommodate all the people who want to continue studying in public institutions did not appear to be
much of a topic. Similar ideas also exist about high schools (although here private high schools can
have much better standing than local ones, in part because they have more freedom to tailor their

curriculum towards entrance examinations):

46 2,500-3,000 Euros
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Hm, there is the image that when people are in private high schools, it means they did not get into
national.., local high schools. That means people who did not get in and took a backup choice instead.
Because there is the image of people not being good enough to get into local high schools and only
being able to get into a private one, in addition to the high tuition fees, because of that everybody

wants to go to local high schools. (4:15)

This idea that people in private institutions are there because they were too weak to get into public
ones is really pervasive and is thus a really strong incentive for high/middle school graduates to study
all day — every day for the last part of their school life. But thinking about that from a different angle,
it helps to explain why in all of my interviews there was a certain expectation that in private

universities classes would be easy.

This brings me to my second point about private formal education —how classes in private universities
are perceived. In addition to a possible continuation of the line of thought from before (that only the
‘bad’ students get into private universities), there is another factor that has been brought up to explain
a perceived laxness in courses. Namely that that the universities should not fail their students. Just by
looking at the numbers of students who entered universities in 2014 and those who graduated four
years later, you get a graduation rate of 93%*’. This corresponds neatly with the story that gets told
again and again: that getting in is hard but getting out is more or less a matter of form (and forms —
see McVeigh, 2002, p. 129). When my interviewees talked about this situation, they usually had

negative sentiments towards that, especially after their experiences of studying abroad in Vienna:

Getting credits is quite easy. Because for private universities, students are already, they are
customers who pay millions [Yen], really a lot of money, how should I say this? They are going easy
and are nice, it is really seldom that people don’t manage to graduate in four years in private

universities. (1:120)

Yeah, that’s widely known. Japan is really the total opposite to the US, it is often said that in the US
getting into unis is really easy, but graduating is difficult, right? It’s the total opposite, to be frank, in
Japan once you get into uni, 90%, 99% everybody graduates. Without taking longer. It’s easy. It’s a
mess. (3:98)

This impressive record of having such a high percentage of graduates (which on a short glance looks
like a through-and-through positive thing and is often regarded as such from outside of Japan) brings
to the fore some issues that can arise when education gets privatized. As P1 mentioned in the quote,

private universities are almost exclusively dependent on entrance, admission and study fees of their

47 Same as footnote 5.
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students for their financing. Students on the other hand pay these heaps of money to get their
education — but more importantly — their degrees. It makes sense for both parties that the number of
dropouts is kept at a minimum — at least if we think of this relationship in market terms.

Since both sides seem to want to get as many students through as possible, teachers are discouraged
to let people fail classes, resulting in situations where students sleep during sessions or just sit silently
there, not answering even when asked something directly. McVeigh (2002), who taught in (lower
ranking) private universities in Japan called this way of non-teaching students but letting them
graduate in numbers “institutionalized mendacity”, arguing that the more focus gets put on rituals like
entrance and graduation ceremonies, and the more practices are formalized, the less ‘real’ education
gets done in the end.

The question that begs to be asked in the end is: why would people then still want to go to private
(and the lower in the hensachi ranking one gets, the more this image gets stronger) universities if it is
so expensive and supposedly very little is learned? This will be talked about in the next sub-chapter,
but first | want to explore the second part of this section: the informal part of private education in

Japan.
4.2.2.Shadow education

In parallel to elementary, middle and high schools, there is an array of private education related
companies that help students with their learning. Usually summarized under the name “cram schools”
or juku“®, these private enterprises should be understood as responding to different needs that
students (and often also their parents) see unfulfilled in the formal education system. These needs
might for instance be help with homework, finding motivation for studying, developing techniques for
self-studying, and — most relevant for my case — preparation for entrance examinations. It is important
to differentiate between these different kinds of cram schools because in practice they operate very
differently but still get subsumed under one category in media accounts and the frequent criticism
targeted against them (Roesgaard, 2006, p. 17-19).

The cram schools that are directly related to the university (but also cascading back to high and middle
school) entrance examinations are called shingaku juku or yobikd®. Yobiké are usually associated with
high school graduates that did not manage to get into a university (of their choice) and spend one year
of preparation for the subsequent entrance examinations — these students are called rénin®°. These

shingaku juku are mostly meant when popular media depictions write about cram schools. Usually

48 A (private coaching school)
49 3% (private coaching school for school advancement ) or T fifi#% (preparation school)

50 B A — ,masterless samurai”, since they do not have a school that they belong to anymore.
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this happens either with a strongly positive message of elevating ‘underperforming’ students to high
achievement levels or a decidedly negative vibe, lamenting the long hours that young people spend in
these institutions cramming facts and preparing for entrance examinations (Goodman & Oka, 2018, p.
581-582). When | will mention cram schools from now on, | will use it as a synonym to shingaku juku
and also refer to these examination preparation coaching schools, and not to those that help with
homework or keeping up with classes. This is also close to how Stevenson and Baker have defined
“shadow education”, which is “a set of educational activities outside formal schooling that are
designed to improve a student’s chances of successfully moving through the allocation process” (1992,
p. 1640).

The reasons for why shingaku juku exist are, without a doubt the entrance examinations for the
different school stages and the importance that they appear to have. They are the answer to the ‘need’
to get into highly ranked university and their popularity can be understood as the strong

entrenchment that this ‘need’ has in the minds of Japanese students:

P3: That is probably different for everybody, but in my case, for the first two years in high school |
just went to school normally, and during the last year | also went to cram school. Well, it was really
from the morning until evening (making a tired sound)... it was not like a lecture but rather that |
studied there alone in a private room.

I: Hmm, this going to cram schools, is this something that many people do?

P3: Yeah, everybody, | think really 100% do it. At least around 90%-100% go to cram school. (3:6-7)

As mentioned, cram schools can be understood from two opposing sides. They either help to equalize
education, so that people who did not manage to get into good schools (which are assessed by their
graduates’ acceptance rates at famous universities) also have chances of getting into their desired
institutions. Or they can be seen as perpetuating inequalities, since pupils from higher socioeconomic
backgrounds are more prone to attend them (Stevenson & Baker, 1992). In any case, it is important
to remember that, since they are private enterprises, they always cost money. So, if you are too poor
to afford them there is also no possibility of equalizing something, and often doing not so well in school
and coming from precarious households goes hand in hand (Roesgaard, 2006, p. 20). Arguments have
been made that this is not necessarily an unintended side-effect, since the aim of entrance
examinations in Japan is selection rather than assessment of scholastic abilities (ibid, p. 7).

As | already mentioned in the first sub-chapter, entrance examinations have effects on the content of
classes in the grades before them. But since the competition for limited spots in the most famous and
high ranking schools and universities is so high, and the goal of the official school curriculum is a
general education and not the preparation for the next entrance exams, most pupils feel the need to

attend a cram school to be able to answer the questions of the entrance exams:
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Well, there are people who don’t go to cram schools, but since | have been in a local high school, and
in local high schools the pace of classes is really slow, we haven’t even done the content at the time
when the center exam was happening in January. Because there is quite a lot of content that isn’t
covered at the time, there are really few people who learn for the exams only by attending high

school. (5:40)

Because attending a cram school has become so normalized and so many people want to get into
these, there are also rankings of cram schools, which are rated by the acceptance rates of their
‘graduates’ into famous institutions. This becomes as absurd as that there are entrance examinations
that school children take to be accepted into their cram school of choice, with the goal of preparing
for entrance examinations to get into their university of choice (ibid, p. 36).

Seemingly at the opposite range of the spectrum of the goals that going to juku (now in the more
general meaning) can have, there are for instance companies that offer English education exactly in
the way that is not assessed at entrance examinations — basically meaning conversational English (in
differentiation to “English”>, which is “an academic subject necessary for passing exams” (Aspinall,
2013, p. 130)). Here also adults are a big part of the clientele.

What both of these types of juku have in common is that they exist because of the strong focus on
entrance examinations and the repercussions this has on formal schooling. And while the first tries to
provide the parts that are not covered enough in formal school to get through the entrance exams,
the second tries to make up for the version of English that is not so easy to assess in written exams —

and thus disregarded in school.

But all that | have written up until now does still not explain why so many young people in Japan try
so hard and spend so much money to get into specific universities. Maybe they all really want to study
a specific programme at a specific university because it has been their dream since childhood? After
having done my first interview, and with no exception in the following ones, it became evident that

III

there is a different reason for submitting oneself to “examination hel
4.3. A tight coupling of (imaginaries of) ‘good’ jobs with university

This reason seems also somewhat to be the cause for the strong focus on entrance examinations and
the high degree of privatization in education. To put it concisely: it is the idea that you need to have a
university degree to find a good job. For example, the first thing P1 said during our interview, after |

asked them to tell their story of how they became a student, was this:

51 |In Japanese these two versions of English are termed 35 and 4356, with the first meaning “English
language” and the second “English conversation”.
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Uhm, in Japan, generally if you don’t go to university, if you don’t attend university for four years you

can’t find a proper job. (1:1)

There are at least two things in that quote that should be talked about more. One is that while P1 talks
about “attending university”, what they actually meant by that (after receiving some follow-up
guestions) is attending and graduating from (as a matter of fact) a ‘good’ university. And a ‘good’
university is identified through looking at its hensachi rank. This has importance in this context because
students are not the only party interested in the rank of universities, future job providers are as well.
Or at least they are imagined by students to be interested. And it is actually this expectation of
importance of one’s university’s rank and name that makes it a goal for students to aim for highly
ranking universities, and not the quality of education that one can get there.

The higher a university is in the ranking the easier it seems to be for students to get accepted in a good
company. And this is the second thing | want to go a bit further into: what is a “proper job” or a “good
company”? These have been described unanimously as big, Japan-wide companies like Panasonic or
Mitsubishi. Getting a job in a company like that seems to be ultimate goal for young people and
apparently to be able to get into one of these big corporations you should have an as-high-as-possible
(concerning rank) university degree.

And when we think of what would happen if really everybody wants to get into the same few
companies, it makes a lot of sense that these companies come to rely more and more on some kind
of quick way to sift through large numbers of applications. This is a good example of a self-fulfilling
prophecy, a social mechanism that can be used to describe situations where an expected outcome is
brought into being because it is expected, and which has been used to make sense of university
rankings before (Espeland & Sauder, 2007). Because so many students apply at the same spots from
all over Japan, to be able to handle the numbers these companies use the hensachi ranks of the

universities to sift through their applicants:

For instance, | mean it depends on where you apply, but if you apply at big companies, let’s say if you
want to get a job at a good place, | mean there are hundreds of universities in Japan right? And if
you are in the lower half, then it does not matter how much you try or how excellent you are, you
won’t have the chance to begin with. Yeah, there is this thing called “credential filter”*?, and a

university that falls below that line is a no-go. (3:114)

This story of the “credential filter” has been told to me in exactly the same way by P1 and in a very
similar fashion by P5. And although P1 and P3 come from very different parts of Japan, study different

things and go to different types of universities, this narrative seems to be very pervasive, even though
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the ideal of the “lifelong employment” in big companies has stopped to be attainable for most of the
people in Japan for years now (or never has been) (Sugimoto, 2014, p. 91). There certainly seems to
be the expectation that you need a university degree to find a ‘proper’ job, but still more than half of
young people get into the workforce after high school, and those are not necessarily ‘bad’ jobs (Lesch,
2018). But, as it seems, the jobs that you get into after university are perceived to pay better and that

is reason enough:

But I think with only a high school degree, the jobs that you can get have a really low salary. | think

the money to be made is really low (5:112).

But this tight connection of universities and the search of a job afterwards is not only something that
students imagine to be important; it is also institutionalized in the university programmes themselves.
The fourth and last year of most undergraduate programmes is spent focussing on two things: writing
a thesis (if one needs/wants to, since it depends on the university/programme if students can do
additional classes instead of their thesis) and finding a job. During my year at a Japanese university |
experienced just how important these activities are for the graduates to-be and how much help is
provided by the university. These job searching activities happen at the same time for all fourth-year
students or reach even farther back into the third year. They are usually a combination of seminars
provided by the university to prepare for different kind of job interviews and those interviews
themselves. There is a whole load of manuals about how to dress properly for job interviews, how to
act during interviews and how to assert oneself in group exercises. This makes at least the first few
rounds of job interviews into mass events of people who all dress the same and try to be the perfect
candidate®. This goes even as far as that two of my interviewees, who were then approaching the end
of their third year (November), conducted skype interviews with possible future employers in Japan,

to not fall behind their peers.

In the end it is not clear if companies pay so much attention to applicants’ university names or if
universities with a higher rank prepare their students more intensively for their job interviews. What
is important is that the chances that one has with a degree from a certain university to find a ‘good’
job, is something that students care a lot about. And those universities with a ‘good name’ are in the
end those that have a high hensachi ranking, by virtue of how this ranking is produced. And since |
mentioned hensachi quite often now, it is time to look closer at this ranking of students and

institutions in Japan.

53 Try searching for “SE35“ in the search engine of your choice and look at the pictures to get a feeling.
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4.4, Hensachi in the middle

Now that | have set the stage with a description of particularities of the Japanese (higher) education
system | want to set out to specifically answer my research questions. | did this preparation work to
be able to not only to describe what my interviewees told me and to interpret that subsequently, but
to provide a form of causal explanation why this would be the case. Causality should in this case not
be understood as a simple cause-effect relationship but more as “mechanistic causality” (Tavory &
Timmermans, 2014, p. 87-88), providing explanations for phenomena on a lower level of abstraction.
As shown, there are certain values and images of how things at university are (supposed to be). But
those values are not just ‘there’ because they are truer than others. They are usually transmitted
either verbally as stories (Czarniawska, 2004) or in the form of materialized values (Johnson, 1988) —
in other words: technologies. Hensachi is one such pivotal piece of technology of sorting and ranking
that works as a “mediator” (Latour 2005) to (re-)perform ideas about the relationship between
universities, students and rankings of both in Japan. It is a centerpiece that connects the examination
culture, the privatization of education and the coupling between jobs and universities in practice and,
most importantly, with the students. In the next part | want to answer: in which situations and how

does hensachi become a thing to consider for students?

Hensachi certainly seems to be an actor in Japanese higher education that plays an important role in
ordering universities and influencing ways of thinking about them. In this part | want to show how
hensachi touches on students’ lives — in which situations it appears, in what forms that happens and
what other actors are implicated in these instances. | want to show why in some cases it makes sense
for students to not use or ignore hensachi and why in others it becomes something that they have to
keep in mind and cannot (should not?) do without — an obligatory passage point, as my non-existent

friends in the French military like to say (Callon, 1986, p. 205; Johnson, 1988, p. 302).

A good way to start explaining something that matters today is to look from where it comes from.
Initially, hensachi is a Japanese term from statistics, and means the standard- or normal- or z-score.
Its main purpose of use is that it makes results from different tests and other normal distributions
comparable, since one quality of normalizing the score is that it becomes dimensionless. Especially
important in the context of Japanese education is that the normal score always gives a relative

positioning to the mean of a distribution of values. The formula of calculating a z-score is the following:

z= (x;m), with x as the actual score (usually of a test or some other result), m as the calculated mean

of all the values considered and ¢ as the standard deviation. This formula would set the mean of the
z-score to 0 and its standard deviation to 1. The Japanese educational hensachi used in these cases is

defined with 50 as its mean and 10 as its standard deviation, so the formula becomes: hensachi =
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(—(x;m) * 10) + 50 (Zeng, 1999, p. 107).

In the mid-1960s, the population of young Japanese in their high school age increased dramatically,
mainly because of the ‘effects’ of Japanese soldiers returning from the second world war. This period
is important for my case because of two reasons: 1) the educational system, and especially higher
education, got strongly privatized to accommodate the sharply increasing number of high school
graduates (from 870,000 in 1962 to 1.56 million in 1964). This massification of (higher) education is a
major factor that needs to be considered to explain the lasting presence of hensachi today. 2) As one
way to deal with this high number of institutions and the high number of prospective students, a
Japanese teacher (remembered as “Mr. Hensachi” — RIP) started to use z-scores of preparation exams
to help his students to get a better feeling of where to apply for university. Because of the structure
of the university entrance system (being only able to apply at one public university), it was important
for students to know at which universities they would have a chance to also get accepted, and to not
waste too much money, time and mental health on applying to and failing to get into the ‘right’

universities.

For example: an imaginary student named “Uru” regularly takes mock tests® (practice tests consisting
of questions of previous examinations) to see how good they perform in them. At the same time,
many other students also take the same tests, and so the companies running these tests see how good
everybody is in relation to the others. Based on these results (the personal hensachi, as calculated
with the formula from above) the students are advised by their teachers (either in formal or in cram
school) for which university they should go. The better they are in comparison, the higher the
probability to get into more difficult universities.

After Uru participated in the center exam, they see how much points they got and then decide at
which university they definitely want to apply. Because Uru did not take any private entrance exams,
they eventually choose a public university with a hensachi slightly lower than Uru’s personal hensachi.
This should give Uru a good chance to get accepted while still being in a fairly difficult, and thus well-
perceived university.

Of course, the cram school that helped Uru to prepare for the entrance examinations is interested if
Uru managed to get into their chosen university. By asking this from enough students, they calculate
a hensachivalue that expresses a point at which a chosen probability to get in is arrived at. For instance,
the “probability to pass the entrance examination between 60% and 80%”>. And thus, the new

hensachi of a university for a given year is calculated, which will be used as a baseline for the people

4 B e R
55 https://manabi.benesse.ne.jp/doc/fag/univ_index.html#06 (2019-07-21)
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applying there the year after.

