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Paradigm Shift in Higher Education Finance

Motohisa Kaneko
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FREEFLHET R ST & 2\ T B ARDENL K FE AN O & Z AU T 2 &FECY &0 9T U,
IO LIEBAFIZHESNTND EWVWR LD, FloA XV AW X 2EFRE S 2 9 Lizik
HD—DELEZDLTEINTE S,

L LINETOREELRVIED & 29 LRI L 2BINE OB DR LI&AEIX XD
DTRLATWZE Wb G, RO X 9127 A U DI TIMNST KA KRT D 0B
DR &%, —EDERERIEZ L UCRET 2 HANEN 572, LonLZ ) Lic A EA
L72MIZIBWT S, MBI OMEBITH T 5, EREAEO TPREDEHOEIGIX, £<Th 15148
Z TR, FFOEEHKRE L RH88 %R LTy (Burke and Associates. 2002), HZAR®D
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A e AT R0 63— ML EE LI D5 Tz, FIEEICBWT S, WFKAEHEZ
BEDBRE AL SN D F IS D, EIMFRILT TRIBEICOVTHIHEiZ B Z v, i
& BUFBI BB N S/ 5 Z ERF s en, FR. BashsicEorz,

Z O L DT EREREO BTG SR DR R A2 7R LT D DIZITN < DO R 6 %,
BIRA 7ML, BURF TRDMER2) LSREMICHIR ST D T, 2R EHEDRL ) 2 5R(k
THZLIFEDLDTRER~YATAOHNRE LTI ETHDH, 9 LIRILOFTIE, Sk E
FEHEIC KL D FHEENE, LW Z BT RSO W T PREE S AT 5, W) X 0L, 3
PMENKFIZH LT, B TEEAZERT S, EWHIFEIORKERELSTHZ L1025, FHUTK
TR DI Ko T EBICIISRIL DB RS Z LT3 b LW, AliEtEo
& DHF & ET TR A 2,

S HICZOMEIZ, FEZORFFHIOEHEMEOMBIC 7203 %, & IZBEHEDHEIZOWTL, 2
E TEEEORVEHIITESRR SN TE I LITWN R, T A U B OINREETIBN TR
FEYERD N U B R LTl 7 AV A OMSE RFZB DN TUIFRAED Ke v 77 o hRE
TTFZENBROEERAEL 25> TBY, LER->TRE v 777 hEREW D INEHIRIEE
BELERE L 5725 TH D,

L LIS E O HBEREIC DWW TR ZRTHI A T 5 Z L I3 E DD TRETH D Z 213D
ETHR, A F Y RZBWCTHEHEDBIS SN DIFRHIRO LB ThDH, £AARITBNT
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FEOBHEZDLDIIRESKFT DI LTI ETHRY, ZOFEKT, FENEFPICHESL
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bILTWDLDOTH D, BB TL, OB OV TROARTHEARIA L, W<ONOKR
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HEADBNARNHESET 2O THY | i OIBEE TIXIRFRRITH T S0 D DN N E
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Tl > T& 7= (Clark 1999),

F - RFOMBEEIIZOW TR I AIRB S N7z Massy 1999. 2003), F7- [EHTt
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ERFONEOBD, B ERT ToDiTid, MBIRUARETH 206 2%, SHIZEDOOTH
EheERE L0 b,

20 AL H2IHACIC 2T COMROEEBF I, —HIcbW\W Tl v— bz R e T 57 %
BOPLKR, MIFIZE W TREREROR T 28R & TI2BUNMEGE N O T., LW ) Z2o0ED
TTHISLTELEWVWR LS, 29 LEEEICERS O KIRATEONRT A U I OEEZHEMET
bolz, ZAEHFABEOILR, BIFHRGEC L 2B S 2EHIEE, 2 U CRHIHE & MREO R L5

Bl LIEFHHEOHEM, L) ZO0FERNEHANHAGD SN /RE LT, S%E8ERK
DZORBEORAE S TH L LB, FRCEEE ¥ —%2 Bk L T a— bR ToRE T
O LI DREANMERLT D L2 AHEE LIZDTH D, Reich(1991) 1%, 7 A U 7 OEFEH S
F1% 3 2 5 O, EEEH 7 1T B30, SRR 72 & OREEB O TR L 7R DREhE2 LTV VAR Y »
7« 7F U AN (symbolic analyst) DIFTETE LWV TWA, T A Y I ORFHE ITRFFHAM AT
FTRASHEBRORFEHE L ) T2, Wb LRV A M7 —DEOGEEEZBE LT, Z/r—
PNUUEDOFTOT AV I OFRE N MR T 2B L o T-DTH D, T LTENN, T AV D
REEOGEE MDY, ZHUC K DRBIZHED EAR, B0, AIEEOEREIIRE b
5L, FTEENNRKRESOFFEOENNZ D257, T LIEHERIZE T, T AV hOEE
BEIZZ 0 — SO TOT A Y I DBEAMEDOIEROEELRBE L I >7-DThH D,

LNLZ D LA D= A NE, 7T A Y BERORELE - thaiefiig, = L Titigorto



2010 4 & 7

Al
S

27

HAIZ2EHE L TNDEOTH- T, MEICEOTRERDO A T =X L EHERESE D Z LIIAAHETH
Do Fleqd—m y\BDLWIARTIISFHAEMBUL. T ENOEAFOERICHHE SN TND
ZEHEETHD, T—r v BN TUIRWEMEERAIEERD D OB #E L <, S8 A~
DY R ZITBNAN 2 BRREE b2 BT, HARTIIEEHEHRSOMRERE, BUFOMEENEIZ XL -
T, BEEI ¥R ERIETEEPEENTI o,

[FIREIC, ZNETT AV DOBEHEELZ TETAD=ALN, 2D bEET 20 E 01
. FAUT BRI KE WV, BABOERT2 ) U TRITRFEOEARMPEDEE N RIRE 2 2500
ZEEBKT D, ZHOAEERZ TODICHLEDLL T KRAEOERIRILSE(L U, #2470 %
REFHNIRNTZOIZ, RERRE L IR D KRFAEE N L RITHEAET DL HEL TS, LT,
— DA ZIET DR FETIE, FPEANEIC L > TS SICRERENEET 5, HDVITHE =
A NEGIE T2 Z LI 5, ZAUTEFHERSOYEROMELZ BORELIE L Z L1075,

WFHIZ LT, 21O B EHEM BBV TE, ~ 7 a2 Rkoe T, R E RO
EELRZENRHLL o TVWDHZ EIFHEETHA ), T, BRFREROBRNLIEK T 2RV IE
OTH LOE A BOWIES RO 5720123, MMOBRA OO TEE/RZ LTV F
THRV, M TRFEEEIN S L, WEMLT 2 P CRPAFEOFENRFEETN—v 3 Vi
ZEREL, KT LTS, 29 LSRR T, HE2BRE L 32 A%, K0 RNICERT S
ZEN, BEHEMBOELE 25D TH D,

2O LI 2D E LT, INE TCOREFEME A O < Dikimn o & L TE o
Bifb) Tholo, L LEFIUIINE TORIEEHLE Y | ZEE AL EN LT D3 L 13-
Th, BHEHEEEZ X —% L VENICT HHEEEZ R L TE LTV 2, EREAKFED
BAb L, ERERHMIC X 2GRy VD TRETSHE] b, ORISR E RRARSHH Z L
DA LMNE 725 TNVD,

IO LfiEEEZD L 2EICD T TOREEEMBOERIL, WIIRFEOTNSH-H
LW=— RIZZ 22 2 EHEE L SHETHLSON, LWV RIEHTONDZ LA H, 2D
WIEIRZFHCBIT 2HEERO . THUCL DA Ty b, Tat A, TU NI AZERRIICHERE
L, ENEZRICT D7 40— Ry 7 OMBEKRTHZ L2 MTELRAD, LnLEI LIEEE
IERFOFRNSIZT TIFET R, RFOEFEZTToDITiE, KPR OEEE 2 Ml HIEE L,
FREANURTE ST STHBHBIOAE b BEREE A Rc T 2 L1l b, S HIZBUFRHE
DEREEZD T, AENRT 4 — Ry I PREL 725, BEHREMBUIZO—>DOMli e LT
R SNANER B2, £ D LIALES T O ) 2 CREHBEMBEORNKDO S V) Ji a3 2 2 & h5%H
LWEE 25D TH B,

Sk
WIARSF— 2004, [HERO RG], PAHTE,
IIMEAL TR 2008, TTH ARSI AT A OBREMZE], p.13, BASEEGEITE - FHE%
15,



28

>{_
s
i
§4
TE
&
=
#
3
ao

e 1986, [EBFHEMELRORERIINT I, [RFFRE] 165 (1986 4F),  pp.41-64,
EFIeA 2000, = N—HALOME—T A ) I ORBRE BADRLE], [ES5HEMALCE]
(2000 43 H). pp. 166-185,

AT — vnY vt (BE SIHETR). 2006. [9—u v O@ESFHESRE] £)IKRT
ARG,

BHE 2010, TRESSEEMBUCIT 2% L BIHIE] . TREMBREZE] 557 5. ENK
s - REE L Z— pp. 157172,

Acemoglu, Darong and Autor, David, 2010. “Skills, Tasks and Technologies: Implications for Employment
and Earnings.” National Bureau of Economic Research, 2010.

Baum, Sandy and Lucie Lapovsky 2006.  7uition Discounting: Not Just a Private College Practice, College
Board

Burke, Joseph C. and Associates. 2002. Funding Public Colleges and Universities for Performance.
Albany: The Rockefeller Institute Press.

Birnbaum, Robert. 2002. Management Fads in Higher Education: Where They Come From, What They Do,
Why They Fail. San Francisco: Jossey—Bass.

Burk, Joseph C., 2002, Funding FPublic Colleges and Universities for Performance, Popularity, Problems, and
Prospects, Rockefeller Institute Press

Clark, Burton R. 1999. Creating Entrepreneurial Universities.: Organizational Pathways of Transformation.
1998. IAU Press.

College Board, 7rends in Student Aid 2010, New Jersey, College Board.

Council for Aid to Education, 2009. Voluntary Support of Education, New York: Council for Aid to
Education,

Geiger, Roger. L. (2004) Knowledge and Money: American Research Universities and the Paradox of the
Marketplace. Stanford University Press

Reich, Robert, 1991. 7he Work of Nations, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1991.

Massy, Willliam F. 1999. Resource Allocation in Higher Education. Ann—Arbor: Michigan University
Press.

Massy, Willliam F. 2003. Honoring the Trust: Quality and Cost Containment in Higher Education. Ma.:
Aker Publishing company.

National Center for Education Statistics. 2010a. What Is the Price of College? Total, Net, and
Out-of-Pocket Prices in 2007-08. NCES

National Center for Educational Statistics. 2010b. Persistence and Attainment of 2003-04 Beginning
Postsecondary Students.: After 6 Years: First Look. NCES.



ENLRFEMES - R ¥ —  KRPEMGRERT

%575 (20104£12H 3&4T)  pp. 31-39

7 X ) H BT BMKFOREER

o XX o
B x
1. REROBI T/
2. MHE &R
3. FEEEPDKMEOHEE L RE
4. FEERRAE 7 v ' X
5. MEFAIFECR & ZhkI R
6. HARDESNLKF~DA TV Ir—a v



7 A Y HIZB T B KRF DR
Lo X w*
Tuition Charges in State Universities in the US

Fumihiro Maruyama

Abstract: This study shows the current level and the longitudinal change of tuition charges in
state universities in the United States. It also explains the relationship between the amount of
state appropriations and the level of tuition of state universities. Then it discusses the ideals
and expectations of tuition levels of American higher education institutions which various
stakeholders hold: state governor, legislatures, board of trustees of universities, and so on.
This study shows the process of decision making on tuition levels in the State of Tennessee
and California. It points out that college going population has grown over the last four
decades despite of higher tuition levels among institutions in the United States. Finally the

implication to tuition level of Japan’s public universities is induced from American experience.

1. RERHMOBITKE

RRINET 2T, 72V D OEFELEBRBOEMRERT, £10LBVTHD, 4
FEHIDOANSIRFIL, BETIIARANDE CINTHBLA W L7235A, 6,585 KA TH Y | ZOFHITHAR
DENZRE: & RSP OFRFEROIFE PRICALES 2, MOINDINIIATEFT D5E13. 365
F9CBkIA EAYY | 17,452 KL L 72D, FINIKFEIC/0 D & S DITEATIC /R | 2K T25, 142 KL
(2720 AARMT200HMAZBATLE S, 4FEFIRFIZORIICEMTH D, 2HEAEDANTK
S MRS L B SAERS MR O 2 =7 4 I Ly VT2, 402 RV E i & 72 D,

KPR, ZOMBEER, Z@E L0, FEREE L ANIUL, 4 FHIFNI KT T
FAEREEATZIE, 37,390 KAME L 72D, a3 a=T 4 h Ly PORENIZMHRE S TND
N, ZFOMEHZEDIUE, FIVEIE T4, 064 L & AERIRFEOBEATEDOEE L. BHOZEITHE
£ 5. ETHOETTR EOBRBERN 2 E0E, BROEIE SIS D,

* ENLREAME - RE T 2 — IR BER
sk RDFFEIT AR 22 LR AP SRR A B & - HARRTFE (W) 12 X DAFZERER O —H8 T db 2 (FRAETE 519203035),



32 KR E TSR HTHE
=1 KEHHFEROFHEE
AN R AHEFIFLST K 2 ISR

LA FHMEE NV BTG FHVENS AR FHENG
PR $6, 585 $6,585  $17,452  $25,143  $25, 143 $2, 402 $2, 402
et 7,748 7,814 7,748 8, 989 7,696 — 7,341
BRE 1,077 1,077 1,077 1,054 1,054 1,036 1,036
RStk ¢ 1,010 1,401 1,010 807 1,241 — 1, 380
Z i 1,906 2,197 1, 906 1,397 1,784 — 1,895
&at $18,326  $19,074  $29,193  $37,390  $36,918 — $14, 054

HIFT : The Chronicle of Higher Education, Almanac Issue 2008-9, August 28, 2009.

PLETFEMECH D03, MEBIOA LTI KOYNNLKRZFZORERNT, LV @ THh D, FLRE
D=/ 3= RRAEE, 2007084 L 52 3ERI721F T34, 998 L %2#410, 622 K/LTd % (College Board),
am BT RR REERT, 223 RV, FEE9, 937 KL, BEHEL 000 KL, Z AL, 060 KL T %,
ALRINSLREED X2 T REFAT, INPFEDIRIERNO, 447 Ry, JNAAFEST, 301 Rb EHARMAAIS
E O TRNERZORERI L BB Te D, Y T7HN=T KFET Vo VAL, INNEA
7,038 KL JNAMFEA26, 658 KL Th %,

X 11% 4 FEHIASIFNL R PO ZEROHERS & 19640 D RIZ b O Th 5, HEEWMERIC X
S C0T4EAME TR LTz, ZORMNGT AV B ORFZOFEFNTBEA0FEL E—E LT ER LT
DT WD, RAIRKFOBRERO FFITRHMTH LN, ALK FHZEND ER->TnD, AL
FANERF & $19804F 2 A L 20004 Z AITFAC K E RIFRIINZE(LR BV | EOHD EANE LV,

H1 aFEFKZOZBER: 2007F M1
L - /AT FLAT
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T — & AT : Digest of Education Statistics 2008, U.S. Department of Education
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%< DINDFEIEIT, MBIFHBE DI NNT o 2% & 52 L2 ROTEY . MBORFEOMEIIER
D HIVRY, BREARDUS KO INBINBUN ST 2 & 722 BISR AT e S D, SR EH
BRI~ T OIS, WISEPEHERE L 87220 | NSRRI &\ 5 A UAA
BHDHDOT, MBIFIXESEBEREBI~OMEA AN LTV, 2 LT 2 AVE TINBIF 3 244
ZHIET 2 & MNERATZ DD E DRI, FERZE LT L TE e, HABICRS T, #2520
LR, 2 < OMBIFOREHE TESHIRI AL, MSLKFORERIIME LI S 5 FRE0 0 K
SNTET,

T2 I VA UM TIE, K2 D X HIT1972-T3HELE, M KFDOYAIZ, MAAF4875%., 23k
25% Ch o 7oy, EDOBMAAED G L HEIMET L7z, 2005-064EFEIZIE, MNEAT440%, B3
FH60% L B FERD 5 2 RN KRIGICEE o7z, b HAAZ ORIERZERHIRIEIME LT Sh T
%, X 31F20014F7> 520074 £ CTOEAE 1 ANY 7 0N L IRERIOHERE % - b O TH 55,2001
FITITFE 1T NS T2 0N, 7,000 RV TH Y | ZZEEHTS, 000 RV THASHEDIFE S 3% 0
o7, LA L2003 EdH 72 1) Tl L, 20074R121, MASAH421E6, 000 R/UITkE LT, #23E8HT9, 000
RMUZETER L, PAESCBOAHREE - T D, 2008F0HFLemfailc X 2 R K- TN
SERFE, S DICEERAE LTI 2 L0 ZER TR TND,

H2 RBEBRAOHEMILE
EUH UMD IIKRZE LK
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INSERFORFERIKAEIZIT, %, INBUERA L, &5 HE OB OHERE, IR~ —E R
PHE LR 72 & OEEHE &MNROBRIEAEIC DN CTOBEN ST 5, 2 L TZOREICIL, g,
e, KRPfEs R, oL CORMPRBESND, Z< O, MNLRFORIERHT,
KFFES BHORFEERTHLRFVAT LAEESNRETH, Ll ZNHOHEEZD A
A=E NEEPMEART DO T, HESOWREITIT, MAFEOTMAEVIAEND Z LITD,
S BTN FERNHEFFIC L Y, RFHESOZRIE VY B3EEME LIF 230 T, SN kT 2
EIFR D720y, & UZHFE XN T D ROEENOIT, W%, MRA~OV—E R 72 EOEL
B SN DFREE S 5 5,

KFNTHEROFE TR TITR, RFEVAT AEESNEERME LT 2ERHALTH, v
VSADEFERE OB MR LTo0F ¥ URARNER LRV R b H D, EBEMAIE. BF
TR P ERER DT N R~ OB EZHE SR O 7o DI ERHME BT IR T 256 b A b5,

AYZHN=TWTIE, BV T7HN=T KREEBLON Y 7 4 V=T INSERFREORZER OVIE
I, RFHE (B AV M EMEIND) BHEEThRIND, L LERICE, mESIIRE RN EF-,
HLRFEZ AR, BROBRID bEVEEREZREL LD &35 &, mald, REMEL
FIZ X DA O HENEIT 9, Ko TRFES AL NEFERT, mEOREMUL EORIER
filfl_EF 13T & 220 (Richardson, p91),

N EEH BB R % — (National Center for Higher Education and Public Policy) IZ. 2> T4k
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DEMDOEEHE O BIEERE LA LT Z 8% 5 (OECD), £ Z CTHWOHILE 5 DDHHET,
ORZFEFL IR DL (Preparation) . 22U KFEFT 2 721F O @SR AZEARH0FET D00,
BRAEDFINIRFHE L HZOFEIKR L THAER I TN D0, RETHILND, QRFHETFIR
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Public higher education systems have experienced major changes through globalization,
marketization and demographic movements. In response to the system change, several reforms
have been adopted into higher education institutions (HEIs). Especially in governance and
management, the ideas and tools of new public management (NPM) have diffused in many
developed countries like in public sector reforms. The corporatization of national universities in
Japan is a typical example. However, the autonomous character of HEIs may conflict with
performance evaluation by the government and incentive system through performance oriented
financial management. Accordingly in the case of a national university in Japan, this paper
investigates the responses and impacts of HEIs, then unveils whether the intended and unintended

outcomes is caused or not.
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Introduction

Use of the performance-based budgeting system at public universities is growing across the
globe. Public universities have two sides to their character, that of a public sector organization and
the other of a higher education institution (HEI). The public sector has a long history —since the
1920s — of adopting the concept of performance management and budgeting (Redburn et al., 2008),
while the HEIs initiated performance budgeting as incentive-based budgeting or responsibility
center budgeting (RCB) in the 1980s in American public universities (Priest et al., 2002). The concept
of performance management and budgeting for public universities requires consideration of the
specific factors of government control, public accountability, and funding through taxes. The
concept of incentive-based budgeting or RCB asks HEIs to take on the character of
multi-production of teaching, research and public services, co-production between staff and
students, and limited administrative control over academic staff owing to academic autonomy.
There are diverse interpretations of the term “performance budgeting’, so in this paper we use
“performance-oriented budgeting’ as the term which seeks to shift budgeting from inputs towards
results (OECD, 2005:58). The definition leads to the necessary conditions to be effective:
measurability, appropriate linkage, and sufficient funds. First, performance must be measured
objectively in terms of outputs or outcomes. Second, the measurement shall be linked to budgeting
or resource allocation. Third, the part which is performance based might be sufficient to incentivise.

However, these conditions are sometimes in conflict with the nature of higher education. As
Wilson (1989) indicates, education services provided by public entities are classified as coping type
where neither outputs nor outcomes are observable. Besides, it is significantly difficult to identify
the causal relationships between inputs and outcomes. Accordingly, this type of education services
does not fit with performance management. In the multi-product features of HEIs, institutional
economists (e.g. Holmstrom and Milgrom, 1991) suggest that higher linkage relations or strong
incentive systems would not always produce successful results, because there are differences in
measurement errors among multi-products, and HEIs might achieve certain goals at the expense of
other goals. Further, public universities have constraints on funding which serve to incentivise
performance, owing to the basic characteristic of a public institution being a resource consuming
entity, which is in contrast to enterprises that can potentially increase income through better
performance. The measures public universities can employ are quite limited, although they have
some opportunities to raise revenue through contracts with the private sector. Practices in US state
universities show that the performance-related portion of funding to universities is just 5% (Burke
etal., 2002).

Despite these constraints, since the 1990s, performance-oriented budgeting has been introduced

to many public universities in European countries (Paradeise et al., 2009) and the US (Priest et al.,
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2002). Recently, some national universities in Japan have adopted the concept in their institutional
budgeting. This change in budgeting is caused by a combination of public management reform
referred to as new public management (NPM) (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004) and higher education
reform. Public management reform has appeared at three levels: in the government sector, the
higher education sector and individual institutions. In other words, from line-item budgeting to
lump-sum budgeting at the first level, corresponding to accountability for inputs to accountability
for outputs or outcomes; from incremental funding to greater focus on performance or competitive
funding at the second level; and from cost center to profit or responsibility center at the third level.
The higher education reform has been driven by social demographic change, government
de-regulation in education policy and internationalization. The above factors serve to make the
HEIs improve their performance and efficiency in accordance with the higher education
environment and policy change.

Compared to earlier reforms in higher education, since the 1990s there has been a consistent
progression towards performance-oriented budgeting for public universities coupled with NPM
reform and the policy environment (Shattock, 2008). NPM relies on the markets, strong
performance measures, and empowered and entrepreneurial management rather than on collegial
public sector professionals and administrators (Andresani and Ferlie, 2006). In other words,
budgeting at public universities cannot be isolated from the campus in which it operates or from
the economic and public policy environment. The dual character described earlier surely produces
the complex and conflicting issues that arise in the implementation of performance-oriented
budgeting. Priest et al. (2002: 2) also note an ambiguity in that “public university administrators
have toyed with incentive-based budgeting but yet have not universally accepted it”. Especially, it
is acknowledged that there might be trade-offs between autonomy and control, relevance and
objective measurement for academic performance. However, a sectoral approach, which places
attention on specific features of higher education, would not enable us to analyze total figures in the
budgeting process at public universities. The process is a part of public policy and political process
in the public sector.

From this perspective, the next section outlines the background and changing nature of
budgeting in Japanese national universities brought about by corporatization. The third section
explores the mechanism of performance-oriented budgeting in terms of external funding and
internal allocation by using a model, and several hypotheses are indicated. The fourth section
investigates the practices of performance-oriented budgeting in the case of a national university. In
the fifth section, the hypotheses are tested and interpreted, and some side effects are described.

Finally, conclusions and future issues are presented.
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Funding and Budgeting in Corporatized National Universities

The NUC:s, created by incorporation of all Japanese national universities in 2004, are individual
juridical public bodies separated from the central government. The transition was implemented
through the National University Corporation Act of 2003 which was the enactment of the report
entitled “New Vision for National University Corporations”. The report in 2002 showed three
reforming ideas: identifying the missions and goals of each university, defining the responsibility
and granting considerable autonomy in management through adopting business management tools,
and introducing a competitive mechanism among universities in addition to respecting more the
needs of students and the business world. These principles have broadly appeared as NPM in
higher education reform in developed nations (Teixeira et al., 2004; OECD, 2004a).

The incorporation has dramatically changed the governance and management system of
national universities (Yamamoto, 2008). Firstt NUCs are at present find themselves in a
multiple-principal and agent relationship (Bernheim and Whinston, 1986), by contrast to the
previous hierarchical or simple principal-agent model (Holmstrom, 1979) within the MOE. Before
incorporation, national universities are an internal organization of MOE. The principal was the
Education Minister and the agent was each national university. Second, much flexibility in
management is given to the NUCs in exchange for increased accountability for their own results
through the medium-term plan, which is approved by the Education Minister. The targets must be
set to enhance the quality of teaching and research, and improve operations and efficiency. The
performance is evaluated annually by the Evaluation Committee for NUCs. NUCs have full
discretionary power in management and operations laid out in the medium-term plan.

Each NUC receives two types of funding: operating grants for current expenditures and subsidy
for capital expenditures. The operating grant for the first year (FY 2004) was calculated by operating
expenses minus revenues such as tuition fees, although competitive funds such as research
contracts are excluded from the revenues. The operating grants since FY 2005 have been reduced by
a fixed percentage (now 1%) year on year. As opposed to line-item budgeting which was adopted
in the previous system, NUCs are given full discretion in their use of the operating grant; this global
or block grant and greater flexibility in management has innovated university budgeting to adopt
an incentive mechanism for performance. The subsidy fully compensates for the capital
expenditures (subsidiary rate is 100%), while the use of the subsidy is more constrained.

In exchange for greater flexibility and autonomy in operational management, accountability for
results and linkage between funding and performance are strengthened. It is presumed that the
performance of each national university in the mid-term (a 6-year period) will be considered in the
resource allocation of operating grants for the next mid-term plan. This is partly explained by the

identical nature of HEIs where performance for teaching and research can be considered as
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comparable among national universities.

Model and Theoretical Hypotheses

Model
Operating income budget (OI) of a national university is expressed as
OI=0G + TF + OR + EI 1

where OG stands for operating grants from the government, TF for tuition fees, OR for other
operating income, and EI for external income through research grants and contracts, etc.

The budget for operating expenditures of the university (OE), on the other hand, is expressed as

OE=PC + EC + XC=0I @

where PC stands for personnel costs, EC for teaching and research costs other than personnel
costs, and XC for expenses of external funds.

Corporatised national universities have greater discretion in management, and as a consequence,
there is no line-item regulation in resource allocation or budgeting to faculties and departments.
This means that each national university is able to develop its own budgeting system including
incentive-based or RCB. However, due to the government regulations on funding, the current
situation is somewhat in the middle of traditional budgeting and RCB: in the former system all
revenues are collected centrally and allocated in the form of expenditures budget to departments
with no relation to sources of revenue, while in the latter system all revenues and all costs are
attributed to each faculty or department.

Although research grants from the government are a major part of external income, they
constitute competitive funds for specific research projects. In addition, it is unknown whether the
project will be selected for funding until the start of the fiscal year. In particular, the largest
competitive research fund — the grant-in-aid for scientific research (GSR)—is funded to the leader of
the project by the government, not directly delivered to the university to which he or she belongs.
Consequently, this part of revenue works like an RCB. At the same time, as part of public sector
reform, the government has asked public institutions including NUCs to reduce personnel costs by
1% every year, such as in decreasing operating grants. This downsizing policy has led to a
centralized system in which the head office controls total human resources or personnel costs, while
in cost accounting system the accrued personnel costs could be attributed to the faculty or
department at the university.

Consequently in budgeting, the head office of a national university centrally controls the
personnel costs as a whole. Also the earmarked income for specific project like GSR is delivered to
the accrued faculties without the discretion. Therefore, the target for resource allocation into

faculties and departments is EC: It is distributed to faculties after reserving some part of EC as a
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top-slicing budget. Of course, the reserving part composes of a source of strategic fund and
operating budget for overhead departments including head office. If 3is the rate of top-slicing,
(1- B )EC is firstly allocated to faculties. Then a part of top-sliced (v ) is re-distributed to faculties as
a strategic or discretionary budget of the university. Accordingly, the allocated budget to faculty i
(Ri; i=1, --*, m; m=number of faculties) is as follows.

R=[ai(1-B)+ B v|EC + XC 3)

where «i denotes the share of faculty i in basic operating expenditures budget, v; for
redistribution ratio of faculty i, and XC; for expenditures of the faculty i financed by external fund.

Here, Ya=l (0<wi<l) 4)

Zy=y (0<y<1 @)

On the other hand, the head office and other overhead departments have the budget (B) of the
residual part.

Thatis B=p(1- y)EC (6)

Equation (3) shows that the budget for a faculty is determined by top-slicing policy(f3),
allocation standards(a), the amount of operating expenditures budget other than personnel
costs(EC), and external funding accrued(EI=XC). Here, «; is efficient of allocation for basic
teaching and research activities of faculty i, while v ; is the coefficient for strategic budget like
president discretionary expenditures budget.

Therefore we can express «;jand vy ;as

ai=f(t, a;, hy) (7)
v =g(py si 0y €)) ®)
where t is the number of students, a is the number of staff, h is the character for faculty, p is the

performance, s is the cost savings, o is the earned income, e is the external income and i means the
. ag ag ag g
facultyi. Here —= = = — .
ty ap>O,as>0,ao>0,ae>0

Each faculty seeks to increase R which will be used for teaching and research, because higher
academic activities and outcomes shall be accompanied by larger resources.
When we look at equation (3), for faculty i, B, ai and EC are predetermined by the head
office given the enrolled students, staff and character. The faculty will make an effort to increase y;
and XC;. However, to what extent the faculty staff responds to the budget policy will depend on not
only the relative strength of Byi to ai(l1—f) but also the relative weight of the first term
(=[ai(1—p) +Byi] EC) to the second term (=XCi). Hence we have the following two hypotheses.

H1a: The impact of incentive-based or performance-oriented budgeting will be determined by not only the
relative strength of the new system to the traditional or basic part of the budget, but also to what extent

each faculty can respond it.
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H1b: The responsive behavior to the new scheme will vary from faculty to faculty: faculty having more
earned income will be less affected, while faculty with little earned income will significantly adjust to the

scheme.

When we compare equations (3) and (6), we can understand the budgets for faculties and
overhead departments are determined by the university budget policy (a, 8, y), personnel costs
and external income. The latter two elements are significantly affected by the government policy,
because national universities are required to reduce the personnel costs in compliance with the
public management reform in addition to cutting the operating grants, while the budgets for
competitive research have increased recently.

As mentioned before, the operating grants are basically calculated by reducing the total amount
of EC and PC from the sum of earned income other than external income. Also the law stipulates
that evaluation results shall be reflected on the operating grants in the next mid-term. Further the
tuition and medical treatment fees which composes of the major part of earned income are
regulated by the government as a public utility. This means that the government policy will
influence EC inevitably. Therefore we hypothesize:

H2: Government policy will influence the budgeting system of NUCs through governmental funding and

evaluation.

The performance oriented or incentive based budgeting uses performance indicators to specify
the coefficient(y) so that better performance will be transformed into larger number (measure).
However, many scholars (Smith, 1996, Dixit, 2000; Fronlich and Strom, 2008) indicated,
performance measures and indicators are not only biased by technical problem but also might
cause unintended outcomes. For example, in case of research, the performance measurement in
publishing articles blocks innovations which will search for new research themes, because of taking

time “to start a steady flow of publications” (Bruijn, 2002:23) . Accordingly we hypothesize:

H3: There might be trade-offs between improving performance and higher or better performance indicators,

when the Pls are inappropriate.