This shows that the rankings of universities and the rankings of students are closely related. This
relationship also urges students to use the university hensachi that ‘their’ cram school produced,
because this will be the one that can most accurately tell them their chances. Because different cram
schools have different groups of student-customers, their hensachi rankings of universities can differ

(up to a certain point, the highest university in one ranking will never be in the lower 50% of another).

But as it is so often the case, instruments developed to do one thing can easily be re-purposed to serve
another cause. So, with the ‘help’ of cram schools, hensachi developed from the probability of
entrance into a certain school to a numerical value that educational institutions got assigned, ranked
by and which often gets understood as a proxy for quality of these institutions (Goodman & Oka, 2018,
p. 588).

To put a stop to this explicit hierarchisation of universities (and increasingly also high and middle
schools), the Japanese education ministry banned the use of hensachi in public elementary schools in
1991 (Roesgaard, 2006, p. 62-63) and in public middle schools in 1993 (Goodman & Oka, 2018, p. 592).
The main issue was that teacher-student guidance was heavily reliant on mock tests to assess the
hensachi score of students. Although these were offered by cram schools, up until that point they
were conducted in the classrooms of public schools, and often during class time. Because there were
frequent cases of verbal agreements between schools of different levels (in this case middle to high
schools) about the allocation of students before the entrance exams were held (based on the hensachi
scores of students), the ministry tried to undercut these agreements, since it went against its idea of
a meritocratic and equal school system. This led to even more reliance on private education companies
as a venue for mock tests and also for student guidance (Goodman & Oka, 2018, p. 592).

At around the same time, other ways of ranking universities were also coming up in Japan, which
focused on more than just the selectivity of universities. These were mostly published by newspapers,
cram schools, or other companies, such as the Asahi Shinbun University Ranking (which is with its
methodology rather close to global rankings, e.g. research funding budgets, number of publications
produced, number of citations received, ...) or a ranking based on student satisfaction (Yonezawa et
al., 2002, p. 380-381). And while these have had an influence on the accountability of universities and
their self-perception, when we talk about student choices, hensachi still reigns supreme and is strongly
normalized today.

And this does make a lot of sense, at least when we consider all the parts of the Japanese education
system that are entangled with hensachi. It was not just used for the fun of it but because students
can only apply for one public university/school. This was important because private institutions cost

much more and at least at the university level have a worse image. And also “employers today still
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stick to the selectivity or prestige of institutions” (Yonezawa et al, 2002, p. 380), and even if not, they
are imagined by the students to do so. Because there are all these links to examinations, privatization
and the job-university coupling, and many institutionalized practices including it, it was impossible for

the ministry to abolish hensachi. We can say that it has won in this trial of strength (Latour, 1987).

Back to the present. | will look at hensachi in two different contexts and will describe these in three
ways: looking at the practices that my interviewees tell me about — | will provide examples of where
hensachi ‘actually’ comes into contact with them; looking at reasons that keep these practices in place
—what makes it hard to ignore it in these cases and how they relate to examinations, privatization and
the job-university coupling; and looking at meanings related to the use of hensachi in these cases —

what effects it has on ideas about and conceptions of universities to rely on hensachi.
4.4.1.Situation 1: hensachi in high school

Hensachi rankings do not suddenly pop up right before high school students graduate and think about
where they would like to go for university. On the one hand, starting to think about their wished-for
university happens already much earlier and on the other hand, ranking students in relation to each
other is something that happens throughout school and thus is not perceived as something strange.

This makes it much less of a conscious decision to use hensachi when deciding about a future university.
4.4.1.1. Practices

When my interviewees talked about making choices of where to apply at for university, all of them
mentioned the guidance from their high school teachers. These seem to be expected to know much

about universities and the processes of getting into them:

Around the third year of high school, when career guidance started for real, my wish was to get into
Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, so the teacher meant “alright, let’s look into foreign language
universities”. So we looked, but according to my teacher, focusing only on foreign language
programmes limits the number of universities quite much, so when you take foreign language and
culture you might find much more. And eventually we looked into quite a number of universities from
the highest rank top down. This way we continued, and the teacher told me which public unis could
be possible and which private unis should be considered. Because they [teacher] had a lot of

experience they knew really well what they were talking about. (1:74-76)

This quote does not only show that P1 talked with their teacher about which university to apply for, it
also shows that finding the ‘right’ university is not just done by interest. Although P1 already had a
concrete university in mind, their teacher looked for other universities that fit a similar profile, and P1

eventually ended up in one of those. Why did they not just go for Tokyo University of Foreign Studies?
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Teachers do not only help students to look for university programmes that they are interested in but
look for programmes where they have a realistic chance of getting into. At this point hensachi comes
into play. Obviously, to know how high the chances are, teachers need to have some idea about how
‘good’ their pupils are. Since the implementation of hensachi assessment tests has been forbidden in
public schools, teachers have to ‘ask’ their pupils to take these tests outside of school, and to tell them

the results, to be able to give them appropriate counselling:

There are these tests over the year, not tests from our school but tests in all over Japan, which happen,
well around once per month. Students across Japan take the same test, that way you can understand
your own level and, hm some ranking comes out. [...] Hmm, some of them you have to take because

the school tells you to, others you decide by yourself if you take them or not. (2:25-28)

The pupils are supposed to take these (personal) hensachi assessment tests in order to understand
their own level in relation to others. So, even in the (rare) cases where students are not enrolled in
cram schools for exam preparation (where taking these tests is a central part of preparation work),
because the teachers in high school need the hensachi value of their pupils, these are urged to take
assessment tests for their hensachi level. If one wants to enter a Japanese university through taking
entrance exams (what they call the ,normal entry”, other ways of entry will be introduced later), no
way leads around taking these assessment and preparation exams.

So, when | asked from where they know the hensachi ranks of the different universities, | usually got
some rather vague answers like “I don’t know. But probably all the exchange students here know that
[the ranks of universities], | think.” (1:104). | only got more concrete answers when | decidedly asked

about times when they saw these rankings:

Um, these were posters distributed to schools by exam preparation cram schools. The school did not
make them, those exam preparation cram schools, the cram schools distribute them to all the high
schools. They provide a lot of information, and part of this are the university rankings. The hensachi
made by these cram schools..., the hensachi ranking for the universities all over the country that has
been researched by these cram schools, | remember those overview tables hanging there. Somebodly,

well, | guess the teachers put them up there. They were hanging in front of the classroom. (4:55-56)

This omnipresence of rankings, hanging on schools’ corridors the whole time, might explain why | got
this response only in one of the later interviews. And not only university rankings, also school-internal
rankings of pupils, based on their performance in tests, is nothing unusual for Japanese school children,
although it depends on the teacher and the school subject if the results are used to rank the students.
These rankings are then hung on the hallways next to the university hensachi rankings that cram

schools brought to school:
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Um, basically the results of all the subjects got put up on the wall at the end of the term. Although it
depends on the teacher but especially my English teacher liked to do that, so the English tests got
put up every week. Week after week. But in the other subjects, especially maths, there were also
frequent tests, but they did not get put up, that was because the maths teacher decided to not do
that. (4:77)

Rankings were used both as a means to rank students and universities, and both types were put up on
lists on the hallways. Although the personal hensachi values of students are their private business, the
general practice of being ranked in relation to others is nurtured in schools.

| want to show one more case in relation to high schools were hensachi becomes visible, even when
it is not explicitly mentioned. One way that high schools (but also further back down the line) get
regarded as being a ‘good’ school is the number of graduates they can get into ‘good’ (= difficult entry)
universities. So, if a school manages to get a fair number of students into these institutions, they also
want to show that. One venue of showing off these results are school newsletters. One of my
interviewees was kind enough to show me an online version of their high school where they proclaim
their successful entrees into universities (figure 5). The headline in red reads: “Public university
acceptance newsflash”. What | find interesting in this picture are mainly two things:

1) there is an obvious split between public and private universities. The 21 boxes with a pink flower
each signify the entry of one student into a public university. Each box contains in the following order:
name of university, department, initials of graduate, the class, and the middle school from which they
came. The smaller part on the bottom with the blue vertical box on the left mentions the entrees into

private universities. Here only the university name and the number of graduates entering it are written.

After the last entry there is a small “7x £ [= etc.], meaning that this list would continue further. The

difference in space assigned to each of these parts suggests that getting into a public university is seen
as something better than getting into a private university.

2) Also, the 21 public university programmes shown here are not ordered randomly or alphabetically,
but roughly according to their hensachi rank. Even when it is not explicitly mentioned, the ranking by
hensachi is something that people recognize when they see it — as my interviewee did when they

mentioned that Kobe University was “obviously” first on top of this page.
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Figure 5: High school advertising its successful graduates (http://www.fujimi.ed.jp/archives/4865 (2019-10-28)
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4.4.1.2. Reasons

Thinking back to the three characteristics that | started with to characterize the Japanese higher
education system (examination focus, privatization, job-university coupling), can we find some of
them reflected in the quotes from above?

In the guidance talks P1 had with their teacher, we can see that they went through (probably a list or
a ranking of) universities from the top down — meaning from more to less difficult to enter. We can
also see that private and public universities were considered separately from each other because the
conditions of how many exams you can take per type are different. So, when considering where to go
to university, the advice that pupils get from their teachers cannot ignore the fact that they will in
most cases get there through entrance examinations. Even though P1 mentioned that their wish was
to get into a specific university, their teacher guided them to also apply for others — to have a backup
in case P1 does not get in. The instrument both of them used to predict P1s chances of getting into
certain universities were P1s hensachi scores. In situations of teacher-student guidance hensachi acts
as a mediator (it makes a difference if the ranking is not there) to align the wishes of students with the

way that university admission is handled in Japan.

In P2s and P4s quotes we can see the role that cram schools play in producing and disseminating
hensachi rankings. The “levels” of students that are used to find a fitting university are known because
students take mock tests provided by cram schools. Here we can observe the intertwinement of
informal and formal schooling, and how much middle and high schools rely on their accompanying
institutions of shadow education. This can go as far as that some of these tests (which are carried out
by cram schools) are included in the tuition fees of the formal school, as was in P2s case.

And while both P2 and P4 went to private high schools, which are not so strictly bound by ministry
directives, also in public middle and high schools most schools seem to refrain from using hensachi
and mock tests only in so far that they do not let the students take those tests on school grounds.
Cram schools need formal schools as a source of customers and help to cover some of the
shortcomings in their education (either if they need help to keep up with classes or if they feel that
formal school is not providing enough preparation for entrance exams); and formal schools need cram
schools to help make informed decisions during their student guidance. In the end, both sides profit
for each student that gets accepted in a higher stage of education (because for both institutions this
is their main selling point —figure 5), and the harder the place was to get into the better. Thus, it makes
sense that teachers in middle school give out flyers for mock tests from cram schools and ask their
students “how about everyone takes these tests?” (5:64)

Again, we can recognize the reliance on exams and the privatization of education in those quotes. Not

only are these mock tests and rankings produced by private companies, the tests themselves are
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simulated entrance examinations. The hensachi levels of students are assessed solely on their
performance on entry exams from previous years. Since the university entrance exams are the things
they are preparing for, entry exams from previous years are the closest things they can get for
preparation. But since the ministry of education forbade the use of mock exams in formal schools,
taking these tests (and in conjunction getting one’s hensachi) cannot be done without private

companies.
4.4.1.3. Meanings

What difference does it make that hensachi appears where it does, and does it have implications for
how students think of universities? From what | heard; it makes a difference that hensachi is the
predominant way of identifying what a good university is. When | asked them how they would imagine
a world where they would have to find a university without hensachi, they were rather limited in their

imagination:

Impossible, it probably would be impossible. You would be at a loss, | think. How..., how would you
do that? Hensachi is... (...), well... . Wouldn’t you have to decide by place? (laughing) If you want to
go to Tokyo then Tokyo, if you want to go to Kobe, then...., | don’t know. Really, really more than 90%
of students decide by looking at hensachi..., university and stuff..., if there would be no hensachi, it

would be a great confusion, | think. (3:121-122)

It is so normalized as a tool to help making decisions, that using it seems not even to be a choice for
many. Because entrance examinations are a big deal in school, in student guidance and as a market,
what a good school is gets defined by its difficulty to get into. This makes it hard for students to argue
to go for a school that would be ‘under their abilities’. So, comparing one’s hensachi scores with those
of universities not only helps you to see where you can get into, it also makes it hard for you to decide
by other means. On the other hand, it makes it possible to not have to think at all about where you
apply to. While the popular image of university rankings is that they help students to make informed
choices in a competitive environment (Brankovic, Ringel, & Werron, 2018), the producers of these
global rankings would probably argue that a blind reliance only on their list would be a bad idea. But
because hensachi is related to so many practices and actors, it seems acceptable to take it as the sole

deciding factor:

Yes, in the end | took an extra ronin year, but in my last year of high school when | did the exams, |
really didn’t think a lot about it, I just applied somewhere that fit my own abilities. | thought it would

be a university where | can get in withy my abilities, but | ended up becoming a ronin. (2:5)
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According to the same student, almost half of the student population in Japan are deciding where they
want to go to university not by what they want to study but rather by up until what rank they can get
in. Of course, this does not mean that this is really the case or that they are just justifying their own
way of handling things back then, but the argumentation of deciding for university only by its difficulty
seems to be a valid one to make.

| have already talked a bit (and it will come again in the next situation) about the importance of a high
hensachi university for finding a job. But this is not the only place where students argue for why it is
important to get into a high hensachi university. When | asked them if they think that the grade of
difficulty of the entrance exams has a relation with the study done afterwards, they all agreed to some
extent. That this idea may not always fit together with the experiences they made in university

afterwards, is a point that | will go further into later (see section 4.5 at the end of this chapter).

Since the quotes from above were centred around hensachi in high school and during the transition
from it to university, it is also important to notice that high schools themselves are ranked in the same
way. But the big difference is here that although the number exemplifies selectivity as well, the
meaning of a high hensachi high school is not the same as a high hensachi university. In other words:
the way of calculating the institutional hensachi value is the same (probability-hurdle that is arrived at
by comparing real acceptances of students with their mock test results), but it represents a different
meaning. Being in a high school with a high hensachi means that students have (statistically) better
chances to get into difficult universities. Being in a university with a high hensachi is an achievement
in itself, one that is rewarded (supposedly) with good chances in good companies.

This is important to mention because high schools are measured mostly by their ability to get students
into famous universities, and if these are public ones then even better. And since private high schools
have more leeway with their adaption of the official curriculum, they can spend more time on concrete
preparation work for the university entrance examinations. But since they are still private schools,
they cost a lot of money, unlike public high schools which became free of charge in 2008. So, while
there are similar considerations going on like with the choice of university (price vs difficulty=rank) the
choice of university seems to be the one with the heavier focus. Meaning that it is worth it to expend
a lot of money for a private high school and/or cram schools to save more money by not taking too

many private university entrance exams and/or paying the expensive study fees:

But if you take private high schools, because their pace is really fast, | heard that there are many

students who don’t go to cram school. (5:42)

One thing that happens through this is basically a shift of trying to get into the ‘right school’ further

back in time. When a certain high school gives good chances (measured by graduate acceptance rates)
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into famous universities, this high school ‘naturally’ becomes the goal of many middle school children
and their parents. When too many people apply for these schools their admission is usually regulated
through entrance examinations — and you get another situation of intense competition. Now we have
a similar situation three years earlier and these high school examinations are according to Bjork the
reason why the type of schooling changes drastically during the second year of middle school (2016,
p. 205).

This also relates to worries about proposals that tried to introduce a 6-year long middle school (as
reminder: usually both middle and high school take three years each). Thought of exactly as a way to
stop the pressure that builds up before high school entrance examinations, the schools where this was
tested showed that the timing shifted three more years earlier again, now to the transition from

elementary to a longer middle school (Okada, 2016, p. 167-168; Roesgaard, 2006, p. 79).

In the end, the more standardised the ways become how schools and universities are considered ‘good’
and being valued, the less it is possible to argue for students to do it in a different way. It will get 1)
harder to conceive of them in a different way to begin with — if it is ‘obvious’ which university is the
better one, students do not have to think so much about it themselves. And 2) even if they choose a
university based on different principles, it will be harder to do so without having to justify why they

do not take the higher hensachi university if they would have the possibility.
4.4.2 Situation 2: hensachi and job hunting

After having chosen a university to go for and gotten into one, hensachi seems to play a role again
towards the end of the undergraduate degree. For graduates of Japanese undergraduate programmes
there are usually two ways open for them: either continuing for a master’s course or aiming for a job.
While this is quite similar to other countries, the way that this “job hunting” is organized is quite fixed

in Japan.
4.4.2.1. Practices

Almost the whole of the fourth year is spent on applying at companies, going to job interviews and
assessment exercises (maybe this is the reason why bachelor programmes take four years in Japan),
and for writing a thesis (which is not always necessary). Getting into a big company seems to be the
goal for many young Japanese, mainly because of the ideas of good pay, job stability and the possibility
to take vacation®. As already mentioned, when many students want to apply for the same big
companies, these companies have to find a way to deal with that large number. And what better to

use than an ‘objective’ ranking of programmes that these students graduated from? This (imagined,

56 There is a nice ‘culture’ of not taking the earned vacation time in order to help the company.
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but not necessarily imaginary) application of hensachi has to be considered when thinking about

choosing at which university to apply for:

You apply for many companies, and when you send those out.., for instance when you are a student
from a university below a certain line, they won’t even look at your application. Yeah, this happens

alot in Japan. (1:62)

And while in the ‘good old days’ it seemed to be enough to get into a highly ranking programme,

nowadays having a good university name behind one’s back is not sufficient to land a nice job:

That’s why, more than a really high-level university, people high in skills that are needed for that
company get hired. No matter, for example, even if you graduated from the most difficult university
in Japan, if you don’t have the abilities that that company wants, you get dropped. Well, in the past
it maybe was really so that when you graduated from a high-level university, that you got to choose

from any company, but now it isn’t that way anymore. (2:63)

Getting into a highly ranking university is not all that matters nowadays anymore, but it is still seen as
a prerequisite to even be considered for a ‘good’ (= big company with big pay) job position. The idea
that having a good school record is important for one’s later life is mentioned many times across all

of my interviewees, even in areas ranging further than finding a future job:

Hm, maybe more than such technical things [meaning content of university courses], to live in Japan
—to get a normal job after all you need to graduate from a university, at least. If you don’t, you can’t
find a job and, for instance taking loans or buying a home or a car, when you need a loan for that,

here it also more or less has an impact, | think. School record is important in Japan. (3:43)

Since my interviewees were mostly still undergraduate students, their experiences with hensachi in
the process of job hunting were mostly things that they heard from others. But notwithstanding if
they only think that hensachi is used as a sorting tool by employers, or if it is actually used by many of
these companies to sift through their large numbers of applicants, they apparently choose their
universities according to that expectation. Of course, they do not come up with those ideas by

themselves, and again, teachers in high school (and probably earlier) may play a ‘guiding’ role here:

P4: Anyway, I still remember what my English teacher said during class. “All right you guys? Life is in
the end about money! Money!” (laughing) “People who have no worries about money have no
worries in their hearts. They can do good things. It’s said they can do good things in society. Therefore,
to have a life without worries about money, in the end you have to get into a good company. To get
into a good company you have to get into a good university. To get into a good university you have
to excel at the center exam!” or something like that (laughing).

I: They really said that?
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P4: They did, they did. | remember that very well. They said that during the English class.
I: In English? Or in Japanese?

P4: Eh? In Japanese. They were pretty bad at English! (4:25-26)

Besides the anecdotal point about English teachers who cannot speak English (remember what |
mentioned about examination English vs conversational English?), this is the classic story of how the
ideal normal life is imagined to be for many in Japan. To get further in the application process for these
big companies, a well-known university with a high hensachi seems to help. And since this view seems
to be very common with students and gets reiterated by teachers and adults alike, the selectivity of

universities and their ability to place students in big companies tend to reinforce each other:

Well, the more people want to get in, for example because everyone wants to get into famous
universities, for instance if 500 people apply for 50 spots, if that happens it gets harder to get in —
their hensachi rises. (5:76)

The hensachi of a university rises with its selectivity — meaning that higher examination scores are
needed to get a good probability of getting in. But at the same time, a university with a high hensachi
has the advantage that just by virtue of having a high hensachi, it will attract enough highly performing
students (through the logic of going for the most difficult option). But because the meaning of a high
hensachi for a university is its reputation/promise to get many graduates into big companies, it will try

to get them into those, and thus keep its hensachi on a stable high:

But because their hensachi doesn’t change too much, in the end famous universities are better for
job hunting. | want to get into a company where people don’t get accepted because of their [too low]
universities, and when | apply for that company, | will introduce myself. When | submit my application
and if | have a famous private or state university written on it, | will get an OK for the second round.

(5:77)

The two situations where hensachi comes up are related very closely. Pupils often choose their
university with their future workplace in mind. The status that they will gain from getting into a specific
university will come in handy when they apply at companies. In both situations the hensachi value in
question is the same (the university’s rank) but how the students relate to it is different.

In the first case they try to get into an institution through preparing painstakingly for the entrance
exams. They use their own personal hensachi scores as indicators where they have a good chance to
get into, and by raising their own value they extend their horizon of possible universities.

In the second case students are part of a (hopefully) highly-ranked university programme and can use
this rank as a resource. By showing to possible employers that they managed to get into a difficult

programme, they can make a case for becoming employed. We can say that while the first situation
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foreshadows a future where the efforts that are being made will hopefully come to fruition, the second
situation refers to the past, to argue that because of the difficult programme that they got into they
would be good workers. But the important thing is that in the second case they refer to the entrance
examination, not the things that they have done in university. And if they do, they might fix their image

up a bit:

I: Hm, but for example, are there also companies that put their focus on what was learned during
university?

P3: Well, yes. There are but, they don’t ask very thoroughly. So, during interviews, people lie a lot
about what they learned... | do that as well (laughing). They don’t ask too deep, and it’s very fuzzy.
Yeah, well, | don’t know, it might be different but that’s my opinion. (3:99)

Again, | think there are some things that can help us to explain why this should be the case.
4.4.2.2. Reasons

One of them is that there seems to be not too much differentiation between getting admitted to a
programme and finishing it. It is expected that students finish their undergraduate studies in four years,
and that “especially in private universities it is almost impossible” to fail a programme (1:119).
Particularly for bunkei students, because it seems so easy to graduate in the end, university gets called
“life’s last summer break” (5:83).

It is hard to determine if the focus of employers on the entrance examination score is the reason for
the seemingly easy time that students have in university; or if this well-known focus on non-academic
activities during university years is the reason for employers to look at university names instead. But
again, | think this is an outcome of a combination of the focus on entrance examinations and the
privatization of education.

Just like in pre-tertiary education limited entrance to schools plays an important role. Especially the
university entry exams as the pinnacle of high-stakes testing in Japanese education, get parts of their
importance for the very reason that future employers seem to base parts of their decisions on the
difficulty of universities. Privatization and marketization also seem strongly related to this. Because
the numbers of applications from students from all over Japan at the same companies are so high,
hensachi, as an easily accessible indicator gets used to make first decisions. And because of the
importance of satisfied student-customers and high graduation rates for private universities, it makes
sense that once people are admitted to programmes, and are paying their fees, to keep the number
of hurdles for them low.

But we can also see things changing. P2 mentioned that companies are increasingly shifting towards
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a skill-based hiring and that coming from a famous university is not enough anymore. If you only rely

on the name of your university, you may end up without finding a job:

Somehow, taking Japan nowadays, there are a lot more graduates who come from really high-level
ranked universities, but who are not working and spend their time idling around at home (laughing).
In the past this would be a bit unthinkable, but now many people like that are around. Yeah, although

they are really good at studying, they can’t get a job. This happens a lot now. (2:67)

The story that P4s teacher told their pupils about getting a good job from entering a good university
seems to hold only up to a certain point. But it is not that coming from a highly ranked university is
not needed anymore, it seems to have become a must-have in addition to qualifications that

individuals have to bring to the table — or have to lie about during their job interviews.

Another thing that can help in thinking about this close-knit relationship between universities and job-
finding practices is comparison. Taking the Austrian higher education system again, it is not too
unusual that students are enrolled in different universities, and even less in different programmes in
the same university at the same time. In the Japanese case, on the other hand, | have yet to meet an
undergraduate (or graduate) student who is enrolled in more than one programme. The reason for
this is not that students are more narrowly focused in their interests or less inclined to explore
different things, but the way that higher education is conceptualised.

At least from the experiences that | have from talking with students, there is quite the choice available
for elective subjects and extracurricular activities that are offered to students. But what came even
more to my mind was the streamlined form of university education. The ‘natural’ duration of an
undergraduate programme is four years. By that | do not only mean the “minimum duration”®” but
also the fact that this is in nearly all of the cases also the actual duration of study. Taking an extra year
has its own term: rydnen®, which is the same term that gets used for people who have to repeat a
year during school (which also does not happen very often, because of the focus on entering schools
instead of graduating from it>°).

The point that | want to make is that it would make less sense for companies to sort students based
on their university if it would be possible for them to inscribe in more than one. Although | don’t think

that in theory it would be impossible for students to do so, the high cost of universities and the hassle

57 The “Mindeststudienzeit” in German, which is the benchmark for measuring how long a programme is
supposed to take at least.

58 f4F — literally ,staying a year”

59 Rather than not letting children advance who failed to learn a minimum amount each academic year, it is
possible to proceed to the next school year even without showing up once. The reason for this is simple: if
students fail to learn enough, they will not be able to get into the next school, and thus the problem ‘solves
itself’, with the additional bonus of having stellar graduation rates (Yoneyama, 1999).
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you have to go through to enter one (including that you can only apply for one public university,
actually inscribing in more than one is not even a thing that seems to make sense) makes it impossible
in practice. Once you are in a university, in addition to courses there are also things like university
gyms, festivals and clubs that all work towards the goal of making a university more attractive, and to

make students identify with it more:

But when we cheerlead, the university’s song will play, and at university events it [the song] will
definitely appear, for instance at the university festival it will for sure come as a main thing. Somehow,

the love towards the university gets stronger, | kind of get to feel like “I love my university”. (5:125)

At least from my experience from studying in Austria, while there are parties and marathons and all
kinds of events where students can spend their time at/with people from the university in their free
time, the main reason for going to a university is to study. If you do not perform to a certain extent,
you will fail your classes and will not be able to graduate. For my interviewees, it seemed that the
hardest part was over when you entered university and that “once people enter university the
knowledge that they had at the entrance exams goes down steeply” (5:87).

Having the knowledge that companies will look at university names and thus the performance of
students at the time of the entrance examinations, gives them the ‘room’ to have a good time for the
next (almost always) four years. And when | write about “university names” | do so not incidentally.
While the hensachi ranking is usually done at the programme level, the image that tends to stick is
related to the university. So, while it might be possible to get into a bit easier programme of a high
university, it is still the prestige of the whole institution that gets related to that feat. On the other
hand, if your programme is higher than the average of the rest of the university, you are certainly
encouraged to be proud of that.

To put it bluntly: because there is no examination at the end of undergraduate university (except for
master programmes), there is little reason to study a lot. This is because the whole pre-tertiary
education system is built that way. But companies still need to be selective because of the number of
applications that they (at least the big ones) receive. So, they use the results of the last big
examinations — the university entrance exams instead.

Or to putinin P3s words:

Hensachi, hmm... is after all the score that you have when entering uni, so until entering, everybody
is really smart! Now, after entering it seems that there is no more studying done. So, you basically
get your job because of your credentials [of schools entered], and once you got in, it does not matter

how stupid you are, you can get into good banks or good companies. It’s all a real mess. (3:97)
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4.4.2.3. Meanings from using hensachi

It is exactly because of this strong relationship between academic achievements and one’s possible
place in society (as represented in working at a good/big company) that being ranked in relation to
other students (and subsequently as belonging to a respectable institution) starts to count (Yoneyama,
1999, p. 46). Not very surprisingly, the closer job-hunting is to the lives of my interviewees, the more
hensachi becomes relevant when talking about it. P1 and P3 were the two who were starting their
job-hunting activities at the times of the interview and those were the two that talked most explicitly
about the “credential filter”. P5 was one year earlier (meaning one year younger, since being in a

higher grade almost always means being also older) and they talked only a little about it.

An interesting question to ask is why people think that they should all apply at the same big and Japan-
wide companies? | think that this idea in part gets created through this ranking of institutions and it
certainly gets sustained by it. The “super-meritocracy” (ibid, p. 46) of Japan makes it a no-brainer to
go for the best workplace when you are able to excel academically. And the best workplaces seem to
be (similar to universities) the one where it is hardest to get into. And how does a workplace get more
selective? — If more people apply for it. Because Japan-wide companies have their recruitment events
going on in different cities at the same time, more students apply for them, and when more apply at
these companies, they get more selective — and this is again decided (it seems at least initially) through
student’s hensachi ranks. Only that this rank is now not the personal score that people could attain at
mock exams in cram schools, but the rank of their institution.

Because of this relationship of getting harder the more popular it gets, the probability of getting into
a ‘good’ company seems to go up the higher one’s university’s hensachi is, and thus reinforces the

narrative that P4s teacher told them in class.

According to the (extended) quote from P2 at the beginning of the empirical chapter, this was the

usually expected reason to pick a university in the past:

That’s why, in the past people went to high-level universities to get into these companies. Now,
getting into university is often becoming the goal. Instead of planning what to do afterwards, getting
entry into the university itself has become the objective. That’s why (laughing) they don’t learn, and

after graduating they idle around at home. That happens pretty often recently. (2:68-69)

But apparently recently “the university itself has become the objective”. | think this quotation shows
nicely the different meaning that attending university can have in different cultural contexts. In Japan
(probably also because of the costs related to it), going to university for the sake of learning seems
not to be something widely spread. The whole massification of the higher education system should be

understood in its relationship to the labour market afterwards. So, when P2 mentions that the
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university has become the goal, the practices at university itself did not seem to change (in their
description). A change towards the university as an objective in itself (instead of the company
afterwards) was not accompanied by a change towards studying as an objective in itself. As easy
graduation still seems to be expected, we the arrive at bizarre situations like with P2, where an
extremely competitive entrance exam is followed by four years of almost not attending university (but
still paying for it).

On the other hand, when it matters so much to get into a university/programme with at least a certain

difficulty, the content of study gets put in the background more and more:

Regardless of what you study, because there are these uni rankings... when you are below a certain

line, companies just won’t employ you. (1:63)

Being in a difficult programme is more important than studying something that interests you, and if
these two things cannot be reconciled, it is often hensachi that will win out. The perceived importance
that the university/programme hensachi has for the job market (apparently much more than what is
learned during university) has the effect that higher education loses its right to be called education,

and becomes more of a simulation (McVeigh, 2002).

Hensachi reifies through its persistent ranking of universities that adolescents should try to go for the
most difficult option possible. If they can achieve high scores in their hensachi values and then manage
to get into the best university (possible for them), why should they not also use this resource and
make the best out of their employment options? And historically (or popularly — and in this way still
alive nowadays) the reason to take this hardship onto oneself was to get into a good position
afterwards — either as a public servant or in ‘good’ companies. If the certainty to get a good job after
attending a selective university disappears (as it seems to have), what is left is a ranking with some of
its core reasons for existence taken away — but still needed because it is still necessary to come from
a highly ranking university (it is just not enough anymore). That can explain why a shift of focus to get
into a specific university for the university’s sake (which might arguably be a good thing) seems to
happen for what | would argue is the wrong reason — that is its rank (= difficulty) and nothing else. It

resembles a tradition where its origins are lost. What is left is a set of practices without meaning.

With these two situations | wanted to show where hensachi seems to matter the most for my
interviewees (finding the right school/university and getting a good job) and why this is the case. But,
as it is so often the case, there are also ways to escape from or resist the dominance of hensachi. This

will bring the sub-chapter on hensachi to a close.
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4.4.3.The dodgeability of hensachi

The story | have told so far has been one of hensachi as playing an integral and often defining part in
the trajectories of student lives. But people on ‘both sides’ (meaning students as well as university
administrators and education officials) are finding ways and reasons to stop relying on hensachi.

The most obvious option for a student is to not continue to university. If students do not plan to attend
university, it is possible for them to ignore mock tests and to not raise their personal hensachi in
competition with others of the same age. Reasons for that can be that they see how hard it is for

people in their vicinity:

I did not want to study, to study so much, because at the end of middle school | had no intention of
going to university. Because | did not plan to continue to university after | would finish high school, |
did not try to get into a local high school where | would study a lot, quite the opposite.... My older
sister..., | saw how hard it was for her — she had to do exercises every day and had to study a lot,
because of that | certainly did not want such a high school life. | wanted more free time and an easier

high school. (4:14)

As the quote shows, this not only makes a difference at the end of high school, but even earlier, when
students decide for which high school they should aim. Since P4 is part of my sample, they obviously
continued to university, even if they had no intention of doing so in the beginning. This was possible
because, while they resented the examination-oriented teaching at ‘good’ high schools and did not
participate in taking many mock tests and did not go to cram school; there are other ways to get
accepted at university. These other ways make it possible for people who ‘lost’ in the examination
race (= have a low personal hensachi), or those who did not participate to begin with (like P4), to get
into higher education. There are two different ways how that is possible, which | want to describe

shortly:

e Admissions office (AO): two of my interviewees got into their university through what they
called “admissions office” or “A0” entrance®. This is an entrance procedure that happens
significantly earlier than the examinations (October/November vs January-March) and
consists of interviews, application letters and some kind of presentation (depending on the
study programme).The biggest difference to the entrance examinations besides the timing is
the content of the procedure. While the examination-way is depending on a certain kind of

standardised test knowledge, the admissions office-way is more about personal study reasons,

8 |n 2006 40% of students entered Japanese universities through non-standardised test ways, in private
universities already 50%. Many public universities put forward the goal to raise the percentage to 50% as well
(Nakai, 2007, p. 14).
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goals for the future and self-presentation (see the quote from P5 in the “recommendation”-
point below).

Most importantly, students do not need a high personal hensachi level to be able to get into
universities that would be very competitive. Exactly because it is not necessary to cram a large
amount of positivistic facts, and more emphasis is laid on individual screening, this way
provides an option to enter university without relying on cram schools (although there are
probably also some that prepare for this).