The downsizing policy on finance and human resources for NUCs, as mentioned earlier, has
decreased the operating grants in revenue side, while in expenditure side it has so far contributed to
maintain or increase the budgets for teaching and research due to larger decrease in personnel costs
than operating grants’. In other words, this situation has moved the top management toward

enhancing strategic resource allocation like president’s discretionary budgets. Besides the
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government policy has promoted to adopt the performance and incentive oriented management
into NUCs through a soft instrument (OECD, 2004b). In practice, Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT)? indicates the guidelines for performance reporting in
which the NUCs shall mention about the practices of strategic management such as competitive
funding within the university, setting up a discretionary budget for the president, and
incentive-based or performance-oriented budgeting. Also the Evaluation Committee for NUCs at
MEXT examines the performance reporting in compliance with the guidelines every year, and as a
consequence, budget policy of the national universities is greatly influenced by the ministry.

On the other hand, equation (6) indicates that the operating costs for overhead departments are
financed by B(1—y) EC. Here EC is significantly affected by the government policy as discussed,
the discretionary factors for the university are § and y. Comparing equations (3) and (6), there can
be two combinations of 3 and y: the oneis large § and large vy, the other is amall § and small y.
At a glance, the first option looks good since the weight of strategic allocation will increase in
accordance with the government policy. However, it results in decrease of the weight for basic
allocation which might conflict with the traditional collegial culture (Millett, 1962) in the Japanese
higher education institutions (Yamamoto, 1999). On the contrary, if the second option will be
adopted, the weight of basic allocation will increase while the strategic allocation will decrease. In
this case, the power of top management will be limited in resource allocation, in addition, will
contradict the government promotion policy. Hence the president’s decision will be sandwiched
between developing strategic management and consideration of collegial culture. Therefore we

hypothesize:

H4: The discretionary expenditures budget by top management might be weakened by a president’s policy

respecting harmonization rather than leadership.

NUCs are a hybrid model of higher education institutions and government agencies
(Christensen, 2009). It means that NUCs are prohibited to do the business for profit like private
universities, just allowed to implement the activities related to teaching and research. Consequently
NUCs more and more seek to external funding and to cut administrative costs other than teaching
and research. However, external income is excluded in the target of resource allocation due to its
earmarked money for specific activities. The president can merely encourage faculties to get
external funds through an incentive system in which the more a faculty receives external income,
the more the basic budget will be allocated. The resource of this incentive system is a part of
strategic budget, that is, each faculty competes to obtain the fixed money by increasing external
money. This means that the more a faculty receives external fund, the faculty has larger money for

its activities from the basic budget, i.e. resources will be concentrated into the faculties collecting
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more money. As a result, faculties having less competence in  collecting external money might run
short of money for activities. Also increasing external money will not always result in better

outcomes, if human resources are fixed or decreased. Hence, we hypothesize:

Hb5: Incentive-based or performance-oriented budgeting might have an adverse effect on faculties through a

zero-sum game in which faculties compete for the fixed funds.

Performance-Oriented Budgeting: The Case of a National University

Although there are a lot research on funding to HElIs, the study of institutional budgeting is
quite limited due to obstacles in accessing the relevant information. However, the real impact of
performance-oriented budgeting must be investigated in terms of faculty behavior, because
faculties or departments of the university have greater autonomy in making efforts to acquire
external money and in conducting high-quality teaching and research, even though top
management has become more power to faculties and departments. As a consequence, we adopt a
case study approach to the standard scaled national university?, which is composed of five faculties,
four attached schools, one university hospital, 13 overhead departments including university
library, and head office in terms of budget unit. The staff excluding part-time job is approximately
1650 consisting of 600 academic staff, 350 administrative staff, 600 medical and nursing staff and
other staff. The enrolled full-time students amount to 6000. Before examining the implementation
and outcome process, let us review the background to introducing a performance-oriented
budgeting system.

Development

In budgeting for FY 2005 that is the next year after incorporation in 2004, the university
introduced a performance-oriented approach. By using a top-slicing model (CIPFA, 1997), the fixed
amounts were secured to incentivise cost savings for administrative expenditures and improve
performance. It was a rational response to the changing environment. Government operating grants
decreased year on year, and enrollment for doctoral programs at the university did not reach the
capacity. On the other hand, competitive funds from the government to the national university
system were increased. In this regard, following budgeting for FY 2006, the university transformed
its budget policy into a more income-oriented system aiming at increasing external revenue such as
GSR and research contracts. Indeed, it was expected that generating more income would
complement the decrease in government basic funds (operating grants). The president’s
discretionary expenditures budget was expanded to assist the internal projects which might be
accepted as a large research project. In addition, the performance measures of research activities

which link to budgeting were changed from the number of accepted projects to the total amount of
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projects accepted. The budget policy for FY 2007 clearly declared that earning more external money
was positioned as the most important and urgent financial management issue for the institution.
Budgeting for FY 2007

In response to the new budgeting policy, three schemes were implemented. First, the president’s
discretionary expenditures budget increased from ¥100 million in FY 2006 to ¥150 million. The
allocation was basically determined by internal competition through examining the proposals from
faculties and departments, and final decisions were made by the president.

Second, performance-oriented budgeting was adopted as the dean’s discretionary expenditures
budget (total amounts are ¥35 million). The allocation has two steps. The first is allocated at a
starting point based on the entrance and examination fees of each faculty. Each faculty is given a
fixed amount of money (that amounts to ¥17.5 million), which is adjusted according to the shortage
of entrants or enrollments and the difference of applicants compared to the previous four-year
average. This means that the allocated money in advance will be reduced when entrants fall short
of the admission capacity, and might increase or decrease depending on the increase or decrease of
new applicants. The second (¥17.5 million) is an additional allocation in the interim period based on
performance. The first element is the budget for cost savings amounts to ¥12.5 million. The effort for
savings is measured by the difference between the maximum or target, and the actual level
achieved. The faculty that saved larger expenditures against the target in comparison with other
faculties could be allocated more money. The second element (¥5 million) is performance related
part which is measured by the number of students enrolled against enrollment capacity, completion
of a master’s degree, number of education programs which were successfully selected, and the
amount of GSR and external funding granted. Each faculty is given a standardised point by item,
then the score is adjusted by actual performance (see the Appendix for details). For example, in
terms of student number, one point is added when the enrollment rate exceeds 100%, there is no
adjustment when the rate is between 90 to 100%, and one point is deducted when the rate is below
90%.

Third, an incentive system was introduced to the basic teaching and research expenditures
budget for each faculty. The objective is to increase external funding from the government and is
related to performance-oriented budgeting. Fulltime academic staff is eligible to receive fixed
amounts of money for academic activities from the head office. However, in order to promote
external funding, those who do not apply for GSR, receive the core or basic budget for teaching and
research reduced by 10%.

Outcomes

The president’s discretionary expenditures budget is basically an internal competitive funding

for each faculty, although some part of it is directly allocated at the president’s discretion. In the

budget of FY 2007, applications for 72 projects were received and 48 proposals were selected
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(success rate is 66.6%), while direct allocation amounted to ¥23.985 million (23.985/150=16%). Table
1 shows the budget structure by faculty.

The first group consisting basic teaching and research is a formula based budgeting item which
corresponds to the first term of equation (3). The second group composed of president’s and dean’s
discretion is a performance and program oriented budgeting item, which corresponds to the second
term of equation (3). The third group consisting of special grant, GSR and external fund is a
competitive funding accrued to the faculty: the special fund composing a small part of operating
grants is a segmented competitive project scheme in which proposals of national universities are
selected. This group corresponds to the third term of equation (3). From the table, we can see that
the actual distribution among large faculties is essentially identical to that of the basic research
expenditures budget: the share of faculties C and D in basic research is respectively 43.4% and
25.2%, while in case of president’s discretion the respective shares are 39.2% and 25.2%. This means
that allocations made at the president’s discretion were generally based on organizational balance

or equity rather than strategic decision making.

Table 1. Budget Income by Faculty (FY 2007, thousand yen)

Faculty = Basic Basic  President’s Dean’s Special GSR External Total
teaching  research discretion* discretion**  grant fund
A 38,807 47,714 9,062 48,987 9,958 19,600 20,795 194,923
B 41,850 23,909 15,780 9,391 2,137 12,400 302,946 408,413
C 44,491 100,772 30,550 106,271 59,000 92,150 887,893 1,321,127
D 85,698 58,593 19,640 46,914 2,265 86,100 320,082 19,292
E 2,714 1,026 2,850 3,616 3,558 1,200 650 15,641

Total 252,753 232,014 77,882 215,179 76918 211,450 1,532,366 2,559,396
A: Humanities, B: Social Sciences, C: Medicine, D: Engineering, E: Interdisciplinary.
*Total president’s discretion budget amounts to ¥150 million. The other part allocated to faculties was

distributed to head office and other overhead departments.
**The dean’s discretion includes the directly distributed money to faculties by the head office other than
¥35 million.

On the other hand, as mentioned before, half of the ¥35 million was appropriated for increasing
earned income in order to ensure satisfactory entrance and examination fees in the FY 2007 budget.
In this case, only Faculty C fell short of the enrollment capacity, whereas examination fees fell
below the average level in the four faculties other than the Faculty C. Accordingly, actual
distribution to facilities was as shown in Table 2. Here the adjustment for entrance fees is calculated
by shortage of enrollment fees multiplied by the coefficient (0.05~0.20) depending on the shortage
rate. Likewise when the application rate is lower (larger) than four year average, the decreased

(increased) examination fees multiplied by the coefficient (0.1) are negatively (positively) adjusted
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(D in the Table 2). However, since the large part of the dean’s discretionary expenditures budget is
not strongly related to the level of fees, the impact is marginal. The impact of adjustment on

budgeting is quite small (max=1.86%) other than Faculty B (10.55%).

Table 2. Budget Reflection of Ensuring Fees in Dean’s Discretion (FY 2007)

Faculty  Appropriation for Others Adjustment for Adjustment for Budgetamount ~ (C+D)/(E)
ensuring fees(A) (B) entrance fees(C) ~examination fees(D) (A+B+C+D=E) %
A 3,900,000 41,292,000 0 -3,000 45,189,000 0.006
B 3,900,000 784,000 0 -447,000 4,237,000 10.55
C 3,900,000 100,710,000 -1,917,000 0 102,693,000 1.86
D 3,900,000 39,626,000 0 -77,000 43,449,000 0.17
E 1,900,000 216,000 0 -5,000 2,111,000 023
Total 17,500,000 182,628,000 -1,917,000 -532,000 197,679,000 123

The second part of dean’s discretionary budget which encourages actual administrative
expenditures to be below the targeted level was appropriated. Total amount of ¥12.5 million was
distributed to faculties in accordance with the effort level for savings except in the case of Faculty E
where ¥0.9 million was directly allocated. The distribution rate of each faculty is based on the
savings effort which composes of the standardized point (25=100/4) and reducing point. The
reducing point is calculated by dividing the difference between targeted and actual usage by the
target. Therefore latter point might be negative when actual expenditures exceeded the target,

although the total is zero. Table 3 shows the reflecting result of the cost savings in FY 2007 budget.

Table 3. Budget Reflection of Cost Savings (FY 2007)

Faculty Appropriated fund Distribution (%) Allocated money Impact*
A 249 2,888,000 -12,000

B 34.0 3,944,000 1,044,000

11,600,000

C 23.0 2,668,000 - 232,000

D 18.1 2,100,000 -800,000

E 900,000 - 900,000 -
Total 12,500,000 100.0 12,500,000 0

*The impact is the difference between the allocated money and equal distribution.

The third part of dean’s discretionary expenditures budget which amounts to ¥5 million is
related to performance. Each faculty, as discussed earlier, is awarded some points when it has
shown a good performance, such as obtaining a large amount of external money (see Appendix).

The appropriation was distributed to faculties in accordance with the points awarded. For example,
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Faculty A has six points which consists of 1 point on enrollment of undergraduate students, 1 point
on enrollment of graduate students, 2 points on completion of master program, 1 point on external
funding other than GSR, and 1 point on GSR. The points on competitive fund for education
program and international students are zero. As a result, the distribution rate to Faculty A is 6/33

(=18.2%) and ¥910,000 (=5,000,000 X 0.182) is allocated.

Table 4. Budget Reflection of Performance in Dean’s Discretion (FY 2007)

Faculty  Appropriated fund Points Distribution (%) Allocated money Impact*

A 6 182 910,000 -90,000
B 8 242 1,210,000 210,000
C 5,000,000 6 182 910,000 -90,000
D 9 27.3 1,365,000 365,000
E 4 12.1 605,000 - 395,000
Total 33 100.0 5,000,000 0

*The impact is the difference between the allocated money and equal distribution.

Finally, the basic research expenditures budget has a sort of deduction system where academic
staff of each faculty does not apply to GSR. Firstly, ninety percentage of the standard appropriation
for basic research which multiplies the number of academic staff and unit cost is allocated to each
faculty. Then ten percent of the standard appropriation for research is distributed to faculties
according to the ratio of applicants in the faculty to the total applicants. In other words, it is a
negative economic incentive system in allocating core academic expenditures budget to each faculty
and department, neither strategic allocation such as president’s discretionary budget nor ex post
performance related system. AS shown in Table 5, among five faculties, due to relatively lower
application rate than those of faculties D and E, faculties A and B are negatively adjusted, while the

other departments are positively adjusted.

Table 5. Budget Adjustment of Applications for GSR in Basic Research (FY 2007)

Faculty = Appropriation(F)  Adjustment for application(G) F+G G/F
A 48,811,000 - 1,097,000 47,714,000 -224 %

B 24,159,000 - 250,000 23,909,000 -1.03

C 100,183,000 589,000 100,772,000 0.58

D 57,553,000 1,040,000 58,593,000 1.80

E 996,000 30,000 1,026,000 3.01

Total 231,702,000 312,000* 232,014,000** 0.13

*Due to adjustment for other departments such as the information center, the sum of adjustments
for the five faculties is not zero like in Tables 3 and 4.
**The amount equals to the total of the second column in Table 1.
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Analysis and Discussion

The gross amount of current budgeting excluding external funds was ¥24.0 billion (including
personnel costs and other operating costs like hospital expenditures) in FY 2007, while the
performance or incentive oriented budgeting amounts to at the most ¥200 million. Therefore, the
relative weight of incentive and performance mechanism to the total funding is quite small
(200/24000=0.833%). The impact, however, differs by faculty: the ratio of gross difference of the
four schemes (ensuring fees, saving costs, reflecting performance and incentive allocation) to basic
teaching and research expenditures ranges from -9.82%(=-370/[2741+1026] :Faculty E) to 0.847%
(=9571/ (41850+23909): Faculty B). If we will exclude Faculty E having just two permanent academic
staff due to considering the scale effect, the ratio ranges from -1.389% to 0.847%. This indicates the
impact is so far marginal, and Hla is generally supported.

As shown in Table 1, however, the weight of competitive funds to total funds varies from
faculty to faculty. In the case of Faculty C, external funding constitutes 74% of the total revenue, and
the incentive- and performance-related factors in allocating revenues budget, therefore, have little
influence on the total revenue (-0.085%%. Although Faculty A depends on external funds
amounting to 20% of the total revenue, the impact is slightly negative to the total revenue (-0.712%°).
Consequently, H1b is rejected.

The university has changed the performance-oriented budgeting in several ways every year
since incorporation. One example is the change in the performance indicators used for external
funds. From FY2004 to FY2006, the performance indicator for external funds was the number of
external funds. However, as the Evaluation Committee for NUCs in the MEXT has used the
amount of external funds in its annual evaluation, the measure was transformed into the earned
income through external funds in the FY2007 budget. Therefore, H2 is confirmed.

Performance indicators must be developed and used so that they may motivate faculties to
improve performance, while performance indicators need to encourage staff to move efforts on
funding. From this perspective, the incentive-based performance indicator, that is cost savings in
administrative expenditures over the target, looks suitable. However, the administrative
expenditures for each faculty are lighting and heating expenses incurred through teaching and
research activities. Academic activities are characteristic of a resource consuming in which higher
activity leads to higher expenses. This means that the actual administrative expenditures might
exceed the target when the academic activities are beyond the expected or planned level. In fact,
Faculty D of the faculties failed to achieve the target of cost savings owing to its active research
which took actual expenditures above the target. In practice, although Faculty D has the highest
number of the total points (9/33) in performance evaluation, the effort level in cost savings of

administrative expenditures is the lowest of the total (23.1/127.9). The vectors of evaluation are
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opposite to each other, and thus, H3 is supported.

The genuine discretionary part which the president could directly decide and allocate was just
16% of the president’s discretionary expenditures budget. Consequently the larger part is devoted
to the internal competitive fund of research and education projects within the predetermined
framework, although the final decision is made by the president. In practice, the share and ranking
of each faculty in the president’s discretionary expenditures budget is similar to those in basic
research, while the ranking and order of Faculty A is contrary to Faculty B. Consequently, H4 is
generally confirmed.

Performance-oriented budgeting is, in theory, related to performance level or performance
improvement. This means that every budget unit could be allocated more resources if all units
accomplish the targets or meet standards. However, NUCs are unable to allocate more funds to all
faculties even if all units show maximum or targeted performance, because good performance by
itself does not necessarily produce more income like companies. The budget as a partial reflection
of the performance evaluation is ensured beforehand as indicated in Tables 3 and 4. Accordingly,
the performance oriented budgeting is considered an allocation of a fixed amount of money to
faculties.

The data from performance indicators show that the university’s performance and activities
have been improved or at least maintained by the adoption of incentive-based and
performance-oriented budgeting, which started in the new scheme of FY 2006. The completion rate
increased from 89.1% in 2005 to 94.4% in 2006* The total amount of external funding other than
GSR doubled in 2007(¥1,531 million from ¥774 million in 2006). The GSR also increased in 2007 to
¥211.45 million, from ¥170.5 million. The number of competitive funds for good practices in
education® has remained at one since FY 2006 and is therefore stable. The number of international
students is also little changed. In addition, the number of applications for GSR also increased to 138
in FY 2007 from 120 in FY 2006 after the introduction of the negative incentive system in which the
basic research fund shall be cut unless the faculty members apply for it. As a consequence, it seems
that the incentive system works well.

When we turn to the performance in terms of outcomes in Faculty C, however, the numbers of
articles and books published has decreased somewhat since FY 2004 (658 in FY2004 to 532 in FY
2007) by contrast to an increase in external funds. This means that H5 is partly supported. The fact
gives us lessons that the impact through a new scheme like performance oriented or incentive

budgeting has to be evaluated in multiple and long term perspectives.

Conclusion

This paper has explored the development and implementation of performance-oriented
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budgeting in the case of a Japanese national university. With the corporatisation of national
universities, the funding and budgeting system has changed significantly; from line-item to global
funding, and from incremental to performance-oriented budgeting as internal resource allocation.
The transformation was caused by NPM and higher education reform across the nation.
Considering the dual nature of the national university as a public entity and a higher education
institution, we can predict that the transformation will entail difficulties. The element of it being a
public entity narrows the resources available for rewarding good performers due to the consuming
economy in the public sector. On the other hand, higher education is not simply a joint product of
teaching and research but a co-production between staff and students. Therefore, performance
measurement by activity or function is not an easy task, especially since it is difficult to separate the
activities into programs.

Despite the associated constraints, the NUCs introduced performance-oriented budgeting with
the encouragement of the government. The reasons behind the adoption can also be explained by
the dual character of the NUCs. The fiscal stress of the government has reduced public funding to
the NUCs as public entities, as well as required them to cut personnel costs. The spending cuts in
public finance drove the NUCs to seek funding from the private sector and competitive funds from
the government. In the funding formula, the operating grants are calculated by deducting earned
income excluding external funding from the operating expenditures. Accordingly, each national
university strives to acquire more competitive funds such as GSR and to save administrative
expenditures. However, as indicated in the case study, the linkage between resource allocation and
performance measurement within the university is limited in amount and strength, because the
president’s power in resource allocation has not been directly extended over the external money
delivered to faculties, even though he or she has greater discretion in management after
incorporation.

Besides, since personnel costs account for the larger part of expenditures in HEISs, the resources
the president uses for the incentive system are relatively small. If the president intends to adopt a
strategic allocation policy for all resources, the faculties or departments might not work fully in
teaching and research due to the inevitable shortage in resources in some faculties. Evidently the
incentive-based or performance-oriented system in which faculties showing better performance
receive more money has, as expected, promoted greater earning from external funding as a whole.
However, the dependency on external money differs from faculty to faculty. The weight and
amount of incentive- or performance-based allocation are so far small against core- or eligible-based
allocation. Consequently, the new scheme thus far has little affected the results of budget resource
allocation in monetary terms, although it might have influenced the behavior and attitudes of
faculty staff.

This article contributes to the study on public financial management by examining the entire
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process of performance-oriented budgeting at institutional level where few such empirical studies
exist. Generalization of the results has to, of course, be cautious even though a typical national
university was selected as the subject of this case study. Also the impact of university reform takes a
long time, while this study has focused on 4 years after corporatization. So, we must further
investigate the following issues. First, we should examine how performance-oriented budgeting
impacts on teaching and research other than funding behavior at faculty level. Second, since the
supporting departments and head office play a major role in higher education services, the
relationships between the indirect or supporting and academic departments should be explored.
Third, national universities have two sides to their character composed of a public entity and a HEIL,
therefore whether the findings are specific to either should be examined. Fourth, as mentioned in
the previous section, there might be conflict between the interests of head office and faculties. It will
be therefore useful to interview the presidents, deans and academic staff on attitudes and behaviors.
Fifth, we have to investigate the impact in a longitudinal way, whether expected and unexpected
outcomes. Finally, other types of HEI (private universities) in Japan and other nations should be
examined in relation to institutional budget reform and its impacts determined from an

international comparative perspective.

Notes

1. From the incorporation in 2004 to 2008, for the national university system, the personnel costs (excluding
part-time workers) decreased from ¥1113 billion to ¥1062 billion while the operating grants from ¥1087 billion
to ¥1055 billion. By contrast the teaching and research costs increased from ¥283 billion to ¥359 billion.

2. MOE and the Science and Technology Agency were merged into MEXT in 2001.

. The study was done under the condition of anonymous treatment for budgeting of FY 2005 to FY2007. Hence,

@

the university and faculty names are not indicated.

4. (1,097 —3—12—-90)/194,923=-0.712%

5. (589—1,917—232—90)/1,321,127= - 0.085%

6. The latest figures in 2007 are the actual result in 2007. So, the data in 2005 and 2006 are compared.

7. This is highly competitive, and the successful rate is 10 to 15 %.

Appendix
Points based on Performance Measurement
Item Measurement and Point
Enrollment of undergraduate students/Capacity EU>100%=1, 90<EU<100=0, EU<90=- 1
=EU
Enrollment of graduate students/Capacity EG>100%=1, 90<EG<100=0, EG<90=-1
=EG
Completion rate of master degree program CR>Average CR=1, 0.9 Average CR<CR<Average CR=0,
=CR CR<0.9 Average CR= -1, CR>1.1AverageCR=2
External funding other than GSR EF>Average EF=1, 0.9Average EF<EF<Average EF=0,
=EF EF<Average EF= -1, EF>1.1Average EF=2
GSR GSR>Average GSR=1, 0.9Average GSR<GSR<Average GSR=0,
GSR>1.1Average GSR=2, GSR<0.9Average GSR= - 1

Competitive fund for education program Selected=3, Non-selection=0
=GP
Number of International Students IS>Average IS=1, IS<Average IS=0

=IS
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% REKF - @B HEVRRERE Y 7 — HEIR
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WESNTZZ L EEWT 5, 2070, —I/bURNIAFE L CW B FHOR 224 R IE L, AED)
ORIy A FEMT A 2 b, Ee, MiBhERL BT BN & EBIAEM N B IR O B
HZ Lo,

ORI T, Bl RFEOHBUCHIE L TT Y v 7 ROT T A A Mlik 7 ¥ —Diz
DITHE— SN B EE BRI DM T - 7B BB 2, MRS G 2 T2 B % iwmT 5, ZHhUdid.
WFoeeiibh4: & BEBMELH - BEKFEOME RICR R 3RELEEND, EWVHDL, [
B OTE Y KRAVHT « B R FOXEI I LB EEZ T DONHTH D,

B OMPRREIT, FEME OB WO FENLZL LB TH D, BEEBEADOREN
PERIZ X D ABEHOBINIA U, BRI ZHBINT 2 2 TG L L D & Lz, Z ok
U FANC G- Z T BT 5 L 3EIT, S HR2EEHE AN LR OIZO DBIFIZ L 5%
SRR ERNT D, DLEEZIT T, FENOBINT 288 &L OB#E TTRISNDRERIEZY 5 5
RISV TE LT D,

2. BFELELKIZES—TLEAMBFEDEY A

2. 1 EFELEHREOMHBIEE DS

F P EFBHEREE ORI, &S AR RO HEE 20T 2BICKE L 22D @HHE
BRBE &AL OBKBE & OBEBILRN 29 (K 1), MEHFEHEEIIZNORTORAT =7 RN — L
fRL. MAEICHEL B2 H>TND,

ARETIE, KT OO THRERZ T 7B, BFZE « K5 - 5REH  (Dept for Innovation,
Universities and Skills: DIUS) . 22 ERRES (Higher Education Institutions: HEIs) . #kwiZE bR

(Further Education Institutions: FEIs) . A 77 v REEZEMBGE#2 (Higher Education Funding
Council for England: HEFCE) . #7e8¢#6% (Research Councils: RCs) . HiJ7#E 4/ (Local Education
Authorities: LEAs) ZHULIZERT D, 708, BROKXF-ORANIMIROGAL E HitEz R~ L, AkE D
RENIFETRHZ R LT D, [ESREBORETH - 7280 1T, [FSRFIOBIEIRE 2 BT 5, Hil 21X,
— 3 EOFORBIITEE - K% - g (DIUS, BLE YA - e - Hifli: BIS) OEEETICH D
HEATH 5,

N7V 7 ROT T A, bt 7 #—i%, —efbPAENTZ 200 A OMBeRL & AT &
TEWNTE 7o, WIREMIDEICE L T, RE~OMBIEHENRRY 7 7 =7 DZ UL TLHT
BV, FRMTOR IR LNE Y X —TIEE L BieoTEY . — kB Ol RS & DM
BIBFOR B LB S IR B RD M EN e d o Tz, ZD720, BUFIZ K D — St
& — OB & REBI 2 AR LT 2 BRCITR#E A (£ 5 72 (Williams 1992), L L7235, 199242 Dk
Bt s EEHBEERIT 4 S OEESEHEMBEEREHES (Higher Education Funding Councils: HEFCs) 2235 «
[Hl KFEORAEL D & FEiET 2T 52D Z &, RXT Vv T « w7 X —lHoT-EmEHFTR
FRAPRILT DMk 2E & L~ ¥ (Further Education Colleges: FECs) * %, [EHZHEFCs2» &4 Bh &5y
INDD, HOEIWVTEEHEHREDPGEBE I L Y VLB L, BIFRED T 7 F ¥ A4 XL
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1 SEHEHE & RS & DEBHERIR & BHRORN
* Hrgeeke
F HhEE ﬂ
kX 105K 243
= - U= A
GEE R amme | | EEms
2N *
HREEY WHRE LR
s EEp R
*k
MREHS * = HIHEIRSD
EEHE M % HEaE 2 S A8
7 2 & B OE &
fRAERIE ShO- A%
H—EX
[<}:| e
585 =D KFApL 5 s
e || kersen| | Aorca 4= HRORN

T BIEFEERY  (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister) 1%, {F%8. U717, H5 BB, MR 2 34 2 HEHE
Thb,

TECEIN O OMBIENR Sy S D Z Ll oTz,

KFaTld, 4 DO HEFCs D CTHEHTA v 7T v REEHE M EE#2 (Higher Education Funding
Council for England: HEFCE) % F.0MZFHT 5,

HEFCE O 27158 345 s S BE BB 2 A & C & 2 2R K UWHFETEENE 4 (R %
) DB T D, Bl 308, TR0 BHE, 2. Felfisicx L CTiTbh, BRI 53X
HDSHRE FH O 7851, WFEA 281, FRRUREIAYK 1 EI & v 5 BIG CEERL D SV TV D, KB
ORI FEHERBEAINE & OliEa R CRESINLD Z LIThh-oTRY ., Eaokete HAT
NERANIFERITH D, MBI —E L Tl Sh, RIS EmEBERMEOAm#EEL > TV D,
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MBI DO R F L 1TOEFEHERE, Z L CREHEE L INDOT 17T AERIEL TN 52210
MR ZCEREBIC Ly SN D 2 &7 > T 5, HEFCE BT B EZ AT 5 X 1c, &
EEHERI Y HEFCE & 38 ICHiE T4 A>T\ 5 (HEFCE 1996),

19964 YIRH AR FHE &% T D5 N DILR, @HFHE OWSEIERLLRME, £ @S2 E MO
K O] EEEA FIRAR TH W IFENAFIC ERMER KT T (HFECE 1996), UL, KEIC
HE L BHFZEIE RN Y T HNDII0E- T, HEFCE OJEEEIH & LRk S 4L, W23 (Research
Assessment Exercise: RAE) #FAZHE O DW= BB OB R FEA~DOEHF LR BRI S s X 9
\Zgolz, BT, BEFHAROMIE, EEEHER I OMIEED K A FENIRER, BHAHAf R~
SRS, £, 1992FLIEOHT R FICL < RO D IS B ~DOifiBeid sy bR Sz,
flllz, 199642 & b LT, BUFRCHS ~ DR & Ml S~ D BERSCHHR O A DF I b
HRAEDIUED T (HEFCE 1999),

R HCE SRRy ST HAA160(59, 500 5 7R > KD, 2007/084E% 7> HEFCE /> 5 DA (421
WETUER Y RTERIEDRI44% L > TS, ZOWNRERTETRDI T 7 1DL 55,

52271 A2455> KHEFCE &ff%& (2007/084) (BfI: 100A7KR> K)

T DAt

HEREH Y 27 2 EBAE | €80

B YR A 120

HF5E BAfR 1£1,711

FHEOHE - WHICHER

BRIfRE £4, 662

£0 £1, 000 £2, 000 £3, 000 £4, 000 £5, 000

Hif: HEFCE. Who we are and what we do. Bristol: HEFCE, 2007: 6. % JEIZ/ERL

20014F0 RAE 121, ZERREY (Department for Education and Skills: DIES) 23E%HEBE HET
B 5 TEEHB O (The fiuture of higher education) ] (DfES 2003) Z3EL71-, Uz —/LXE A
2y N7 2 R TCIIEE 2 CORFEHBEREICFICA T2 &V O EETREMERF T 2BEEN
BEOHNTNDN (77 %A 2005), AEOTTIE, [EEOHITEAE FH LT\ 5 &7l S 7z %
BRI C BB B AP S, 26 OBEBI A EFRAIITARD TRV L~ L OBEBIC 72 2 15 X
w51 Z ek (DIES 2003: 23-24), HEFCE [XBUM 26 Dl 2 1T T Z ORFIZH]
L 7= @ BB~ DB FIEDBIRICE T Uc, Mokt MifiifiE 2 KO 7o 5512, BAAFZER



2010 4F £ EEESSS 67

PO BB EOEIMETH 72 & T 52 513, RS H TN EZ IS TOTZHT KA E -
T, WREMHBEOEGIR L <. HIRKFIZE > THRBUIFO Z DIEITADER ThHh 7o &EZ
51,

2. 2 SELEUBREBERNCOMEEGHNS

F1IE, 10K F O (20085FE) OFHMIERER ThH 5, 2008FFIZ20014FE L~ EDK
b FBIFIEE B OB HNED, BB Y 53— (York) KFE oty 7 R (Essex) K" % Fk
&, Tk =T ORI i EHOLFERE ool (F 1), FIRFOLAFINY A MIBL
NDDITANLTH D,