Despite all the focus on the individual students, for both P4 and P5 their teachers played an

important role in going for and managing this way of entrance:

My homeroom teacher believed that | could do the AO entrance, and with their help we prepared
really good for the presentation and these things. | got a lot of support for practicing. | thought that
this was a really good teacher. (4:24)

My science teacher in high school told me about the AO exam in October and asked me why | don’t
try it out. So, I just went for it and did this presentation and | somehow got accepted. It was like “wow,

I did it!” (laughing) (5:19)

Again, teachers are trying to get as many of their students into the best universities, and while
the result may be the same, getting them in through the examination-way seems to count

more (more about that at the end of this sub-chapter).

e Recommendation: “recommendation” as a way to get admitted to university is similar®! to the
admissions office option, but has more emphasis on the activities of students during high

school:

With recommendation you can probably get in only with your high school grades, while for AQO it’s
more like PR | think. So, your grades are not that important but experiments that you did or your
debating skills, | guess. You then go to the university and do an experiment, or you write a report and
through things like that you are evaluated [meaning AO]. That’s why..., | think AO and

recommendation are different, and AO is more like a PR-examination. (5:11)

Rather than the presentations that P4 and P5 gave, in this case a good study record (which is
not the same thing as a high hensachi) or good results in club activities matter a lot. This
naturally puts the pressure to perform on different aspects, but it keeps it in the formal school

(instead of outsourcing it to cram schools). Club activities are an integral part of Japanese

81 This is not an official distinction, but one that | made. Some students that | talked to see AO as an “individual”
sub-version of recommendation.
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schooling and cannot be taken lightly as recreational pastime. Seen from that perspective, the
recommendation entry provides a different possibility of getting into the next stage of
education, but it can also be seen as additional hurdles that students have to consider in
school. Instead of ‘just’ being good in examination knowledge, they have to keep up a good
relationship with their teachers (which are also the heads/trainers of their after-school clubs).
This is because the teachers of their current school play a crucial role in getting students into
their next stage since — as the name suggests — the recommendations have to come from a
teacher (Yoneyama, 1999, p. 126-127).

While the AO option is theoretically open for all students who apply for it, it is not possible to
get in through recommendation by oneself. But once the students have made it in, they are
not always required to build up on the reason of why they got accepted in the first place. For
example P3, who got into their high school because of their good results in the middle school
tennis club, but then never participated in the tennis club of their high school.

The possibility of a recommendation entry usually depends on the relationship between the
originating and the target institution. Sometimes “all levels from kindergarten to university”
(Roesgaard, 2006, p. 100) belong to the same private conglomerate — which makes it
considerably easier for parents to get their children into a specific university if they bring them
‘on track’ as early as possible. These so-called “escalator schools” (ibid, p. 100) decrease the
amount of stress that students feel at the end of middle/high school because there are usually
a number of spots reserved for graduates from these schools. But reversely, this means that
getting into these escalator schools becomes the aim very early on, and since they are private

schools, an expensive one.

While these two options make it possible to get into universities without going through the
examination circus, they are still overshadowed by the prominence of entrance examinations. For P3,
who got into their high school through recommendation, getting into university through

recommendation was not really an option:

There are some, but very few [who get into university through recommendation]. Yeah, it’s because
you know..., after you get in, you get made fun of by everybody. Getting in through recommendation

takes just an interview, and that’s easy, so... you are not very smart. (3:54)

Doing it the hard (= examination) way provides a “strange pride” (3:58) and seems to be valued higher
than other ways of getting into university (interestingly, this pride did not seem to play a role when
P3 got into high school). But this is not only a thing that students think about, also for teachers it seems

to make a difference through which way they get their students into university:
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Teachers who get students into the same public university, for instance even if they make you succeed
through AO or recommendation, getting students in through the normal examination — the center
examination gets valued higher, | think. That’s because AO or recommendation don’t test any

content of classes. (4:23)

And this is a point that | want to explicate a bit. While obviously P4s and P5s teachers had knowledge
about these AO procedures and improved the chances of their students to get accepted, because it
was not the examination-way, it seemed to matter less. In the picture that | showed a few pages ago,
there is also no mention of the way that students got into their respective universities.

It seems very paradoxical to me that exactly those points that are more and more outsourced to
private education companies — the preparation for entrance exams — are the ones that appear to be
valued in formal schools when people get into university the competitive way. On the other hand,
personal student guidance for admissions office entrances, which seems to rely heavily on the teacher
doing this guidance, does not count too much towards the ‘abilities’ of the teacher.

Since entering university through entrance examinations is considered the “normal way”, these
alternatives are automatically thought as being the exceptions. This can be seen when we look at how
students choose their universities — by their hensachi rank. So, even if the student-related part of their
personal hensachi does not matter anymore in this case, the university-related part is still the
benchmark by which a good university is chosen. And because this ranking is solely relying on entrance
examination selectivity; schools, teachers and students are not always upfront with how they got
themselves/their students into university. This way you get the ‘best’ parts of both: a less competitive,
expensive, and draining procedure of admittance AND the status that goes along with having mastered

exactly this more intensive procedure.

In the next (and last) section of the empirical part | want to write about how this hensachi-related
status impinges on how students reconcile possible frictions between their expectations and their

experiences and how they talk about (other) students and universities.
4.5. How students talk about ideas and experiences of university

| already wrote at the beginning of this chapter about the expectations of conduct and difficulty of
classes in private bunkei programmes and that dropout rates there are really low. In general, the
expectations of bunkei programmes were that they were supposed to be easy (and if further specified,
then only that in private universities they would be especially easy).

On the other hand, the relationship between examination difficulty and study quality was also

expected to be directly given:
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When you have difficult studies at a university, if you don’t get people with a certain level of academic
skill, obviously in the end the study at this university can’t be done. If you don’t have the academic
ability, then even if you get into a university, eventually you can’t raise the level of research of this
university. That’s why, if the study and research of a university is on a high level, it is necessary to

make the test to enter the university difficult. (2:94)

Just to be clear, P2 did not talk about rikei courses here, but about the reason why their own bunkei
programme had such a high hensachi rank. According to this logic, a university programme justifies it
entrance difficulty by the difficulty of study afterwards. Most of what | talked about in the sections
before hinted towards that a programme’s hensachi is rather arrived at according to principles of
supply and demand, together with a portion of advertisement (‘look how many graduates are in big
companies’) and prestige. But this does not mean that all these factors cannot be representations of

a programme’s quality of study. But let us see what P2 says about their experience at university:

But bunkei is really easy. It was bunkei, but still | was at university only once a week (laughing). | was
just enjoying myself all the time, for four years, ... it lasted for four years but | got more stupid in the

end (laughing). (2:106)

This is very different from what they just told me a few minutes earlier about why a specific university
programme should have a high difficulty threshold. This is even more interesting when we consider
that P2 is talking about a course and a university that is one of the most difficult to get into, according
to one hensachi ranking®? (but significantly lower according to another®). While | already mentioned
in the last section that the hensachi of programmes and universities are often conflated (in the way
that is more beneficial to students; meaning that even if a student gets into a programme with a lower
hensachi, they will often still be measured by the university’s hensachi), the same thing happens with
the public prestige that a university has. And P2s university has been consistently and unambiguously
understood as the #2 institution in the country, just after the eternal goal of every student: Tokyo
University.

When | asked P2 (after their shared experiences of (not) studying at university), they were not sure
anymore why their university was supposed to be #2 in the end. But they still came back with

expectations that the classes would be different in other places:

But at Osaka University, there are also in bunkei courses frequently people that have to repeat years.

Also in private universities..., even in bunkei you have to learn really a lot, it is completely different

62 https://manabi.benesse.ne.jp/ap/daigaku/search/nanido/
63 http://www.hensachi.jp/daigaku/kyouto.html
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depending on the university, | think. Probably at Tokyo University, you have to learn in rikei as well

as in bunkei, hmm. (2:111)
Similar things were coming from P1 and P3 as well:

Getting credits is quite easy. Because for private universities, students are already, they are
customers who pay millions [Yen], really a lot of money, how should I say this? They are going easy
and are nice, it is really seldom that people don’t manage to graduate in four years in private
universities.

I: Ok, mhm.

P1: Hm, but for national universities, it’s different, | think it is a bit different. (1:120-121)

Ah, this is you know, because Hosei is a private uni! Private ones are quite different, | think. Yeah,
they have money, so they also have a lot of professors. (laughing) That’s why, ... national unis don’t
have money, because of that there is only a limited number of professors, and that’s why there have

to be a lot of students in lecture-type classes. (3:95)

We are now entering a territory where the things that my interviewees say seem to contradict each
other. At the beginning | argued that private universities are supposed to be easy, and now P2 is saying
the opposite? Obviously, these quotes should not be understood as factual statements about reality
(in addition to that people can have different opinions). They are rather statements made in the
situation of the interview, where my interviewees act in a way that should make it possible for me to
understand them but also be consistent with the way they want to present and understand
themselves (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007, p. 99; Silverman, 2006, p. 117-118).

Seen from this perspective, talking about instances where ‘things are different somewhere else’ makes
sense — it helps to keep up the narrative of correlation between a programme’s difficulty to get into
and its difficulty of study afterwards. P3 had similarly to P2 not the best experiences of classes in their
university but they just the same insisted that “a university with a low hensachi, [...] would only have

stupid students”, and thus nobody would learn much there (3:23).

A similar split of narrative/experiences can be observed when we take the relationship between high
schools and universities. As | mentioned before, a good high school is one where many graduates enter
difficult universities. Because this is the main defining factor (and then the reason for having a high
hensachi to begin with), private high schools are sometimes even in higher demand as public ones
(because they have more leeway with their curriculum and can aim it towards entrance examinations).
Both P3 and P5 mentioned specifically that they picked their high schools for their acceptance rates.
But P3 and P5 were attending cram schools for their whole high school duration and even before that,

to prepare them for entrance exams. Also, P1 and P2 attended cram schools, but even more intensive,
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since they both took a rénin year between their high school graduation and university entrance. Only
P4 did not attend any cram school, and this was because going to university became an option
relatively late in high school, and only through the admissions office entrance.

While it were either the cram schools (P1, P2 & P3) or the teachers (P4 & P5) that appeared to be
responsible for most of the preparation (and arguably also success) for entering their respective
universities, the story about ‘getting into a good (public) high school to get into a (public) good
university’ was there in every case nonetheless. But because of the dominance that entrance
examinations have for defining what a good institution is, this story is always understood to be about
getting in through the examination-way®*.

Here as well, my interviewees stayed with the popular version of this relationship and did not

challenge this notion through their own experiences.

But of course, it would be harder to continue to trust in something if every experience made would
provide proof against that. There are also situations where the ‘high difficulty of entry = high level of
content’ relationship seems to fit neatly. Interestingly, both P4 and P5 told me of their experience of

falling behind their classmates in English:

But the one thing that | struggled with after getting in through AO was English. | got almost no points
in the TOEFL [a type of standardised English proficiency] test. And as expected, the people who got
in through the normal way were only people with a high learning aptitude. Especially because in my
programme of International Arts and Science Studies, English was one of the main foci. Thus, there

were a lot of students who were quite good at English. (4:29)

Well, once in the first year of university, my English scores dropped..., even lower than at the

beginning. | was really surprised by that and studied hard [to get them up again]. (5:90)

This does not appear to be coincidence. While most classes in university are distinctively different to
the classes in high school (which focus on transmitting the knowledge needed for entrance exams),
the way of teaching English seems to have stayed almost the same. Students are still measured by the
“scores” that they can reach in standardised tests. As soon as similar conditions of testing knowledge
are in place as have been for the entrance examinations, the students who got in through AO start to
feel as if they “played around a bit too much at towards end of high school” (4:32). Because these
English certifications play a role again when they apply at jobs in their last year, achieving highly at the

entrance examinations is doubly paying, and seen as a confirmation of the believe in meritocracy.

54 The “acceptance rate” of high school graduates into universities certainly includes every way of entry and
every student mediated through cram schools. But it is displayed as an achievement of the high school in
preparing particularly well for the entrance examinations.
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But regardless of the fit between experiences and expectations, the logic (and more importantly the
meaning that hensachi gets ascribed to — the quality of education) of choosing a certain university and

the reasons why this is done gets reproduced in the accounts of my interviewees.
4.5.1.Comparing smartness

The last point that | want to go into a bit more extensively is the one that brought me to this project

to begin with. There is a certain way that (mostly) students talk about other students and universities:

Hokkaido University, Tohoku University, Tokyo University, Nagoya University, Kyoto University,
Osaka University and Kyushu University are old imperial universities, and these are places where you

can say: “they are smart right?” (1:36)

The “they” in the quote refers to students in these universities. The students who get into these
famous institutions are by extension of being able to get into them “smart”. Interestingly, this term is

also used for the universities themselves, but again, only in relation to the entrance difficulty:

I: Is it about the content of study in universities?

P1: Um, it means universities where smart people can get in. (1:70)

This is not an idiosyncratic manner of speech of P1, but got used by all of my interviewees, for instance
when they talked about the “smartest high school in town” (4:5). All this talk about students “being
smart” when they are able to enter difficult schools has effects on how young people are assessed —
and in extension how they think about themselves. It becomes a measure of intelligence, but one with
a cruel twist. Because by the very nature of how hensachi is calculated (in relation/competition to
others) half of the young students must be dumb — if we use the benchmark of P3 and P1 that only
universities on the upper half of hensachi rankings can be considered. Naturally, students who live in
a society where having a high hensachi value is important, but find themselves in the lower half will

not be very motivated (Bjork, 2016, p. 205):

As Sugimoto (2010, p. 137) explains, ‘[B]ecause the emphasis on hensachi marks generates a culture
in which scholastic ability is viewed as the only measure of individual competence, low hensachi
performers also tend to have low self-esteem’. The expression ‘hensachi ningen’ (hensachi humans)
came to refer to the idea that products of the Japanese education system were best thought of as

nothing more than their hensachi scores. (Goodman & Oka, 2018, p. 589)

There is even a YouTube channel (by two students in high-ranking universities) that does nothing but

to visit different spots in Japan and to interview young people on the street about their universities or
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high schools®. The viewer can always see the university programme where the people are in, together
with the hensachi value next to it in brackets. Every conversation follows the same principle: if the
interviewees were/are in a low-level school/university they are being made fun of; if they are in a
high-level institution the two interviewers are impressed. It almost hurts to see how, when some
people tell them what they are doing now, the two interviewers mock them because of the low level

of their schools.

This situation might seem strange when viewed in Austria, but it makes sense when we consider how
much the competition between students gets ingrained through education. By that | do not only mean
the competition to get into the limited spaces of university or high school programmes, but also how

people talk to each other:

(asking if there are different ways to assess what a good university is)

P3: There is only hensachi isn’t it? Everybody only talks about hensachi all the time. For instance, if
somebody says they are from Tokyo or from Osaka University, | would be impressed: “wow, that’s
higher than my own hensachi”. Everybody only talks about hensachi, and after we take [mock] tests,
we get our own hensachi presented: 69 or 70 or something like that. It’s like a contest between

everybody. (3:74)

By calling someone who has a high hensachi value a “smart” person, it follows in reverse that those
who do not have high scores are either dumb or lazy. This way of talking further strengthens the belief
in a meritocratic system where ‘as long as students study hard enough’®® it is possible for them to
reach the best university. That it has been shown again and again (Kariya, 2016, p. 150; Roesgaard,
2006, p. 102; Yoneyama, 1999, p. 52) that socioeconomic conditions of students and their families
play the biggest role in academic achievement, is something that is easily forgotten.

The race to the most difficult universities has become the goal of Japanese education, and the students
who manage to get into those are considered “smart”. Because this struggle for limited spots is the
thing that measures success, it is not surprising that many students are content with ‘arriving’ at their
university. Rather than trying to get into a certain university to learn something, the act of gaining
admission itself is proof enough of being a good student.

This can also be seen in that while before the entrance examinations, the personal hensachi gained by

doing many mock tests counts, but after gaining admission, it is the university hensachi that gives

55 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZBMbDyQtHk (2019-07-22)
% This is nicely captured in the Japanese phrase “ganbaru” 5k % - which means “to make an effort”, but

when translated directly, means “to hold out”.
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status. And it is this status that should make it possible for students to live the good life in Japanese

society.

In this chapter | wanted to do three main things. Firstly, | presented a view of the Japanese education
system that followed what my interviewees told me, and at the same time would help to explain why
hensachi as a ranking technology makes sense in this context. Secondly, hensachi and a short history
of it were introduced, and then it was shown in which situations it impinges on students’ lives, what
the effects these situations are and how hard it is to not rely on it. Thirdly, | wrote about how the
expected relationship of hensachi and university practices often do not realign with each other, and

how students’ talk about each other is mediated through hensachi scores.
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Fourth reflexion

In the preceding chapter | argued that hensachi delimits what kind of universities are acceptable for
students. If students could decide between two, it seemed that most would go for the higher one, just
because it is higher. But this observation has been made by talking to students from very highly ranked
universities. What about those who are in the lower 50%? There are certainly enough of them (just by
definition of how hensachi is calculated, half of the student population have to be in the ‘lower half’).
I can imagine that for them other things count, or at least they had to find other things to cope with a
situation where they emerged as the ‘losers’ (according to how my interviewees described the
situation). Maybe they would argue that they chose a certain university for other specific reasons, like
experiences of family members, local integration of the university or specific professors. It might also
be that they argue by the same logic, only that they define new ‘losers’ — those who are in even lower
universities. By having the specific sample of interview partners that | had, | got the stories of the
relative ‘winners’ in Japanese higher education — which is also the narrative that seems to be widely
circulated. By interviewing students from low-hensachi universities, | would have certainly gotten a
different outcome —and maybe a narrative that would not delineate those in the lower 50% as ‘losers’
of the education race.