HRFTHHR—Y < ARFORIFE (Vice—chancellor) 27 LA 7" (John Craven) %, HK
FOMFEMBBOBIFRUN L RNz & Fo, HFFEiEk, BM-CHFEE SO AR RN Z OARDL
EHONTWAZ EEBRELARN S, RO KD REREZR~Z,

®1 2008FEDA F') ADKFHFRHERER (1605 510LFET)

e | SEUT | 3 LAEEG | 2,008 4EFE | 2,001 4EFF | RAE %%
K F 4 : Yty ElE ElE EhaAFZeE | FEMBFFEE | 1F72 UoA
(%) (%) % (FTE) % (FTE) D%
7Y oY
2.975 32.0 71.2 2040. 39 1826. 1 48
(The University of Cambridge)
F T AT F— R
2.959 31.8 70.3 2245. 83 2023. 83 48
(The University of Oxford)
LSE (London School of E ics &
(London School o C;SSS:Z; Seionce) | 2957 34.9 68. 4 490. 36 431.57 14
VRYTL e H Ly e my Ry
4)(lm;ri)al7;/ ollog:] o r;lo/n) F 2,943 25.8 72.9 1224. 57 1171. 28 21
FETT VT A ALy B R oy 2.6 65.8 1792. 68 1745. 7 47
> (University College London) ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
v F AL —
2.823 23.1 65. 4 1824. 34 1204. 14 53
(The University of Manchester)
DES
7(?;5 U/n izcrsity of Warwick) 2.799 21.3 64.9 966. 35 714. 33 28
5 —
(Th7Um_ rsity of York) 2.780 22.6 62.0 653. 87 554. 06 25
e versity o @)
Ty R
(The University of Essex) 2.772 22.1 62.9 322. 02 313. 87 14
TT 4R T
2. 747 22.5 62.8 1639. 81 1365. 29 39
(The University of Edinburgh)

HWil: Guardian. RAE 2008: results for UK universities: Rankings for UK universities in the Research Assessment Exercise 2008.
18 December 2008, London: guardian. Available from
http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/table/2008/dec/18/rae—2008-results—uk—universities; Internet; accessed on 10
April 2009.

g1 :  UoA X, Unit of Assessment (RFZERHMIOHAL) OWE, FEREAFIEE &%, FEBAITIEIES 4 (Research Active Staff)
DT E &Y, Fio, WEHERERIRIK 1 2O REE 5% ETO TR TH D,
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H
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ao

[« (BEHB) BEOHEE - IFREOENRBWVEHESHESEAIC, TOBET (25745)
WBIERNMERDOTLE Ihy « « « (FHg) « + - (LD ST VENREL 2VEBIICHE -
WD E % XG5 7-DOMEE 52 TEETHZ EOHFVBEEROTIERNTL L I (B
2001: 158)

WFFERHMEEAL  (Unit of Assessment) Tdb 2 B3 EF O kR F R0 B, BEGE -0 M, ASCH:
ZFRTIEIAREDBO, JCHRICHEIND S, FIZIESFHESCHEE, H5W0WEaIa=y
—a U EICREFEENDHHETIET v - ZTA—TUNOKRTEY BGia 5D 503, iz b
DL OEIT D, £, BRI THLERN DB DR FTRITIIERTE RV S %
HHY ., EOHGAIFIHREN MuAd HHT5Z L1075, HBEG EEICET 5B 05
» 5. BHFEAFZE (Development studies) (XZFD—flE LTZITF B 5,

L992FE TV D THIR ATV THFFEREM A e S 7o s, RS E 5L SN TR BT,

®2 1997/98FE DRI &L 2HAREMBEHEED v T20EFHEHEA

wOE OB HE KM e ekg (100 ARV R)
Fw I AT F— K 172.3
ALY T By vy Ry 164. 7
7 oY 153.9
2= r—y T 4— Ay Y e B R 153. 5
T4 NT 90. 1
2T AL — 83.5
XTI X e H LT emr R 81.3
J—= 78.1
SN—I U A 78.0
VA S= 68.3
YT 68. 2
Y7 4=V 68. 2
)T 4T A 63.8
7Y A ML 63.3
—a—J v AV 57.5
V77— 53.5
JA—r s AY— (B RURF) 40.3
VED 39.7
5T 4=V R (D= L AR Ly VA 38.3
N—=T 47 37.5

W#: HEFCE. HEFCE Circular 6/97, Table 1 Recurrent Grant for Academic Year 1997-98. Available from
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1997/c6_97/t1.htm; Internet: accessed 10 June 2009.
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[R5 & TR OFEHE TR T 72, FIRFEMIARZE L [F UFEUECHID CTHFIERHE 2 52 1 72 4RI
1997/984FE T, & DAFZERIMhRE R HD < WIFEMIBI & DBL /313 2 TRIEY Th D, 7206 F
TOREHBEHEX, 74— ATV = WLy I I70 74— K- IbyY (EH55HIH
KEFFY) ZPrE, 2 TCT v - ZA—THiROBBE TH 7= (F2),

2 O EAL 4 SO ESEHERBN HEFCE 7> b OB B A DIN. 5% % Tz, WFFeE
Bi&EF L EED DZERIC LV . H - IBEDETR200D KZEON, 4 OB RFOWEISFE) B 4
BEADIL. 5% % (D TIRY | HIRFENZEAOMBI® A ST 5 ATREEIT D72, IRRF23 RAE 125
U 72 VRFR 7257 B CHTR DB A 2 1535 Z LI FTRETH B3, e A BRSNS 72
WeDIZZBT D L bBE R by, L, I 2 CHIEd <& giiE, 1997/984 > HEFCE />
B OHBIEAREANN34(EE00 17 R > KT, & OWFRIZEE LA A323E8000 7 AR o K| AFFCEAfih 4
IETIE400 5 AN (i1, 3{600 578 > RNRESMEBNATL, 500 5 AN > RIZHiBhE) & #4020, 7%
B Z RV TH -T2 & TH D, BIFIE, WL ﬁi@%iﬁ\@ﬁ Lafatil L, HEEMEIC
B L CHMBEAZ SN L, MiBh&omEA#MHE 2 AT -, flxid, En-H#HEEZZETHHE LT
BAINEZHREZEZFTLELET 78R« 770 K (Access fund) kB OEE M A BRI I
LEDIEANEHEA~OWELETH DT, ZOFMOIEFHFNIHEERMEN, Ve L LHRFEC
LoTUINEL 2> TL BIETTH 5,

2. 3 EELAEUBBERNCOHBEEGYE

ISEEEIRE N T IRAT A BN & 7 L 7 F5 il B I AT D RIS AT S v [77 ) v 7
EP 03, EEBEIFOFEIIBER & U TRE LS E R EMRTIZEES (National Committee of Inquiry
into Higher Education) 73, 19974EMKFE T, S H%20EMICEBIT A A XV ADOEFRILEMEIZE 5 5
HEHEOHY FEE - BRI LI REE LD bDOTH D, ZOWEETA XY AOFEEHEIC
REREHMA SO L, [0 e ZHREE] DRRICRE SN REEOT THLREAEZEDO LD EHZR S
LTV 3B (Watson and Taylor 1998, Watson 2007) 9

770 o 7gEE] OffFaa= BT 272613, TEERAZRBREBEFORMRUTIN T, 7w
EHEOITZ %#4#)X@ﬁﬁ&.%mﬂﬂ%%.té%@kﬁﬁjEW)’k’ﬁ55 K
WEEDPRE SN RITE, BEEE~OLBMENRSZ O ARET D5 THA D L) EiEiEn
D, TDID, WEHERE 2T DFEROEIMOFER., "%EHE 2 MR 2 BRI CORMBA e
KBV, FAE-NHTZ OBE TRBKIBIFEINDLTHAH LV IHIRHBAEL D,

L2rL, BUFED D OMBIESEEOIHEI B G R B b, BUFN D O TRES SNARY 120

TiE, KA RUR SKEOIIZE 21T 5 2 & T, ERICEEZ b2 67 L RRHIZEICHEBRT 2 5
WD L) TN, AEFOIGH & 78> T2,

AEHERBICBT 2 7 V2 A D EOHEINEEZE 2 5 & — U LERTD1990/914EE ) b —Jtfk
% 0>1994/954EFE OHENNER 1L L. 5415 (MFIMNETFAE B Ete) & 720 1994/954EFE ) 051997 /984 FE D1
INZRILL. 4651272~ 7= (Office for National Statistics 1997: 64), 6. 3 TII¥MEHEEDOFHEERE A D
FAEANELY D=y ka2 MP—TEfLEED 5 1997/98FEE L TRENTN DA, FARDH



70 PNedups = BT
£3 FE—ANLLVICXKETIBAFFE (BA: RUR)
1993/94 4EFE | 1994/95 4EFE | 1995/96 4EFE | 1996/97 4EFE | 1997/98 4EFE
2=y ke aRA b 5, 545 5, 390 5, 145 4,815 4,720
XS 100 97 93 87 85

Wil: DEE. Departmental Report: The Government’s Expenditure Plans 1996-97 to 1998-99. London: DfEE, 1999: 114.
AEr bR 1993/94 R A 100 & LT B,

DCAE S BHEARIE L, 7V H A DA — NS T2 0 I T 2B PR EEZ B THO LT 5
(F3), 2000fFfEICIE2 = | » TR FA330% b T 5 Z L1722 >72 (Jackson 2001),
77V v 7HdE] CIIRSHEORBO-OIZBOBMEFENET LN TND, ZOHTE
REVEIILUT O 9 e T (Watson 2007: 5),
1. @EEHENDILROfEE
. A XY ZADFALIKIEDE L ARG
- FR I OIEM
. SEHAROELS D S O Ry ~ DR
. BEREORE
. WFBED T2 D O = I E IR O SERS:
. TN A BEEERAED D ORFEEH, 00078 > R ORI
. Mk & B & OREEE O EI
. EEHERB ORERES TOEIRL
[77 0 v 7dsE] ot T BURHEEHIZ D W 7o AiBh R o il B o sfkiz K 248
GOEPL, BENSHE~ORFEE O, P —RIEOEA, pEFERNIZEE TS 2
I, FEOBBHIARIRFREEA L 22 Z L2 B E LT NEH%EFNAL (Foundation degree) |
%A L7z (DEE 1998),
A X U ZAENOREFBERBEOMBINADOWNRAEFEMI LD &K 4 LD,

© 00 N O O ok w N

x4 EEHEREORA B FRUR)

2003/ 044 EEROFTOEE (%)

(DHEFCs 7>6 O#Bh 4 6, 427, 994 39.0
ORERROHEEME, 22727 F 3,772, 166 22.9
OMfsed#= (RCs) 7 b OHiBh4: 2,714, 591 16.5
@ DAt A 3, 320, 439 20. 2
OFFM R OEEIZ L DI 236, 438 1.4
Gl 16, 471, 628 100. 0

Hl: HESA. Resources of Higher Education Institutions 2003/04. Cheltenham: HESA, 2005: 10.
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HEFCs 76 OffiB&OWNFRIZTTILE S L 72 5,

®5 OHEFCs Mo D#HBIEMMER  (BfL: FRUEK)

2003/04 4EE RO TOEE (%)
BB LA 4, 393, 791 68. 4
e EARBL 4 1, 300, 488 20. 2
Z DA 575, 226 9.0
REIEDHHBN A 85, 962 1.3
A4 72, 527 1.1
GEi 6, 427, 994 100. 0

Hi#: HESA. Resources of Higher Education Institutions 2003/04. Cheltenham: HESA, 2005: 11.

2003/044FFEIZ 33U\ C HEFCs 7> 5 DFEEDB8S. 4% A 3 543059, 37975 7R v RS e ffih 4
BT, ZTNTNOESHERKBIL Z D HEFCs 2> b OB AT X CTHEEERISTET, 216 T AR &%
BEELTRTMD I LT D, DFED ., BEDIZDDAHIESDOMREIL, WFIEMHBIEDOMRED
.45 T, RAE A Iz LW\ oTHE D RAE ITER) L 72 B4 E & OFFEI L2004 £ TIT AR
HOK 2] (18%) I E D,

Z LT, ZARBEMBEOKIB5 %I TR IRy SN DD, BRF~DOIGIIE mFHEHE
DIEFAER, AR, DT, BEAOMEE A L CRE ShcRiaFERITNE ) Z &gk
%, 5% OKII8%ITFESMEBI 4T, FeBMiBI4 (special funding) RCRFAIE AR E 4B 4 (earmarked
capital funding) 23 EIUTMYET D, BRFITFERIISCTTREGD 2 L TRPHARITHIEL T
WS ZEIZRD T, ZOHBEEMBIEDORITRENTIRE L,

ZO—HlL LT, FAERERM, 0004 O/NUERFETH DN —/"— T LX 22T 7 =27 4
— « 7L (Harper Adams University College) RZ&#ZFEIFTDHI ENTE LI, YL KFIIH% %
HEFCE 7 bEHEBEEAMBE & LT, 18% 230 55 TH Y (Harper Adams University College 2008:
4) . BUN DD ORIED 5 8 HEIE IR E VY, 2007/08FEDOHEBF M TIZr v 7 1 v PRFERNT
BN ORI AR LT D, BBV INEEL CH D56, BB OREDE /2 NE NI T AT » K
PEGICTREND, LOLARND, HEFHEAMED 2 v £ (Emma Tappin) 1%, [H « /NS
KRFZCBNTBIN DO THEITFT D TH LD, Fio, MRKFLMEITEZDMERRNDD &
D FIVEST LT, KPR OFI50% 4% HEFCE 76 OMiB&TH Y | #HE D= DEAIL
HRICHD Z &, ETMEOFE NS EZDMBEDRN, EEZTNDY,

HELRH ST H~OBEIIBIROMOED DT HH 5, [T7 V Vi HE] Tk, e b
LB 60% 1% THERI~D —FEHIBI AR /3 > AT L0 B EE TRy SN D ¥ AT MIBAT
9% (We recommend to the Government that it shifts the balance of funding, -+ -from block grant towards
a system in which funding follows the student, <+« (NCIHE 1997, Recommendation 72) | Z & 2\ &
Nz, BVEZZTT-BUN & PR AR L LRy OEEMZROTERY . ZORE. %A
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B THROK 6 BINFAL A HICHELME & U CEESEAEHBICHECR Sy Shbd 2 itk o
7o [77 ) o 7 HEE] IR SN EEBERBEORED. BUNOBERO A EZIRESIT -2
Bl N

BRI & LT, AN L TO A RPEFRNTIE, #F OAERITIE U THIBIER
SHITNHESIND Z LI Y) | EFEOEE &SP LEIRIFFER T U O S EHE B b AiBha
HERE Y SNDZ Ellheote (#6), [T7 Vv r7wEE] ofEicwen, BEEMhEDESL
DHEATND,

%6 HEFCE [k 2EEMBIENWNER (1997F K U20044F) (Bifii: 100/KR K)

1997 48 2004 4F
HREI® £2,380 (69.9%) £3,286 (54.8%)
WF7eE BN 4 £704 (20. 7%) £1,081 (18.0%)
HERRIEBS (special funding) £486 (8. 1%)
EERIEARRE )4 (earmarked capital funding) } £321 (9. 4%) £584  (9.7%)
ThidE £16  (0.3%)
& & £3, 405 £5,453

W8l - HEFCE. Funding higher education in England in 1997-98, 1999 & Funding higher education in England in 2004-05, 2006.

BEBHHEO T ORENMEAE & L Th Y S5 B TRERBIIRE D0. 9% FF e/t R 178 2
D0. 4%, KRFHEFIRHERFRIIRE D0. 4% 73, BE AR A IR DN RES N TND 2 L bFE
W5 Z LIXTEZRY, 19934E(C HEFCE (2B W THID THBE MBI A Sh - S Tld, #E%
T2 2 & OREE S BUCEE TN & BEBEMPBE D ITNER L2V E ST Y . BN L EER
M EE E B 4 % RS S 720 E S L QU2 (Clark 1997 1), ZAUC B2 S EEF1. 7%
LENTIESH DD, HEEHIE BV THLHEANESEDEAINZOTHD, ZOETFEEZB
STEFLTEY, ZRUfEo THEBIEM L., 2004912 1 THE B A6 O H ORI ERBI 4
SOEFRIEAMBI A WFZEE LA (108, 1005 K K) % kA5 10{#8, 600 5 A 2 RASHAIE
&L LTy &htz, 199T4ED3. 4f50%E (10{F8, 60075 /3(82, 10005) Th b,

2. 4 SEHEHEICETLLMEE

5 B 5 S B % L 724% Cdb 2 20004 LARE D BUR T3 4 Sy BFRINC I~ D & L BUN TR S -
E B STV D ISR T, RO TER, ZOWRICHEE Th o7z, 200091%LZ D 3 438
THRTHDB4. 9%, 20064:(362. 7% % HHOTWD (K 7)., £, BHHEICSHSNIoREZTRY i
% &, 2000451312, 4%, 200641313, 2% EHEML TV 5 (7).
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£7 XHAFIBAFFE (E&LADEED (BB1: 10ERV K

2000 4F | 20014F | 20024F | 20034F | 20044 | 20054F | 2006 4F
HE " 46 50 54 59 63 68 73
R 103 122 130 150 160 169 177
£ 54 59 65 72 81 90 96
Esillya] 23 24 24 26 27 28 29
FEX - B 15 16 17 16 20 20 21
B - BEE 14 18 20 20 17 16 19
BEEL ) 9 10 14 15 16 20 21
1B - (RAER 20 23 24 27 29 31 32
BEEFFAN 28 23 21 22 25 26 27
Z DA 59 49 49 47 49 49 57
At 370 394 418 456 488 519 552
H#: HM Treasury. Budget summary leaflet (2000 4E~2006 4F) . London: HMSO.
777 21%, 2005/064F B\ = EHERBICAL Y S ALTZHRERL60(EI, 5005 R ROWERTH %,

J572 EEHEHBEOMIR (2005/065) (BHI : 100//R> K)
Yo LIR)\ e122
3R N4 ;293
Lty R |h0hais] £972
ZOMDULA (R, KfEE, FH%)
HEHE RN
fh DB FERFFEA Bh 4 Il €1,233
O BT TR B 4
o e, RFGeRER £1, 202
BB M BCERERS . PIBIREAE, R ] g6, 121
FAGMN S, LEAZH

£0  £1, 000£2, 000£3, 000£4, 000£5, 000£6, 000£7, 000

Hil : HEFCE. Who we are and what we do. Bristol: HEFCE, 2007: 7. Z 32 /ERR
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ZOWNFRITTA%NEKTE « FEIREE A & HFFED 720 DRpCIERRAHERF R TH 0 . 10%2F585%
#S (RCs) Zil L CHV Y SNAWFIEEM, 16% 1 7 NH A DR EORERSAREMN Th - 72,
BB RBI OISRy & L CIEi%EL6. 48R ROERINRT bd, £0 5 HIsERY Rik
W FADIRER Ch D, Z OWRIMEFAED A - TR ORI IR D 2UUA D23, 7% T HH
W5, I, EEHBEETEG RS E A FB%E (Continuing Professional Development: CPD)
PikRE#E  (Continuing Education: CE) DHAF D 7= HIZHEBAFNER DD 4 f5R v RO &2 45T
Do DD H2AES, 500 AR NIIEHE THLHMEEND, £ LTI OUEL 5005 R RIIE AN
BOFHZE S TH WD, LavL, 2D 48R Rid2005/064EE DEINAD 6 %IZ Hi7- 720
(HEFCE 2007), EMRFEM G OESENIT, 4% bRV MFFTET, MR FED S ORERD
FEMEREEDL DO EEZ NS, —F T, HEFCE 76 OWFZEEHil4 (RELLD3. T%H)) <0,
BHFHAITEL (Office of Science and Technology: OST) 7> 5 OMFFEE B4 D KiE 728800 (Ri4-EES. 8%
#4C. HEFCE 72>5 OAfiBh4:9(59, 000 578 > Rizxt L, OST 25 OAfiBh4:136£E6, 400 5K RIZE
THIIN) . FFRREEEO 72 OB DIER, & U CBORICEHHE S 7 2% - 528 129 D 4lih 4%
D¥EMB R BN D,

B B R ERCEFEHE I Ly ¥ - BFEETAINAGREEO h CARIRRBI &I/ S —1 o MK LT
WHMD, BHDNIM S~ v MRS E2EFTE TV DNERAND Z LIE, KFEBUFE OBIR
PR KRFEOHIREEZD ETRAIRTHD, £ 2T, 2000/014FEFEDA > 7T v RIZBR- 72 [ K566
B EFRFABK S EBE N L v ¥ - W8T (Institute) DOMPRDOHNERA LT 5,

BRI E OIS DA S BRFEL D D, D5 2, #I50%% HEFCE 25 Of#iBh4
IZHH-> TRY (3 8) ., AR E~DIRIFE IR, MEHE D L v DRSS EMZEANT HEFCE
P DB BN AKRFADS4. 1% % 5D HIRFLL BIZARIRHBI &K L T D, ZAUTHAT
[BRZETIEANHBED 5D 55157232001 /024FFE 12133, 6 %123 L TRV | 64% TH 721980
FEREEARTURGFENMELS oo TV D, 2O Z LIIRZOAHENEEE 25 ETRERERE R,

#=8 HBEEUEHEDEITTIRANREST (Bfii: FHRUK)
HEFCE %» . 2B 4 R Ot RESE ST 4 .

e | B TN 2o @Eié* pose |07
2001/02 4EE
[BRE: 2,707,272 | 1,707,976 1,833,284 | 1,073,698 540, 517 192,233 | 8,054, 980
ElG 33. 6% 21. 2% 22. 8% 13.3% 6. 7% 2. 4% 100. 0%
HRF 1,631,637 | 1,022,188 146, 657 328, 369 227, 321 25,474 | 3,381, 646
LSS 48. 2% 30. 2% 4. 4% 9. 7% 6. 7% 0. 8% 100. 0%
1994/95 £E
[BRE: 1, 880, 032 993, 639 973, 620 213, 968 678, 240 140,129 | 4,879, 628
ElG 38. 5% 20. 4% 19. 9% 4. 4% 13. 9% 2. 9% 100. 0%
HRF 1,234,178 695, 438 97, 270 82, 873 237, 322 38,163 | 2,385,243
LSS 51. 7% 29. 2% 4.1% 3. 5% 9. 9% 1. 6% 100. 0%

Hi# : HESA. Resources of Higher Educational Institutions 1994/95. Cheltenham: HESA, 1996. 5 OHESA. Resources of Higher

Educational Institutions 2000/01. Cheltenham: HESA, 2002.% [H K5 & #rRkspicadE L, kL=,
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9573 —JitHi - BOKFHBDEL
60
(%)

50 /A\

40 ( \/ /

30

20

10

O o1/o5 mA= | 94/9 B | ol/oz BAZ | 01/02 HAs
e===HEFCE/)> 5 DB 4 38.5 51.7 33.6 48.2
il 157 0L 20. 4 29. 2 21.2 30. 2
et B G e R R T 2 B 19.9 4.1 22.8 4.4
e 7 DA 4.4 3.5 13.3 9.7
e T R OV B 13.9 9.9 6.7 6.7
e T B o OV E 2.9 1.6 2.4 0.8

75

HEFCE & TTA 76 OB EIIBIROBESRIHE > THR VLT 5 TH A5, £D7-®, HEFCE
& TTA DS 6 DRFEE R 2 G 5 R A & RKFDPBER LT D, ARRIBIELIS N D D&
BRI, BRFOFERINILFERIIEN D LEBEZ TNWDHNLTHD, TOHFTHERHCKFEICHE
R > TS DA L L TOFANS ORERNHEERERENER > T 2D ThH D,

3. FHFLEDWARUXZE

3. 1 1970FERKRETDRE~NDLAIEEIE
1938/ 394EBE U AR 2AFRENIT 5 T ARRBE T o 7228, Kk 01944/454E B5121337, 8394412 £ TR
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YUt TOHRTHEIFN DO 2EEZ 1T T D OIFEBB0LTRED 7 V7 A LFAITRE T,
FIG kT A EE YR (Local Education Authorities: LEAs) D3R4 4/ DEECTho7-, FEA
DIZDHD LEA DB e T, WERBE THHEDEF N ORFPATFBRE > TO L FAEICK L TEID
By Shfz, L L, BURFO D OBEF4 HIZ3ERL (fee) 13 3FA 2. 2 H DO H & #¢ % (maintenance costs)
FCIIMEZ T, PARILRICARER IR L - RIOERT 20— TR A o TV, 1946470
O ITHETS 72 AR CRFPNFERE AR F A ORI FER & B HE BT A 3 2 BUF OLEF:
ENESY SN D K 91272572 (Gordon, Aldrich, and Dean 1991), Z DFFHZE ST, HEH (Ministry
of Education) DEIE D &, LEA 2NEIEN DN IEAREEIC L VI PE 2RI T 5V AT L0 H 2
LT, TNVEA L (By RA v TFEEYRED) A TOLOE AL OFERFE % %5
(R AR B OME S KR S, 19514F % TICITIEEE N T S22 AEDFI80% 2% LT H
B RO b E S v, FAEOMBOUEHE 2 RIINBLENOERA L EZBRTHLT V¥
— YV B4 (Anderson Committee) P2319604E 5 H IR E I~ T XF—Y U EEESNIIE L2
Lix, RFEANFPEF SN T NE A LOF—FAEROFAICK LT, BERZT TIERBE
REOPHRET DLV 2L Thole, ZOMELZIT T, 1962FOHHE TITEFBIRDO—BR
& LTH AR D 7L H A AFETRPENFEE TH D 2R HLLED GCE - A LV OBIGH
(xS D IEREHIEINEA ST, T OREAHIEIL, RER LA FRE O O METE Y4
(mandatory awards) il C, R DI % I ENE S 7= FEHEEERGIZ X 2 EREOE TR
BRACT XY HHBVEED D B, PERTE Y LEA Zi8 L ChlZy &7z (1962 Education Act), —75C, 4%
L DA G B B S RERSY DT, Z ORI A= N Z A DFETH 7208, kL LT
B CREERNC B R 2 o Tz, ARG & IRFEBHTBET 2 BUF & RFEDORLIE, TR
THES] FAET, [TVZA L), o, TEAHE] OFEIBRLATHZDIT TH D,

B OB 5 %16 4 OBELARI TR ARV TH - T-RHROFEY T, 19T0FEAIEE £ Clibkae
LTWe, LML, ZOBROFAROBEII D, BETE SR S AR /2> Tho Tz,

3. 2 1980FERLBEDARFEHBISHIE

3. 2. 1 HEERFEFNEODEA

EEHE 2T D FEROEINI O, @EHE TENEFMBEZ BT 5 X 912720, 19944F
I RAEOHEEM L LT & b2, 8TTR Y FOEBAHNSBEL -7 (£9), 2,877
R RiEH L ETHRFMITHEN DB HOFE T, BlZIE, EFEFERENT 5 2 LB
MTPHEIIRER~A T RAEETDZLICH D,

1997THE M IRE CRFHE TN H DFIBT %I TH Y 3 5 FAED M S HEMBAICIERE L T o hy, R
FERIIE DB BILR LT & FRREN TV (NCIHE 1997), B O BAE Ch o T2 @EHE~D
A B0%I F TED D T2 DITIEL FED DIRERZ BN T 5 & 2 BIRE ~DORERSHES,
RN DEREAKKER] EDT- D ORI ZEtET 5 Z & B AN D MENE Uz, 0720, BT
TT Y T EEEORNEITNE > TI998FDHE - @5 #H 14 (Teacher and Higher Education Act 1998)
%, BREEC B EREOANE Z S 2ICHEIE L, SRSHEKE O — SR8 g %
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K9 BEZRBEER(THFHEE-ANSLYOHEEREHEERADHRE

T A~ NS O HEERAOREE
HBEEMH (HALARYR) (AL EH AR R)
1994 1994

AR E R
TINEA L
[ 10, 151 257
T 4,912 462
DM B IREFFRTFB 4,623 1,063
BE 2, 900 157
T DD NSRS FR 2, 600 1, 167
R— N HA N
(=7 4,337 0%
T 2,904 46
T OO BIREFFR T 2,751 132
BE 1,513 23
DD NSRS FR 5 1, 400 255
WpEBE L vy
TIVEA L 3, 050 869
IN— N H A L 1, 600 0%
&t 2, 877 4,432

Hi#: Williams, G. Paying for Education beyond Eighteen: An examination of issues and options, L.ondon: Council for Industry
and Higher Education, 1996, 38-39.
L 0EFENTVDEN, 1 RMOBEHTHD,

A UT2, 19604 REIRA0AEIT < | [EANE S 2 RIET 2 CHRAEDRER ZAM L TX72H3,
1998/994EFE B 1T0EA EEEN (200741 SIZ A2y b T2 RE 72— X FER<) KVEU #E
G DN D T IV H A NFEEN SRR IS 5 Z L icie o7,
BRI E OB ADB I, 2. @EFEEEEZT 5 A0 QIR AR A B L
SHEBRROAMBENEM U Z ENRT D, FE NS OARES (unit cost) DA
1L, KEFEANEHEFTLRERR UIEERTH D, ZOFAEBROHEMIEE N -T2, ZOFE
B OEIMZ SN, BEREMAGD 77— (Tony Clark) 1FRD X HIZd_TW\ 25,

AEEHIORFNE R A EMGD, BHERUOS AR L2 L2, RFLTIRENE
IS TN A& DFEFRIZA %0 Ne bz @EHEOFENERKLZOTLE) (FE 2001:
215)

77 —7 DZDOFHEITIT, FHEEEE B Y CUCHPEREEC LI KEN BN &\ ) HiE
LEHLNTND

BT, BEHE AT D 2 EOROIBIE NS ORHITH D, T ORER. ﬁﬁ%(ki@-
RAEE) AR bz, TOERITIE, FRREHCTORVIIBLE 2> 5 O KFAED—J7RFIEE
D RIENRZ » 722 LIk 5,
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BURAI20034FE 1 AICATI L7z aE [E%80E OFK (The future of higher education) ] TlX, 1989
DB 19TFED N FAES~OBIADBBIFIZ L 0 36% b SN Z L 2B H— T, PAIREF
EDRIRFFE LD BAEFLANANRENWZ EIZELTHZ & T, ZFEAHAEY L LT, LrL,
BEHE T T N D DA 2155 DITRFASCRET IR S 720, JAWEW CHERCBUT b B
BEZTDITTHHD, 2O LidiEm LIciZ BB > TI R o7,

FAD, RRERBLE DIERERDBE TG EZEM LS ED LV O FEmTh 5, SEFHEHEI
B OREZREDDI-DIZ, HE - o m Ex BIE L CERSHEHER L THAZ2ITY, 20
fik. BHEMEIZBWDTHIIRRICEWTO@mEFAFERE DR L TIRHRTRWEEL 26T
LWHDTH B,

FEINT, REEDPRFACEHNDBEH~DOITHNEEiT 5 2 & T, RPUCEITHEMmRICSINT %
KO RD L, HDHVIRFA b BIREEROMHE T U THEREEIC 2D &) ZEBRER
b d,

FIIT, DO TR BIIEDITBHEIFAN CTESNAREThH o728 i b, REAS 7/ m—"YE—
ALY EREREWOBEBATABEDOHSIC L RIS N TE 2 koo Z B E X
b d,

WIT, BEERHEU & BB A b OmEHEANHOILR L RFHIRICOW G U5, WHES

(Commerce, Industry and Public Sector: CIPS) O EETIZ & 5 FE~DOMB SR E > TWNDH =D
ZFEER D FRRIIAHBI R A BT IRECIE S D (3R10), D7, FABEHELT Z & T
EROMEZN D Z L b TET, BIFIZ K 27RO D IXEEHE NN DILRRORFBiInE iz
LE 2 LT D,

=10 SHEHEHE (BR) NEETEZHRARFEH (maximum student number: MaSN) *a
FIROBEZLIE (1994/95FFE H 52000/01FE)

1994/95 | 1995/96 | 1996/97 | 1997/98 | 1998/99 | 1999/00 | 2000/01 ) Oég%ii; ”
R TR R R R R iR P M};
[HR: 274,060 | 278,851 | 278,130 | 278,751 | 281,256 | 320,246 | 329, 402 20%
PR 333,223 | 339,925 | 335,083 | 332,925 | 335,120 | 385,007 | 386, 707 16%
ESEHE LY 61,980 | 63,047 | 63,508 | 63,961 | 64,980 | 73,751 | 75,753 22%
= o A =

gﬁﬁ%é”k'ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ 26,171 | 26,632 | 27,923 | 28,072 | 29,053 | 32,228 | 33,479 28%
VR4
&5t 695,434 | 708,455 | 704,644 | 703,709 | 710,409 | 811,232 | 825,341 19%

H#h: HEFCE. Supply and demand in higher education. Bristol: HEFCE, 2002: 67. % F&IZERL

ZZTry RRFOD/N— (Nicholas Barr) [3HEFIR E LT, H—ICARMBIEITBIRD F Fid
3 LIRIN D RFZF NVFAER IR T 2 2 &0 5 ICHABI IR T 2720 DA =X b %
WESTHZ D2 xS Lz (Barr 1989, 1991), UL, FRBUFIZ L Y F2EERHEIN & 320
BN OEMZE L T A= DR SIS EEERNMZ b b Z L ilieotz, BUF»HDOFAERIRR
(B LT, 1990ED#E: (Education Act 1990) (X W EDOHEIC L WS- En—r 2
I X AT S EEAGE T — 2 (Income Contingent Loans) & FEEN 5540 — 0 (5415254
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DBAPRBAIE A, 19910 HME SV, FREFTRAMENNLT, 50078 & RELT Cohiudfaf ey
BINREIAT & IR0 TN D,

BRI B LTIk, 19984RICIA > 7' T ROESHEKBE CIX, - — A LTET S
BRI OFI25%ITFIY T2 1 TR FORERFA v — 24 (Student Loan Company: SLC) %
WU THINEIND Z LT oTz, ZD%, 1999FITITA V7 LR KBS LT, 02573 K, 2001
FEIXL, 07678 B, 20034131, 12678 2 R ORI RFAEICHRE Hiv7e (HEFCE 2003)

PRI X BURF DR 2528850 ERR S BV | @SHE ANNTEMICIER L, ZOEK
TIIHSIAEITEATZ LN D, LinL, —FH T, REROBINT, ZDOEREZSHAZ 2V
OFHEHMOBEMEZ IR Z L, RAEFER LD S, 207, BHERFAOETFHERASE
fHirZ &b THINZ, ZOZ &, FEFTRAEEEZL-OT L 2EWT 5, £2C, %4
~DOFEF L LT RSB A~DOKIED -1 LEA 12 X 2 R#E DINAFEE M THhIL D Z L1278
D (FR11) AR 2> & OO T 7 & ANER S ZRFAERLENT 5 Z Lo 72,
Flo, RFEFANAOIRDOTZDITMZ TEHE, TV DFEERMNB LT DT 78R - T7
R % S HEHBNTE A LT, ZORER, 2004/054F THA 1 — o OFVERITHIB0fER > K, 2005/06
FEFEITITRBES2AE AR RN T IV Z A DI THND Z Lo T-1,

K11 T LZEDREHNOBRBEEL TN EZTHFEERRVZTDEIE

PRAEH DAL P B AL (BAL TN | S AL %)
20, 480 7N > KA DEAR SRR 323 43
20,480 ~ 30,501 A2 KN — R bR 109 14
30,502 AW FLLE PR IERAM 321 43
At 753 100

Hih: FBFFEIE [ XU 2 [RENEOEE OB 2004)] SCHEFA  2005: 58.