How much of my own narrative of studying in Austria could you read out of the chapter? | tried to make
it rather obvious that | come from this specific study environment and based most of my comparisons
on it. Maybe other cultures of higher education are much closer to the Japanese case than to the
Austrian one. My goal was not to present Austrian universities as the ‘normal’ case and Japan as
deviating from that norm. But since | cannot escape my own socialization, it made sense for me to
point out things that | found intriguing — which were usually differences. What | tried to do, and try to
do in exactly these reflexions, is to make this socialization more visible — to make it easier for the reader
to understand why | would come up with certain conclusions and thus make my account more
transparent.

Pointing things out by their difference is also something that my interviewees did. In their statements
I found an image of US American universities that was constructed in opposition to the Japanese ones.
While discussing these issues with some North American students in the STS programme it was
interesting to see that they could relate a lot to the description that my interviewees gave from their
experiences in Japan, and that those two cases might not be as far apart as they seem to be convinced.
That some of the biggest post-war reforms in Japanese higher education were modelled after College

structures in the US might help to understand this.
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5. Conclusion

“Here [pretending to point at high school in a list] | would not be able to get into a good university” or “If |
get into this high school | could get into a pretty smart university” ... | thought about stuff like that since
middle school. (1:56)

That’s why, in the past people went to high-level universities to get into these companies. Now, getting

into university is often becoming the goal. (2:68)
To be honest (laughing), no one would say “I’ll go to university and study a lot!” (3:130)

In the end a good university is one where people can get credits and graduate easily. That seems pretty

important in Japan. (5:102)

Coming back to the quotes that | started the preceding chapter with, they should make more sense
now. | set out to explore how rankings in Japan influence how students talk about universities and
students. It quickly became clear that one ranking dominated these understandings — hensachi®’. |
wanted to show how this ranking shapes the accounts that | got in the interviews, while at the same
time trying to reconstruct through my interviewees the conditions that make hensachi so obdurate.
Based on the stories that my interview partners told me and in combination with secondary literature,
| enacted a version of Japanese (higher) education that fits snugly together with hensachi. This does
not imply a causal relation that gave ‘birth’ to this ranking, but points towards the co-development
that the ranking and the education-employment system in Japan have gone through. In practices and
objects entrenched in schools, cram schools® and employment procedures | have found traces of the
work that is constantly being done to keep hensachi in place.

| will once again talk about the four quotes above, but this time with the exploration in mind that |
provided in the last chapter. Then | want to put forward some things that we have learned in the
course of this thesis, followed by an outreach towards wider issues and how my case can contribute
to it. Lastly, | will explicitly link my case back to actor-network-theory as a way to explain the ‘how’ of

the establishment of this university ranking, followed by some concluding remarks.
5.1. Main findings

Because of how young people are assessed in Japan (either by their personal hensachi score or after
that the institutional hensachi score) it is important for them to get into the most difficult university

possible (which means the university with the most difficult entrance — not necessarily study). This

57 As a reminder: the statistical measure of probability of getting into a given university, representing this
university’s difficulty of entrance.
58 Private institutions giving private preparation lessons for entrance examinations.
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assessment happens at least twice, at the time when young people try to enter a university and when
they apply for employment afterwards, but both refer to the same crucial passage point —the entrance
into university. Thus, getting accepted by a good university is the goal of many adolescents in Japan,
for a combination of reasons related to (narratives about) the labour market, expectations of parents,
and personal goals. But how to know what a ‘good’ university is? This is often decided by the same
means that the probability of entrance is calculated. Meaning that more often than not, the best
university equals the one with the most difficult — but still possible — entrance. And getting into the
most difficult university is the goal that many students, with the ‘help’ of cram schools, aim for.

But at the same time, exactly because getting in is the goal, it makes sense that the study afterwards
gets marginalized. Only a minority goes to university to study because the vast majority attends
university because they think they have to. Hensachi, when standing for a university, should be
understood as a ranking completely aimed towards the job-market, and not something that
represents quality of study (however that would be measured numerically). Viewed like this, it makes
sense that P2, after having done their undergraduate studies in Japan’s #2 university (measured by
hensachi) went for their master’s and PhD studies for a low-hensachi university.

The focus on hensachi both before and after undergraduate programmes provides the context for a
specific understanding and meaning of universities in Japan. By providing a metrified assessment of
universities and students, a situation becomes possible where students spend years of preparation to
get into an as-difficult-as-possible university, and then spend the time there mostly relaxing and taking
a break before the ‘real life’ afterwards begins®. But it is important to understand that this dominant
understanding of a hierarchy of universities is not something that could have been achieved by just
providing a methodologically well-done ranking. First, hensachi was not intended as a ranking of
universities, but as a tool to help high school graduates decide at which university they will apply for.
Second, the difficulties of entrance examinations existed before hensachi, and reflected the hierarchy
that universities had before this ranking — with the old imperial universities at the top. Third, because
of the university-centered hiring practices of big companies and government agencies, getting into a
university was considered the more important threshold than graduating from it — and hensachi was
a useful measure for that purpose. Fourth, this probability of getting into a university gradually
became what it was supposed to measure —instead of a proxy to represent the difficulty to get into a

chosen university, this proxy became the way to choose a university instead.

59 As | mentioned in the empirical part, this view of “the last summer break” is a popular one, but that does not
mean it describes every student in Japan. There are enough students who study seriously and who went to
university with the aim of studying something (especially students getting in through the non-examination way
appear to be keener on learning). But nonetheless there exists the possibility to graduate in many undergraduate
programmes with very little effort, and the fact that this narrative is repeated so often is also important.
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So, what did my interviews tell me about how students perceive universities and the things and people
ranked by hensachi? When talking about university choices and reasons why they studied, my partners
sometimes mentioned hensachi as their way to choose a university but in most cases other
considerations like geography, and most importantly money also played a role. But when they
mentioned things like hierarchies between universities, and when they talked about images of
universities, hensachi was always at the first place. This also got reflected to the students going to
these institutions, giving them a certificate of “being smart”.

One thing that surprised me was the relation of how students get into a specific university and this
university’s image. A university’s hensachi gets derived from the acceptance of students in their
entrance examinations, based on their results in practice tests provided by cram schools. This number
then gets ranked’ and the higher the rank is the more ‘prestige’ the institution and its students get
(this got expressed in the way that my interviewees talked about students from the ‘best’ universities
and their chances in the workplace). At the same time, increasingly other ways to enter universities
are provided, promoted and used. Interestingly, | found several statements that point towards a split
between a higher desirability and a lower esteem of these ‘alternative’ entrance procedures at the
same time. | observed this for instance when P4 talked about the assessments of high school teachers
and how high schools present their successful graduates. P3 also talked about a “strange pride” (3:58)
that comes with getting in the ‘hard way’. There was also talk about the pros and cons that come with
the standardised and the individualized way of entry, for instance in being bad in English assessments
vs being good in seminars.

The interesting thing is that there appear to be very little alternatives to images of universities and
their students outside of the hensachi-ranking. But since the prestige through difficulty always comes
from the standardised way and not the non-standardised ways, the new question is: what does this

increase of non-standardised entrance possibilities mean for the hensachi-ranking?

But just as it is the problem with global rankings, once a certain way of perceiving universities (in global
rankings it is the “world-class university” (Hazelkorn, 2015, p. 217)) has been established, it gets harder
and harder to understand them differently. In Japan, universities are primarily understood as
workforce selection devices (Sugimoto, 2014, p. 131), and when we compare them to universities in
other national contexts, it is important to remember that.

According to my interviewees, many universities with a high hensachi have at the same time worse
teaching conditions than (mostly private) universities with a lower hensachi. If we think of global

rankings and their methodologies, things like student-teacher-ratios, student satisfaction or the

70 Obviously favouring institutions where people with high personal hensachi (from cram schools) applied a lot.
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funding available for a university are usually indicators that improve a university’s rank. Arguably,
these are also indicators that would represent a better study environment for students (besides the
costs that are usually higher in these institutions). It is interesting to see here that indicators that
rankers argue are important for one of their target groups — students (Brankovic et al., 2018), have
little weight in a ranking that seems to be the only one that counts for undergraduate students in
Japan (similar to what Dearden et al., 2019 argued — it makes sense for students to not pick the
university where they would have the best study environment).

If global rankings (or for that matter also domestic rankings like the Asahi Shinbun ranking (Yonezawa
et al., 2002, p. 374)) have ‘better’ methodologies and are providing information more relevant for
(prospective) students, how does hensachi manage to stay not only relevant but also the most
important ranking? This cannot be explained by ‘the best methodology’ or internal logics of certain
rankings, but by looking at the instances where and when each ranking comes into contact with young
Japanese people. This then also became the quick, but not obvious (if one does not spend time to get
familiar with the education-employment system in Japan) answer to why global rankings, so much
regarded by university administrators and policy makers, could not get a hold (yet?) on students in
Japan. It is not only up to the students to decide which ranking to use (they are not the only ones
acting for this choice); because of ideas of teachers, parents and employers of what a ‘good’ university

programme is, one ranking offers itself as the ‘most natural’ one — and it is called hensachi.
5.2. The JIF and hensachi

The reforms towards “relaxed education”, which | mentioned in the state of the art and the empirical
chapter, have not been the first or only ones aimed towards sometimes explicitly abolishing or
weakening the position that hensachi has in the Japanese education system. It has been and is officially
the position of the ministry of education that hensachi mock tests and the use of it in student guidance
activities are prohibited (Roesgaard, 2006, p. 62-63; Goodman & Oka, 2018, p. 588). At the same time,
it appears to be as strong as ever, especially in the way that undergraduate students seem to choose
and value university programmes. This has some strong similarities to a different ranking tool, which

has also been a topic in STS: The Journal Impact Factor (JIF).

In 1961 Eugene Garfield founded the Science Citation Index (SCl) to be able to track who cites who in
journals in the natural sciences. Since resources were limited, a tool was created to determine which
journals would be included in this database: The Journal Impact Factor. Initially used for the inclusion
of journals and as a tool for librarians to be able to decide which publications to buy, it has been and
is increasingly used as a research evaluation tool (de Bellis, 2014, p. 32). Already at the time when it

was introduced, it was clear that the JIF would have limitations concerning coverage of language, field
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and place (Garfield, 1973). There are quite a few methodological and general issues with the JIF,
concerning its focus on the natural sciences, journal-centered publishing and calculation errors (Moed,
van Leeuwen & Reedijk, 1996). But this did not stop journals from proudly presenting the JIF on their
homepages, being able to boast how visible publications in their journals would (statistically) be — with
the goal to attract the best authors. Maybe inspired by the JIF, a similar metric for individual
researchers (or sometimes also research groups) also exists — the h-index (Hirsch, 2005). Again, it is a
composite of publications and citations, but while the JIF is always in relation to the most recent two
years, the h-index is a number that goes up the longer one is in business. And just like the JIF, there
has been criticism mounted against the metric, not least because of its immediate impact on the lives
of scholars (Burrows, 2012). Both metrics are extensively used for assessment purposes and not just
for the ‘informational’ purposes for which at least the JIF was made for (and the warnings of their

founders are usually eclipsed by the ‘usefulness’ of these metrics — Wouters, 2014, p. 58).

The parallels with hensachi are striking: First, in both cases the founding figures introduced their
measures for a specific reason. Both numbers were a composite of many others, which could (or
should) not be used to get back to the individual entries that made up the numbers (a point which
Derek de Solla Price made when he introduced his scientometric research programme (de Bellis, 2014,
p. 36)): “Mr. Hensachi” envisioned the probability of getting into certain universities as a tool to help
students make a good choice when resources were limited. Garfield created the JIF as a tool to decide
which journals to include/buy when resources were limited.

Second, these numbers that were conceived of as decision-helping tools, were increasingly used as
evaluating the single entries that make up the numbers. Being able to ‘boast’ the belonging to the
entity which ‘has’ the number was seen as a sign of excellence: High school students in Japan are
competing for an ever higher hensachi, with the goal to be able to enter the highest possible hensachi
university. This in turn would give them the status of belonging to an elite institution, even if the way
that they got in (AO or recommendation) is not necessarily relating to the institution’s rank. Being able
to publish in a high-JIF journal is seen as a sign of academic excellence and increasingly used to assess
researchers for hiring purposes and also used in the process of ranking universities. Having many
publications in top-tier (meaning usually Ql-journals, a segment of the top-ranking journals by JIF)
journals gives the status of being a highly visible scientist, even if the JIF of the journal is not necessarily
relating to the citations that the single publication gets.

Third, both technologies of ranking are highly criticized and there have been efforts to ban specific
forms of their use; but nonetheless they seem to stay. It is hard to not play “the numbers game” but
not sacrifice too much of one’s own future: Students in Japan are complaining about the “examination

hell” that they have to go through, that they are only viewed as a number by future employers and
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the high cost of the examination industry. At the same time, it is hard to not act in accordance to these
things. The ministry in theory banned hensachi from formal schools but it is still in use in practice and
in cram schools. Things like AO and recommendation entries are ways to circumvent the examination
hell, but the way that universities are chosen is still mainly by using university hensachi lists. The
narrative that a highly ranking university secures a safe and well-paying workplace is still strong. The
JIF is by no means uncontroversial as well. On the one hand, is constantly being pointed out for being
partial towards English-language and natural science publications. This is not itself the problem but
rather the way that the JIF is used in assessment exercises. Because it is such a convenient shorthand
for ‘good scientific publications’, all that is not measured by it gets lost. This is especially problematic
in fields which 1) publish often in other languages than English; and 2) publish in other formats than
journal articles (for example law, and most of the social sciences and humanities). On the other hand,
it is nice for scholars to write on their CVs that they published in so-and-so many Q1 journals, and
maybe a publication in the highest JIF-journal in the field might get them the position that they are
applying for. At the same time while it is criticized, “the indicator game” is played (Fochler & de Rijcke,

2017).

What does this comparison tell us? It shows how easy it is for metrifications to develop into something
not intended at the outset. Rankings travel easily, in great part because the conditions of their
construction are not visible in the finished product (the modalities of their process of construction
have been deleted, to put it in Latour’s terms (1987)). The power lies in de- and re-contextualization,
in the ability to use metrics in a way in which they were not intended to be used to begin with (Porter,
1995). And once certain uses and understandings are translated into practices and objects, it becomes

harder and harder to argue for something different.

5.3. A number as an actor-network

| let my interpretive work be guided by actor-network-theory. When my interviewees talked about
rankings, they invoked ‘the positions’ as something fixed and as knowledge that “everybody knows”.
Only after asking several times did | get to instances of where they found these positions —lists hanging
on the hallway of schools and teachers who handed out materials sent to them by cram schools. It is
those material figurations of rankings that make them so durable, but at the same time so all-around
that people often do not know from where they have the information. But not only in these material
representations of rankings, also in the practices that have been established for “student guidance”
and the way that future employers sift through their applicants, hensachi has firmly entrenched itself.
A global ranking trying to become relevant for students in Japan would have to win trials of strength

against hensachi. It would need to convince students that the relations that the new ranking would
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propose are better for them than the ones of the hensachi system. It would need incentives to sever
students’ belief in a connection of a high hensachi and a good life afterwards. For policy makers these
new relations (for instance getting prestige in a worldwide competition of knowledge production)
seem to be good enough, especially when we consider that they were not endorsing hensachi anyway.
But for students there are still many practices in place which support hensachi, and not multi-indicator
rankings.

This can explain why, unlike in the results of studies looking at effects of global rankings, in my case
we have a ranking that is considered to be important by aspiring undergraduate students. The
relevance of global rankings seems to go up with the academic degree; up until the point of resource
allocation by policy, where global competition wins out over domestic workplace allotment. The
practices ensuring this relevance at the undergraduate level are responsible for the disparity in
viewpoints of different rankings by students and make it possible for me to come to a similar
conclusion than a paper in marketing research (Dearden et al., 2019).

One important group of events that hold these practices together are entrance examinations. They
are the basis on which hensachi is calculated, inhabit an important place in the minds of young people
and in media accounts, and have a heavy impact on the content of study in high schools. Classes get
tailored towards these examinations, with the obvious result that more and more standardised
knowledge gets “crammed” — in formal schools and in cram schools. Because entrance examinations
are so central for the idea of a meritocratic education system, the process of ‘de-examinationing’
entrance applications is a tedious one (also because there is as much criticism towards new entry
modes like AO and recommendation as towards the standardised entrance examinations, Nakai, 2007).
Not only entrance examinations, also the high degree of privatization of education and the close
relation between the job market and education credentials keep hensachi in place. When | described
these things, | did not ‘explain’ the Japanese education system ‘how it really was’ in order to make
sense of the statements from my interviewees, but | used their descriptions of what they told me that
mattered. If they would not have mentioned things like the importance of finding a good job, how
expensive education is and how much they want to get into a public university, or how hard it was to
prepare for the entrance examinations, | would not have included it.