20034EITAFR SN T-BUF O BEEHE AETH 5 [152E80E Ok (The Future of Higher Education) |
DIEFITHESE | 2006/ 07D NFE O IXRAENELS 70 5 L4, BERO B — U ORFIX
JRANRTIZ 2R 3E% D 4 A DihE D03, 2R3 OEMPTE31 /55, 00078 2 RIZHE LRV RIRFE A
WTENDZLiTlhotz, £ LT, ZOKEITE LR HHIES D 9 % % AL Bid: & IR
SREBIR L, A - BIBUT IS 2 FIEN R BILD Z &1/ o 72", FEFIZRIZ0 % T, #%EH%25
R CRRIEG N EIR T 23R T D (EH 2008: 91),

1980 U RFIRF L AR Y T 27 =7 TN ENORFEEIAIT X 51BN THEHD18% £ 12% Th
S 7223,2000/ 014 FE D FE A & RKFPBEAE DR FERIO B FHARFINIT 5 D 2EIG 1L, I[HKRFT59%.
BRFTIB% LR GEEASIO T &) S EBE OB ER~DIRFEEITEH LT, £D—F5 T,
B - B R EOBIF ONHIFHBIEIEATFT DFIE D3, 80%0HAT% T LTz, #3ERHIARIFHE)
GOWEEAE L, 05D 2EEIEFEEEEDONAD T TBUF OAHRIIEITIR S b D L 72
ST, T FZHEBHIBID 2 F 1A ¥ U AEEHE ORKEHTT 5 L CoORERE L T1980
AL D BURRHIFZEE ™I L 0 BB BT bind Z &t oTe,
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3. 2. 2 N=I+EMLZE~DEEXIE

BRI, N— M A DFE~OBEEED L VI FIOFRBBA TS, BELE7E
(mandatory awards) 1%, ZEBREZ GOTEEHBEDOTINE A DRV RA v F « a—AITIEEE
TH%AE (o FA v F « a—RAOZHEEITI TNV A DA LFBMESND) ISR Sn5, RE
13, Ex ZOEPIENT B/3— M F A DFE~DZENREMET L ThoTz, TV v -
® 7 2 —OEFEHERBNC D D3 — M2 A LFEEOEIG OESITH b 6T, 19804FERET
38— N A DREA~ONHIHB SR BE SN T I > Z EARMEE LCTHEEEL TEZDT
HBD, Vo A vF « a—REZHETDH/3— M F A DFEIE, B ORFERO TN ST
WHHIHH DD, —IT S— N F A DFEAESORHESEMITIEFICR O TV, /S— & A A
HEDOFIBT D mSEHERBIIEN T ) v 7 27 Z—IZ@/ L TRV, HEFCE 7> 5 —fEifigh4:
WO FETEFMZZIT TN D b DD, /— R Z A NFATIRERS B DA, T A L
ERGITAMMBIEEZ TS Z LN TEXHHERE L, REFTRVERYIRNTILERH -
(NCIHE 1997),

Fiz, 1980FRITT T A A |k - BT Z—DRF~OARSHIEITIEIME R T > 723, /37
v 7 T B —OEEHERE~ OB AR IREAD TV 2 (Watson and Taylor 1998), &3
BB, RTY vV« BT BT TS b - BT B—DRFEDZT AL SN NVEEZ B &2
DEEN NN D G BEOEEHERT D20 EREMZ D Z LT, FECH D ERE
— TR D 2T AL B 72V R [a - 72,

77V v 7@bE] (I XiuE, = N E A DPEORERE TNV H A NEAELFRED L)L
TBUNNAHT D Z L ZliT, 728 @& &V OB TTHREARICHBEO S E BHRT- e
ZEBNTT VI EEEOBEN ThH T, BFADFT/— M A LA O DEIGIE31% &
m< L N N A DFELEOICFAERBICHiBIG AT ST 5 2 LITBUF & LTUIRAREE & B %
2D ThD, 7TAA b 27 F—D@EELHEHES CVCP b, 73— b F A LFESD NI
BB L T3k IR T o7z,

L L—aefbh, 7 A DFAEITINZ TRAFAR/ S — M2 A DAL, $72ET7 27
—HIERKAATBNTIASEY ANSINZTZOIZ TN T A BES3— " Z A DA TR 55 B
([Z7e > CETFER, 19964 I ZBUFIL HEFCE 238 L C 7V H A A, 23— M A MDY L HE
A2 BT 5 2 L AVE LT-, D%, 1998/994FFE ) b A E S BRI Tl 7 L2 A LK
= N A BEFEICBEEMBENE S END 2 LIl oTs, ZHUCL Y 199290 —5e ki &
DTV I ROTTARL K - &7 Z—ITBT 5 EEHEHE DL L D0 EDORREIC
fex, TIEA LES— R B A DOREBMOAHIHBEDORAEL KT S Z Lichk o7,

3. 3 EEILOZEMNEZTOFE

19984E D N3 7 BAEARL, 0008 > N (K918 5 I 19984F 2 1F) D452 3L O U A3 i S 4172,
1988/894EE  1992/934E | % L T1995/964EFE 12 H51T D265 LA F D524 — A4 7= 0 OER O,
TRERL2AVRIHHE 7o T, ARIHBIE B S e (REE DO 0BT LTV D
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D, ARG S, TANA MU, ST L0/, F L THIFEOS | HEREAEEMN L T\ D, B
JED> B DR b 70 B INHIRRBN &3 5 6D B EIE7323% T, 1988/894F B K TR1992/934F FE & Hrile 3~

5 E15% D LTz RO TN D T2 DITF LD TS N 2B S5 252V X,
1995/964FEELTILT V73 A R B DILAILI988/BIFEED3. 31 & e > T D,
F12 26MLATDEE— AL YICEBASHE
I'GN/ 1988/894F & 1992/934F & 1995/964F &
R R % R R % R R %
AHIHEh 4 1159 38 1300 38 1063 23
R#EF DD O 955 32 902 26 1002 22
TGS 0 0 291 8 628 14
TS MIA 187 6 237 7 621 14
155 268 9 235 7 494 11
fEﬁﬁ HOEAN 108 4 146 4 278 6
RN b OB EH L 124 4 80 2 284 6
%EODHE 230 8 269 8 205 4
&t 3031 100 3464 100 4575 100

i © Watson, D. & Taylor, R. Lifelong Learning and the University, London: The Falmer Press, 1998: 88.

ZIUTHE, FARNE OFI =R §1994/ 954 FE 131990/ FEE DF2f5I £ T LA L7z (3%13), A
FYZARFZAROKED NI —>TH HRHEREICE L CTidw > N s - BUR IR
(London School of Economics and Political Science: LSE) & BURf % H.0MZ 19804E( 0% - L 0 iif S 4L
felT T&E 72y (Barr 1991) . FRRITIARTZ A S THZRW,

®13 EEIEICEITHFAERMEFRAERLE TOMREE

1990/914E 8 | 1991/924EHE | 1992/934FHE | 1993/944EHE | 1994/954F i
FIRE (%) 28 36 41 47 55
WA (BAT : 1005 R) 83.5 157.3 246. 2 333.2 555. 5

Hi#L : Office for National Statistics. Social Trends. L.ondon: The Stationery Office, 1997: 69.

1990FEAREL I, BB RFDHEE Y THH T v - T —
D LT Z2TR LIz, 2070, BCHERME!

ZIAES, 00078 R OREEE

IR A ER, 200062 12IZ7 T 07 > NEE

Y KR XA R ENEORET 25U EORERE hy 7 7 v 7+ 7 ¢ — (top-up fee) & L
THTZEoFIEEZRE LT, D%, 7 vEIL - T —T
W2 & BICBUMIZIE 1 2 T 72203, ?%E@%Z*)E)ﬂ*ﬁ UREDO gV

Bill) DIEFEAEN T 5729
(Alan Johnson) I, £ KFTD1, 000482 RH353, 000748 > RO To B H 727 ER)

ST AR Ls (2003429 A 11 B AT The Daily Mail, p.15),

HEAEZETHD EHEHBEORK (The Future of Higher Education) | DS
2 E Y (Higher Education Act 2004) |

200440 i

EEZE RS (Higher Education

An_“—l—»

AX B //ﬁ\"u

9%

F LT, 2003FIZAR INTZBUF D=4

(B S N
XY, ENEEERO EREZFRET L HOD,

IRASANIIE

P

e

TR b @ A BB B R R 2 E 0 DB e T U Sz, ZaLARE, 2006429
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Ah 6 & @S E BN FRE, & 2 WIEHBRINC 0 A RS fc@ikEs, 00078 R OE ChEE %
ERHERIET D BN AREIC e o7 (DIES Higher Education Gateway), ARHETIE, 3R &E B
(2 Z 0 B RFEPBIMIRZ T 5 Z & T, REDPFEROBIE-CMBICOWTH O HEAAR D K
VIR HHEAIET RETH D VIR Z I L T\ D,

HAROHFEHE (el 200445 1 H28 BAHFEAT]) oHicid, TIP3 HE L] Bk
~ EW oA R b H oo, ZORBILH < ETHEINRMO—EF/MTEmE/R, 0
R Rinb B3, 00078 RN TORIERIRE & 13 RFAMITRET D &1 9 BR TR R A
—RETh Db, MRFEDOEIMMLEND Z ENAREL 225, LaL, #iZ, FKRFETILRAE T
IR E T 2 — RATEVRER . UEDED o o 2 — R IHRVRER AR ET D L Voo K
T CTOEIUENAEL S Z & bFTASITTFRITE 5,

TNEA D EORERNIHET & (Bl2IE, 5,000 F) T 2ERbH 20 (Bennett,
Glennerster and Nevinson 1992) . mEHEE TAEPHRIREIL L TWEEKRAEFIREEETH0
X AN S OFHCREAE NN O ORISR b FTIIEZAOND 2L THD, Lol,
WEDOHIZEE 2D L, BAERIS DZFDFHITED 720,

19894 DI ZERHRE NI 69 2 FAESDIRFER SRR & U TP R RN I B OJLRBUR DR H vz
D, FEROZ AR O R R E ORI TERE O OFEOETFZHET 5 &V ) i o v
(Bennett, Glennerster and Nevinson 1992) . & H 5#E D7D OIS DE AR STV 5,
Lol 7L & BRI VB GHIEEEE . 5 2\ IIIRER OISR RLEE T O LML, &
FHE BT A% (widening participation) BUR &R U<, BBV TR FEFZ BRI
AFVT 27270 T BEeOfE D @ FBE M7 2R T T2 O ORI RBLED BUFIC L D 7 STV g &

WrLo5bDTHD,

4. KREDEIHE

KFPLOBEINOBE 2D & B D ORiBIE7 < LTRAIFELELIDTH A 905 Hlxi,

[FRFFE R AT G P SOV E FE OIS B 0 TR W . HFZERSIEE HEFCE L 0 bifFeskse
(RCs) ZATEOEIGHEL . HERIADERNE Wb TS (HFH 2003),

FHHOBAERIET D72 DIBHIAIRTF 2 E U+ U » 7 KR G R REA% O BT
RN=I U HLRY: (AHRKT) T 5, HFHOMEEMTL LI, U+ v 7 KN
— X U BRI EBMUAASDIRIFEN EINEIL, 27.1% £20.4% T, & v 7 A7 4 — FRFER
12.2%., 77Uy VRFERI2.4% E20 Ur ) v 7 KNS — I U A RAMBHRRF L
HIFEEMUAASDIKIFED R 2 5@ < 2o TD (F14), FRZ, U4 U v 7 K¥IE HEFCE 225 0
HEBNBEEAN D T2 T IR HB U CHREERIUAARILALS 5 2EIG R 7e o Tnd, Eiz, #F
FRHEDOMBE~OKIFEICRE L TE, 74 U v 7 RKEEON— U H ARFEOIRIFEIX, 5. 4% &
8. 6% TIaMHIRT: (11.4% & 13.3%) DR Lo TS (K14), fii)y. 4 KF0 HEFCE
B OB ADFRIAN 5 8 2EFIEG T Z T, 29. 1%, 31.3%., 26.1%., 32.8% LT+ V v 7
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R4 AXVRODARBERZOFZESHEUA - X (2002/03 FE)
F I AT —R| TV oY e INR—=3 U H A
B 11, 563 12, 375 10, 346 16, 469
Kbk 6, 598 6, 361 3, 962 7, 064
HAZ THRAE () | AR (%) | FAUYE (%) | TACYE (%)
PN
HEFCE 7> 5 O AiBh 4 133,415 (29.1) | 145,400 (31.3) | 55,545 (26.1) | 95,867 (32.8)
i 55,653 (12.2) | 57,700 (12.4) | 57,706 (27.1) | 59,557 (20.4)
FT (ENZ4) 17,591  (3.8) | 19,800 (4.3) | 33,793 (15.9) | 22,720 (7.8)
FT (MEME ) 21,050  (4.6) | 22,600 (4.9) | 17,768 (8.4) | 16,179 (5.5)
PT 14,038  (3.1) | 13,600 (2.9) 4,468  (2.1) | 18,906 (6.5)
w4 2,974 (0.6) 1,700  (0.4) 1,677  (0.8) 1,752 (0.6)
T2l 4 B OWFSEE84) | 162,894  (35.6) | 162,200 (34.9) | 30,357 (14.3) | 70,673 (24.2)
e 52,134 (11.4) | 62,000 (13.3) | 11,555 (5.4) | 25,147 (8.6)
GRS OMB4 | 61,118 (13.3) | 49,000 (10.5) 4,271 (2.0) | 17,225 (5.9)
Z DA, 49,642 (10.8) | 51,200 (11.0) | 14,531 (6.8) | 28,301 (9.7
Z D OFE N 68,925 (15.1) | 73,200 (15.7) | 67,531 (31.7) | 62,047 (21.3)
TP Je OVSZ A1 B 37,045 (8.1) | 26,300 (5.7) 1,643  (0.8) 3,709  (1.3)
IWAEE 457,932 (100.0) | 464,800 (100.0) | 212,782 (100.0) | 291, 853 (100.0)
Bain
B G- 233,991 (52.6) | 250,800 (53.7) | 109,463 (52.6) | 163,067 (58.4)
TR 21,534  (4.8) | 26,500 (5.7) 8,973 (4.3) | 24,669 (8.8)
T DA EE % T 189,479 (42.6) | 189,700 (40.6) | 87,887 (42.2) | 89,050 (31.9)
XA 445,030 (100.0) | 467,000 (100.0) | 208,051 (100.0) | 279,227 (100.0)

Wi#: Financial Statement 2002/03 at Oxford University, Cambridge University, Warrick University, Birmingham University.?

REBD UEED D720, oD 3 KEEITIFIE30% &R UEIG & L, ZOEIA S, BRI TR
3, AN v IRNRN—=I VAT ATRSEL 7o TEY, REESDOOMBIEEI Y L7 Y
B, ULEDZ Linh | AFFEREE ERERHUAMMEW & 1XE 2 Th, HEFCE X 0 bifF505E#S
(RCs) ZfTEOFEIERENEITNZIRNT LTz,
4 KT, TL< . BIRF (19924ELUBIC REAICHRE Lo KS) L IBKREE (19924 LARTAN S
DRF) . EEHE N Ly ¥ - RFTOMBRRO T HILAZ T 5 (2001/024)

R15 FRE. BRERUREESFLZEHILYD

- IRATOIFHIRT (RA) (2001/024 F)

HEFCE 75 e FFFEBh 4 L Y MRk &SR | P4 .
ofge | M | aikssr | TP | poan | powmes | T

N 1,631,637 | 1,022,188 146, 657 328, 369 227, 321 25,474 | 3,381,646
EG 48. 2% 30. 2% 4. 4% 9. 7% 6. 7% 0. 8% 100. 0%
HRZ 2,707,272 | 1,707,976 1,833,284 | 1,073,698 540, 517 192,233 | 8,054, 980
B 33. 6% 21. 2% 22. 8% 13. 3% 6. 7% 2. 4% 100. 0%
BRZ/ AR 60. 0% 60. 0% 8. 0% 30. 6% 42.1% 13. 3% 42. 0%
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ? e 153, 458 68, 280 1,522 26, 689 31,793 1,917 283, 659
¥ - IR

HE 54. 1% 24. 1% 0. 5% 9. 4% 11. 2% 0. 7% 100. 0%

Wl - HESA. Financial Statistics Return 2001/02. Cheltenham: HESA, 2003. D&} 2 B2 VERK
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BIRZ2IE, HEFCE 2B OB &3 7e5k#%S (RCs) &AL v b2 vElanm< ., =R
IRAEENADI0% % HHTWA, [HKRFEE, HEFCE 7206 OffiBhé:, 13k Z L THFEE SRS
SOMBEDEHFIT, 3 : 2 2L8o5TND,

T, D 4 REOT CIEHMRZZIINBE S OBEREN RN & ) OB A A—TT
b, Lol BlE LTAH Y 7 27— FRPEFEMTOMBIRIEZ WE—ERRGT L TH L& UT
D ENohoT,

20064FED Ay 77 AT F— FRFEF & T2 & HINAKHITB0(E3, 940 5 A o FTURADKHL,
1) HEFCE 7> 5 O#fiBh4&: 731655900 5 AR > K| 2) SEREEZE R - A% H4H% (Training and Development
Agency for Schools) 726 DMHBIAA0 LR K. 3) REEMBUNENSIIST0 R K, 4) #if%E
T8N AR TR LRI & DB A 321483, 400 57K > K, 5) Z OB EILAL 113, 0005 R K,
6) FHRUXAKOFLEDHIE2820 5K RER->TEYD, 1) b 5) OENETNRERIZHED D
EIAIE, 33.0%. 0.001%. 1.7%. 42.3%. 22.4%. 0.6%& 725 (316), WEMIGHAIRFETH
DAy 7 AT x— RRFCHEWTIE, BFFEMiB4AY HEFCE fiBhié: 4 LRl> T,

RI6 A VI RT+— FREORBIKR - IRARER (20064F)

AL AR RN AT %
1) HEFCE 16 & 5900 J5 33.0
2) FAREB IR - BARHEE
(Training and Development Agency for Schools) 905 0.001
3) BRI 8730 J7 1.7
4) WFFEABL A CHFZEEEK 21 {8 3400 & 42.3
5) Z OLOEE LA 11 {& 3000 /5 22. 4
6) FHRA K OF]E 2820 5 0.6
& &t 50 {8 3940 & 100. 0

Hi#: University of Oxford. Financial Statements 2005/06, Oxford: Oxford University, 2007: 14, 17.

BT, Ay I AT 4— NRFOMEZ) 16 6) ONREFHMIIHFHL TV &, TReRITER
%o WHRFEHE DD ORAT41E HEFCE 72 b OB B DOREAD 9 H4. 3% EF, R D
BRI FERD O ORSHe%m ERl> T D, 2O Z LIFEHOMEET O TH D, F7-. HEFCE
SAHIEEUNORBEEDOAFHE, 1388, 92007 FR Y RERD | 2IRD27.6%IZ LOHY L7awy,
FHNEHEPE T VT VIR F L MHEND A v 7 A7+ — FRZBICBW TEINE S DRI N
27. 6% T X /2RI T, O KRB O TUERIZEINE ST DR D b0 EEZ LR, D
FV . BHRAKACBN TS ZH OOBECK AR X FEMT 2 2 LR LVIRIEEO T, fthoX
FRANAESZITO ZEIXETRARETHA ) LB BNLDTHD, RKENASN LIESEZFE
METERNET DR OITENERGFET 2 Lvie . ZOMRRIE, 2 b0EEEZIT, BN D
NHITPRIZR A STo, £, EREOFBVBIROER S — it AL Z L b L2 D,

W2, Ay 7 A7 54— RREFED 2000 DD 2006 FEFEI)NT TORELEL AL S & ¥R
OHE - WHESHRAIBN 02 O OTEE 7> & OIUAD HEFCE 7> 6 OMJFIZ e U TSR E
(F 18),
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£17 3) N56) ETOWADRNER (BHEL: R K)
3) | AESAEDOFER} WINEFED | = A DFEED | ZOMBRED| BB | HFFEIRE S
R b DR} R H 8L
1930 J7 3680 77 140 75 1890 5| 30 )7 1060 77
4) | oS HEMIK FADS B DB 4
7060 J5' 7600 75| 6680 J5
5) | FHE., Ad. SEE U ARE | HEERRY—E R | T oup T DA
Bkt
580 J7 2280 77| 570 5 1020 J5| 3520 J5 3330 /5
6) | ZHt4: A AT FHEEOFE
1800 ' 170 75 850 5
Hi#fi: University of Oxford. Financial Statements 2005/06, Oxford: Oxford University, 2007: 14 , 17.
F18 A VI RTAH—FREOEFFEE (UA)
2006 £E | 2005 4E | 2004 £E | 2003 £ | 2002 4E | 2001 £E | 2000 4
XA (BT : m AR R)
HEFCE 7> 5 OAiBh4: 166800 | 159500 | 146630 | 133415 | 134739 | 128461 | 127857
27.4 30. 1 29.7 29. 1 31.6 31.5 33.8
RER R OHE - 87300 | 67800 60339 | 55653 | 47574 | 42478 | 41163
e AEAR B 4 14.3 12.8 12.2 12.2 11.2 10. 4 10.9
Emibh& ROy b5 7 | 213400 | 183600 | 173496 | 162894 | 149744 | 142430 | 129562
~ 35. 1 34.6 35.2 35.6 35.1 34.9 34.3
DM OEE 2 X DA 113000 | 95400 | 92702 | 68925 | 64839 | 58094 | 39156
18.6 18.0 18.8 15.1 15.2 14.2 10. 4
TP e OF -2 K DA 28200 23900 19880 37045 29653 36260 40527
4.6 4.5 4.0 8.1 7.0 8.9 10.7
FRULA 608700 | 530200 | 493047 | 457932 | 426549 | 407723 | 378265

Hi#: University of Oxford. Financial Statements 2005/06, Oxford: Oxford University, 2007: 14 , 17.

7773 XRI8 FYIURTA— FREDEFEHEE RA) DI 57

0 100000

1 : HEFCE 2>HOilhé:, 2 : 2R OME - FEciRmfiBha. 3 : itk = b Z 2 b,
4 ZOMOEEIZ L DA, 5 ¢ FHA R OFIFIZ L DA

200000 300000 400000 500000 600000 700000
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THIZEI L CIE, 4 SO H ORTHIC ED 2 EIGITIT AT & A BN R T B (19),

®19 VI RTH—FRZEOBEBHEE )

ZH (BAL :m AR R) 2006 £ | 2005 4E | 2004 4E | 2003 & | 2002 4E | 2001 4E | 2000 4
BB~ D55 295600 | 267100 | 255953 | 233991 | 209869 | 193349 | 182010
48.7 51.0 52. 1 52.6 51.2 49.9 50. 4
Z DA DEE 270500 | 230800 | 208983 | 189479 | 179696 | 177227 | 163739
44.6 44.0 42.6 42.6 43.8 45.8 45.3
[ 7B PE 2 O PR N 37300 23200 24902 21534 20287 16472 15317
6.2 4.4 5.1 4.8 4.9 4.3 4.2
SENOFILE 2800 2900 984 26 168 92 152
0.5 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
BXH 606200 | 524000 | 490822 | 445030 | 409988 | 387140 | 361218

Hi#fi: University of Oxford. Financial Statements 2005/06, Oxford: Oxford University, 2007: 14 , 17.

7374 K19 FvIRT+— FREOBEBHEE X)) BI57

100000 200000

300000 400000

500000

600000

700000

1 BB~ ESE, 2 @ TOMOEEE, 3 [HEEE > OBMEALE, 4 : SHOFLE

T I AT A= RRFEL T TV v VRESEOIRAGFHIMD 2 KFOK 25 TH Y £z,
D 2 K LNZIEFEOFATH LI b0 b B3 (F14) HEFCE X° TTA 25 O#fiBh4 HK 2
Lo TWnD, T, Ay 72TV wVR ALy VHIELT 2— M) TOUREZRHA LTV
DIz DRBBEPIME SN TNE 0D TH D, WP, Wil O ZEOMBI &I IENRD HEL

JF &0 G ST E 7o

TR %,

T I AT d— RRZOHEERZHNCE D E, Ta— NI TARIEZXRT 2EMAE L ETH
B ORENL 14122, 500 57R > RZE L (20054F) | 72 & 244547253, 00048 ROE¥E 2 1%
IWL72E LTHL 200548 RICL2GELARWNE 4TS (Lambert 2005), HfiFHHE TH ., H4F
1, 3005AR Y RORRENHD Z LI/ d, Flo, BHEOEAEWR L SR odIZ SS A BLK & [FIER,
RVVREE CHERF L L 9 & T4UE, 207D 2 BIEREH OO OE-IZIE, #FE 1EFRS R
NH2. MER Y RRME L5,

TFFERFT I T DIFFERRHR DD O DX OFIE O R SITFFHKR T & L Coffimz R iz LR
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ThHY ., WFERATA DBER LTFER R A HRIR T T 2 2 & THHFERE L L TORI
KTLHMABRLEZRZLTCND D EEZOND, L, [BHMRKETERL TWDET2— R
T & W o T2 B D 38E % Fhi LoD 7201213, REBIATHA TS, ZEEH%
Z DDA SRS D LT ENRR, £ 2T, AL OO B RS EIELE
WREFOZ LT/ D, GRIIKZETIE (v 7 A7 4 — FRF13.3% £8. 1%, 77 ) v PR
10. 5% & 5. 7%) | BEEMALATMA I X DB MR LY $ < (T4 U v 7 K2, 0% £ 0. 8%,
N—= U BRFEE. 9% L 1.3%) . Z OFEPIEFFHRR DO OMBIE LY b &ETH 5 103, Ry
EEER D,

KHNCRA L Tl & R FTHEIRE DR 503 H o 2 FIEIXENE I, 52. 6%, 53. 7%, 52. 6%. 58. 1%
L 6 HIGF T, BUMERIE N LD HFE T ENEIL. 4.8%, 5.7%. 4.3%., 8.8%L72>TW\5, &
YTy VRFE NI A A RFICHEHTROKRETH L DT, BAERE LD DEIE D
2D ELEBEZBND, TOMBEEEANEDLEGITENEN, 42.6%, 40.6%., 42.2%. 31.9%
LlipoTWNG (F14),

Fy I AT H— RRFE VTV VRFELE DD TRITZMBEEIC > TBY . ILAIZONT
1% HEFCE 25 OffiBh4:7330% ., 3R 2%, BFFEAIBL4 K OMFFE UL A A 15% T, K
IOV TR ERR 5-7360%55, JBUMEEIEE 235%, Z OMoEEEHA35% &7 >Tha,

B, EERE OB HDIREINIY v Ty — R OA A v —BHEMITH Y . —RRIZITKIER
HETEOHN 2 SN LB EN TS, ZOMIZHOWTH LR L TRBE 720, 198041,
KF~OMBEFITRE CHIR SN, L L, HHEESLEROIL, Ty F v —BBiEZ -
T2IEA2 001980/ 814EEE 7~ & BUHERS RIRF1990/ 91 4R £ T D10 ORFEL Lzl 5 & | GDP & 2%
EAAER L A RTH ST BRI ZIE R 72\ (RBEIC (5D D EIEH326% 9 527%) /5T 5 (320) ,

T, HERBIITE D ThoTeONEWIE, £ &bV, BEFHE LT T AMO
EUF1960F-RA% 0 D 1990F-RAL O RNTHK) 3fFIC /2 o7, U H DD BT, EEHE THO
GDP TR E R 2D T 8 E, FAE— NS LTI 28 HOBIEMET LTS Z &
M7 B 720, o, BIG7ET TR EBREOFE— NN O H 19764 4 & 199542 Ik 4

F20 HEREOWNR (B ARV F)

1970/7T14EEE | 1980/814EHE | 1990/914EEE | 1994/954F
VR 5, 169 6, 495 7,908 9,611
PR 5,983 8, 394 8, 838 9, 439
eSS 5, 642 6, 729 7,934 9, 314
FOMBE R 766 1,112 1,584 1,026
Al 18,038 23,724 27, 607 30, 877
SBuey 2,951 3, 243 2, 854 3, 627
s 729 400 572 639
FKE 21,718 27, 366 31, 033 35. 144
GDPIZE T 2 BEREDEIE (%) 5.2 5.5 4.8 5.2