But the strength of hensachi lies not only in its embeddedness, it is also its simplification of
understanding universities. Because it is so successful (also historically), it is so obscure. Its place at
the center of all the practices regarding student guidance, university choice, and workforce sorting
makes it a black box that does not seem to be questioned easily or voluntarily. When | asked my
interviewees what other ways they could come up with, when thinking about valuing universities, they

were a bit taken aback. To not use hensachi when talking about universities seemed somewhat radical.
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And while this big thing called hensachi was present in all my talks, by looking closer it became clear
that it was not uniform at all. All of my interview partners had had their own experiences with mock
exams, university application, and job hunting; and all these experiences impinged on their
understanding of ‘hensachi’ — for one it was a matter of pride, for another it was all that is wrong with
the Japanese education system. But initially what was talked about was always “hensachi”. This also
caused quite some confusion for me during the analysis, until | realized that this term could mean
many things. Depending on the discipline my interviewees studied, on their progress in education, on
their goals for the future, they all had different connections towards hensachi — making them not only

represent ‘it’ differently but enacting it in various ways.

What certainly came up in all cases is the role that cram schools play to produce hensachi. Many of
my interviewees actively went there to prepare for entrance examinations and all of them took at
least some mock exams to assess their personal hensachi score. Taking actor-network-theory seriously,
this would be the next step to “follow the actor”, and not just by reading about the production of this

ranking, but by going there physically.
5.4. Concluding the conclusion

One aim of this thesis was to show that the social and material contexts in which universities are
embedded are important to consider when we try to make comparisons between universities. |
certainly do not want to establish the Japanese education system as the ‘odd one out’ but | wanted to
show that it is different — but probably not more different than other education systems. We can look
at any country and when we describe it detailed enough, we will find that things run differently there
(to where?). The meaning of big parts of the higher education system in Japan is not the “higher
education” (McVeigh, 2002) but the preparation for the workforce (Sugimoto, 2014). Nonetheless,
“the university” gets still equaled with “universities” in other countries, where the structural
conditions and probably also the goals of many programmes can be radically different. This should be
a reminder that it does not make sense to compare universities globally as if they would all have the
same goals and purposes. But nonetheless, policy (also in Japan) seems to want exactly this. What gets
constructed through that is a dominance of certain types of universities (the “world-class university”
— Hazelkorn, 2015), which at the same time gets naturalized as the best way to assess academic

excellence.

Another aim was to not only see if rankings matter for students (in terms of their university choices)
but also what this does to students. | think it makes a difference if university rankings are consulted
when the time to choose comes, or if the understanding of what a ‘good’ university (and in conjunction

often what a ‘good’ student is) is thoroughly dominated by a single metrical representation. A “smart”
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student is someone that made it into a “smart” university, which is a university where only “smart”
students can get in. This seems like a logical short circuit, but only when we forget that the “smartness”
of both the students and the university are measured by the difficulty of the entrance examinations.
Having an as difficult as possible entrance examination gives a university (and its students) prestige —
and thus makes it more popular for students in the next year, which again raises the competition (and
the difficulty). The interesting thing is that this evaluation of students and their “smartness” is not
limited to talk about university choices but comes up in many different situations. Young people get
interviewed by YouTubers on the street about their personal hensachi or their university affiliation,
followed by impressive remarks when the number is high enough; when students meet each other for
the first time or talk about other students, the university that they managed to get into impresses the
counterpart; programmes inside the same university compete against each other, each trying to be
the one with the highest entry bar. But what does not happen in these situations is that the content
or conditions of study of these programmes is talked about. To have passed a difficult entrance bar is
‘proof’ enough that one accomplished an impressive feat (and by the amount of study necessary, it is
impressive indeed).

Here it became interesting to see how alternative ways of entrance played into this situation. There
are ways to circumvent the extremely competitive standardised entrance examinations, but still get
the prestige of having entered a difficult university. And especially with the reform of a new central
entrance examination coming up in 2021 (MEXT, 2017), it will be interesting to see, how cram schools
react to these changes — or if anything substantial changes at all. In an uncertain situation, new
connections between actors are made, people have to be notified of changes, and thus positions have
to be argued for; it is in situations like these where investigating them makes most sense, especially

as an ant.

97



Last reflexion

With this last reflexion | am concluding the work. You might wonder why | bothered to write these or
question their usefulness in the thesis. That is quite alright, since their goal was not really to be ‘useful’
for the arguments; they might actually seem like doing the opposite. Besides the reasons | gave at the
end of chapter two, writing “reflections” was something that we did quite frequently during the STS
programme. They were usually texts that we wrote more for ourselves than for the course, and which
should make us think about what we learned in the course of the class. | wanted to include them in the
thesis to take some of the lessons that we learned and ‘apply’ them in a situation where | have not
seen them before. As | mentioned when writing about the Haraway (1988) paper, one of the early
central goals of STS has been to show that the (mostly experimental) practices of the natural sciences
and the representations of results look very differently. This holds also for the rest of the scholarly work
(or all the “Wissenschaften” —in German this distinction between natural and social sciences is not so
explicated). What social scientists publish afterwards does not simply reflect how they researched
things. | am not saying that publications should become faithful reports of research activities, but that
they tend to report findings in a way that make them appear more absolute than they are. | think that
leaving some uncertainty in them makes them not only more interesting, but also more faithful to the
messiness of human activities.

In that way, the inclusion of these reflexions should be understood as an experiment to put the end-
result of the thesis closer to its process of production (or maybe make it only appear so?). For people
who have already published papers and written theses, it might seem self-evident that the written
account and the work going into it are by no means equal (or even similar). But the same argument
has also been made for the lab studies — no scientist (or at least STS people said so) would argue that
what they wrote in papers was really what they did. Nonetheless, getting insights into how laboratories
worked proved useful — especially for people not frequently there. Maybe these reflexions will be useful

in a similar way. Thank you for reading them.

98



Literature list

Albrecht, Y. (2016). Forschen als Spiel? Kreative Facetten innerhalb des zirkularen
Forschungsprozesses mit der GTM und die Moglichkeit der Innovation mittels Abduktion und
dem Serendipity-Prinzip. In C. Equit, & C. Hohage (Eds.) Handbuch Grounded Theory: von der
Methodologie zur Forschungspraxis (pp. 240—256). Weinheim, Basel: Beltz Juventa.

Aspinall, R. W. (2013). International education policy in Japan in an age of globalisation and risk.
Leiden: Global Oriental.

Bergerson, A. A. (2010). College choice and access to college: Moving policy, research and practice to
the 21st century, ASHE Higher Education Report, 35(4), 1—141.

Bjork, C. (2016). High-stakes schooling: What we can learn from Japan’s experiences with testing,
accountability, and educations reform. Chicago, London: University of Chicago Press.

Bloor, D. (1991 [1976]). The Strong Programme in the Sociology of Knowledge. In Knowledge and
Social Imagery (pp. 3—23). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Brankovic, J., Ringel, L., & Werron, T. (2018). How rankings produce competition: the case of global
university rankings. Zeitschrift Fiir Soziologie, 47(4), 270—288.

Breaden, J. (2013). The organisational dynamics of university reform in Japan. International inside
out. London, New York: Routledge.

Burri, R. V., & Dumit, J. (2008). Social studies of scientific imaging and visualization. In E. J. Hackett,
0. Amsterdamska, M. Lynch & J. Wajcman (Eds.) The Handbook of Science and Technology
Studies (3. ed.) (pp. 297-317). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Burrows, R. (2012). Living with the h-index? Metric assemblages in the contemporary academy. The
Sociological Review, 60(2), 355—372.

Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through qualitative analysis (2.

ed.). London: Sage Publications.

99



Callon, M. (1986). Some elements of a sociology of translation: domestication of the scallops and the
fishermen of St Brieuc Bay. In J. Law (Ed.), Power, action and belief: A new sociology of
knowledge (pp. 196—233)? London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Callon, M., & Latour, B. (1992). Don’t Throw the Baby Out with the Bath School! A Reply to Collins
and Yearley. In A. Pickering (Ed.), Science as practice and culture (pp. 343—368). Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Collins, H. M. (1981). Son of seven sexes: The social destruction of a physical phenomenon. Social
Studies of Science, 11(1), 33—62.

Collins, H. M., & Yearley, S. (1992a). Epistemological Chicken. In A. Pickering (Ed.), Science as practice
and culture (pp. 301—326). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

---- (1992b). Journey into Space. In A. Pickering (Ed.), Science as practice and culture (pp. 369—
389). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Czarniawska, B. (2004). Narratives in social science research. London: Sage Publications.

Dahler-Larsen, P. (2012). The evaluation society. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Dearden, J. A., Grewal, R., & Lilien, G. L. (2019). Strategic manipulation of university rankings, the
prestige effect, and student university choice. Journal of Marketing Research, 56(4), 691-707.

Drewes, T., & Michael, C. (2006). How do students choose a university?: An analysis of applications
to universities in Ontario, Canada. Research in Higher Education, 47(7), 781-800.

Espeland, W. N., & Sauder, M. (2007). Rankings and reactivity: how public measures recreate social
worlds. American Journal of Sociology, 113(1), 1—A40.

Fochler, M., & de Rijcke, S. (2017). Implicated in the Indicator Game? An Experimental Debate.
Engaging Science, Technology, and Society, 3, 21—40.

Fochler, M., Felt, U., & Miiller, R. (2016). Unsustainable Growth, Hyper-Competition, and Worth in
Life Science Research: Narrowing Evaluative Repertoires in Doctoral and Postdoctoral Scientists’

Work and Lives. Minerva, 54(2), 175—200.

100



Flick, U. (2000). Qualitative Forschung: Theorie, Methoden, Anwendung in Psychologie und
Sozialwissenschaften (5. ed.) (= Rowohlts Enzyklopadie; 55546). Reinbeck bei Hamburg:
Rowohlt-Taschenbuch.

Friese, S. (2016). Grounded Theory -Computergestiitzt und umgesetzt mit ATLAS.ti. Der Computer
gehort fir mich mit dazu. In C. Equit, & C. Hohage (Eds.) Handbuch Grounded Theory: Von der
Methodologie zur Forschungspraxis (pp. 483—507). Weinheim, Basel: Beltz Juventa.

Furukawa, T., Shirakawa, N., & Okuwada, K. (2013). An empirical study of graduate student mobility
underpinning research universities. Higher Education, 66(1), 17-37.

Galison, P. (1998). Judgement against objectivity. In C. A. Jones & p. Galison (Eds.), Picturing Science,
Producing Art (pp. 327—359). London, New York: Routledge.

Garfield. E. (1973). Which journals attract the most frequently cited articles? Here’s a list of the top
fifteen. Essays of an Information Scientist, 1, 485—486.

Gieryn, T. (1995). Boundaries of Science. In S. Jasanoff, G. Markle, J. Petersen, T. Pinch (Eds.), The
Handbook of Science and Technology Studies (pp. 393—443). London: Sage Publications.

Goodman, R., & Oka, C. (2018). The invention, gaming, and persistence of the hensachi
(‘standardised rank score’) in Japanese education. Oxford Review of Education, 44(5), 581—598.

Gross, P. R., & Levitt, N. (1994). Higher Superstition: The Academic Left and its Quarrels with Science.
Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press.

Gross, P. R., Levitt, N., & Lewis, M. W. (Eds.) (1996). The Flight from Science and Reason. Baltimore:
John Hopkins University Press.

Hammarfelt, B., de Rijcke, S., & Wouters, P. (2017). From Eminent Men to Excellent Universities:
University Rankings as Calculative Devices. Minerva, 55(4), 391—411.

Hammersley, M. & Atkinson, P. (2007). Oral accounts and the role of interviewing. In Ethnography:
Principles in practice (2. ed.) (pp. 97—120). London, New York: Routledge.

Haraway, D. (1988). Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege of

partial perspective. Feminist Studies, 14(3), 575—599.

101



Hayashi, S. (2009). Ylsht na daigaku to ha nani ka: atarashii daigaku ranking hoshiki no kensaku
(Identifying excellent universities in Japan: In search of a new ranking system). Aoyama keiei
ronshd, 43(4), 1-38.

Hazelkorn, E. (2015). Rankings and the reshaping of higher education: The battle for world-class
excellence (2. ed.). Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Heywood, P. (2017). Ontological Turn, The. In F. Stein, S. Lazar, M. Candea, H. Diemberger, J. Robbins,
A. Sanchez & R. Stasch (Eds.), The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Anthropology.

http://doi.org/10.29164/170ontology

Hilgartner, S. (1997). The Sokal Affair in Context. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 22(4), 506 —
522.

Hirsch, J. E. (2005). An index to quantify an individual’s scientific research output. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences in the United States of America, 102(46), 16569—16572.

Hohage, C. (2016). Kathy Charmaz’ konstruktivistische Erneuerung der Grounded Theory. In C. Equit,
& C. Hohage (Eds.) Handbuch Grounded Theory: Von der Methodologie zur Forschungspraxis
(pp. 108—125). Weinheim, Basel: Beltz Juventa.

Holbraad, M. & Pedersen, M. A. (2017). The ontological turn: An anthropological exposition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Horstschraer, J. (2012). University rankings in action? The importance of rankings and an excellence
competition for university choice of high-ability students. Economics of Education Review, 31(6),
1162-1176.

Hou, A. Y.-C., Morse, R., & Shao, Y. E. (2012). Is there a gap between students’ preference and
university presidents’ concern over college ranking indicators?: A case study of “College
Navigator in Taiwan.” Higher Education, 64(6), 767—-787.

Irwin, A. (2017). If the Indicator Game is the Answer, Then What is the Question? Engaging Science,

Technology, and Society, 3, 64—72.

102


http://doi.org/10.29164/17ontology

Ishikawa, M. (2009). University Rankings, Global Models, and Emerging Hegemony: Critical Analysis
from Japan. Journal of Studies in International Education, 13(2), 159—173.

Jasanoff, S. (1999). Book Review: A House Built on Sand: Exposing Postmodernist Myths about
Science. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 24(4), 495—500.

---- (2004). Ordering knowledge, ordering society. In S. Jasanoff (Ed.), States of knowledge: The co-
production of science and social order (pp. 13—45). London, New York: Routledge

Jons, H., & Hoyler, M. (2013). Global geographies of higher education: The perspective of world
university rankings. Geoforum, 46, 45—59.

Johnson, J. (Latour, B.) (1988). Mixing Humans and Nonhumans Together: The Sociology of a Door-
Closer. Social Problems, 35(3), 298—310.

Kariya, T. (20  16). Understanding structural changes in inequality in Japanese education: From
selection to choice. In D. Chiavacci, & C. Hommerich (Eds.) Social inequality in post-growth
Japan: Transformation during economic and demographic stagnation (pp. 149—165). London,
New York: Routledge.

Keller, R., & Poferl, A. (2016). Epistemic cultures in sociology between individual inspiration and
legitimization by procedure: Developments of qualitative and interpretive research in German
and French sociology since the 1960s. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, 17(1).

Kinmonth, E. H. (2014). Edited by Ikuo AMANO. The Origins of Japanese Credentialism. Educational
Studies in Japan, 8, 163—164.

Latour, B. (1987). Science in action: How to follow scientists and engineers through society.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press

---- (1991). Technology is Society Made Durable. In J. Law (Ed.), A Sociology of Monsters: Essays on
Power, Technology and Domination (pp. 103—132). London, New York: Routledge.

---- (1999). Pandora’s hope: Essays on the reality of science studies. Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

103



---- (2004). Why has critique run out of steam? From matters of fact to matters of concern. Critical
Inquiry, 30(2), 225—48.

---- (2005). Reassembling the social: An introduction to actor-network-theory. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Latour, B., & Woolgar S. (1986). Laboratory Life: The Construction of Scientific Facts (2. ed.).
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Law, J. (1986). On the Methods of Long-Distance Control: Vessels, Navigation and the Portuguese
Route to India. In J. Law (Ed.), Power, action and belief: A new sociology of knowledge (pp.
234—263)? London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

---- (2004). After Method: Mess in social science research. London, New York: Routledge.

---- (2009). Actor Network Theory and Material Semiotics. In B. Turner (Ed.) The New Blackwell
Companion to Social Theory (pp. 141—158). Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Lesch, V. B. (2018). Kokoshlshokushido no shakaigaku: ‘Nihongata’ ikd o saiko suru (Sociology of
senior high school job placement guidance: reconsideration of the ‘Japanese type’ transition).
Social Science Japan Journal, 21(1), 161—163.

Luca, M., & Smith, J. (2013). Salience in quality disclosure: Evidence from the U.S. News college
rankings. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 22(1), 58—77.

Luhmann, N. (1997). Die Gesellschaftstheorie der Soziologie. In Die Gesellschaft der Gesellschaft (pp.
16—35). Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

McVeigh, B. J. (2002). Japanese higher education as myth. London, New York: Routledge.

MEXT (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology) (2017). Daigaku nyiigaku
kyétsd tesuto jisshi hoshin (Plan for the realisation of the common test for university
admission). Published in 2017-10 at:

http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/koutou/koudai/detail/1397731.htm.

Michael, M. (2017). On Some Post-ANTs. In Actor-Network theory: Trials, Trails and Translations (pp.

115—138). London: Sage Publications.

104


http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/koutou/koudai/detail/1397731.htm

Moed, H. F., van Leeuwen, Th. N., & Reedijk, J. (1996). A critical analysis of the journal impact factors
of Angewandte Chemie and the Journal of the American Chemical Society — Inaccuracies in
published impact factors based on overall citations only. Scientometrics, 37(1), 105—116.

Mol, A. (1999). Ontological Politics: A word and some questions. In J. Law, & J. Hassard (Eds.), Actor
Network theory and after (pp. 74—89). Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Mulkay, M. (1988). Don Quixote’s double: A self-exemplifying text. In S. Woolgar (Ed.), Knowledge
and Reflexivity: New Frontiers in the Sociology of Knowledge (pp. 81—100). London: Sage
Publications.

Nakai, K. (2007). Daigaku nydshi no sengoshi: juken jigoku kara zennyd jidai e (A post-war history of
university admission: From the examination hell to the era of declining enroliment). Tokyo:
Chao Koron Shinsha.

Okada, A. (20 16). Political discourse and education reforms concerning “equality of educational
opportunity”. In D. Chiavacci, & C. Hommerich (Eds.) Social inequality in post-growth Japan:
Transformation during economic and demographic stagnation (pp. 166—175). London, New
York: Routledge.

Paulus, T. M., Lester, J. N., & Dempster, P. G. (2014). Transcribing audio and video data. In Digital
tools in qualitative research (pp. 93—113). London: Sage Publications.

Peterson, D. (2016). The baby factory: Difficult research objects, disciplinary standards, and the
production of statistical significance. Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World, 2, 1—
10.

Pickering, A. (2017). The ontological turn: Taking different worlds seriously. Social Analysis, 61(2),
134—150.

Porter, T. M. (1995). Trust in numbers: The pursuit of objectivity in science and public life. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Rosenthal, G. (2015). Interpretative Sozialforschung: Eine Einfiihrung (5. ed.). Weinheim, Basel: Beltz

Juventa.

105



Roesgaard, M. H. (2006). Japanese education and the cram school business: Functions, challenges
and perspectives of the juku. Copenhagen: NiAS Press.

Ross, A. (Ed.) (1996). Science Wars. Durham: Duke University Press.

Roulston, K. J. (2010). Asking questions and individual interviews. In Reflective interviewing: A guide
to theory and practice (pp. 9—32). London: Sage Publications.

Saldafia, J. (2011). A survey of qualitative data analytic methods. In Fundamentals of qualitative
research (pp. 89—138). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Shore, C., & Wright, S. (2000). Coercive accountability: the rise of audit culture in higher education.
In M. Strathern (Ed.), Audit Cultures: Anthropological Studies in Accountability, Ethics and the
Academy (pp. 58—89). London, New York: Routledge.

Silverman, D. (2006). Interviews. In Interpreting qualitative data: Methods for analyzing talk, text
and interaction (pp. 109—149). London: Sage Publications.

Sokal, A. D. (1996a). Transgressing the Boundaries: Toward a Transformative Hermeneutics of
Quantum Gravity. Social Text, 46/477%, 217—252.

----  (1996b). A physicist experiments with Cultural Studies. Lingua Franca, May/June, 62—64.

Star, S. L., & Ruhleder, K. (1996). Steps toward an ecology of infrastructure: design and access for
large information spaces. Information Systems Research, 7(1), 111—134.

Stevenson, D. L., & Baker, D. P. (1992). Shadow education and allocation in formal schooling:
transition to university in Japan. American Journal of Sociology, 97(6), 1639—1657.

Stipek, D. (2011). Education is not a race. Science, 332(6037), 1481-1481

Strathern, M. (2000). The Tyranny of Transparency. British Educational Research Journal, 26(3),
309—321.

Sugimoto, Y. (2014). An Introduction to Japanese Society (4. ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

"1 This is the double-issue of Social Text on which (Ross, 1996) is based, but Sokal’s article was (obviously) not
included in the edited volume.

106



Tan, Y. S., & Goh, S. K. (2014). International students, academic publications and world university
rankings: The impact of globalisation and responses of a Malaysian public university. Higher
Education, 68(4), 489-502.

Tavory, |., & Timmermans, S. (2014). Abductive analysis: Theorizing qualitative research. Chicago,
London: University of Chicago Press.

Woolgar, S. (Ed.) (1988a). Knowledge and Reflexivity: New Frontiers in the Sociology of Knowledge.
London: Sage Publications.

---- (1988b). Reflexivity is the ethnographer of the text. In S. Woolgar (Ed.), Knowledge and
Reflexivity: New Frontiers in the Sociology of Knowledge (pp. 14-36). London: Sage Publications.

---- (1991). Beyond the citation debate: towards a sociology of measurement technologies and their
use in science policy. Science and Public Policy, 18(5), 319—326.

---- (1992). Some Remarks about Positionism: A Reply to Collins and Yearley. In A. Pickering (Ed.),
Science as practice and culture (pp. 327—342). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wouters, P. (2014). The citation: from culture to infrastructure. In B. Cronin & C. R. Sugimoto (Eds.),
Beyond bibliometrics: Harnessing multidimensional indicators of scholarly impact (pp. 47—66).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Yoneyama, S. (1999). The Japanese high school: Silence and resistance. London, New York:
Routledge.

Yonezawa, A., Nakatsui, I., & Kobayashi, T. (2002). University Rankings in Japan. Higher Education in
Europe, 27(4), 373—382.

Zeng, K. (1999). Dragon gate: Competitive examinations and their consequences. London, New York:

Cassell.

107



Appendix A: quotes in Japanese’?

P1 (2" year undergraduate, private university):

ZZE, HERTIE, W, RZELTERVE DD 5, R¥ 4 F4E, 4 FLERFIITH

Tk, brAd LRI TE v, (1:1)

NICXBA7ZTE, BRZTHCNE. Th [HEBHEVRTT] Lwv) NiFARHIC
Zrb, Tevz—#BLEVHABRLIZIEEA] LI ADVIL, ZhZEhEFET
b, LTS IAT S, BAES I . REBEZ2 T T NI A 300740 I 020 o 7z

D35, (1:24)

HHEA &7, &, JLHRERY:, BALRF:, BERY, Al EARE, FHEIRE, RIORE,

FMKREDIHFE KR AT, 2hpFE, [HWwR] o TEZL5? 2T, 2x2&, (1:36)

72, TERICAS7Z26HF D VnKFZICANGZ W] &, [ZobDE ZDEKITA-T:

Lo ZIHDWWKRFEANDE DD | &h, ZHFEOEELLE, FAXTIEW5, (1:56)

T, FNa 2 IADREICE, HTAFTFE, L 2ic, LeHlziE®rod 3
RE. Z20H3BEITA VUTORZDEFETH 72605 F0fkEH, Rzt Lo

Abwoh, TlxIA, $2L0HDIF, o ZHHARTILSHBIT LT, (1:62)

I Ao TRICH, BRICEMIELZELTH, ZORFEDI VXV I BHEH0, £, 9724,

H2FDT74VICUTFTehE, [FAOREIIND FEAX] o T, (1:63)

I K¥ETHBT 2R E NS 2 & ?

Pl: 22 &, BHOWWADRANSLKFE-TZ &, (1:70)

T, TF, EBEZOEKIFETLVDL L, RIEIICZ DHERMEZE > TWwH DIFWIE - T,

ZOWVIORFICRATE, ZCICHKEKA D o720 b F, [ZORFHEFERAICITELZVWATT

72 The original quotes will appear in numerical order, not by order of appearance. The first number refers to the
interviewee (P1, P2 ...), the second to the number that the quote has in ATLAS.ti. Only quotes appearing in the
thesis are included.
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FE] o TwIDEFE-T, Lizb, T [Z0NERERT, BFALR] twHiDidEbh
T, THRAFFE, 22, Ak, A, BLTT, THHAEGELTICKS &, ZARICET:
IV, HEFELECEDZTNIE, ToZ 58RI b A, LWwIHGEL ZED
LEWVT, o TAE, VL OPZDREERZIT ST I EADHLIHIELTVWT, 2 TDRST,
AT, EWHDIEFE, LD TnT, #id, AEXERZvnZOommmhb, [EX
VEoleb, TINVWALRRV] &2 mmh, [FAVZEoL, SZEVWALSR
W] Lo TnIDIEESHD, TTLARBMOREWIELEELE 57200, L{HloTHTWANASE

HED T L T (1:74-76)

(%) BRATEAI ?2 TCHERNAT > bICRTRE¥ERZA A b2 LB T Y,

W, JAe £ IH7ER, (1:104)

Friczmv, 0. HY 2x0ic, FA7id. (1:119)

B2 B2 ODBEHERAE, Fo 9, FALOKRZIF, THhmmh, 292, ZOKFELRD
5. AfElX. TOET LD, MOBEEL S TEIBEIAELL, BRATHI Dk, ©. &
W, EBLueb, BV zolion, [TRERZAFHETHONEEATLZ] L) DiFFA
SERZETIE AR, e, (1:120)

I, EERTE, EIE, brobtESEIRESITE, mhm, (1:121)

P2 (PhD student, private university (national university during undergraduate)):

Z9 %95, TR ITFRANCLEZARITE, BRI FELEDRFICZERL-FHX, £HFE VD
FEZTIC, BADPHBDORENICED, hAbGHo7. A, BHORESITITIT 3 K¥ % #

MICEZ 72T IRAT B2 LI oT, (2:5)

ZAER, TAMBS 1EHFZD, TAIBH-T, ZOEFROT A L% T, ZD
ZEOHA - HRKOTFA P e wi0lk, $HICR, HiZ, fAI2xHIZ 1 2R\ HWICe > T,
TEZNFHAFOFPERFLT A P%2ZIT T, ZNLTEZOHSDL_RABRENSH 0D &
YD, ETVvF VIRV TIFE ] BEH, POV TuREPOLHLIL, 2D

109



[FRIBZITCLEI V] 5o TWITAMNEHLEARTZD, HRDOBETRI 50 L9

RONBRDO7, (2:25-28)

EHHZD, DT ITVLRABEOKRAIOIE, 2055, ZOREBHE L L T5HE
NHBEANE, PoE VR ZES L5 1ChoTh, Wb, X HRTFEHL VR,
ERHRELTH, ZORHEBPRLVEENDL B o0, dIEEEIND L, TEHRARYICKY
LRLVDEWRFEEZRE o726, dIRHIFE T THER LD LT E, 51kZ 5

TH 7\, (2:63)

BADPRIEOHRE 5726, ZDHRAP, TTVBLRXRALDT VIV ITOEWRKRERTAIT L,
X726, BIrTFICBADPRT, I§92ELTAABT 2292 TT (%) . HELe., bro
EEZONRPoTE, SiEZ IV NiES v, I A, HEERRLS T, FT0WHEESTE

208, ZOMHREED X B V. SHVEZN, (2:67)

ZI70, Zhb, BiZokb, ZORMICAZ DI, LXVDEWRAICRIFZEES

FE, SIEZED, TDORFICADZERZDT—NICIR>TBHT L%\, (2:68)

FOBICTESITH | o THIHI IV 2b, FCORFICABDZLAKRIEHEICR-TEY T
b0 b AoThL, () ( L7 T, THRELTHILL, RTIEHIELTE RN

e ZND T o I % VEIE, (2:69)

TZDRFOFOMERIEEL o720, oIV ZDHIBREMEITITEZADBAL R &,
Lol ZDOKRFOMBITZ D, ZDOANFRZEIFTERVL, FENBHRVWERS L, T
ZORFICEATLRICH, ED Lo THR2 TN ZDZDORFOIMFEL_VvE LIFE L
FTERWVEEI 2L, RolERFABRDO L XABHOMIE L HIFFEONBHEL WL Lo 1ED

ZD, ZZICADT2DDT AP HHEELL TEIMLELD D L, (2:94)
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RAPHARDRFZFIAZ DL (T, LA T LilERE AW, (R) RA, TAY
AeHI—m y NORFEFAZDEE L ZARICHLL BV ITE, Ao THLR T 2T 50w

S XGRS 3 A7z 7R, (2:103)

TYXZRIEDLIDB LI, IURTE272FE, dHEIC]1 o\ HWBLBREToThRD >
T (%) . 2F o LA TT, 4 FEM. 4 FH. 4 F7->TH EHELL A>T (%) .

(2:106)

THZIWVnH T L, KIRKRHIE, o253 XRTH, ZFICHEFETEAVSE L, - THFAIL

CH

7Folzb, XHRTH, $TWITRLAWVEWITRWL, ToZ IKRFICL-oTEARE) LR
IR, PRARRKFEL >N R HARLMBLAVELFDZLES L, hmm,
(2:111)

P3 (3rd year undergraduate, national university):

P3: 2z ¢, ¥EAANCE-oTHEI LESITFE, EoEHIEEw - K 3 FERDI B
DM D 2 FRNIEHE I AR OB T, I TC mED 1FRFBIGE> T, 25 727ad
5. Wi oiET (B) 2D, ZATHIDHEAR, LIZF¥—ZRZAALL$HT, 20w
> 7- HE=E T2 bl E ©— NCfhif L <7z,

Lmhh, ZO#E@E L3, b I RADPARAR LD,

P3: 295, AA%D 95, RHIT 100 X—k v FZEEH, 90 X—=225 100 =< H W0 9

ARATREITL . (3:6-7)

Hb, Kbz, b5%dZDRAMEBAKRFAR, . broFwHEWTE, £iEDdH
VPR B WFIE o000, MMAALLRAR LWL, TERDIFL 21TV Z I VI 4E

FEr=HIEo2 V20, PEAVBR (FHE) bEV, b, 5B, (3:23)

hm, ZEAZDOHEMNRDDLD b eo1X) 2D, HARTEEZ T CIFEOEZHNnIC

oY, FARMBRFAFEL e, 2RI FEERHL, fIzE n—vih K
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TR

S eh HED L, DFIcr—VED 2, RolXV 2Dl LB DL S

=

/!

b, TmEAFREIIRELND, HARIZ, (3:43)

HBTE, HobePhhv, A, T, BRAPD L2 BNBRATITE, Aol&iTn,

ICANAICEING, HEICAZDHBEZ T2, 06, $HFEVHEREL Vv, (3:54)

Z5%9. T VEELRTIA VDI, () Dk, bhrbAFE, —RARKTHE

J &, (3:58)

2o, ZORTEPL, REBEOFED>BH LICLL T, BHMEL CTA3RTH, WeTHZ

DHADHBZHETHEDL R VEIH O AR TR L v Wik, ZABK0E- 724, (3:73)

I . & 2REEUIND,

P3: RAMC O WL 2 aWndie, fRAMELE T HAL, RAMBL2EEL 2V, HIZIE, Hn
OB DHIZIE, W o720, RIRKRELEFI o720 22, BIVREEELC AL &
ez, BABRAMECTL2EE LR T TANDRIERICHATDRAMEL £, Hwe& <

N, 69 L2, 70 &h, TENTDH, RALRBALD S Alz\nizn, (3:74)

H, b X, EB-oTHRVE X, BV 3ERAT-ZHEI LEBS, 25%95. Bad
2bEEL VoIS L, (B E2bdbniEE R~ L, 50 - RonAH

BL2r0wZnhr o, WolXWAREGHA T, WEATZ W, (3:95)

RZfE, A TRA I, ZORHREMED BN oY AL L RO R IZ 6, AFT
2FETRAALLRT VIV E, TAZELTHEL 5o Thrbo TRLZT L, #ET
HEARBAECREZD D, B3I ATLERREEARICAATD, WWERITE 5720, v
LI ANN DG, o TWHIFTITnDHH b, (3:97)

b, AHEA, BHREARYKICT A ) A LHEHT, 7AYo TA2DDH 2 fliifi721F &
EETIORHLVL o TIKEDLNE L vA, &LH7E, HRATEBEAYLTLE 2

08—, 99X —BARBETE L, HEDET, G, b {be, (3:98)
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Lhm, UeTh, FIZITHICZ I ) RACHBLAENEZFLLTEREDH S ?