H#: HESA. Resources of Higher Education Institutions 1971/72, 19580/81, 1990/91, 1994/95. Bristol: HESA. % J&IZER%
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el % L 5942%080 LT (NCIHE 1997: Table 3.15, Table 3.16), fliBh& ol s . 4
—NZHIT2EHOIKRT, 208D EZXDRY . —sefbritk ORI BT 287 « IHKEOMB
HIERBE I Lo T2 e S b5 27200,

WFFE & VEE DB D) - BIFNERFICEET 2 HIOAZEB W TR IR b O TIHARY, KF
EIIBOEMI, FE RN R IR ZAT O IR BHIE LWETE B2 H5DTH D, T2
T, YT AT 4 — FRZORIFETHoT=/—A (Peter North) OEEESIHTHZ LT, [H
JEARBI A OfERIZEE T 5 HRBUF OBUOR~DOZEE & 5 5,

TBURHIBARRI 2R 220 2 EIZI3Rs Ly BURRIIC AR 6 5 Z L IZITEF L CE@Z [
WO H Y 7T, LinL, KFELITBURRIZRFLEN RN & 24T TR bAHE LWETTH
zﬁé@fﬁ‘---Aﬁw}ﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁé’&éﬁ%ﬁb#bﬁ@ﬁm»:&:ﬁ$%ﬂ&%%%%ﬁ“'&%
VEIRZEThHhDHEVWZDDTT, BHFEHEORIT TEI/NS RBBOM 0 R LI L > TAFHOHI
@@5%ﬁié®f¢oﬁﬁ%i_®ﬁgﬁ%ﬁmf%fw&w®@mﬁwvbi9#(/—Xm
FR)) (B 2001: 138-139)

5. &3

EEHE PHRICEAL T, BETAEROENDABUNO®ERE TRAEBSEOOH D L)
BARBEIZBWCHR L., 20— T, AARSFHERBE TR, V=7 - 77 L0z
(AL DB Tl L. M5 0SS ZE B, i @ b P E 2RO TV LR S
BRI ZHME IMERIZ 8 D, BUTOWFZERHIGHE IR A 3 72 DI T 22788 03 i > TV 5 5%
HARHI S5 < . ANBARO R TEWWRHIE A 9 2 S IINEEE 2D, 2Tz, BATOWIERHIE
HNIBUF OB B AL HBAICET T 5 LV O FREZFN TV D, Thill, flziE~rTF =A%

—RFPO LD ITMAIC R VALK L, #iBiEoER4 HIE T KR IHT< 5, TAE —L
(Robert Aspinall) &, /NI RKFENHBERFTIIR S FRERFE LTED T-DITIE, 2004FE0~
%mx5%k$ﬁ%k$ﬁ%%ﬁf%%Lkﬁ?@éﬁ##@@%%&ﬁ%éé%ﬁ@w&mbf

% (TAE/—/ 2005),

ﬁ%@ﬁ‘%k#®ﬁﬁKﬂELTN7UV7&6754N4Fﬁﬁﬁ5—®k ’@*éﬂt
BRI RERE 2 5 — ORFRRE L L. £, Z O e liBhebid /o BB ORERE KX UL H HY % 3
oL, IRWT, Z ORI T - 72 FER OB BB DS TR PTG 2 T B i Ltomgwﬁﬁ
FRRHI, FEERMMNAREBEMBIC L0 LB TH Y . AT 5884 & OBET T
{E'Jé:héHEEi D 5 DOV TS L,

—ORFRRBIC DN TEB LR LR D, KECTHIY LiFTE 72X 912, HEFCE K UFEsE#
%@ﬁ%%@%®@Eﬁ#%@%§$%$~®ﬁiﬁ%LLT%%%E%LTV%&W#\m Iz
BNTH, FBRFAICEBW T mEAFTHMIORRKOMETH L Z LIFH 6N THDH, LA
FRCIRATZ X 91T, FERANCZ DBEEFIZHWEET HIL D0 E D DT TR D720,
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22T, EEHEHE~ORHMIEDORSRIEE A B 2 512012, LUTD 4 DOBLEN D DBLE

WEE LD,

O FEAENS DI — 2 ORFFILTHED

@ AW LB S ORERI OO EENLH 5 Dh>

@ EHFEM S OHBIBFADEIIHIF TE 2 D)

@ BUHTIAMMBEARZIERT 250N, B 2D WIEHED T 55 IS dH D D
FRENENOBRNHT 5 20094 K i COfFE %2 LISk~ 5,

OIZBILTIX, 73— (Barr 2001) (2 XAV ERLRIE S 2CTlE, FTG 0 —E &G 23R
DI TR SN D T2 O ZE3EAEDOTHAFEINTIES U IREREIC /2 0 . AETEFTES MR R34 1 254/ ©
EBPERT 5, D7D, EERE~ORENROTHEEENGEL DLV A7z bind e L
T2,

OIZEE LTI, BEIZ1998FEM 51, 00078 & R AU LTV z23, 20064 121307R > KA 53, 00078 >
R O#PACHRER BN T DHIEICET I N, L, BIFIEEERO B B E TI3EEIC AN
TEOLT, WEROAIEEZ T 20 ThiuL, T REHEEICIT 27k B Bk X
LALREZR B2V, L L, FERO A bEZ ERfT 5 &V D Z LI, BUND O FEERIDS U TR
SN TETABIEOBEILIZ B EN Y | H/NUROEE (TR 2 B HBIC & > TP
WIS Ui 2 BELL T2 2 L BIRRE OBBEOIFREEZ EAT D, £, BURIZBW TR L—
THOBERGTPEEBFICB O TH RS L T D EEZLNDLT-0, 5HROREROFED
ZENIITIE WV ETFHIT 5,

OIZB L CiE, @BEOHIN HEARTHREAZEMNN L OFITF X2, L L, EAEMD
SOXEDRZZN, 4 XV ADOEEZERBEDORBEPEDIIBOTZDITITIRARL LD EB XD
ns,

@IZRILTiE, EEHE T (HESA) OARREKC XD &, FERFOIAETE AL T
%, FONFITEESEHBEHBI DI T, HEFCE 56 OMi4N 5 5 EEI3EED35%, = LT
D ZSEIRERE D> & DRI 2N 5 D EIBRIT IR D25% & 72 0 | BEH60% 2N AHIBN A & 72 % (Clark
2009: 14-15), F7=. ZHHMBIEITBUTH D OEHES TIXRWe, FRFE~DOBIEHIITAD
faRtE 3 e/ MBI 2 5TV D E LTS (Clark 2009), F72. HERNS HIFER B ORIRO2E,
BOPAEDRE L GLRFE~ONBTHREL BT\,

6. 81%, KO HAMINZ I A0 & ~DURATIE 237 « M KA U, SR L7kl
IR LTeb D Tdh D, HEFCE OMBIAALIEICE LT, FRFTITRILA DI d5 8 2 EG A
51. 7% T - = —TeALEF D1994/954E FE 1T b, 2001/024E B (21348, 2% 12 LT\ 5, JBb L
TIEWD HOD, FHRFATEEFIS0% % HEFCE 226 OARIHIIAITEIE L TR Y . AHI#BhAIK
FEEEVNEBZOND, THUTHARTIHRFTIESS. 5%02533. 6% LTEY | IKIFEIMK
2o TWD, DFV ., IHKZEOSTN, 4 EOFMZRBEIIFIC LV . BEWFEO - OB
BIHIFIDFEFN CE D50 - TETWDH LN R D,

BEERHEUIZ R L Tid, BTR 7 CTIIBIA O HIZ 5 2816 5329. 2% T - 7o —JufbiE % D
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1994/954FF & Hefig L, 2001/024FBEIT1330. 2% LU CTldd 273, #INAD 3FIZ EDDHD L 73
S TS, [BRFCENTH20.4%0 521 2% LI TH S (36. 8K UVK6. 4),

O H@DEVE A AEINHKTT 2 L. OICBW TS b OD, BUF) b OB &FER Y
EANE ST R L TRV . FRE~OESGFIZIIMER S 503, 1 XV AOEEHE TR OB
WL TTELERENHD LEX DD,

FE_ORETRE TH HREREIUTBE LTI, BLTFOZ LRSS TE LD, FAROHERIZREL
TUE, FPAEEERRO T2 OIZ b AR & OB ERHEIUC X 2 FAE~DEZBRIE (24
AP L= N2 A LDEEORIGOEL) 2BE LTI b, EIREEOD Hiu TRy
BRSO BB ITE Z VG500, BZ D ETIUXED L) RHIEICR 500, B H{bixa#
BAlC LD &9 2% 5.2 2 D, fHBIERLY TENSH LD X 51T T 2 005E, FRIKEE
I TH D, oL, THHOBBEICHT 2R EZRERE T 5 2L LTA XU 2D @4
HE OERITIR,

BUMIEREREUN O B B GIZR L TR L TWEN, Ay 7 R« T v IRT v - J—7
M LEIZETHED TV D, WEORMITH D DD, HFICITEE M (Teaching Quality
Assessment: TQA) R} B EEYE (Subject guideline) . FAiklRZ S (External Examiner) i, JAZ%

T B K ER AR (Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education: QAA) 12 X » THEF &1
T%tﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁgﬁ%mﬁ?é:&Kﬁﬁé?%%ﬁoiﬁ\%#ﬁﬁiﬁﬁb%ﬂﬁﬁéﬂ\
V=20 « 7= VO FAUNLE T DFRALEH Y 72N ED X A —T %5 1) 2 alHeED TR,
KRFOZENMEA S LD L7 bIE, BERINOBIITAZI TH D, LinL, ZHUTE Y L3R
FHCOMBEEDEL, BEIIIZ DI SND Z LIZRDHTHA D, TDZ L&k Lz
ETCRBOBU MR RSN O B LIS & T 57 bIX, ZuiED R Th o T HRF
WZAWNEEZBEAT DI ERRAIRERA D,

JilE

1L FERRE L CIT19924R LARTA & D RFEIZIHKRY: (old universities) &> 2V ME19924E LLRT D K5
(Pre-1992 universities) & FEITAL, 1992FLURIC KT LW O AHRE T T REAITHT R (new
universities) & AV MI19924ELIED KT (Post—1992 universities) & BRI TS

2 AT T RESEHEMEGEEH#S (Higher Education Funding Council for England: HEFCE) %

= — /)L X EEHE MRS (Higher Education Funding Council for Wales: HEFCW) . db7 1 /L
T v R#EDL (Department of Education, Northern Ireland:  DENI), 22> 7 v RE&E#E M E
F#%2 (Scottish Higher Education Funding Council: SHEFC) T& %,

EEHERBE TR < MERBEEBEIC I N D,
3—7 bty 7 AW RS R IR KRR IS0 SR T, T3 LA R ofk
BRFTH DD, MFEBDMUOIRTF: & T, 0004, 7, 0004 &AD7R0,

5 T vt 77— (Russell Group) [IA ¥V AD200DFE/2MF7E K5 (Research intensive
universities) A TH D, 19UFIIHHTRY DT v EAKRT NV TEREEZME . ZOERIZAHI
BRI NI, 2004/5FEDOFHFHMIFER TIX, 7 v - 70— BT L RENA F Y ADK
FORFZEMBN AR L ORI DULADB5% (FI1. 8billion > F) & 5z, T v« Z—TF7
SN T D, REOZAL—EN BT,
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D BRY (1992FLRTORT) ICLDRFETN—T
O e R%E 7 N—7: X—3 H L (Birmingham) ., 7V A kL (Bristol) . 7> 7V v
(Cambridge) . —F 4 7 (Cardiff), =5 1 >»X7 (Edinburgh)., 277 A =— (Glasgow). 1
AR T e Ly Y e m K (Imperial College of Science, Technology & Medicine) ., @ K
VR F 7 X 91 LY (Kings College London) . U — X (Leeds) . U ' 7 7" —/L (Liverpool) .
o R K% « LSE (London School of Economics, Science and Policy), < v F = A X —
(Manchester), ==—%# v &/l (Newcastle). / v 4 5. (Nottingham), 7 A —2 X -
~L7 7 A b (Queen’s University Belfast) . 4 v 7 A7 #— K (Oxford), =7 4 —/L K
(Sheffield) . > 7 b > (Southampton) , 77— 4 —+ B L v+ 1 R (University
College London), 7 # VU w7 (Warwick) D20KFENHRLD,

@I N—7 s RoRFE oA Fma7xA (Royal Holloway), #— 2 (Durham).
gF—27 (York), =& 7 & (Essex). ¥V — (Surrey). 74 VU v 27 (Warwick College) . LSE.
T ¥ Z— (BExeter), B KRR "—27 7 (Birkbeck College), m ¥ RV K&« o2 —
JL R Z I A (Goldsmiths College) . 7 > A% — (Lancaster). ¥t~ A (Sussex)., /3—A

(Bath), £ —A b+ 7227 U7 (East Anglia). L7 > 7 (Reading) DIGKFEKNT = —
IV AMEIEHES (HEFC for Wales)

@F DD IR

2) FRF (19924FLUEDRF)

(DCollege & Modern Universities (CMU) : Institute of Learning and Teaching (ILT) % &3e360D3HT
K, HilziX, 75K+ 77 L— (Thames Valley) ., 7/ 77 — 207 ko (Wolverhampton) .
Noied,

QF DB KT : 774 b (Brighton)

BlIFE (Vice-chancellor: VC) 23, {TBUEAZH T 2 FE LORFOETH D, RFEOHIS,

BEETES>TFRERETORHEOR THY | EWIEE ., TEEH, XN BHEEHERZ D,

KRFAEEOBFTTRTH D, B, 2O, BEE TEDLNDLN, v 7 AT 4 — FRF,

7Ny VRE B RURETEAEREEIRO _ERARD 5T %, £ (Chancellor) (3,

KFEOEELEWIHBE TS L, N, PR EA AT - FEX L WS THEFITHA

HhkE Wz B,

O, EEHE - ARRMT DHGEEE I Ly ITiE, RS L CTHEEEMBA1EY, 143

TOTF Ry RN ENTnd, HEESIES, 20005 R > NIZEBEEMBIAEHD0. 4% L 72> T D,

BEHE LIV OT 0 7T AL L T A kEE R E L TV A2, EEEEILR

BORE LTRSS B I Ly ¥ L B HERBE L oA~ 0 77 M bR s 2

L2725 7= (HEFCE(b) 2004),

FFEEITIANT 5 5% %0EF (Higher Education in the Learning Society: Report of the National

Committee) ]| (19974E)

77V v 7 @iEE] ATI%104E B OFIC Y72 5200745 7 H25 HIZidm v Ry K% - EEIE

AF (Institute of Education) (ZRBWC, [T 7V o Z#EE - 1043848 LT (The Dearing Report:

tenyearson) ] 23BIE S NTZy FOVUIRI T LIBWT, TT YV UV ITRBEDA L NN—THo

72U kv (David Watson) 23, 1[5 7 U v 7 #iAE] O P CHAE S 7= F4 (Whatever happened
to the Dearing Report?) | % &fiE L7,

2009%F 1 A29RICR Y R DT AV « AT « a7z LU A - U Z—CTHRES L

7=, B 7EIKRFB a7 = LA (7th Annual Postgraduate Conference) D - COEEZ DERIZ
LT,
19974EDr > K| DIES DA 7 4 A TOMERIEIC L D,
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HBEEML, BAIMREE R A ST,
HESEREEIL, 20034 HLIA B A NSRS (Social Security) 7527 (Social Protection)
LRI,
Yo RA T« a—RF, 1956 KA AH LTcmE LR L > P (College of Advanced
Technology: CAT) IZBWTHEL-a2—AT, TRILFERORERF.LThHoT-, ZOH%EE
R, £ LTIBMFEEE TITIEY > KA v F « 2— 207200 % E VR AR HIZE TR
THZEN 2V v (Crick) MEE] CRESNEZR, ZOETVRARBHETOY Y RA
F o a3 —RAOFLE, A XYV AEFEHERICBOTHIEFITH LVERAT, FRAELOTH-
Too WYT 7 =0 THBRLYING Z0a—2&3%@E L, EIEFITHINEH Lizizoiz,
DA — R RAFANERITHMN LTz, 1973464, ST Y v 7 - &7 Z—DRHHD
FHENF RS vF » a—A B LTz, —J, KRR TH > T2 KA Z D a—AREA
ENTZDIE, 19664 L EDILTND, Yo KA vF - a—2xLid, L5 EMM. FEPBE
WZHHEIZATS 22— AT, WEHERBNC 4 FLLETEET 2540 6 » ARWHEIZIT 22— 2%
‘thin sandwich’ ([T FA v F ) « a—X LR, 1EMA-> B Y EHHEIZSINT 52—
A% ‘thick sandwich” (I3 BV KA wF ) « a—RLREATWD O S BBZED (R 2001),
P RA v F -« a—RTE, HBREOHEERFE (DES) &0 AR E THON TV,
F & U TEME DB HE O OFEIORIB0% IS T 2R 2 FAEICGE 2D Z &> T
W2, BEOIREIIZIZ a2 — A 2R T 2 BENED R oz, B, BHEMIZSR
V77 =0 X0 b REREAZBEATHERR DT, EVRAREHTOY KA v F -
I—R2E WO TWDFAEICHEH L TIEAEN L EATEN Lz, £/, AV T 7 =273
Bk 6, B LY ROFAEDI O DEEHERE & 2l S, TSRS OFE DI A
5L CIIHER RN H -T2, TNH ZDOE X AZREH TOY v A v F « a—RADAIRR
OFER, HOIBRERRIND Z LITH8D, REOVAT LA ENRLITTIERL, RV T7=
JMBOa—RAZMHBL BB L TV o & ZAICREREERRZHY LB 26D,
Flo, ZOa—REWBFEORND, FYEE & EUCEE LB TOMHEIZEFR L
L. BOEHICLRY | EEHT 2B CORIDFERITHE L TWD E VI FERNPETEY
EREWSFENSDF LWT A T 7 OREICHRE L TWD & D (Pratt 1997),
Available from http://www.insolvencyhelpline.co.uk/students/student—financial-support.htm; Internet;
accessed
BANFAE (maximum student number: MaSN) (&, JESIZ L 0 BUF S O@iB&E 25115 =
LDTEDTIVE A LDOFERA, KFRHEGHFE (Postgraduate Certificate of Education: PGCE)
a— 2D, F L T— M A LD EFER (Initial Teacher Training) = — A DZEAEEGRE D
BRRNBERIET D Z L 2BR L TEY | 1993FICHD TRA S, 1994/9540 bl S,
AFY ATEENENDORFDTNEZ A L(AF Y ZAORFETIE, TNEA DFEZDOPICY
RA T« a—AZMOFERNEEND) DEAR - Fem NFEE % 7 HEFCE 2MRET 2,
WRFAEO BT, SBEHEE~OANEEEHET 25 EE LTEZ LN, Y, 271
ZA LA E PGCE at— R 73— ¥ A AOHEFEMR T — ADFEDBY% MR A NG
BTEN DN TEY, AERE B ANHBEN S Wb Th D, 22T, BIFIE
FHRDNFAERRI A —EHNTINZ 5 2 L 2R L CE T2, ISR HEFCE OIREIZK L
T RO LN ANFEBZ S E LRI 2EE NFSETHGAITE. 105 4%0OMTIEHDH0D,
B Z T2 NEy D3R - SR T3 A b 72 T HUE e B 7\, BUFIE LEAs %38 U TSR FE~D
B SHE DF SR o i 45 % F CHIATRE T 5 7280, KDL 1% HEFCE 23 L7 1
17259, ZFORER, TEYFERFAT HEFCE 205 Ok LW ABRERE S E5E S D AT 728 -
TW5B, BIZITRERNIFIE I LA RFA~FEDOFTE T DO LEAs Z@ L, = — A OFES
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EEEICANTE LD TITHLALN DD TH DM, FiAFAL A HEFCE ASRE LTV D B
ZDHT2IT, 1994/954 FEIZ 132 2RI A % 45 % BT 2 &\ 5 FIEREFFIC LV & bz,
FAEEBITR Y WA IIISEMHEIT RV, 2 % EEAEERICRE LIZSGAITE, B
FEDGEEFRAENBND S 5D 2 L2725, 1999/20004E121%, 2 OFcRFAAERIE, AT
BETANBENEZZT D TNEA L, 73— b E A LOFRERORFFAELIET Z LIl oTz,
L L ZOANFRBORHNL, 282 B CAHE L TO D EITITRIRD 220,

SLC. Student Loans Company Limited. Facts & Figures, Bristol:SLC., n.d. Available from
http://www.slc.co.uk/statistics.; Internet; accessed 6 September 2008.

FHELITSTAR Y K BUEITHFE 1 TR R) LLEOIAEGRG LN D K 91275 F Tl kK
BOVITRL, ZOVATAIED & FIZIERFBEEANLITST R Y ROWAN S 725
AL BT 198 B (91, 000M) 2L IE kWD LichD, £, BREOFAL, 2,125
Ry RULERBIFIZE D RSN D, S Vot NETHY . BEEI D ORFEEFITHT S
HBRFOFEME#EL AZE SN TWD, £72, 1,126 F2253, 0008 > ROE TORERRE
LiE, RPBITRET 5 &0 ) BRTIIR S AR a— 2B TH Y | FRFTIE RAE Thffi %
Bl a— 2@ EER R | R o T 3 — ARV MR R A R ET B 2 E BT T
T& %,

FEEREMEE WO RIEN Gk D & IRKRFBITRIT DIEF. M7 L Vol aiavi F R IR
KEBITIM G STV, BRI 2 MBI FRHIRT - 2B I Bl s v, BED
BSIIE T Sz, BEBROMAIMREI NI L VWA 20038 L7y, L LZEDOZEEIT%
LT, AL OMAEOER IR T & OFEIZ 31T 2 KEFEOME O AIE T 2 Rz IH R L,
HEFHIR RAE OFHlHE S ARG LR OE BT 2 8sRk425 2 Lic kv, BUET 8RS
LIRRZOMZELAFHL ST & DB IND, MNITIREROKZEIL, —FH IS %M
DIEFER T D Z EICbOR B 500, LLARNEG, FERAIZITET « IR OS2
DL RFRRE DL B D EZEZ BNHDTH D,

DES 1988, DES 1989, DES 1991,

Barr 1991, Cave, Dodsworth, and Thompson 1992, Morris 1989, Psacharopoulos and Woodhall 1985,
Robbins 1980.

Ty RUREE « BEEBARSAZERT (London School of Economics and Political Science: LSE) ¢D/3—
(Nicholas Barr) 8> £ 72 ) . by« 7 w7« 7 4 —OEAZEHE Uik -, ED EFREY
EEx ORFENRE L, ZOBFEFEIIER L, kT HHETHD, LirL, KRHERR
Ehololzh, TORBER L L TRFARED], 00078 RORER A BN+ 5 TER S Dk
272 o T, FAOEERCRERME, ToMEEEE IR 2FFICET 2 ME X, ~N—
(Nicholas Barr) 23£ LY,

KRR FRFBEARN TR GER O N AT S KRR 7 R BB AR SE R O 2 A =
LTS Lo A Y ZADORFOMBUZET MR TDOA Y 7 AT +—FRFE, 77V
TR U Y v I K NS— I U A RKFOME R EE IR

ZHUTEY A — K« BEVRA « A7 —)L (Said Business School) °7 K27 U ZftE#Ekht (Radcliffe
Infirmary) Z5OEW) 25,

004FIZ~rF = AF—» BV P TRF LT = 2AF—TRRFEDRE ST

5 FSCHR
Barr, N. Student Loans: The Next Steps. Aberdeen: Aberdeen University Press, 1989.

Barr, N. “Income—contingent Student Loans: An Idea Whose Time Has Come.” In Economics, Culture and
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Education: Essays in Honour of Mark Blaug, Shaw, G. K., ed., Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing,
1991: 155-70.

Barr, N. 7The Welfare State as Pjggy Bank. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001.

Bennett, R., Glennerster, H. and Nevinson, D. “Investing in Skill: To Stay on or Not to Stay on?” In Oxford
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TARE ) =, moA— ko [ XY RTBIT DRI & SD ORVE] RlESRE DIEHZEY
S RFRH—RAA L A U 2] A0 HEEE 20050 191-212.

IRHEIE. [ %Y 2| [ESMEOZE OB & 2004 STRRVEA (), 0 SGHEFAE 2005: 25-64.

CHELZ . TEEORFCIIT D i i i i E @22 O A L BBREORE — (77
¥ RESEEEMEH#ES (HEFCE) ZHulic) [RYAMBEREIITE] B ME - et
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VA — HbE 2008: 91-116.

RHEET. [EDV P AFY ADRF] B F30H 2001.

I RA, AT A XY RAORZPZBT DN —BOR, 02, Bk, 2 L) BlhET
(HF) . THRHREYI V< REEFH—BAAR L 4 XU 2] B0 : BEHE  2005: 41-62.

HFHER [ERLRETFEOBS S AT 5 2K - ORERE BA~OER] TE PRS2 —if
gedl 8. AR ENLRIW S v # —HFSEE, 2003 239—259.
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T1. AFYADEEHEHEDIXARNER (2001/02 £E) (BfL : FRUK)
e HEFCs 75 . TGt A: e Y TR SRR e e

A, . > — ()] N . , ]
EEREHEA TN R SRS Z D RO | oG &7t
England
Anglia Polytechnic 40,804 | 27,671 3578 | 11533| 5155 755 89,496
University
Aston University 21,292 12,951 4,762 6,878 6,778 731 53,392
University of Bath 36,114 | 21,600 19,789 | 11284 | 8453 4014 | 101,254
Bath Spa University 13,127 4,602 161 1,749 1,417 161 21217
College
Birkbeck College 23923 | 11,752 7,444 2,269 165 802 46,355
University of 90,622 | 53,204 68,048 | 44537 | 19,869 3151 | 279,521
Birmingham
Bishop Grosseteste 3,261 1,142 0 308 554 130 5,395
College, Lincoln
Bolton Institute of 17,015 6,645 608 1,342 1,225 149 26,984
Higher Education
Arts Institute at 5,877 1743 0 326 160 67 8,173
Bournemouth
Bournemouth 23764 | 23,154 1,666 4822 | 3630 407 57,443
University
University of Bradford 20999 | 22918 7,149 6285 | 4,891 969 72,211
University of Brighton 37.401| 26878 4,029 5388 | 6,235 711 80,642
University of Bristol 77,048 | 31,649 56,023 | 29,904 | 10,804 2037 | 209,265
Brunel University 39362 | 22,192 9,523 5567 | 11,228 849 88,721
Buckinghamshire
Chilterns University 18,126 | 12,222 1,341 5825 | 4138 140 41792
Col
University of 138821 | 54,586 148978 | 53,068 | 2,608 | 48694 | 446755
Cambridge
Institute of Cancer 10,829 1,319 25910 5,071 31 3,496 46,656
Research
Canterbury Christ
Church University Gol 19,202 | 17,609 659 8342 | 4967 37 50,816
University of Central

43175 | 37,036 2,107 5435| 6,639 166 94,558
England
University of Central 51,032 | 30,295 2,077 8387 | 6,100 109 98,000
Lancashire
Central School of 4,291 1,353 0 265 74 113 6,096
Speech and Drama
Chester College of 10,199 | 11,273 228 1120 | 1,812 128 24,760
Higher Education
University College 10,440 3,846 339 96| 2012 131 17,694
Chichester
City University,

21688 | 55035 6,590 8685| 5833 2910 | 100,741
London
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Coventry University 41269 | 29,380 2032 | 10654 | 8011 838 92,184
Cranfield University 20,312 50,871 37,699 4,234 8,374 549 122,039
Cumbria Insfitute of 4,293 940 5 360 270 26 5,894
the Arts
Conservatoire for 3,016 557 0 0 0 5 3,578
Dance and Drama
Dartington College of 2,574 545 0 121 21 95 3,356
Arts
De Montfort University 62,913 | 30,004 9,103 5819 | 5254 531 | 113714
University of Derby 32728 | 16,698 1,001 5108 | 6,490 % 62,121
University of Durham 49719 | 23,551 25437 | 11446 | 18,309 757 | 129,219
University of East 31578 | 25459 21,641 9633| 8522 1,579 98,412
Anglia
University of East 34,083 | 19,973 1,377 6,290 | 4,479 314 66,525
London
Edge Hill College of 16,347 4,950 74 7,664 1,789 201 31,025
Higher Education
Institute of Education 13,342 8,442 8,181 4628 | 2,553 415 37,561
University of Essex 23078 | 19,213 10,376 5055 | 9,59 1135 68,451
University of Exeter 36,799 | 20,053 12,311 7.965 | 17,852 1,222 96,202
Faimouith College of 5,844 2,289 21 1,164 565 54 9,937
Arts
University of 21,271 9,195 1,100 3,004 | 2415 355 37,430
Gloucestershire
Goldsmiths College 22661 | 13,758 2,030 1613 | 3877 401 44,340
University of 46,540 | 30,845 9118 | 11,022| 8155 575 | 106,255
Greenwich
REIEE A 8,677 1,085 407 2439 | 1,767 118 15,393
University College
University of 45684 | 35568 3271 |  10974| 8999 1,164 | 105,660
Hertfordshire
Homerton College, 0 0 0 5,205 0 74 5,369
Cambridge
University of 37463 | 15,554 2062 | 15730 | 4,600 722 76,131
Huddersfield
University of Hull 37593 | 26,397 0639 | 11,729| 8295 828 94,481
Imperial College 112,966 | 44,185 152,984 | 52,181 | 15474 3440 | 381,230
Keele University 21,046 | 14,462 8752 | 11454 | 7170 1,731 64,615
University of Kent at 30612| 19,167 8,473 7279 | 11216 1,117 77,864
Canterbury
Kent Institute of Art & 7,970 3,814 51 938 | 2,031 30 14,834
Design
King Alfreds College, 8,950 4,880 155 704 | 3398 85 18,172
Winchester
King's College London 103,361 48,404 91,426 54,245 12,203 9,176 318,815
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Kingston University 42379 | 30,650 1,444 6570 | 8630 1,043 90,716
Lancaster University 33,002 | 18,269 14353 | 16560 | 10,869 1,394 95,437
University of Leeds 105,665 | 62,146 71,058 | 37,549 | 21,837 4352 | 302,607
Leeds Metropolitan 56,754 | 28,507 1762 8138 | 5599 458 | 101218
University
University of Leicester 43,482 31,816 36,044 20,676 12,478 1,346 145,842
University of Lincoln 33,811 10,182 508 9,165 5,440 124 59,230
University of Liverpool 74612 | 33535 53271 | 28254 | 11,124 4854 | 205650
Liverpool Hope 14,935 6,234 144 6202 | 3,690 20 31,225
University College
Liverpool John 55675 | 26,253 3779 | 15018 | 2,314 579 | 103618
Moores University
University of London 13,657 3,590 2,771 60,454 12,029 5,133 97,634
London Business 3,055 | 43,605 4876 4115 | 5483 784 61,918
School
London Sch of
Economics & Political 18748 | 48,007 12205 | 10,842 | 12,966 1,576 | 104,344
Sci
London Sch. of
Hygiene & Tropical 9,593 5,837 30,247 3,642 334 557 50,210
Med.
The London Institute 48545 | 34,177 1,189 3134 | 4,002 645 91,692
London Metropolitan 70,167 | 38,402 3,814 7,020 | 3406 490 | 124208
University
London South Bank 39476 | 39,015 4,828 4228 | 5686 1,527 94,760
University
Loughborough

INDe 44875 | 22279 24,911 8,894 | 19,508 1402 | 121,869
University
University of Luton 20,865 | 21,107 1,354 3,058 | 4,559 132 51,075
University of 100,378 | 72,227 77,059 | 46,686 | 26,171 6,053 | 328574
Manchester
UMIST 38,927 | 22,878 26916 | 15490 | 10,932 1,924 | 117,067
Manchester
Metropolitan 79,009 | 33,348 5746 7.863 | 11,151 1627 | 139,644
University
Middlesex University 53,012 | 43283 1475 | 13828 | 6,665 217 | 118480
University of 76,385 | 30,579 50,747 | 40,607 | 12,070 2541 | 212,929
Newcastle
Newman College of 4,553 1,336 0 410 808 22 7,129
Higher Education
University College 21077 | 14,178 1,025 2350 | 3,622 372 42,624
Northampton
Northern School of 1,372 218 0 108 0 11 1,709
Contemporary Dance
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Northumbria 44753 | 41,671 6,068 8485 | 7843 214 | 109,034
University
Norwich School of Art 3,178 923 0 460 101 72 4734
& Design
University of 76,990 | 65580 64,659 | 28,041 | 29,233 799 | 265302
Nottingham
Nottingham Trent 56,628 | 33,537 3798 | 13022| 6416 972 | 114373
University
Open University 158313 | 105,596 13776 | 19,339 0 5244 | 302,268
School of Oriental and 10967 | 15577 2,445 3,270 972 714 33,945
African Studies
University of Oxford 134739 | 47,574 149744 | 60,037 | 4,801 | 29654 | 426549
Oxford Brookes 32,068 | 33,282 4,351 9,021 | 11513 469 90,704
University
School of Pharmacy 5,049 2109 3,039 293 182 59 10,731
University of Plymouth 50,853 | 28,200 7453 | 12250 | 4,539 638 | 112,942
University of 46,000 | 29,185 4,645 5534 | 6487 682 92,623
Portsmouth
Queen Mary, 53861 | 22,217 34021 | 21145| 7,603 757 | 139,604
University of London
Ravensbourne 4634 1,675 0 564 244 71 7,188
College
RCN Institute 1422 601 665 6,848 0 89 9,625
University of Reading 42102 | 26,105 21,805 | 13615| 16,537 3641| 123:805
Rose Bruford College 2,854 1,156 0 120 70 27 4,227
Royal Academy of 4,053 3,602 0 1,039 339 2,687 11,720
Music
Royal Agricultural 2,458 944 74 1,671 2,521 4 7,672
College
Royal College of Art 11,070 3915 1,222 1,752 560 820 19,339
Royal College of 4,399 2,762 0 1,544 729 2103 11,537
Music
Royal Holloway, 22753 | 15675 8,830 2894 | 11,722 1,315 63,189
University of London
Royal Northern 4,901 1,792 0 1,973 555 73 9,204
College of Music
Royal Veterinary 12,166 3,168 4272 6,778 877 693 27,954
College
St George's Hospital 14,770 6,791 16573 | 15,780 560 -286 54,188
Medical School
College of St Mark & 7,736 3,925 13 1,381 1,543 100 14,698
St John
St Martin's College 17812 | 12,507 30 2020 | 2897 13 35,369
St Mary's College 8,125 3,224 97 266 3,028 52 14,792
University of Salford 45976 | 38,131 6031| 16123| 8454 439 | 115154
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University of Sheffield 79284 | 54326 64,108 | 22871 | 15270 2129 | 237,988
Sheffield Hallam 62,408 | 33,967 7367 | 10255| 5,200 613 | 119,810
University
University of 75114 | 44,874 70,397 | 24,023 | 17,849 1,539 | 233,79
Southampton
Southampton Institute 28,772 16,650 327 2,032 8,092 428 56,301
Staffordshire 41908 | 19,190 3,468 4840 | 4,993 269 74,758
University
University of 37,752 | 16,573 3171 | 10280 | 5463 77 73,325
Sunderland
The Surrey Inst of Art 10,921 4,427 0 1581 1,194 0 18,123
& Design Univ Col
University of Surrey 31,159 | 34,649 22511 | 23671 | 10,200 9,263 | 131453
University of Surrey 20,200 9,694 1,321 1833 | 6779 373 40,200
Roehampton
University of Sussex 36,714 | 18,235 20988 | 10351 | 7,791 547 94,626
University of Teesside 30453 | 21,905 1,194 6780 | 2,592 427 63,351
Thames Valley 27,955 | 27,599 339 4,083 606 409 60,991
University
Trinity & All Saints 6,700 2,815 0 267 | 1,876 252 11,910
Trinity College of 3,024 1,021 74 1,449 0 93 6,561
Music
University College 127862 | 59,538 148034 | 76,858 | 13,252 5966 | 431,510
London
University of Warwick 50,501 | 48,631 28,057 | 42406 | 20,653 1141 | 191479
University of West of 51,419 | 23622 4420 | 23586| 8803 2578 | 114,428
England, Bristol
University of 48964 | 35372 4021| 6738 | 6583 | 1,147 | 102825
Westminster
er'tmb'edon School of 4,065 1,130 51 206 74 14 5,540
University of 47772 | 26,281 2284 | 13360 | 5240 1,721 96,658
Wolverhampton
University College 9,734 7423 771 870 | 1,204 57 20,059
Worcester
Writtle College 8,697 2323 18 2427 | 2,001 13 15,569
University of York 32,809 | 22,300 27,811 | 15597 | 13,696 1,007 | 113319
York St John College 9,867 7,085 14 1130 | 3,292 395 21,783
Scotland
University of 51,680 | 20,020 33554 | 10286 | 7,762 1,659 | 124,961
Aberdeen
University of Abertay 15,721 7,187 1,224 3563 | 1,382 353 29,430
Dundee
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Bell College of 7,718 6,219 0 1,594 586 86 16,203
Technology

University of Dundee 47438 | 23443 38,493 | 16,095 | 4,654 653 | 130,776
University of 113600 | 43,101 87,833 | 43894 | 17,639 8,001| 314,068
Edinburgh

i‘r’t'”b“rgh College of 749 | 3316 854| 1,028 195 24| 13131
University of Glasgow | 106,484 | 35,178 76,379 | 29,005 | 10,770 7,020 | 264,845
Glasgow Caledonian 39,031 | 12,971 3204 | 18469 | 2407 258 76,430
University

Glasgow School of Art 8,177 2,981 558 265 347 114 12,442
Heriot-Watt University 30,401 17,617 12,451 11,715 9,605 280 82,069
U.nlversny of the 14,744 3.207 4,413 10,116 0 156 32,636
Highlands and Islands

Napier University 34,143 20,683 1,868 4,671 3,605 445 65,415
Northern College of 2,891 1,029 5 438 299 76 4738
Education

University of Paisley 28321 | 13478 1,903 3245 | 1557 591 49,095
Queen Margaret

University Col 11,540 5,569 1,834 9% | 2166 136 22,241
Edinburgh

Robert Gordon 27,925 | 16,088 1625| 24406 | 2554 804 73,402
University

Royal Scottish

Academy of Music & 5,197 1473 o1 1,022 183 184 8,150
Drama

Scottish Agricultural 19,131 2,300 7447 | 15003 | 1253 7| 45831
College

University of St 25049 | 14,855 17,287 4693 | 9126 1,314 73,224
Andrews

University of Stirling 25697 | 16,813 7,036 7491 | 7738 834 65,609
University of 70471 | 41,671 22672 | 13356 | 8836 2059 | 158765
Strathclyde

Wales

University of 37,108 | 17,548 2,047 8370 | 4764 422 70,459
Glamorgan

University of Wales,

Aborystyth 29,269 | 10,828 9,980 7708 | 8852 2289 68,926
University of Wales, 31,364 | 16,358 9777 10895| 6307 534 75,235
Bangor

Cardiff University 65862 | 35841 39,548 9,958 | 13,566 3131| 167,906
University of Wales, 5,652 1,787 265 595 | 1,206 247 9,842
Lampeter

University of Wales, 36,877 | 19,116 10205 | 16172| 8314 806 91,580
Swansea
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University of Wales 17974 | 15256 14218 | 27,921 386 1,613 77,368
College of Medicine
University of Wales 22145 | 10,034 721 8726 | 3,881 122 45,629
Institute, Cardiff
University of Wales 17,513 4,936 121 2719 | 2262 234 27,785
College, Newport
North East Wales 13,250 4,630 531 933 | 1,165 219 20,728
Institute
Swansea Institute of 11,885 3,939 37 785 | 1,020 207 17,893
Higher Education
Trinity College 5,295 1,475 0 968 | 1,741 47 9,526
Royal Welsh College 4,826 1,199 0 380 203 24 6,632
of Music and Drama
Uni of Wales Centre
e Weldh 2 Gl 562 120 244 4,474 787 782 6,969
Northern Ireland
Queen's University

67,555 | 32,521 27086 | 25574 | 4,828 1,207 | 158,861
Belfast
StMary's University 4,251 1,001 66 120 0 1 5,439
College
Stranmilis University 4,416 1,165 112 168 903 38 6,802
College
University of Ulster 71979 | 23527 11,131 9737 | 3910 474 | 120,758
st 5,692,000 | 3,338,194 2,433,418 | 1,801,245 | 967,802 | 258,126 | 14,490,875

Hi: HESA. Finance Statistics Return 2001-02. Cheltenham: HESA, 2003. % J&(Z{ER%

x2. LRRVOSHFELEHREOTN L. BRFZEHAZRUVEFLFTH Ly DOHER (Institute)
EBERLE-R, 2L, FTL—T TR LERARRNTRERTH D,

IBXE

Aston University 21292 | 12,951 4762 | 6878 6,778 731| 53392
University of Bath 36,114 | 21600 19789| 11284 8453 | 4014 | 101254
Birkbeck College 23923 | 11752 |  7444| 2269 165 802 | 46355
University of Bradford 20099 | 22918| 7149|  6285| 4,891 969 | 72211
University of Bristol 77048 | 31649 | 56923| 20904| 10804 2037| 209265
Brunel University 39362 | 22192 9,523 5567 | 11228 849 | 88721
Institute of Cancer Research | 10,829 1319 25910 5,071 31 3496 | 46,656
Central School of Speech 4,291 1353 0 265 74 13| 6,096
and Drama

Chester College of Higher 10199 | 11273 228 1,120 1,812 128 | 24760
Education
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City University, London 21688 | 55035 6,590 8,685 5,833 2,910 | 100,741
Cranfield University 20,312 50,871 37,699 4,234 8,374 549 122,039
Cumbria Institute of the Arts 4,293 940 5 360 270 26 5,894
g:glsjer;";t;’"e for Dance 3,016 557 0 0 0 5 3,578
University of Durham 49,719 | 23551 | 25437 | 11446 | 18,309 757 | 129,219
University of East Anglia 31,578 | 25459 | 21,641 9,633 8,522 1579 | 98412
Institute of Education 13,342 8,442 8,181 4,628 2,553 415 | 37,561
University of Essex 23078 | 19213 | 10376 5,055 9,504 1135 | 68,451
University of Exeter 36,799 | 20053 | 12,311 7,965 | 17,852 1222 | 96,202
Goldsmiths College 22661 | 13,758 2,030 1613 3,877 401 | 44,340
giﬂ‘;:;AdamS University 8,677 1,985 407 2,439 1,767 18| 15,393
gzgz:g;‘em"ege' 0 0 0 5,005 0 74 5,369
University of Hull 37,593 | 26,397 9639 | 11,729 8,295 828 | 94,481
Imperial College 112,066 | 44,185 | 152984 | 52181 | 15474 3,440 | 381,230
Keele University 21,046 | 14,462 8752 | 11454 7,170 1731| 64615
gzxee';f)'iyr;f Kent at 30612 | 19,167 8,473 7279 | 11,216 1117 | 77,864
King's College London 103,361 48,404 91,426 54,245 12,203 9,176 | 318,815
Lancaster University 33992 | 18269 | 14,353 | 16,560 | 10,869 1394 | 95437
University of Leeds 105,665 | 62,146 | 71,058 | 37,549 | 21,837 4352 | 302,607
University of Leicester 43,482 31,816 36,044 20,676 12,478 1,346 145,842
University of Liverpool 74,612 33,535 53,271 28,254 11,124 4,854 205,650
University of London 13,657 3,590 2,771 60,454 12,029 5,133 97,634
London Business School 3,055 | 43,605 4,876 4,115 5,483 784 | 61,918
'F‘,Z:ss; 2:‘ ofEconomics & | o748 | 4s007| 12205| 10842 | 12,966 1,576 | 104,344
#‘::‘:Z; i/lc: ('i°f Hygiene & 9,593 5837 | 30,247 3,642 334 557 | 50,210
The London Institute 48,545 | 34,177 1,189 3,134 4,002 645 | 91,692
Loughborough University 44875 | 22279 | 24911 8,894 | 19,508 1,402 | 121,869
University of Manchester 100378 | 72227 | 77.059| 46686 | 26,171 6,053 | 328574
University of Newcastle 76,385| 30579 | 50747 | 40,607 | 12,070 2541 | 212,929
University of Nottingham 76990 | 65580 | 64,659 | 28,041| 29,233 799 | 265,302
Open University 158,313 | 105596 | 13,776 | 19,339 0 5244 | 302,268
i;?;‘: gftlijrii:gta' and 10,967 | 15,577 2,445 3,270 972 714 | 33,945

|Universityof Oxord | 134739 | 47574 | 149744 | 60037 | 4801 | 20654 | 426549 |
E’g::;nMary’ University of 53,861 | 22217 | 34,021 | 21,145 7,603 757 | 139,604
University of Reading 42102 | 26105| 21,805| 13615| 16,537 3641 | 123,805
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Royal Academy of Music 4,053 3,602 0 1,039 339 2687 | 11,720
Royal Agricultural College 2,458 944 74 1,671 2,521 4 7,672
Royal College of Art 11,070 3,915 1,222 1752 560 820 | 19,339
Royal College of Music 4,399 2,762 0 1,544 729 2103 | 11,537
;Ozsé:é’:oway’ University 22,753 | 15675 8,830 2,804 | 11722 1,315| 63,189
Royal Veterinary College 12,166 3,168 4272 6,778 877 693 | 27,954
;‘tei::‘;gse;o'_';s’pita' 14,770 6791 | 16573 | 15,780 560 286 | 54,188
University of Salford 45976 | 38,131 6031 | 16,123 8,454 439 | 115,154
University of Sheffield 79284 | 54326 | 64108 | 22871| 15270 2,129 | 237,988
University of Southampton 75,114 44,874 70,397 24,023 17,849 1,539 233,796
University of Sunderland 37,752 16,573 3,171 10,289 5,463 77 73,325
University of Surrey 31159 | 34649 | 22511 | 23671| 10,200 9,263 | 131453
University of Sussex 36,714 | 18235| 20,988 | 10,351 7,791 547 | 94,626
University of Teesside 30453 | 21,905 1,194 6,780 2,592 427 | 63,351
Trinity & Al Saints 6,700 2,815 0 267 1,876 252 11,910
Trinity College of Music 3,024 1,921 74 1,449 0 93 6,561
University College London 127,862 | 59,538 | 148,034 | 76858 | 13252 5966 | 431,510

Wimbledon School of Art 4,065 1,130 51 206 74 14 5,540
University of York 32,809 | 22300 | 27811| 15597| 13,69 1,097 | 113,319
&% 2,707,272 | 1,707,976 | 1,833,284 | 1,073,698 | 540,517 | 192,233 | 8,054,980
PN

Anglia Polytechnic 40804 | 27,671 3578 | 11533 5,155 755 | 89,496
University

Bath Spa University College | 13,127 4,602 161 1,749 1417 161 21217
Boumemouth University 23764 | 23,154 1,666 4,822 3,630 407 | 57,443
University of Brighton 37,401 26,878 4,029 5,388 6,235 711 80,642
L RGBS G 18,126 | 12,222 1,341 5,825 4138 140 | 41,792
University Col

S T 19202 | 17,609 659 8,342 4,967 37| 50816
University Col

University of Central 43175 | 37,036 2,107 5435 6,639 166 | 94,558
England

University of Central 51,032 | 30,295 2,077 8,387 6,100 109 | 98,000
Lancashire

University College 10,440 3,846 339 926 2,012 131 17,694
Chichester

Coventry University 41269 | 29,380 2032 | 10,654 8,011 838 | 92184
De Montfort University 62,913 | 30,004 9,103 5,819 5,054 531 | 113,714
University of Derby 32,728 | 16,698 1,001 5,108 6,490 % | 62,121
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University of East London 34,083 19,973 1,377 6,299 4,479 314 66,525
University of 21,271 9,195 1,100 3,004 2,415 355 | 37,430
Gloucestershire

University of Greenwich 46,540 30,845 9,118 11,022 8,155 575 106,255
University of Hertfordshire 45,684 35,568 3,271 10,974 8,999 1,164 105,660
University of Huddersfield 37,463 | 15,554 2062 | 15730 4,600 722 | 76,131
Kingston University 42379 | 30,650 1,444 6,570 8,630 1,043 | 90,716
Leeds Metropolitan 56,754 | 28,507 1762 8,138 5,599 458 | 101218
University

University of Lincoln 33811| 10,182 508 9,165 5,440 124 | 59,230
ATl E s lihles D 55675 | 26,253 3779 | 15018 2,314 579 | 103,618
University

London Metropolitan 70,167 | 38402 3,814 7,929 3,406 490 | 124,208
University

London South Bank 30476 | 39,015 4,828 4,228 5,686 1527 | 94,760
University

University of Luton 20,865 | 21,107 1,354 3,058 4,559 132 | 51,075
UMIST 38927 | 22878 | 26916 15490 | 10,932 1,924 | 117,067
Manchester Metropolitan 79000 | 33,348 5,746 7,863 | 11,151 1627 | 139,644
University

Middlesex University 53,012 | 43,283 1475 | 13,828 6,665 217 | 118480
University College 21077 | 14,178 1,025 2,350 3,622 372 | 42,624
Northampton

Northumbria University 44753 | 41,671 6,068 8,485 7,843 214 | 100,034
Nottingham Trent University | 56,628 | 33,537 3798 | 13,022 6,416 972 | 114373
Oxford Brookes University 32,068 | 33,282 4,351 9,021| 11513 469 | 90,704
University of Plymouth 59,853 | 28,209 7453 | 12,250 4,539 638 | 112,942
University of Portsmouth 46,090 | 29,185 4,645 5,534 6,487 682 | 92623
Sheffield Hallam University 62,408 | 33,967 7367 | 10,255 5,200 613 | 119,810
Staffordshire University 41998 | 19,190 3,468 4,840 4,993 269 | 74,758
LGS il e 10,921 4,427 0 1,581 1,194 0| 18123
Design Univ Co

Thames Valley University 27,955 | 27,599 339 4,083 606 400 | 60,991
University of West of 51419 | 23622 | 4420| 23586| 8803 | 2578| 114428
England, Bristol

University of Westminster 48964 | 35372 4,021 6,738 6,583 1147 | 102,825
University of 47772 | 26,281 2284 | 13,360 5,240 1,721 | 96,658
Wolverhampton

University College 9734 7,423 771 870 1,204 57| 20,059
Worcester

a5 1,631,637 | 1,022,188 | 146,657 | 328,369 | 227,321 | 25474 | 3,381,646
BEHEHILYD-TEM

Bolton Insfitute of Higher 17,015 6,645 608 1,342 1,225 149 | 26,984

Education
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Arts Institute at 5877 | 1,743 0 326 160 67| 8173
Bournemouth
Dartington College of Arts 2,574 545 0 121 21 95 3,356
Edge Hill College of Higher 16,347 | 4,950 74 7,664 1,789 201| 31,025
Education
Falmouth College of Arts 5,844 2,289 21 1,164 565 54 9,937
Kent Institute of Art & 7,970 3,814 51 938 2,031 30| 14,834
Design
King Alired's College, 8950 | 4,880 155 704 3,398 85| 18,172
Winchester
Liverpool Hope University

14,935 6,234 144 6,202 3,690 20| 31,225
College
Ravensbourne College 4,634 1,675 564 244 71 7,188
Rose Bruford College 2,854 1,156 120 70 27 4,227
ORI e ElL st 7736 | 3925 13 1,381 1543 100| 14698
John
St Mary's College 8,125 3,224 97 266 3,028 52 14,792
Southampton Institute 28772 | 16,650 327 2,032 8,092 428 | 56,301
Writtle College (k- =2
8,697 2,323 18 2,427 2,091 13| 15,569
HEHALYD)
York St John College (&%
K 9,867 7,085 14 1,130 3,292 395 | 21,783
HEHLYD)
&t 150,197 | 67,138 1,522 | 26,381 | 31,239 1,787 | 278,264
3. EEEHEHEORNREE
HEFCE 7)>¢ e WFSeArB & M Y MERR E R | W .
o CHiEs zop | BRI o st
DA =N TAN KORE | KOEE
R 1,631,637 | 1,022,188 146,657 | 328,369 | 227,321 25474 | 3,381,646
A 48.2% 30.2% 4.4% 9.7% 6.7% 0.8% | 100.0%
AKX 2,707,272 | 1,707,976 1,833,284 | 1,073,698 | 540,517 | 192,233 | 8,054,980
HE 33.6% 21.2% 22.8% 13.3% 6.7% 24% |  100.0%
B, ’b’jJ Ly
ﬁ%ﬂ RA Y 153,458 68,280 1,522 26,689 31,793 1,917 | 283,659
¥ - BFRERT
ElE 54.1% 24.1% 0.5% 9.4% 11.2% 0.7% |  100.0%
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= 4. [BKZE (Old Universities)
Academic Other Endowment

Funding Fees & Research Other General Income &

Council Support Grants & Services | Operating Interest Total

Grants Grants Contracts | Rendered Income | Receivable | Income
04 18,898 7272 3401 1,251 6.999 1,360 39,181
06 26,909 11,572 12,701 3,775 7,757 931 63,645
o7 18,481 6,313 4,268 577 1,174 1,204 32,017
08 70,349 38,688 38,465 10,388 28,642 5,968 192,500
012 25,245 17,233 6,555 1,990 6,428 710 58,161
015 56,156 26,233 34,654 6,833 20,705 4,370 148,951
o17 31,888 16,586 8121 2,081 10921 858 70,455
019 85,667 35,799 83,159 7122 12,869 27478 252,094
023 2,497 1,554 4 0 93 92 4,240
026 6,842 7,153 19 152 2,929 107 17,202
028 19,480 17,579 5389 1,544 7.495 1,505 52,992
031 16,771 36,427 30,380 0 11,109 1,024 95,711
035 34,001 16,357 11,768 2,928 16,031 2,211 83,296
036 25,750 14,576 11,540 935 8288 1,233 62,322
039 17,397 11,458 7,052 1,299 7714 1,695 46,615
040 32,043 15,561 8,554 606 15,354 539 72,657
042 16,688 8,852 998 306 2,661 261 29,766
044 5187 2443 346 2478 1,214 25 11,693
048 28,062 16,177 6,616 1,827 11,542 1,304 65,528
050 62,581 25,534 62,447 3,295 26,843 2,728 183,428
052 9,556 5712 3.567 1,574 2,158 487 23,054
053 4634 1,300 10,778 506 3.831 211 21,260
054 17,415 9,757 7478 1,253 12,521 838 49,262
055 21,409 13,711 9,722 3,620 13,278 1,027 62,767
058 47,185 30,357 30,397 2,757 22344 1,601 134,641
061 29,672 12,730 9,376 8,194 14,285 1,029 75,286
063 75,321 38,099 38,270 14,628 30,446 4,805 201,569
064 36,213 20,363 22617 2897 18,673 1,887 102,650
067 63,368 25,802 28,985 6,601 17,817 4674 147,247
068 2,839 15,376 3416 1,377 3,043 340 26,391
069 29,539 10,967 155 467 1,487 353 42,968
070 10,947 2,614 7,013 929 7,352 426 29,281
0o71 38,020 13,924 38 2,745 2,822 179 57,728
072 16,951 23,789 9,003 668 6,655 4224 61,290
073 7,261 3,385 12,948 1,334 1,112 521 26,561
074 22,532 13,566 3,063 48717 22,066 3,399 69,503
080 86,133 45,527 43,600 7,902 46,153 5,558 234,873
083 57,888 24,033 30,812 7,975 17,923 2,365 140,996
089 59,682 27,552 32,610 8,630 20,899 4271 153,644
090 117,272 62,978 3,320 1,912 7,737 3,268 196,487
092 83,065 31,624 93,796 11,114 26,890 14,226 260,715
0105 18,428 8,551 4808 631 9,199 1,371 42988
0107 11,957 2,040 18,731 8,097 9.724 909 51,458
0108 6,919 1,963 3,203 0 3,332 607 16,024
0110 11,942 2,849 10,237 7,392 2,237 916 35,573
o115 24060 12,817 5718 4926 16,292 927 64,740
0116 9,929 8,976 2,449 0 547 796 22,697
0117 4,334 1,206 1,887 56 291 102 7,876
0119 59,849 37,872 30,796 6,123 21,184 3,743 159,567
0122 51,165 22,273 33614 8,562 17.041 1,787 134,442
0124 29,206 15,524 849 4,702 6,066 393 56,740
0126 24,672 17,446 14,389 3,516 11,846 8,018 79,887
0127 31,243 15,299 14512 829 7.702 1,194 70,779
0128 22,365 12,785 615 2,136 3,638 550 42,089
0133 70,144 30,462 60,544 18,193 19,186 4,127 202,656
0134 42,049 25895 17,522 5523 32,125 1,698 124812
0146 23976 11,148 16,345 1,935 11,570 1,699 66,673

total 1,880,032 993,639 973,620 213,968 678,240 140,129 | 4,879,628

107
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£5. BFEHEHL v (Higher education colleges)
Academic Other Endowment

Funding Fees & Research Other General Income &

Council Support Grants & | Services | Operating | Interest Total

Grants Grants Contracts | Rendered Income | Receivable [ Income
HECY9 3,115 1,099 0 461 643 82 5,400
HEC10 13,608 7,289 681 891 2,673 184 25,326
HEC13 5,162 3,275 0 50 1,373 85 9,945
HEC18 15,089 6,543 70 2512 6,232 353 30,799
HEC25 16,428 10,347 501 416 3,685 358 31,735
HEC29 348 343 0 114 55 8 868
HEC32 1,526 723 6 0 63 105 2423
HEC38 9.638 5016 30 2425 1,733 134 18,976
HEC41 3,596 1,728 0 305 196 70 5,895
HEC46 4,173 1,541 414 2,076 1,313 242 9,759
HEC51 1,773 1,136 0 116 805 21 3,851
HEC56 6,378 3,601 0 0 1,643 123 11,745
HEC57 6,942 3,507 40 154 6,290 43 16,976
HEC60 4830 2179 68 0 1,227 23 8327
HEC65 9,184 5,105 0 0 1,947 357 16,593
HEC75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HEC76 33,077 18,560 15,485 4,621 12,903 3,345 87,991
HEC82 18,118 12,567 139 726 3,094 296 34,940
HEC84 2,692 1,417 96 0 791 32 5,028
HEC86 3,234 1,233 0 0 840 42 5,349
HEC95 29,295 11,764 11,155 1,618 4859 1,217 59,908
HEC96 2612 1,064 0 0 469 5 4.150
HEC97 37,366 22,368 14,509 3,862 15,884 3,076 97,065
HEC98 7,704 4,752 0 0 3,842 111 16,409
HEC99 17,997 6,922 622 774 4333 155 30,803
HEC100 1,517 606 0 0 15 63 2,201
HEC101 2,756 1,995 0 0 1,439 119 6,309
HEC102 8296 2.755 779 509 1,865 111 14315
HEC103 2,669 1,596 0 115 1,020 3 5,403
HEC104 8,167 1,774 11,963 685 3,052 421 26,062
HEC106 3,262 1,327 0 0 2,008 46 6,643
HEC109 6,522 1,597 12,502 0 6,146 562 27.329
HEC111 5,427 4,436 0 946 1,916 142 12,867
HEC112 7,213 6,183 157 117 2,074 53 15,797
HEC113 6,157 2831 21 231 1,975 87 11,302
HEC114 15,120 7.626 87 5184 1,976 146 30,139
HEC121 21,520 15,661 289 301 3,190 745 41,706
HEC130 5,289 2,496 0 76 1,813 114 9,788
HEC 131 1,736 984 0 0 510 29 3,259
HEC135 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HEC137 2,973 1,469 83 0 930 92 5,547
HEC140 2,251 876 21 0 105 31 3,283
HEC 141 2223 1,479 0 0 464 1 4,167
HEC143 6,855 3,361 84 53 1,562 332 12,247
HEC144 3,936 2,268 42 0 2,493 27 8,766
HEC145 3,725 2,639 2,068 1,222 2,207 168 12,029

total [ 371,499 ] 198,038 | 71,912 ] 30560 ] 113,653 ] 13,759 | 799,420
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#6. FKXFE (New Universities)
Academic Other Endowment