P3:F. 5. LH2A7ZTE, ZABRICELREHIrNEZVDEDL, W HLTHIED T B1H
BT MBI OV T LEEAL] 2T HIDED b 2IEOWT, L X H2ITFE (&
) o HEVELIHE, RAPEDPRARVL, T2 6L b, A, &, b, bhrb

fos BEILD LN WL, OER, (3:99)

HlziE., D95mmh, TENH AL >TIELIEL T L. RIBEL 2, KEEZFIZIE. »
W CTIRET D L. 9. HRKOKRFETHETH LI Leh\nd, ZDL e, F0X0T
AR & A TRICHHIR 5 T, YARICEFTYL, EEAANR VL, 25, FETZ 4L Z—o5 T

AT E, FNICHIonh 5 L) BRAMMEE 25, (3:114)

HHE, BEC+hunk, @HICENS LB, RARKR?EIRIALSL I, REMERA
e ) oFeb—s b, UHITRDZAL SR WV? (B) HEITE o2 bR L H
HHFITF L b b v, AT, RYICERAFEAEDHNIO— L ED N fRAEE TR

ToEHh o, KELD, RMEfR Ve, ZEARKREILZEEE S, (3:121-122)

(%) FlE [RETRE-DVMERTE2F—| o TRDOZFITTOAWVWERS, FAKRIC,

(3:130)

P4 (finished undergraduate, local university):

T, ®21F0 2 DFFHIKT—F 7\ - LRV WTATEIRIC A Ty fifild—F e &
B o T S RIS A o T, 4 i O —FIHD W WA ER, T, FAIEE 1 OWREfiEE
3 720k AZTE, 2R ERMMONENES . RUEKRELITE, hmm, MoEAE
ZZ L, @R HED 2 FMFE TT. K3 FETKDZNRRTL LD, 2 F4ED S BT
B 3 AL TCOWMDA ) * 27 LN AL — FTROLE T, 3 FAEDKT 1
FERIZERERZ T T ROEKRITZARIC, ZORFZILCARTAD v oT0) A4
bbb, HD, 5 3 22505, 3ERPTTRo7z2b, TTLAY—FiIkW

oK WL, HEORDRANES L, AL, HIKAOFEL »», Z0EIRRE ST, T,
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GBSO NIZ, 1ZEAEDIRIEEE., 9 EI/FLRAICE-THE? 2 T8, AogEIRITE

A DEYVRIAToTEINB R D o7 RFEZZTDNBZZARICE L ah o7, (4:5)

T, FARZ AR ICHE, s, ML 2 Ao L. £ OHREAEET 2RI R AT &
TWeBoThhrolhb, b, F0Hk - K THEDoTED, BRADPRFEICITLD
bV arolrb, 2O [AVEKRT—EBGMELZ vk ] LBoT, ©LARA
B, fERIE B BRI Z Do B, ZOUE R T, ToWAREZ S CHEHFELE
R T, 2 bHnt C AGEIRAEERHZE EBoT, o b RBODH B, W5 —niEhes
Wn7r] o T T, THORVZEFEEIE VWAL LB 2T, 2oRFEL 25 5 > TH
2T, HAWRZNTTE 2L oT, PoTZIVIZENT, BAZRETF L, FAZICTT 72,

HERE > Toe- (4:14)

DAy TRADEALITIZ O, FAZDOERD ANA a = E e, EH, DN EBRIC AN D o 72 Nz
HboTWIHIAA=URH D, I20b, ANLEL THEVIEDTA- A, Zd % D EKICRE,
A 9. Ay DIMERICANDIZEDY I H 75 T, FAL L BRI D e b5 725 Tv )
ANDAA=IY DB EDL, ZLTILIKENT TAFEDEOL L, RARNIICITE 720,
(4:15)

T, ZAEFZ DR CEAICANT, THRIEAFEI -, AIeonze LTd, AO
EPHEEARI D ITMAR - v 2 =B TARIEIE I P, HREAFHIA L EE S,

AO L HEEIZ R ZDRETHEI TR ZNE, TA T 2D LR b, (4:23)

THORD 7 7 ADHEEFTIARAO TTIWTEXBZ LB =200, [ 72nw] o TE-
Tol, 203wy T —va VOEFEL AT TWF o T NT, HEL2rTI

Lo TNT, Al ZDHETRERDL 7] 2T, (4:24)

P4: b7 AL Z DFFEDREPREDTH TT T VE ST ETAIICIE, wt, SVWETHEZ
T30 [, BHib, NMERHEREERAZ X, 2!l ] (&) [&iird s AT

DICORBODHE L, W LR TES, HRICVWI LR TEIAL>T, Ehbdz,
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IR D BEEETEEDITERIE DV VA HICAL R E 2 AL R, WHRHICAS
DIV RFEICAL R E 2, WOKREALZLEDICITL Y X2 —HBICEV AL E 20T
BRWATE, | ARz EEE->TT, (B)

LAYBICE->TH, Z90nH ?

PL:EoClze 52T, $TTWVWHZ TS, ZHNIFHRBOREDORF > Tz,

[ %55 C ? 2 HAGE T

P4: 2 2. AARGET, ZONIFEEFERL R\ D A, (4:25-26)

THRIEAO TA- T, —29 L 7DD, Eih, DT TOEFL TRAR N < T,
THR Y — RGBT v 2 —BRO FE L RED 2 KO FE T A - AT, H 518
BN E AL AN W2 6, CRICABEBRERIAHZ o e b HeEH—FKH
HINTC, CHEBRIEMBEBERAD L SABLALRALYED 2R TE LA o7,
(4:29)

NICEND EH R o7, TH, [HHA0 L AOHE L —HDEFZNZ] > TWIHD
FRABE>TT, RAKRE VI A, FRIC AO L fiEEIc Ao 72 A7z 9 Bliiic 2 5 5 -

Tizo BO72HT, DD ro b EROREBENRTE R L2 E->T, (4:32)

Z i ZNE X OEFRDBDS 5, FRITEDPICB>TEHRRZ— HaTHAETE- 72
Uo7 T, ZoilEFE B BPREEBIICICS Do BRADZ 50 I WD AREE L 5,
IND—DOPRLDRET VF VT, ZDORDRE - B, BV ¥ —F L e eERARAME 7
vE VI, O—ERBBADPR OV hA»DH o, MioTholtrb, #R. 754

TR 72 BT E, ZOHEDRNIICH > TH o7, (4:55-56)

L, RYHEN TR, EARNicaforHoaEr, BEIERICRY HEIhs o L,

B, EEICK B LRI TE, FICHOFEFEDRENRZ I VI B EZ o700, 3

nll

DT A MIERR > T, BEEE, THIrDREIE, icEE e 2 EBIICT
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AL EDHoTFE, THXNITRVEINGD o700, ZNIEFBFADTRELZNITPDL
ol 2FE, TERILEICI-oTES RS, (4:77)

P5 (3rd year undergraduate (natural science programme), local university):

HBHDH, A, 22, TXABRICHRORITE, BB L hwh b, RA»HAKRITA
SEEVRBo T, IZEFABICEEED ob 2@ T, RYIC, FITWEW», T OEIT
2TV DIATIFIE, ERYIEFDEGDLEISO 0w, OBRICEDIZDH, $LVHRT

EZ > T 9 £ (5:6)

A A W IE 72 SAEBD AR T TA S o0 T, AO 1372 A0 PR 27z, f#iifl. %
NN 2 OEKOBEIZZABICEEL % T, B TP -2 DFEHEHL »
MLz D, T4 x=ted, 2, BEPRCKALT> T, RAPFEBRE LY LT,
HIPLE—FE2FNY LT, ZORBELE P, 2. b, brothmm, #EL D

EHIDD, AO > TWIHI AL x> & PREABAZVAKL, (5:11)

L7b, EikOHOHBIOHRENZD 10 HICh bk Ad [ 2D A0 - TR T CTH7z b |
S>T [FXL VI LThEL] 2T, HOERX T NErb, [H, Le, PoTHII ]

EBST, ZDTVLE YT =2 aviprkRolbERALZo720b, [H, Polzia
—] o THbo7(5E), [Rozta—] o TEL T, AlLz, »7r. (B ZARKL,

(5:19)

Lo VREHRD R VIZ I DI, ErbRABFTITE R L Z T L, &YITE %
AV 720 TS TTH, ZALZAMEGHICED R T, RAKEA S, WiEd 28HH %
BLTC, FANLICT R0 AD L 0hTR, 72006, KEL VI H, TEEREZ T L,

WET2HEFOREB L WER S, EZDIE ) D, FNIEKEDLD, (5:34)

TRAD, PIRIICHED RV, [TV ADWBITE, BRAD, DYLDERTE 27206, N
DERIZ., TTBEOR—APBE N, 2L, RAirery2—3E»x 1 HARARTE. *

D1IAFTIRAP. YAV X - HED, HOM?2 T A NNEEZ KDL LRP o720 T 50,
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v 2 —dBRICHICADR VDL TS 2006, EhrOHAL, EROBIRILRA D,

EE LD A, @72 T TR 2 NIFAERED 7 hr o 72 5275, (5:40)

THRLE DL, TTVR—ADBEDR 20T 3056, FERICITRRWAD %o TH

o BTV, (5:42)

HoH, BROMER? 228, FolwiddA, &, 2ETRL, Sb AL L FAITH %
NTT, BZiFzz e, RFHRINELRAZTE, MRNECTEBRUHE, M7 X%
5 %8k EEE - T gh - AL s TS o T, £D F— XD RF500 A 100

200 51200 51 100 £ 100 5D 5 ZRID HE T, AN ITRE 5, (5:46)

Zo7En. 2wyl hEIcd A, Pl 2072 M 2T EdAs] -
TS FRAV VL D, Eh b, 2Rk EDRE>TT, [BIFAQALRITTHED

EYTTD] o THhAED - (5:64)

EH. AV 72 ADBL TN, BIZITAEABRREDIZ) BAALRAY I2wuh b, ZOf 2%
50 AL AZeve 2I2 500 NGB KD T200, 299520V brol, A

D6 R> T, REMIZER-720. T507%, (5:76)

Th, FARIC, WEMSHE? 2 13ZboRvrb, BARKFEDIZ B o1E0 . ko
I W o TV I 278, RADPKEDLHITRADLED 2D T 5o T IR L 72\ o TR
ST, TOBICAY 2o ThAD, MEHLZE X, [P5 TF, BEHVWLET] -
THLEEiIC, HlziE, 2oL BRI OKRFEL 2, BN pEFENTEFIE, &0

HrTBoTFoT, [Lw 2 RAEBEK TRl o TEbNB T L (577)

hmm, A, AP, KEEFZANEDEKRA TV HARELRD > T, (&) ZhiEX
BRPEDFE S e LRDANFARBICHRAZTH, Vo lFWEHE 2 T, 72 TAMIE

LTh, REASTZORYICRPICEBRITLROAD VL, BRTHRLTH, TBICHE
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TEXBE300., BADLPKRFEZINEDE  BADPNEDORIOERA L Do TWHI ADWB T

&L (5:83)

I U, XRDOGHEALBITREL Y AFHERDIZ ) 23K ?

P5: S A | @RRARRARRAR | RAPARIZZSIZZLR S, BRAD, REAFLZZRDIZ D
BIFED A AT BN E VI EERT TG, HiEe . B¥. hm, £FERE R~ £k
ATHES LT E, B RARANELT, LAEATE>TL A, HRIZTZWERS,

HAMZHECL x ) ?FE, EH ? (5:87)

TOMREDIZ I D, BRAPMBIIHHRICTE 2o TCEDONTSE, 2L SAMRICAD 72
b)}\%b)a}g\io j:%fioj—k\\o X%@jﬁiﬁ%ocf@?ﬁﬁ%iﬁiﬂiﬁkﬁfgoi—:Dj—%) k/EllEj\io 25

INFHLLLAWITE, (5:89)

mADED —FIRYE 1 FADRICHEFEDO R a T THA> T, sk b, [xzx. RiEw] -

THoOT, ToTWHIERL AT E, FLAEVADIZI HE WL, (5:90)

FORAND, mADPFDOKRYE, 5. W, AL KY - TCoK¥iTvwnihn] oCTE
HOINDEDITIE, RPoEN AAGRBMZRRICER > TEETETE o T ) DB HARTIHAEEE

3 5 72T (5:102)

THEREEL -7 FC, T 2813 nBEnLnEB 5, b 52 5B8088R
e (5:112)

ThH, FT2R>TCBRLEZDREDIHEI 720 Lo, KEDRAD, 41XV Mk 7=
D e, KREDT 2 AT A NN ADN AL Vv CHTZ0 &b, BRADKRED R Ad, B

Rl 75, [THEAKIHEZ] o TR XHick3 L. (5:125)
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Appendix B: informed consent sheet in Japanese
Avavea—REBHORESE

RRERLDDD [R¥EFVF VI COWTOMEICTHAILEZIY, HoALH I
¥, TOA VAL 2—ICiT 60 NEEORREA,2HD FF, 4/ VX2 —~DITHIIIEET
T, 204 VA2 — 2l LT IREGEZ L RERIC, BIEE LSRRI O =% il
N3 LEbY A, T, MERREOWME TIE. BROWMNELOINEL 724 v XL a—

uik

T2 &G LEETRyEToT, ALBEZ 3B Y TRA, A, MIET—XICE
DBBENVE), A VA2 —DEFEZRLEHIE AL EET, ORI T—42L LT
EHEICR W, BEEBEC LD A,

b L, BRICEZZL RWEAICIE, BF2CaLRLCHEBTT, 72, 4 vxeva—H
H~DOWWNZFW L720WEEICE, ToEsHLESBNIEOThOHBIL T, MLEDLKMA

TAVAZE 2 =BT EICAEWZLE T,

( - =)
of #F£ A B (k)

VAR

BYHI B4 v

A v a2 —HYE

Markus Hoffmann

VA — R - BT SRR

Universititsstrale 7/Stiege 11/6. Stock, 1010 Wien

b L, HEpdnIE, TEER CGEEL TR I W,

markus.hoffmann@univie.ac.at
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Appendix C: interview guideline in Japanese

TFREHb oL P?OMAMICRERL 2 LICDWTEEL 2\, P2 IEHI® TK
FHRICRDLEZTRERATE?ZORPOANFLZE TOBEBEDOR =T —
ZEIZ 72w, brotRIFNIETD LW

If questions asked: & D225 TH Wi, HOOREHZHE & 72\, &0 KES

ST ERHZ\, o EDHIRW AR Z LITRATZS2?

BRICEREDORFICHIER D 2, YR CRERBAL2HEHELZ?2 0560

Rgsdd o 72 7

KRETHIRT A Z LIIP?D-DICEDEREZRFH TS ?

REEZ &S Po Tl 72 2 IREMEIMEVRKETHVAL £ 720 ? R KFEICT

CDIFKYIZEEY ? REMOZOHE ?

TP T 72 2 F OREREB E 202 e b r o HHL T NAEW? T

frite & AR B 8 b 222> % ? PR DIRFIC & v & —fABRD 70 7217 ?
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FSL L ENTDKEDEN? BEDZ L77T?

HR EOCRIZEARNITES 7 AFL D R & RO AR D L~ ?

b L., RAEMEMEBAZBIE 52D IZT VL RXAEWRFELCIGHELEL, £9

BE3?HEZINH LRI LR NW?

b L. FRETANZ—=DBhholzb, FABRKETOLVWAL KWW ?

REMEL VD ENRZICEERL TR LES 2 A¥ABOEH L X 13 4EHES ?

ANFEBROHE L & & RAETEDHL T DBIFR?

End: F D RKFE KET vF Vv 7OEEICEHL T, TFRELTHRVR, Snz0hi

BB RS 57
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Appendix D: abstracts

German:

In letzter Zeit haben sich sowohl die Meldungen iiber Anderungen in der Hochschulfinanzierung als
auch tGber Manipulationen bei Universitatsaufnahmeprifungen in Japan gehduft. Als einer der Griinde

IM

wird eine geringe Anzahl von Universitdten in Japan genannt, welche auf ,Weltklasse-Level” gebracht
werden sollen, unter anderem mit dem expliziten Ziel bei globalen Universitatsrankings besser
abzuschneiden. Auch auf administrativer Ebene der Universitaten schreitet die Internationalisierung
der Hochschulen voran, unter anderem durch MalRnahmen den Anteil an internationalen
Studierenden und Fakultdatsmitgliedern zu erhéhen.

Gleichzeitig existieren in Japan gefestigte Hierarchien zwischen den Universitaten, welche sich nicht
an den Indikatoren flr globale Rankings orientieren (z.B. Publikations- und Zitierzahlen,
Reputationsumfragen, ...), sondern sich durch den Schwierigkeitsgrad der Aufnahmeprifungen
manifestieren. Es ist auch diese Art von Ranking, welche fiir die meisten (potentiellen) Studierenden
von Relevanz zu sein scheint, in Bezug auf die Wahl, aber auch das Verstandnis von Universitaten (und
Studierenden). Wie schafft es sich dieses Universitdtsranking fiir Studierende als die ,normale’ Art
Universitaten zu evaluieren, zu etablieren?

In diesem Masterprojekt habe ich finf japanische Studierende zu ihren Erfahrungen und Meinungen
zu Universitaten, dem Studieren und anderen Studierenden interviewt, und mittels einer qualitativen
Herangehensweise interpretiert. Im Verlauf der Analyse hat es sich mir angeboten Actor-Network-
Theory als konzeptuelle Landkarte zu verwenden, um herauszufinden wie relevant diese
Schwierigkeitsrankings (hensachi) in der Praxis fur Studierende sind. Dabei wurde hensachi als
Technologie angesehen, welche sich durch Einbettung in Praktiken und Objekten in Schulen,
Nachhilfeschulen und dem Arbeitsmarkt als ,natirliche’ Art anbietet, Universitaten auszuwéahlen und
zu bewerten.

In Bezug auf globale Universitatsrankings stellt sich dann abschliefend die Frage, inwiefern es Sinn
macht Universitdten global vergleichbar zu machen, obwohl die lokalen Bedeutungen und Aufgaben

von Universitaten sehr unterschiedlich sein konnen.
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English:

Recently there have been reports on changes in higher education finance policy and on manipulation
of entrance examinations in Japan. One of the reasons given is a small number of universities, which

|II

are to be pushed to “world-class level” with the explicit goal to excel in global university rankings. The
internationalisation of higher education is also happening on an institutional level, visible in measures
to increase the share of international students and faculty.

At the same time, there are hierarchies of universities in Japan that are not calculated by indicators
used by global rankings (for instance publication and citation counts, reputation surveys, ...) but orient
themselves on the difficulty of entrance examinations. It is this kind of ranking that seems to be
relevant for most (aspiring) students, for how they decide where to study but also for how they
understand universities (and students) in general. How does this ranking manage to establish itself for
students as the ‘normal’ way to evaluate universities?

In this master’s project | interviewed five Japanese students about their experiences and opinions on
universities, studying and other students. | approached the interpretation of these interviews in a
qualitatively open approach, during which actor-network-theory suggested itself as a tool to find out
how relevant these difficulty rankings (hensachi) are in practice. In this process hensachi has been
conceptualised as a technology that embeds itself in practices and objects in schools, cram schools
and the job market, and thus offers itself as the ‘natural’ way to choose and evaluate universities.

In the end the question arises how reasonable it is for global university rankings to make universities

globally comparable, despite the fact that their local meanings and functions can be radically different.
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