Funding Fees & Research Other General Income &

Council Support Grants & Services | Operating Interest Total

Grants Grants Contracts | Rendered Income | Receivable | Income
N3 28,447 24,172 781 2015 5253 868 61535
N5 7,983 2,830 21 0 2,413 291 13,5638
N11 16,666 15,087 787 905 2,661 100 36,206
N14 31,499 18,856 1,440 2,751 5,035 696 60,277
N20 9,782 15,959 307 623 2,360 499 29,530
N21 34,885 17,648 435 2,029 6,294 577 61,868
N22 36,028 13,672 632 215 7.966 397 58910
N27 6,933 3,996 117 158 1,224 278 12,706
N30 36,617 21,569 1,535 2,586 6,311 1,170 69,788
N33 53,906 27,881 4,509 4,328 7,539 1,053 99,216
N34 18,927 12,307 843 696 4974 1,187 38934
N37 29,961 16,585 406 1,351 4,651 550 53,504
N43 40,077 23,875 2,498 2,642 6,624 2,505 78,221
N45 44124 27,652 3,067 613 11,716 1,510 88,682
N47 26,954 13,350 728 3,430 3,058 582 48,102
N49 25,248 12,894 232 645 3,871 1,026 43,916
N59 35,045 18,178 552 2,681 5,144 1,706 63,306
N62 37.821 16,254 1,153 5396 5191 1,749 67564
N66 43,317 24,440 2,109 2,139 7,286 821 80,112
N77 17,186 14,260 263 468 5,604 38 37,819
N78 27925 18,615 14,989 5396 10,199 2.870 79.994
N79 63,468 29619 2,896 3,617 9.354 1,210 110,164
N81 40,570 20,699 8,950 0 9,946 368 80,533
N85 31,350 13,468 500 762 3,978 332 50,390
N87 39,850 19,959 1,770 2,370 15,446 463 79,858
N88 47,017 27,242 1,605 6,240 6,379 1,181 89,664
N91 24,251 17,049 1,589 1,820 13,601 2,125 60,435
N93 40,420 20314 2834 2,267 6,789 381 73,005
N94 34979 25465 3,178 4588 5484 938 74,632
N118 51,357 24,493 3,499 3,326 8,204 2,632 93,511
N120 40,564 29,540 1,882 251 4,706 342 77,285
N123 30,021 15,975 1,666 744 6471 349 55,226
N125 7,204 3,583 0 7 1,100 213 12,107
N129 24,951 20,645 66 931 1,041 93 47,727
N132 24,131 5,658 23925 3,404 10,181 2,857 70,156
N136 42243 21,820 2,800 1,950 8,701 1,258 78,772
N138 3,831 1,795 0 266 2,269 127 8,288
N139 40,988 21,209 2,143 2,804 1,698 1,089 69,931
N142 37,652 16,825 563 6,459 6,600 1,732 69,831

total [ 1234178 [ 695,438 ] 97,270 | 82,873 237.322] 38,163 | 2,385,243

H#l - HESA. Resources of Higher Education Institutions1994/95. Cheltenham: HESA, 1996.
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2000/01 £FEED RFULANGR
# 7. IBX%E (Old Universities)
. Other
Funding Uidtorn fetes Research |income— Other EocoNmEnt
. & education . Total
council grants & other income— . .
grants & . investment |income
grants contracts |services other "
contracts income
rendered
04 19,849 11,025 5,101 2,487 10,273 897 49,632
06 32,858 19,365 17,208 5,699 11,208 2,507 88,845
o7 21,928 9424 4873 495 2,331 1,123 40174
08 84,018 47,302 62916 12,165 44,985 4,054 255,440
012 28,273 20,303 6,644 2,020 8,845 660 66,745
O Univ. of Bristol15 70,576 28448 51,284 10,303 28,595 2,564 191,770
016 37,681 20,733 7,645 1,008 15,346 1,237 83,650
018Cambridge 127,326 49,780 126,425 10,364 33,840 48,784 396,519
019 9,436 1,164 23,366 0 4,423 3,565 41,954
023 4012 1,301 0 0 329 117 5,759
024 8,757 10,836 174 118 2,638 117 22,640
026 20,054 42,670 4,851 1,646 9,639 3,311 82,071
028 19,321 50,797 34,322 0 12,272 759 117,471
029 3,754 860 4 182 641 48 5489
033 45,361 22,558 21,228 7,567 20,818 1,057 118,589
034 29,363 23,022 19,568 1,780 14,542 1,879 90,154
037 20,916 17,201 11,050 715 12,706 1,356 63,944
038 33,645 18,618 11,696 1,608 21,896 1,414 88,877
041 23,442 12,957 1,577 763 4,777 341 43,857
043 7.439 1,966 356 1,406 2412 168 13,747
047 34,943 23952 9.063 2.820 19,187 1,302 91,267
048 111,754 40,290 146,428 8,880 69,738 3,671 380,761
050 12,714 7,043 7,582 2,653 3,481 561 34,034
051 20,112 13819 7,886 1,132 16,515 2,188 61,652
052 25,800 16,993 8,489 2,765 15,684 1,126 70,857
055 97,907 43,716 87,205 25,712 42,168 4,836 301,544
057 32417 15377 13,089 12,309 15,328 1,362 89,882
059 92,332 54,562 61,932 11,800 48416 4585 273,627
060 40,366 27,584 33,123 2,771 25,637 1,384 130,865
064 69,852 31,488 46,336 12,298 26,802 5,862 192,638
065 3452 36,961 4461 2135 7.903 762 55,674
066 13,137 3,295 2,300 12,439 56,017 4,940 92,128
067 31,372 16,394 145 284 3,946 300 52,441
069 18312 41,150 11,494 3,533 20,623 3,107 98219
070 8,739 5464 22,583 2462 1,239 555 41,042
o71 42,846 19,869 24,590 6,644 19,241 1,657 114,847
073 94,927 69,491 69,453 9,187 62,990 9,556 315,604
o717 67.924 27174 45,080 11,129 34,224 3.816 189.347
085 68,264 59,364 58,304 11,919 42,122 1,520 241,493
086 142,677 101,860 18,855 1,139 18,114 7,332 289,977
088 128,461 42,478 142,430 10,110 47,984 36,260 407,723
091 48433 18,128 30,330 17,009 8,909 1,509 124,318
093 39,957 24,828 20,832 4,043 24,228 4,097 117,985
094 19,022 9,486 1,203 1,879 6,058 465 38,113
096 3,938 3,387 0 0 804 2614 10,743
097 10,405 3,579 1,276 771 1,448 779 18,258
098 4,130 2,844 0 376 2,131 872 10,353
0101 10.886 2,926 3993 0 7138 903 25,846
0102 15971 2998 16,259 859 13,981 283 50,351
0106 43,854 33,443 6,363 11,758 15,322 411 111,151
0107 10,957 15,206 2,131 0 3,642 972 32,908
0108 4,783 1,859 2,244 142 308 142 9478
0110 73,596 49,543 58,268 9,860 30,003 3,329 224,599
0113 71,252 40,512 59,341 13,311 27,641 2,294 214,351
0115 37,008 14,365 2572 5504 11,840 16 71,305
o117 29478 31,218 19,845 14,352 12,819 8812 116,524
0118 35,103 17,003 16,308 1,443 15,108 819 85,784
0119 27,811 20,075 1,087 1,859 7,159 323 58,314
0123 125,250 55,740 141,000 29,946 54,746 5,601 412,283
0124 46,513 42,262 26,316 6,927 51,203 1,230 174,451
0127 3,696 1,075 51 0 331 35 5,188
0132 Univ. of York 30,153 21,376 25635 1,753 23,713 909 103,539
total 2498513 | 1,520,507 | 1,666,170 336,239 | 1,178,307 209,055 | 7,408,791

b
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%8. BFHEHL v (Higher Education Colleges)
. Other
Funding dfe fe.es Research |income— Other eI
; & education ] _ Total
council grants & other income . .
grants & . investment [income
grants contracts |services other .
contracts Income
rendered
Hecollege Hull9 2,955 1,007 0 121 684 159 4,926
Hecollege Own degreel0 17,144 6,225 623 1,584 2,118 102 27,796
HEC13 10,242 2,544 717 278 2582 9 15,732
HEC30 2,368 491 0 0 127 125 3,111
HEC 36 14,897 9,901 258 185 3,349 250 28,840
HEC39 5,093 2,232 32 314 1,034 90 8,795
HEC45 5,209 1,519 419 0 8.490 556 16,193
HEC49 1,468 397 444 476 5,458 148 8,391
HEC53 7,648 3,891 32 0 2861 62 14,494
HEC54 8,453 4693 99 95 4534 107 17,981
HEC62 14,442 5,181 144 5,388 4,233 21 29,409
HEC68 45,593 30,010 979 385 5,265 1,242 83,474
HEC78 3,966 1,224 17 0 1,139 42 6,388
HEC81 1,081 154 0 0 137 15 1,387
HEC83 3,111 858 0 140 336 100 4,545
HEC92 3,771 1,723 0 10 813 63 6,386
HEC95 2716 1,215 0 182 0 57 4170
HEC100 4,398 1,571 0 0 2,788 127 8,884
HEC103 7,571 3,844 33 1,376 1,634 239 14,697
HEC 104 15,686 13,053 33 0 5,060 31 33,863
HEC 105 7.790 3,408 57 36 3.090 39 14,420
HEC112 28,510 15,275 404 670 9,042 669 54,570
HEC121 6,240 2,774 0 19 2,097 299 11,429
HEC122 2,945 1,400 0 0 1,115 46 5,506
HEC130 7,632 2,231 22 0 3,793 23 13,701
HEC131 9,562 6515 84 261 4216 313 20,951
total 240,497 123,336 3,757 11,520 75,995 4934 460,039
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#9. #FKE (New Universities)
e Other
Funding Tuition fe.es Research [income—  [Other Endowment
council el grants & other income— & Total
grants & ; investment |income
grants contracts |services other .
contracts income
rendered
N3 36,585 26,222 2,838 6,875 7,799 1,095 81,414
N5 12,622 4,314 223 0 3,077 95 20,331
N11 21,939 20,872 870 2,054 5,638 488 51,861
N14 35,193 26,820 4211 3,695 6,932 933 77,784
N17 17,213 11,888 1,100 2,390 8,559 444 41,594
N20 16,380 16,372 575 4714 7,050 102 45,193
N21 41455 31,031 2,879 5891 7,664 338 89,258
N22 46,804 27,855 1,739 3,453 12,225 490 92,566
Nuniversity College Chichester 10,019 4,038 151 0 2,770 158 17,136
N27 40371 27.193 2,504 3,084 10,531 637 84,320
N31 63,791 31,494 8,818 6,439 7,307 537 118,386
N32 31,029 16,472 839 4,271 2,780 77 55,468
N35 34861 18,687 1,357 2617 8,014 358 65,894
N40 20,393 8,767 804 1,221 5,801 483 37,469
N42 44537 27,520 7,560 9,094 8,217 1,082 98,010
N44 44519 33,191 3,373 7,064 11,504 1,194 100,845
N46 35,122 14,608 2,191 2929 17,874 947 73,671
N56 38,555 27,196 1,672 6,442 7,864 1,404 83,133
N58 52,346 25,539 1,376 5,079 7,916 535 92,791
N61 32,126 12,695 728 1,685 5,464 237 52,935
N63 53,785 25537 3,466 5,624 10,202 659 99,273
N72 22,875 18,211 752 2,347 4,785 63 49,033
N74 34,634 21,517 23,722 8,290 13,776 2,150 104,089
N75 78,382 30,584 4979 4,333 12,887 1,704 132,869
N76 49,011 41,390 2,468 5,154 15,355 290 113,668
N79 36,418 17,150 3,109 2,231 5,354 93 64,355
N80 20,770 12,539 1,106 1,445 4754 443 41,057
N82 45675 39.803 3,774 3,941 6,334 142 99.669
N84 60,320 29,029 3,143 9,816 10,761 1,095 114,164
N87 32,208 30,761 4172 2,129 17,851 387 87,508
N89 54110 26,237 7,088 3,372 11,079 862 102,748
N90 43,974 25,400 4244 3,072 1,726 762 85,178
099 21,600 13,099 7,748 1,006 14,052 1,859 59,364
N109 60,278 30,720 6,790 6,440 9,289 686 114,203
N111 45,301 35,639 6,039 773 9,058 1,686 98,496
N114 39,770 19,019 3,396 2,069 6,443 346 71,043
N116 10,098 4,145 0 148 2,054 69 16,514
N120 24,651 25214 280 2,597 1,561 424 54,727
N125 49,468 23,130 3,559 2,622 25,819 2,833 107,431
N126 46,904 32,030 4,036 5,195 5,650 1,240 95,055
N128 45,382 24,395 2318 71,324 8,363 2470 90,252
N129 9,401 7,199 460 119 1,818 63 19,060
total [ 1,560,875 | 945522 142457] 159,044 ] 359,957 | 31,960 | 3,199,815
Wil © HESA. Resources of Higher Education Institutions 2000,01. Cheltenham: HESA, 2002.
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Typology of National University Corporations and Usefulness
of Their Accounting Information

Yuichiro Furuichi
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MR DUERH D,

U EORE RS Z LT, ZHid225: 1 H T 5OMEEFICHIZ0 . PF [ FEOEEEK L
LCHRER b D S &g Z &1 b,

2B, WU BERR ThDALOMFE « PEZFMZRICBN TS, PF I HEIFEHRIATH
%, ZOEF TR, MRk DB AL EDMTHON TV AIED, EEEFICONWT S, LHARR— X,
BRIAESEZE T LA BB EE I F v —R 27—/, [EMES) b G, =
Y— NE) | KB, TV EEREN LR REEE (AR —Y 2 77, KKEER) 7 EHE
INHELTWD (BRI 2005, 27),
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EREEL F-Mbhbd Z &t b, Lt#ofxlik%%k®%0%w®AT¥%6¢k\ﬁ
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BENIRFENT, BOWEENERREE AT L lDA, Hll e & HITRA, Ml IR
JEZ DT, ENLRFEAD b OSZREREREIZ S CRRF L. B M - AfENRE SN
TAEENZAT O MED B D,

1.

1 ZhRURER OISOV T, RIS A 2T 5 bolz, kil 2009, 47), 728, AL
B /Rl [ Al H%@ﬂ*ﬁ ﬁ%%izéfﬁtﬁ FRFr) e SICBAL. RREEUE B
BL SINDFTHBOMEGEHAEHAIRE, MIFED 1% GhE(WRED ([THX 4 584 4
THZ EITRD,

2 Bl St (1999, 72) 1E. TEBKREIC X 2EBEFHRORE L7, TN EEFEICEET
LZHTEREHEICIKT D Z T2 ETHARN] L),

3 HEH (2006a, 92) HME,

HOUA &1, ESTATBOE AN FE T2 EEOMMO Z & 2 LT Y . Zit AN, FHEHY
AL A%%#WA%%%@%@“&E%J 2095 (AR, 2008, 447)

5 20T, SUHEFEE (2001, 13) 1E, [ZEBO®RFAIZOWTIL, AFALRT: & OFEMOHERED S
Eitlhe %+AW%LOO\Eﬁk%kbf®§%%§ﬁ?ét LB R, A RTFORE
BIZRHIC L D, CTEDMRYILFICEMATE D X IEET D) & L, Hild CEHOBERFIZ 5
F72 9 2T, TEEMRICEEICED S OO, fix Of BT TIIRFER I L3720
EBIIONTYH, MUK FZOEB L L TEETEA L HICTH) &L, LT, X
WEEIZOWTIE, TENERFEAN (R 2, OMSIEERIZAHEE &3, BoTRICL 557
E@%ﬁﬁ%mﬁbﬂé_k\@%@?ﬁ-%%%&ik@ﬁﬂﬂ%%%éﬂé%@f%é:
L. R EEBE L AROBEWREOFEHIEREICAD D HEICREL TTY ) L LTV,

6  AAEBIISIATEIE NS 2 BRIANZER & Ui, flxR, WFEREN 2 O Stz 2 B 5O
WFER D072 TR, MFORDITIGE U TRAICHT 2 2 LR8N EESN D (RSIAT
Bk NHIFERFFESS, 2002, 170),

7 lik%ﬁk@WW%%@ ZAPREIBTE, TR, FHIOBERMO RN THET L Ty, KD

WBE Ui, THEE AR B3R R ORERETIC BT 2 S O FhiIC OV CofRamEE] (13
ﬁm$9ﬂwa H OFEE2457) WNEBE L5, AmEE, (M52 L%, AR
EORE ISR REEE b H oM AR mef%aéhé?%%wo%ﬁfﬁé
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8 BlxiX, SCHRIZREDOFTEZET 2 FAIBEADITO 2 L O TEX DS FLEOFTHE ED D
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o~ (HEH),

BEFERL 2004, T=a— - N7 ) w7 « =2V A b EEE) TRFEE] BAKFMESEAIRR100
JAAERRE

P 20060, [1TBUEIT (G530 J A ZER,



152

RE R E T

H
3
ao

HBF7E 2006b, [ENLRFEANTONWT) TAARFLEE] 60525,

W7 2007, TENIRFVENCOWT] THASZLRRE] 615535,

SEVIRES 1999, TENZRFEOMSIATEIENE) [EFE I —] 5407,

MNSTATEBOE NHIEERFFE S 2002, [HNZATBOE NHIEE O CEThR) J B—158,

BBl - R E 2003, (- CTRELWPE 11k CGETHD) ) MBA IR,

ST 2005,  TENZKFENCET 28 F0E5) AAVBOEYSm [MEBIEHRE 2 - MBI
IEEIR & BURFEHL] YresTE,

RS 2003, TERHOE B & RSO HIGOHT /2308 BIEERIFEaim FEE & B8] S0,

HARTEES 2004, TERZKFHENME L RFPEE O ZER) [RYHE ] 2648275,

RS 2008, [ENZKFOEMEE RKFEOBR] AR KAEFIIAE3 45,

KA 2009, HEMEE 7 75 4 2] [IDE] 20094E6 H 5,

PP 2004, [ETBEREDGESFE) Lz — 30 [TTEGEOG (F3R) 1.

RO —1E2> 1984, THERAARERE (28)] SHERL

PRI 2002, TITEOEZFORERNX (M0 ) K8,

R TEYE 2005, [1TECHARE] A2EH,

HEMETEE 2005, TATBULDMERER (8] A2,

ATIBE 2009, TENZRFEME) T4 HEREEBENR] 95,

K 2006, [ESIRZEICHTHPF 1 OEHEZ OB [REMSREMZE] 35,

‘B - HRIERTS 2001, TOHSZATEOEA &iXmAa] PH PSR,

FHERIA 2005, TASIFABMEEREMP F 1 F2I2oWT) [TAFEER] 47525,

SCERRFE 2001, TR LV TESZRSEAN] BV T () 1o

SCERRLEAE « ENL RS OIS TEE MUIZ BT A HEMRETR#E 20028, [ LW TENCRFEEAN]
BIZDNT ],

SCERRVEE - A% OENLKFEOBE BT 2 AR h#E S 2002, (Troisl %8
LI RPOMEE~ R A M,

SCHRVEA - AR OENL KT ik OFEA 75 B3 H FAEAT e 18 a3 2002¢, [ENL R
RIZBIT D mik - T DV T L,

SR - FREERHS 2005, [HAEOESEEE RS EH) 1,

SCERRMEEE 2007, TESIRZHEANGE GH O P F 1 FHEIC & 5 FE IR SO TN K& O%E I EE % 4
F XIS HOHETROFEMFTREE] (A TIFREFIIT~OZEFEHE),

SCHFFEE 2008, TESZREEA K ORZES R FAREBIE A O THIEZE OB ERIZOWT) (REERE
SEHERR B HERRIE TS, 209240 FEOER) .

SCHRVEAE AR OESCREE N E R O AR IR BT 2 AR 1B #2009, THEIOHLE
—BE DARN A < ENLRAENE R ORI ONT (FEE L) 1,

SCHRVEE 2010, TENZKENEPF 1 FE0B ) CEEUFEMHEERIZANT C) | G
B = D=,

AAERR 2009, THISESIRSFOIEH B [IDE] 20094F6 5 =,

LIEFHES 2008, [SCERRMEEICIIT AP F [ HEDBUR L 5% DOHEDFHFITHONWT) SRS R —
Dr— U,

L EZEIEA> 2005, [HF BIRTTEIOER L BlEa) & X 50,

ILARTE 2004, TENLRZEOME LB Lo [RZE] 305,

IAPES] 1999, HNIATBOEAN) [V2 U A K] 116175,

(LARFER] 2001, MTBOEARIZIST DIEA) /NRJIVERS - FEME MTTBUEORE L EF (15) ]



2010 4 O o 153

HAEM,

IUAFER] 2008, TEREALEIFEMEOBIIE (B T)) =V &R 11356 - 13585,

FHHER 2009, [KFEAN (ESLKE, FANLKT) OEREKFORIR NEMRE] s1&2 - 360F
%O

—2002, HREEE - ENTREEERIEGR OF7- 72 BB ) [SCHRERER] 15167,

—2003, ML - ENLRFHCEBIT D% v o 3285 [RFEFAE] 4615,

Wifats. SCHRREE TESLKRFEMMEB OBIR EFREEICSWT (FRIE & D) (20104F7TH15H)
WZHE LT,



ENLRFEMES - R ¥ —  KRPEMGRERT

%75 (20104E12H 3&4T)  pp. 157-172

KEESBEEWBUZ BT 2950 & BiliE

— 19604~ TOFER DM BB L 2 8 < 2 RFANADT Z IZHEH U T—

& 30

B X

U BT

AR SRV B A & B EE

1960~ TOFARD T & Bl % D < 5 KPR OB &
19804F R DBl i

P
B =]}

2B VORI



KERFEEWBIZ 313 5450 & Bl

—19604EA R~ TOFACDMBBEL 2 8 < 2 K FMIADB S IZHH LU T—

i I

Voluntary Support and Tax Policies in U.S Higher Education Finance
—Focus on the Actions of University Associations Revolving
around Federal Tax Policies in the 1960s—-70s—

Fumitake Fukui

1. [XC&HIC

BE O S EHEFEORIZ, I0FERLIRE, KPR EEEED KM, FASL R P ORRE T AT OfEFn,
FURERTRHIE DAIRE, ENLRZOEMEEZ T U E LTS OWENEI TSN TE T, £D
KR 72 M, BUN O @SB T 2 BIHRCEF AR S T2 LW O BW T, mEHE D [T
b1 R IED L) &2 AICH Y | ZOWIUTER 2 e B A 2 723 5 B AR ATRERY 72 B O T
T DS M 2R LOOHITHRE ZWE L T L e bisfShs L 2ATh D (K,
2009), Z 9 L7zEhE 0T, m¥AL LI-@EEHENAMMMER L WL eoldid, 37 ) v o7
HHNZH T 2 RN OBE DTG L5 AR (&, 1999, p.96) | METE/REHR L7052 L biEfHS
NTHY, 2008FEDOBUNBERCEThH 5 P REEFHDER [FHEMEEE oMLz Tl 2k
WTH [EBEOKRFL, Z< 056, BERHIKFE L, SMB O OFMOLEN D70 (P
B, 2008, p.b6),| & Ih, EEBEMBUIBWTHMAZILR ST TN Z & ABURRE &
LTRSS TN D,

ZOEDNCHEORFUELRKR T, BITESFEE BT 2T OREER S, &%FHE
V2R D W] 72 DA E 2 e dz U, A 72 2 TR LT 2 E R ATRED & W o 72 s B
Do R AR PR B R EM RIS TR SN E 2 A LW D, £ ) LIDIRBLUIZBNW T, i
FECIEXFT OBEEI DM SeEREE & ol U T2 L TR EVKEREEE OFHIA LT LIS S
. BRI, KEORFOFNEEDO T — AN LV HITF N TN D, LnLens, #HriARE
AEN (2008, p.38) 2% DEUNBUNSRIC X 2 %M OFFEBOROFETHA L Tidin) &35 89
(2, KEESHERBNC T 5 T2 X2 DHIENE R R OZEOHR = 7 7 2 ML TR,

* HUR KRR LR
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RIEHFTRA SN TS EIFFVHEEC . BBENZBWTHBEEREN D72 ORBUC S 5 L, B
VEDZEESAERR (Charitable Contribution Deduction, LA, ZAHERR) IR 2012804 < 115%
HEWME L OBBROFTH L SN D & 137> TWHARY,

Z ZCARRETIEL 1960 AR D 70 ARROEABUEICIIT 5 FHHERZ O < HimicEH L, K
EMﬁki-EﬁﬂHﬁk%%%\7%Jﬁmik%%%*\TXJﬁk%%%é\ﬂﬁﬁﬁw?
IV EIZ LD & D RFHIRO RGN N & 5 20E PIRE Ol E O SURERHI S & |
HBUEIZB T 2 THEROEE L 2O R h s Toigim e M 2 2 it k- T, 7kl*“%z”k
BWCHFAPMMAR S0 & UTHEST Hiv, Bl & i 2R EZ RS> b0 L S TE
MWWRTZEEANETHHLDOTH S,

2T, KED 1960 4EARDNG 70 RO E B3 28 M, 5112, YkekEIZRBWTHM
VERZ D < DN E L, Z ORmAIBIE CEERE RRE b FHERICHT 2 B RN L S RIS
NTBY, TOPIIKESEZE BT 2HFMHONMEST, £io, ZORIHEE 72 2BiHE & O
REZ T Z N TE DI THD, ZOFHERE O < DIV T, #3H (2003) 23 1970
FERPIEED KEN BT 50 EOMFICEREZH T, TONFEZEI L CWDD, AfsORHMIL%
FHERR % O < DER4HI BT D R FPHIROBI X ITEH L, @EFEEME L ORI O HEROALE
DT ERFTLZEITH D,

F72. 1960 FRD 5 70 RO KEREHEIL, 1960 FRUCE OB A PR S W%, BUF=ES
HEFEOEN, IO 18 A O DM & 9 BIEANEE S UL U, SSEHE LY &< R
BENELSE LR TH H D, Z ORI KIEEFBE ML TWZBEIX, TED A ARDIR
BLEHERIT 28007 el O RMEHAIZ OV CIE, 70 (1994) . BEAT (1994) 2R
THY B TEz, L, ZNOITRY N CTHRMMBEIZER Lob O L1372 -> T,
Lo T, KEBESEHE OMENZLORNCSD THER L, £ 2 CREASNIZFT & BHE B

Digma ) BIF D 2 &3, 90 LSO KA E LA T, TN T 2BELAEE D >ob 5Tk
PEOEBEHE OS5 HROBRICHE ORBE 525500 THDEVZ L), Zhdd Z ORI
EHITREEEBEZDE2DHBATH D,

VU EOBEENDL, ARETIE, KED 1960 FER0 5 70 FEROREICE B L, YO FHEROR
FlTBIT D EEHBRRE OB E AR T 2700, KRPEFEDFIT Lol F0 NS @S2 E BrR
FOFHIRE 2 Z OWTRIZROHOICE 2L L L,

FFIEXCDIC, BHFHFEMBUZBT 2 F EBHEIZOWDTHERRNIZEEB L7 BT, AR o
ZHED 5 ECHIE & 7e D KEREBIEIC I 1T 2 FAHEROMEEICOW TR T2 2 L & Lizwv (BB
2ff), TNEBEE X, KEFUBROBREEZ T D & 32 CEEHE FLIZ, 1960 405 70 4F0
KENZIBW TR LN FAT LB A2 0 < 2 RFPHIKROE & [Z OV TR L72#% (GF 3Hi) . 1980 4F
RIATONIBUHISEDONFIZ DWW TRT G 4 8i), BB, AR TR LIZ@ERE TR 2%t
EBUHIEE OB | KEEEHE BT 2T ONE ST &2 ORI IOV TER L
Mz, BHOPECHONTERT D (56,
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2. BEHHEICETHFMEBRFIE

KENZIBWTEBFEHEHE OB 1L, TAAWT4 - 52268 (Student tuition and fees) J, [
FREFABN4: (Federal government) |, MHNEBUFHiBI4: (State government) |, THIUGEUF#iBI4 (Local
government) |, 554 E 4% (Endowment earnings) |, [t « B45- (Private gifts and grants) |, [#H&
H— B A BHEEIV A (Sales and Services of educational activities) | [BIHEZE 2V A (Auxiliary enterprises) | .

DmBed A (Hospitals) |, [Z O (Other current income) | IZX4y b,

P FIRTH DG - DD EEHBERBI S LT 2 &8k VEEZ LSR5 & |
EREOWAHA R, RO 3OOV — MIEHT L5203 TED (K1), 1201, HlELM - ¥ —
RIS D5 Ch DM, B0 OTER S WS OB EE R T 55 Th D EAR TS Z T L
T, Fit - BENOEHEHEHE~LTNDL— N Th D, ZHUIRIS, SEHEERENERMLT S
P—EARLCHB T HEHEICH LTS b DO TH Y [EAEM4A - =R, [HEF—e XHE
B, TBhEFEIA ), DRBEA ], [HEeERLE ) AT 5, 20D0F, FKab - ¥ bE
KRB ZHEIN L, KRACHBEE LTS T 50— b Th D, ZIUTIIKEDOSES, TEARBUAH
Bhde) . DINBOMABhE ). THUOTBUMMBIE) Y35, 3 0®Id, Fil - RENRFACEE L0

I TESREELRMLT 51— M CThY | ZHUiE [F6 - l5) 4T 5, KoT, %4 -
WEE] 1, BUNZ 7220, 7o — B ARG L WO A RTE L LRV &V 9 JRIZEV T,
DU AIEH LEHIHEE OO ENZ D,

H1. SEHERERT IEERUEEDHRL
I Rit-oZ |

U
hi5 i
BT &

- BELEHE

HIET « EH K

ZD 320D — bk TH DRI EBIACIS W THAEERDS 1917 FITHIE L S U TLER, B
FIERIAES 5 Z & T, S EORAHZEET HRHENIOA TN D, LTI, AP EERE
BRI U CFS L2355 Il S 4L 0 8 BUE O T HER OMEE % 2008 F(C NE AT (Internal
Revenue Service) V31T X 7=FibsHEIZEE9 5& kL “Publication 526 Charitable Contributions”
J X “Publication 557 Tax—Exempt Status for Your Organization” XV /x4 Z & &35,

KENZBWT, HHHE~OERIRMEN T2 %(+ (Charitable Contributions) | (Z&H72571E 9
E. WERAE 170 (¢) ICL-o TERINTEY . FHERPRO LN E 9 DL, FIE
DA ERK A (Qualified Organizations) & L CRAE STV D 22T K- THRZR S (IRS, 20084,
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pp.2-3), MIEHEMWEAICOW TR, TR EH S D HEO T HEIE B bEE I T3
7YV v 2 «Fx U7 1 (Public Charities) ] IZJFRIZFAEE LTS (RS, 2008b, p.28), Lo T, &%
BEMBICT 2%, JRAINNT Y v 7 « Fx U7 0 IZFHF LIEHE0FMERBEA S D & v
R D

% 1 23814 (Cash) . BEFMHERE (Ordinary Income Property) . SEAfMEE EE (Capital Gain Property)
T, FNENT UIGE ISR AR C B W Gl S 2 T HERONE % TS &
7R 5%, THEBRBRERE) . TR0 L REFEy OBEOEH LD TH D,

£1. 8Ty - Fr T 1) ~OBABRITHT 2HEMER

54 (Property)
IH¥E (Cash) BEMBEE STE T E E
(Ordinary Income Property) | (Capital Gain Property)

s Ty Hitem | NRERCSETSERO ) e g

WIFhAELVEE
PRIREEE REBBND50% SRAERMBN50% SRAELMBND30%
1B LRI REE 3K 5% 54 54

HiFT : IRS (2008a) % F&IZAERK

TRV RO R EZSIET D L, H 1T, Ble, BIOWTHOFIIEREICE W T b FTSHisH
FEIERERICB W TR (Adjusted Gross Income) MHIERT 2 HiEEZ L -THBY, HESN
TeRED b —E D FAT A PR T 2 BAPER CTid e < JRAL FTasRo ikae L > Tnd v
IRTHD,

212, FHMIEE PE D YERIR AN THEAR TG D 30% & S, Bl B T E PE OYERIREEE

(FHFEIRFTIFD 50%) LV Bk L <FRE SN TN DD, YRZFEE I IERIREEA 2 B % -85 3T L
e eid, RIS FEM O B LR ARETH D LV ) R TH D,

55310, PG PE AR AT L7235 G, BUSIRE Tld7e < o AETSMiS CHEERETS ) b kR
HZENHRETHD EVIRTHD, Jiud, BLAF 1 EUERA L, BUHiit% 100 Fv, AlE
ifitig 500 RV ORFIVER PE &2 70T L7cHrf, FAHERRIE 100 FVTidde <, 500 R/LZ s#&ia T
BNOEERT 2 ZENAREL 2D 2 LAWK 5, ZAUCK Y TR RICEEZ TR L2
BICRET 2% v EXNT A AT DRI Z BIEES 25 Z L3 ATRETH Y (White, 2001, p.357) , 1l
DTEBINTHE L 2> TND, ZOX D ITFHEMEEDO T E2 L7256, NIETGE To%
(HER RO HHIEIL 1923 £ L W 255 (Association of American Universities, 1973, p.28).

o

>

3. 1960 £ ~T0 FROFF EBRFEZH CHORFHARDE E

KENCBWTREFACKHT AT, L R (2002) 24595 X 51z, BEHEIZRAUTA XY
ADF Y A NBEIREEELTADIGEN T AV A OREEHHS D B Lo I8 &N, FEEEMIC
Ko TEAH SN2 R R E EFIR - T, KFEORRRSCREICTF ST Lozt b, &
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ST BlRO K S ITREATHT D FADBHIE L IR b HIXLH 2D, 20 YA TH Y | %
FHERRIT, £ D%, BE S OBRBISIEZ R TS RICES>TWD, AT KEGEGHFHH DL L]
Wb ooy TR D < Do R 7z 1960 R0 5 70 AU TITT S 7o KPR D)
HELEFEUERRE OMHEBROBER 2T 25 2 L2l UT, YRFOXEGFLUE BT D FH
LRI DRI OV TORT Z & 2T 5,

3. 1 FIHy IHFOEFTY

KESEHEITIBNT 1960 FRZEND 70 FRATEL. BUFESEEE THROER, ko 18
A A DO ER ST LD, TEFEB ORBIILR LR 6, 21 LRIRHC, SHHE O
B FED <o T, BARINIRCEEENA LIV (GTE, 1994, p.42)] ERHEST OS5,
XTI, ZORHNZ I T, T3 72 2 i & U CEEF AR RRE ORI T 2 STz,
URFORFPHEDOREENE LV HERTHZ & L LTz,

B 10X RIEIN SRS B AT HfH 5 KR4 (National Association of State Universities and Land Grant
Colleges, LLF NASULGC) Mi%iF7-%+ZEH% (Voluntary Support Committee) 7% 1966 4~ & 1969
FIZENENFAT LT TEBIMEA~OED Y — WK T % T O%E — ] (Margin for Excellence.
The Role of Voluntary Support in Public Higher Education.) & [E#MEEHEE~DED Y « BEHREN
MEH Vo RO RTINS 2 B2 ]] (Margin for Excellence and Opportunity : The Impact of
Private Investment on Public Colleges and Universities.) &9 2 DDOMEETH D, ZD 2 ODMWE
23 NASULGC 287 A U A NST R WS (American Association of State Colleges and Universities.
LIF AASCU) L DR hd T, FERR L, B L7 D Th D, 2§, NASULGC & AASCU IZ, &b
BT 350 OMSLRFEZTE LTV & SN EAERDN O A D & ZIUTEKRDKFOFEEITHT= 5,
EoT, Zo2o0@WEEFEIL, BROLL OFEFEHAEHFRE M INZbD LBESND,

ZD2ODOWEEIIHA L TR LNDDIE, INNIKRFZOBREBIER L, INSERFEDR-T &t
SHEFINRKE K RDITED, BEHEOBEREHL X > TS RERH Y | ThaEBL L T
ECHENBARARERD Z LB LD THL LWV IR THD, LHUL, 1966 FFOMEEITR
SNEROLEICIHZEICENLTND LNZHTHA I,

BLENHOMANT, < OFE, KEH, FRELERL, T2 LITA0bRT05,
Fio. BB OFHNRAGEEH>TWD, LL, REISE TV ZeRBEINL@RRBES
n 7T At FREELFET D, T BWKRY (good universities) & BLEL 72 K% (great
universities) DFIZH DIENEZFEHKRTHHDT, HFLIF ¥ Lo VIR0 a—A, e~
17T I AR ERE O PTG, MBI ZRATIE, RenlZefiin, SR, B BB Ok 5
RSN ENUCH T D, Thbld, BliLIEKFELZ ) TRVWKREOMIZH L EZEZTRTHD
THY, F& LU TRBAREE (private support) (2K > TLEASNDHDTH D (National Association
of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 1966, p.2), |
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ZOEIICHFEHEEFEBEOENUEEL LT HOE LTESIT TWDHR, Z I THAEW
VBN — MIERTHEMICEE L THREETIE, B LICKEORFZERICKHTLHFD O b,
PISERZZTHS DT D H O DEIEIT 15, %@ E T, 580 OFAPRNRATEF L TND Z &
% 212 1960 RO KFZO T O EARITEKDORFATKH T D4 D LHRL D HIRWZ & 5
SIZE L DINSERFTEFMNEE T 1 7T 22 UL UDTZBERICTERWnWZ & F4i1ce kD
SORMELHF/MEEITI Ly DRRFPEIART DMV AL EZIB 2> TWRNWZ & 55 (TEF
BUEIZIBWTESD b AV TR OBRERE & Hole U CNSZ R ) LT Tz T K 2 PERREE
1T L<IRVNIREEIZH D Z L 2280, THMNIE R E7MMON 541238 5 (National Association of
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 1966, p.11)] & LTW5, BiH. 1960 SRR DHLK
PR, B AR, A — B RISk 2 %EIDE U7 N2 R L, BRm BB A 3R L.
BUF, 13529 2 &8 TIEO E e WE R ZIERORHNE > TO D FHITkDI-b o Lk
5

ok, T AV I EEHEWS (American Association for Higher Education) T 1970 45 3 1T
Bl SN 755 25 B4k K574 (National Conference on Higher Education) (2381757 —F L L
> ¥ (Earlham College) @ Bolling *#ROi#liEk T 5, OB A L, [FFESE8E L7 ¥ —0
BB fER 6 2 ATRE 22 iR ] (Possible Solutions for Financial Crises of the Private Sector of Higher
Education) TH Y., ZINLHEEEO U RTFNLT =Y I b v VOFREDFNLKFOMBUERIZH L,
ED XD ISR AFE LT ] 9 Z LN TE D,

FHOF T, Bolling FRe i, RALKFITA 7 VR, BB TRICET 2 EESHE THEOE
SEOIKT, BMICER LML aI 2 =T 1 - WLy VL DBF W) i LWREZ(LOHICH
LEVIBHEDO T, ZNHITHLL TN 72DICOHEE 7 1 77 LDOUE (Educational program
improvement) . @& Dtk (Managerial improvement) . @B ECR Dk (Public policy improvement)
DB EFTNTND, ZOHOQEIZE L TELNZFIHDOZL  NEHIET I A TH
ST Z LITERIZET 5,

@ORRE DYGEIZ B TR S SNIERE DR LI1E, KoL FHOBY VT2 50 TH D,
22T ZLORFOREEOEMFIE Y AMELS, 5 ETEANTETRNWIZ L E2HERT LD L[
BRI, FFHCBIL T TEO@ROFNEEA Y v 72 L, ML, B L T 2 L3 2
ZLBTERY (Bolling, 1970, p.d4) | LRV, BHRFMNEERY v 7 2L AL, ZOMLFE
FROHFSDEINTHE L TV 2 & FHEFEEDTZDITEMIIIAR T 7 1 T2 LT
SMERDHDZ & FHNEEOERTZHM L L OBEMLELEZT DL RD I N—THILREHE,
#HE, FAEIH L THRFEOR LWHBCRIUZ DWW TESRZ KD T < B Z 5 L TV A,

E7o, BUFBORICBE L TR, FHCBET 2BUFOBIG- L LT, 42T 4 7RI T HTH
EHERBNT T D T A BBER O G & T A RENER L SN2 2 L 2D BT, BTBUT L
YUZENT O EHFEHEHRBIC T 2 T OBEHERZ AT RS THH I L 2RE LT D,

B3I I9TLFET AL — A u T4 FRFEENBERBRP LT Tear 77 LU RITE
W, o H 7 =LY Development Office DF 4 L7 X —"Tdho7= Harvey XY ) — A T A
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FaIa=T g - Ly PVOERICK LT [HME4 3 & K] (External Funding: Federal and

Private) &W OB TIT oI A —FT Otk Th D, TDAE—F TIL, INBUFH B DB i
NS DIRPLTFICBNT, 2 2 =7 1 - B by DOWHEEIBEES (Vocational-Technical Institutions)

DB D OER & RN D OFMEHSERTETWRNEWNS T EEERHL TV,

MEEEUT & REE 7 #—I12iE, aa=F 1 - I Ly UOMEIMBEREIFIAT s 2 L oTx
DN L FES TV D, MBI, EOXIZaIa=T 1 « I Ly DOMRENFEBI A Z D&
LDV ELONENIZE LV E WOZEALDOERIZIERT50E W) A Tho, mFHE
(KR DHEFTRED S E D — 5 CL INBUF OIIFIRY 72 & Sy DIRFR N E > TVWD, 29 LIk
WMOLEZZ, ZNOOEBIE, 20X 5 RIEERRMEBERICERKOBLEZ > TN RETH D

(Harvey, 1971, p.21), ]

ZAUTENS, R FETCINTESICKI L Cala=T 4 c ALy URHSICERTH LTI R Mo
T EEHNTZHLOTHY , AE—F TN OFEMFEZER/ L TN DDA Yy KEaa
=F 4 Ly POFEITIRT LTS,

INHOEEE Y RIBEND Z Bk, B 11T, 1960 %L VMR, FANIRTF, 23 2=
TA Ly VBT, FHRAOEEMENERH SN TV ZZE Th D, H21T, LiUd, 1960
RO FEHE OB A 5 LT 2 mEEE OEIn EoOENE, S5 gE#EE N
DEEF DAL, B EEEE THROMOROEN & ) o 1o 4RO S 55T @%m%%m&@%%w
T CEOREREMDPFELNTND L NI A THS, Hlh, Yl BEEERRE L. S%HE OB
TERIZ K D200 TEEHEOEIUEE] & PR TR SN2 &SEEHE B O G ~Dxti |
WD 20D T HREE RS 57K E LT, MOBUHIBI®, B3k bk LU THER O 4l
MBHoTZFHIER L, £ ITMRREZFLNE S & LW Z ERERTE 5,

3. 2 Tax Reform Act of 1969 & Z5{HZRRIZxtd Bt

—J7, HEFOBHIEIC A AU 5 L. SEHERRE OWIFF L 1T T 2 1A COBHIBIEDH) &
DHER S D,

ZD1ON=T Y VI T ALz Tax Reform Act of 1969 DNZE T 5., Tax Reform Act of
1969 Tid., ZHETHBIEL, 1 oO8MAOTICH > -IHEFHAKE [EREME (Private
Foundations) | & [/X7'V w7 « F% U5 ¢ (Public Charities) ] D572 L, LT, TR
B, T37 Y 7« Fx U7 o | ST DN O T @ OPERRIRERZ 30%72 5 50%~ & 5] &
B, RAOOFHZH L TT T ADAL e T 4 7T H b bTHIESREEZITo72, L LED—J
T, Tax Reform Act of 1969 Tix, FHEMEEPEDT(HERDIEY JFFlz>\WT, TREME & 137
Vo2 «Fx VT 1) OBTEEDT fEWWIJ’ﬂ#éﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ@#ﬁ@ﬁ&k@@@&w
HIBRA T T, BlD | FRMEEE A T L e, SRESRIT S b A ETSG s CHrT 5 2 &
ﬁﬁ%f%Ok%@%%ibk%kk5”74/®#%kLk@f%é(&mmmJW&pwo_
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X, TREIME) (24 2FHMEMEEPE DT OEER 7 A M2 L B, FHTENC~ A T ADE
Ba 52 HHERIETH T2V R D,

Z OFBHISIEIZ IS W CREHEREIL, TRIEME] i3k, X7V y 7 - Fx VT 1] 10
HENTZ72, Tax Reform Act of 1969 (Z351) 2 FHHME PEIC %?5#HWH%@%@ IFRZY L
Mmolz, LONL7RAY5, Tax Reform Act of 1969 OFFIMMRIZISWTIE, M EEBE BN 2 Tt

OYERIE S TREME] &Rk L%UB&T@?W@@%UE&E%#.?&&& LTHR->TW k&b

(Association of American Universities, 1973, pp. 30-31), X - TC, 1960 05 70 FARUTHNT
TRHEMEE PEO TR Z RETHOEN H o 72 Z L MR SN D,

HEMBIAE S 7 3L (Council for Financial Aid to Education, LLF CFAE) 7% 1973 4EICF&4T L
72 IRZ 20 XA Blilcd:, & L CEZE#E] (Voluntarism, Tax Reform, and Higher Educatlon)
W)Y YO F RO X ICOWTHRE LZL DO TH D, 2T, ZoHiE
2 MR FAPERICT DRI OE R E ZONFEIZOWTRTZ & & Lwy,

FI. TR SARE OX G L e o TV D E R E LT, ZoWEETIE IBUaEAR L oxf
S & RO L) 200FNEZZET, IRO K S IR L T D,

FFHERD) WEZ FiRT 5813, BUaEAR (political philosophy) &AM (equity) &9
Bl DWIEZRDOTND, HDOHFIT, FHERIL. AR OIXMEE Wi 5 Bl & B 73 i
ICELTZEAMBELTWD L FR L, MoF X, FIPERIC X DRI IIMOMBLE T~ &
BEEIZE STHELNLD L S>TWD EEEFRT S (Council for Financial Aid to Education, 1973,
p.5),

ZOXENOHLNRE DI, T THERMINIBUREMA L IL TRERBUN] 28 W T 2EALE
FHEE L EZ 5N 5, T, CFAE OHEEOSELEV AU, A (public goods) 12X
HRT UH Y —TEEH U AT AOFHEARNNES L 5T 5 1D (Council for Financial Aid to Education,
1973, p.b) | THY | FHERILH O BB L o> 7o LWV R D,

—J . RO L W) BLEBIE, FHERAEITGE O Bkt (Tax loopholes) | 12725 T

2 W) HEHIAEB ST Y | FAUE 1972 R FRRICIRE SNTCBHBHEAIZ W THLEILE ©
b LTV D REMED®H D 54 HE OPIZFHFMHERPEENTND Z b bHERTE S (Milius,
1972),

29 LIc a3 sl ke, SEBERBEO TN~ A FADOREE 5.2 D AReMERH 5 &
B ST BARA R TR ODIEIEZR D 1 SHME N DOFFEALIE L PE D FF T OREFR FTRERHD RLE L Th
%%

BRI R SNTAEIERD 1 D% 5 & BN DOFHINEE FEIZ BT 2 AT PERRIT. SpTisd @i
D THEEBINIZHIETH D L) ik T, Tax Reform Act of 1969°C [ 73 OFERRIgE 4
FIRSNIZD ERERIZ, 37V w7 « Fx UT 1] HEEBRAR L 72 284 N ETSME Cldia <,
FF LTS EE PE IR D DX v X L7 A L D50% £ TE 95 DT 7= (Council for Financial
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Aid to Education, 1973, p.16),

3. 3 EEHFEEREORS

FFLOD & D 2T AR IR D BN L TR EE IR 13, AR D MUE 2R LD TH 5
2 D%

WIKF 46 ORFEANYE LT 2T A U 7 KF a2 (Association of American Universities, P T AAU)
DERT T B EZ B A L0 1973 A3 T S e [RIHIME & B ME O] (Tax Reform
and the Crisis of Financing Higher Education) & U9 3553, 1974 2K K FEH#HES  (Association of
American Colleges, LA AAC) XV 31T STz TRANLEZEBERKENI T2 BUFBOR] (A National
Policy for Private Colleges and Universities) & VY9 #4553, 1975 4 8 HIZ Los Angeles Times (Z##{ X
iz Bk -7 0 Fya b —%End D) 7+0=7 TRRFEFEOER [BEOLRME
D= DI FAHIMEE] — ) (Tax Reform: a Danger to Philanthropy Caltech President Calls Charitable
Giving Key to Educational Diversity) &9 FLH L OBIHRLEE L 0 | YIF0 &5 80 BIRE O (1%
BRUCEZRITKI 2 B 28 SR BB A i B D T E VT E D, AAU OWEFEDOBHICRIis LT D
SCEIE RO @EHERIRE OREARRLEGERNADR SN TN D DL DT TIZE T %,

[ CRF- DM BCRBL A AT L TV RPN T,) BIfE, @EHB IR L TREINTVNDHE
fTOKMEPHERFS LD Z & 1T, MEXMICKETHY . Zhud, BUTORHIEIZ L > THMDT b
5bDTHD, —HhE— [BLOAFE (tax equity)] E WO ADO T, BEEIRIZ, BAEOREEH
BYAT LOBRERZ KDEL S & LTW0D, —Hlig— BUHEDT AT AMEIESND DX, +431C
eIz L0 BOREZZE, BlD, BUEOR AT 24 0KHEL TEIOE S Z L7 <, 7/
O HM (academic freedom) ZE )32 L72<, Fex DIEORHITH D%t (pluralistic character
of our society) ZEERQRUVWREAZRNRINTZLEEDHITRINDRETHS (Association of
American Universities, 1973, pp.1-2). |

ZOXFEZBNTHLILD L DIT, BGaOH 1 B IE, MEWIIE LW TS H 2 @FAHE
RENBIEOE AR L, FELEE LWL 72D, D7 L L BUTHIE ZRifR & LIz ok
PUETHDEVIEENSDEDTH D, AAU OHEETIE, FLIICKEESEHE L. EED
e, fetEal, BIFICFESTAEERERTH S LV D) Z ERETERITBWVWTHEDO LN TE
T2 L AR LT BT, FAHERRIEHIE DI K A BIEOBORRIT., EEHE CxH 2 w233
HZEICE-THRELENLHELEBRE L TELT, FITIIBINLIRE TRV E LTS, K
(2, TCRED) M 2EEIT. GHIEEEIC X 2) ZREO% M L BRI RE IKFLTERY,
CORHIEEZDZ LI, BEARERELZ5TZ 812725 (Association of American Universities,
1973, p.7), ] & L. AIEHBAMIES TOFMIEE EDO FAHERIT M SN ARETHDH L WVH T &,
F 7B E T OFAHERRIC ERREEABR T D & TRV GRS T D,

URFOHBEMEA 7 2 2V OHEFHZ LU, 1971 05 72 FEI20T TR 2 b iz @S #E I
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XD T O 4530 1IFRHIEVEEPE (appreciated property) 12X 2T THY | EAFHIZNE -
THAUL, EPEHRE (form of property) TOFIIRIKED 45%. 5,000 F/LLEDMENF T 60%
UEZEDDHE SN (Council for Financial Aid to Education, 1973, p.17). MBS KESSHERE
BC B W THEEIE COFS R RE RE L DO TWD Z LR TE %,

FimDE 2 mB & LTIk, Mo BE/HE (academic freedom) 2D %5t (pluralistic character of
our society) LW TZFHEILH LD K IITHMAD [RFOBHAME & oL ett) kT
5 ECREREEZRIZLTWDL LW EANL DGR TH D, ZIUE, 1974 F0D AAC OWEH
AWTNT 1975 #-D Los Angels Times (Z38# Sz U 7 4 V=7 TR RFZEOGRBIZB W T H iR
SNTEY, ZZTEUTOL I ITEFRENTWD,

TRASEESH0E O, MEgattix, fFrlc7 4 Z vy ue b —ic o TERAEND, [EEMNREST
BT E, FASLE 72—t BiB. BT (government) 7>5 DAL, it (market) 725D
MNTVE, HERFT 2 Z &322 (Association of American Colleges, 1974, p.35), )

(%L Brown 1 U 74 N=7 TRR¥HR) OBEZTIE 7AVIERPMEANE LTKREOHEE
(A% 2 CITEIIC AR T DN H D Z LT E LW 2 Th D, R ZOZERNEI,
=y RTTUT AV O LD ICBEINPMBEEE L, U U CE 22T 5 (R%EEE)
ETFNEH LT, KEDOEY LTHHDENHTHSD (Brown, 1975), )

i, wHOMHEIER LICbOTHY . BUF, HIGIGREICET L7OIRIRIE, KERSHE
ZE—ALIE T AR H 5 &\ ) EERO FICHERSh Tnd &z Lo,

INHDORGEMIMA LLFD X D Zeiinb WD Z L3 TE 5, AlG, FHER S aTE B O (8
B 272> TWD LWV ORISR LT, OFMEERZFN L L THRTRETIERL, £k
D Hie LA OFEEBANAILD BHIDO T DI KA - 72 BINR 7228 (additional tax) & L THEX
LHRETHD, £lo, OQFFHBE BT HFHHOEE, Fiuk, KEEMOTDIER SRS L
HMUE D72 BT, mIfFEEEZ PO L LIEFNEPOFHI L THEY -2 &2ZT5 2 L0
FRE & IR D RAE~OFEBIR E WO I 2N H 5 (Association of American Universities, 1973,
pp.24-25), Q@FAHERMHIR S, WIEEED D OREHE KT 2 TR LI-HE. £0
By E 2T O WERH DD, @FEHEOSLE. CHUTNBUNF OB L - T2 AlEe
PERENY, L L, INBUTERLIC b~ RSN m N H 5, Lo T, FFAHHERRICHIRA AT
HiL, EITSERED D OFEMDHDT D L. ZO5OAEMPMBLE s> TODIKFTSEE. T
BEBO I N—T1I85 Z LIZRDATREMN BV | FIPEROBIRIZL, HiC BN 28 b
SHLAEEMEE S 5TV D (Brown, 1975) &) SGROEMTH 5,

29 LI @S 8aERRE OF RO RE LIS 28113, Yar vy 7727 — 30
ABOKEDRT o2V —% 7 Z—DIED FIZOWTHRETHZ L2 BIIE LRSI L, TO%O %
fRLflRRaRI IR & R B AR 72 (R - B - KA - KB, 2002, p.85) | & SNDHRHEZES TR
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RIATRIEE) & AL S ERE B3 2 AR B S ) (The Commission on Public Philanthropy and Public
Needs, AN, 774 7—FZER) OBME LEWMT DI LT D, ZORERIF. MR, K7 =7
AR, R, M2 860 EE 28 AL VRS, ZoRICESEZERBRREIL 7 AR
ZJN LT % (Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975, pp.231-234), & O H1Zi%,
JAZIRY BT AAU OFBLEENTRY, 77 A4 7—FERE. KFEFUROFFHHER LB LIZ
i DB R UG EREZELS SO Tholc LB Tx 5,

1973 4EICRRE ST2 Z OFEE T, 1975 4RIC 240 N— UL D IRRREETT A U BBl 5
Eft —HRWR T 2 ) —8 7 Z—|Z[a)F C—J (Giving in America Toward a Stronger Voluntary
Sector) ZFIT L. FHERIZBEA L CTLUTD 6 SOFEHZIE LT D,

ZD62LE, OB TOMBENFMPEREZFHATE DL HI2T 572D, HHRFERR (temized
deduction) FIMAZE & FRERIC, ZAVE CHMAPBRZFIA T2 2 LS TE R o 7o EFPEER  (Standard
deduction) FIH#F S, FHERAZFIATE 2 L) ICHIEZ LD D Z L. OERFTHEE K OHFTEE O
BLE DD ORBEFEFHSNT D ENNETH Y | AU 15,000 KVLLF OFEFEIZ OV T,
“double deduction” & LT, IRBIFTISH & FAEED 2 (5 OFEA PERRIIR 5 B OAIFE % | 42X 15, 000
R/VELE 30,000 R/VELF DZEREIZDUNTIE, FATHED 160% 2 PR TRE & 4 Dl 2 Al 5 Z &
@RFEF 2 L =~ ABOBBI SR L TH#m N B D, THUTRENDHRETRNENH Z k|
@RI EE PE DR 2w AHERR E LG D Z &id, KA S hsR&EThrnH 2L, 1=
L., ZNDFEICE > TR Z AT L > TV D BARIIRESNDIRETHDH L VS =
L. @B T 2 EERIE, BUTHIEO L FHERINLIRETHD LW 2 &, O®EF D
72< L H 1980 FEE TIZ, AfERO BEE S LT, BiBIATMAILED 2 % % T AR CHAAT2 2 & &k
ETHRETHY, £, BNBIEBRIE, EEFAZRET 272D OFEEIC DWW TRE 2~
XTHHEWVWIZLD6-D2THD (Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975),

BZ@OORHMEEE EO T L TiE, B L v UK, Wbt SUEHIRIC & > THEEZREFR T
D ELTEY ., BUCTHEMEE PE O FRHERRDBEE SNT=HE . KEO TN 3 %l 32 D
WXL, BEBINT T 2 313K 8 %l 35 LR LT\ D, Ko T LoIEEFIFMA & bk
LT, HEMEICRLDREIAREENHDL LW RENREIN TS (Commission on Private
Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975, p.145), 2O X912, 774 7—EBR T, QS
& YREOFERICHT 2N EGRT 2721 Tha . FHEIER ST 72D DOBORE
EREMANCIER L2 Z EICRERBRRH o7 LWV Z, 22 TORENTET T 0E AAC OGRS
BT (774 7—EECBO TS SN TS X O ITIEFTEWBLE B 26 5 FAHER 2 R
TV MEERH D (American Association of College, 1974, p.39),] & Ihic X 512, WEHFRE
FED DL ZOEBUTHIERFE LN LD TH T,

4. 1980 FRDOFHkE

1970 RO FFHERZ D < 2 fam & 18 T 1980 FERUITEFEB 1IR3 2 FHI B 2 Bl 23 &
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DL ITHWES N0, YEEOFIHIZEES (Joint Committee on Taxation) & ¥V F&(T S 7= Bk
EIZBS 2 BN CE LV T 5,

FHHERRIZ DWW T EARIED 72 372 1980 HE OB E & LT, 1981 £ Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981 NET L > THT oD, T 2 TEFEFIIHT D HF N EEL 52 5 /RO b
STEBIENEZINZES H LIRD55TH D,

B LIS, EAFTAREREL X ¥ EX LT A VIRBIEROEE Th 5, EFTARERIL, ZAET
EITRE B ORAFIEDN 10% TH SO 50%~EF|E T b, Fv EZATA FER#EIT,
28% T o7 b D 20%IC FiF b7,

F2l2, 774 T —RERORKREFOR TR I N TV LB Y | & TOMBIE TR
ZRRATED LT D720, TRETHFEZ LIZE LTHRBENLEERT 5 Z AR T
TERAPERR (Standard deduction) EIRE &, HHBIFERR (Itemized deduction) BIRFE & [RIRRIC, FFfS
VERRZFIR ATRE & T 2 HIED S FM DR RE L LT bz, Ziud, FHEREZEATE 5
RIBEZINTHZ L #EW L MAFMEZENEES Z &2 ERT 2 HDTH-o72 (Joint Committee
of Taxation, 1981, p.49),

31T, RENZBENRICHFS L72BE ITIEABID DR T & DIREHEZ BT D 5 %0 b
10%I28]1 & L7z, Ziud, REOKRAFHH LT IADA T4 7 hb525 2 L &2EK
T2H5LDTH-7 (Joint Committee of Taxation, 1981, p.177),

FAZ, RENRFOBERDBHICK L CTHRAESEE R 0@ TS & P (Ordinary Income
Property) % % L7-856 . — BG4 2 7o B I TVERRER 2 43 D Rl 7 & s 2 S vz, T,
ENPKPICK U CRBEEBZFHT2 2 L 2T 2BNN o fc LB CX 5,

%512, RHEOTIRMFIEE ORI SR ROBEAHELR H D, Ziud, BERHLFRE
DWFFENTRE L TESE A T235G . ZAUCEET 2 3 O— M2 BIARPER DX 4 &3 L #E T
» 5,

FREOHE3, H4, HS5OBENRICHLND K 51T, 1981 FORMIEEIC BT, B¥EFMA
EARET 2 BRPIMICENIZ LD Th oo L2 D, ZOHRIZIE, 1981 FEOBIHIYIED HYD
1DICEOHERBEZBESEDLE NI HHIRH - Z N T 545 (Joint Committee of
Taxation, 1981, p.19), FFZ, 1974 FELOK, [ER&ARDOHITEBIFE AR Litl) 5 — 5T, WEE,
b%, BRLFO X ) RFEREEZE T L TRHIAT 20BN T, SEEEHEO D E5
BPRHBPROBEOa A N FRARIZBONOTWARWT EBNRER SN TV (Joint Committee of
Taxation, 1981, p.139), ZD7=DKRFDHRZFEITIVTARE L TV DS R A4 5 BN H Y |
BENRKAAH L TCENSEFMNT LA 2T 4 T 52 5 EROBSIENR 2 Sz L H
fECE %, XoT. b—H U BHED 1981 EOBMISIEIZ BV TR, 1970 USRS DALTZRE
AP PE OO T PERRIFMOE SR & SHL TRV,

1981 FEDPLHILUTED YN FFAHZERRIZ B L CRIBARCIEA 22 SHUTZ D73 1986 ££-0D Tax Reform Act of
1986 TH %, ZOBMIEIZISN T, % 118, BIBFTEHRORMABERNLE S, HITHHRNT]
E T b,
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% 212, Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 23\ CEAEERR (Standard deduction) ZIRE b EHAH
PERRAFIAFTRE L 972 2 & 2D Tl EEDS 5 AR DORFRRIAE DO WIRR A3 2 | 1986 4 OBIHISE TIX,
TNEAMRE LRI o T, ZORER, 1987 LI, EAAEER (Standard deduction) EERFIL, 4%
BrREFIT 2 2 LUk e o T,

3L, FHEEE EOFAHERFEAO I Y NI OWNTTH Y . —HOMBE TN T, & AN
FEAE LT D G & E O F AT PEBR B A = O N TE TSk 2 & 2 O BAGiik & L7z (Joint
Committee on Taxation, 1987, p.444),

% 42, Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 THIFX X #17= iRBRIFITE OFAEERIZ I 1T 5 ZEkRig %
Ml 5 —77., BRSROIEMIEO /e b3 #EEFFE ASCRY PO SRR 63 5 % b @
T LR,

ZDADOBIEDH T, FrZH 3 OFHMIEMEE PED TR [ LI%, 1970 IR
R E INRN O R D KETHERF ST E A ENHIE COFMERE — OB IZ R
TRELZHDOTHY, mEHEHEICL - TEERERAZ L OLDOThH o722 5,

KEFEESFHAE (Congressional Research Service) 73 1986 429 HITF & 7= [REZST & 1986 £
OFifild )] (Charitable Contributions and the Tax Reform Act of 1986) &\ 95 LaRk— RMZEBUWN T,
Z OBHISAEIZ L T ~DOREL RO L O ITHREEL T, FMERT 5 2 &2 THRL TV,

(%< OFENZ OBFILIEIC Lo THERMADBBD T2 E LTWER, THRENLF DA v
TATORTEMHI) LD TELHMOERIL, 5D0LIAELLboTEADT LN TR
(Zimmerman 1986, p.5)., |

Fiz, ZOVR— FTE, FREEERS~OFNMEFRE R L OFEMNNBFLTHLOITK L, &
LHBEHEE~OF IFICEIEEEN LD LD THD EV) Z L, FHMitEEELF 220
TEHEITEFAFEEICET L TWAH2, @ATEEE O BBHISIEIC T DS BN RENWT &
Zfaf L7cte, T2iui, (BIHIZOEIR,) SUBRFELE SR EMEI ST 2 Oy 2 EEE 5

(Zimmerman, 1986, p.4) | SO THDHEDHTLTEY | EFEHBEHEICKRE2ZENTHZ L &R
MELTW5,

Z D 1986 FEOBIHI L E CIT AL RN PE D FAHERICE T A8EIZZ D%, 7 U > N B
FFfX.> Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993 IZEBWTRE S 41, EA - IEA L b 1L ERA L7-3HE
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Introduction.

Public-sector reforms have been dominated over the last 20-30 years by two rather different
trends. First, New Public Management (NPM) reforms were introduced in Australia and New
Zealand in the early 1980s, subsequently spreading to other Anglo-American countries and then
more widely around the world. NPM was built on the notion that there were three major problems
in the public sector - efficiency, participation and legitimacy (Boston et. al. 1996). The recipe for
dealing with these questions was a mixed bag of reform elements based on a combination of new
institutional economic theory and management theory and encompassing a structural
reorganization of the public sector vertically (devolution) and horizontally (role purification), a
greater focus on markets, competitive tendering and privatization and more emphasis on service
provision and consumer-orientation (Christensen and Leegreid 2001a). NPM was pushed through
by governments in many countries, but the depth of the reforms - and hence the extent of change in
practice - has varied quite a lot in line with differences in structural constraints, cultural traditions
and environmental pressure (Christensen and Leegreid 2001b, Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004, Wright
1994).

The effects of NPM are disputed among academics, depending on their analytical perspective
and the discipline from which they come and also on which elements of NPM they focus on, which
differs from one study to another. A main trend among PA researchers is to stress the effects of
NPM on the relationship between executive leaders and subordinate levels and leaders, i.e. the
influence pattern. The conclusion is often that NPM has contributed to an undermining of the
political control and capacity of the executive political leadership and has increased the influence of
administrative and corporate public leaders (Christensen and Leaegreid 2001b, Gregory 2001 and
2003, Pollitt and Bockaert 2004). Another, often more economically oriented camp of researchers
stresses that NPM has made public services more efficient and role relationships clearer, and has
enhanced transparency and accountability, etc. (Boston et al. 1996).

The second main reform trend emerging in the late 1990s, which also originated in Australia and
New Zealand and spread around the world, could be labeled post-NPM (Christensen, Lie and
Leegreid 2007). The background to these reforms was mixed, partly reflecting political executives’
fear of losing capacity and influence and their dissatisfaction with the efficiency outcomes of NPM,
but later also the general feeling of insecurity prompted by terrorist attacks, tsunamis, and
pandemics, and most recently by the financial crisis as well (Christensen and Leegreid 2007). The
post-NPM recipe for treating the ailments of NPM and other challenges has been to increase central
control and capacity, partly through vertical integration, as well as to intensify cross-sectoral
collaboration and coordination, or a combination of the two. The slogan has been to bring the

system that NPM fragmented back together again, finding a Third Way, as in the UK, or furthering
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a whole-of-government approach, as it is called in Australia (Gregory 2003, Halligan 2006 and 2007,
Richards and Smith 2006). NPM did not disappear when post-NPM came along, but is still
relatively strong. It has, however, been somewhat modified and been combined with post-NPM in
a multi-layered system (Christensen, Lie and Leaegreid 2007).

Reforms of university governance are in some ways likely to reflect the more general reform
trends in the political-administrative system and society. However, since the higher education
sector has its own very particular organizational and cultural traditions, shaped by the
requirements of very specialized professional knowledge and academic freedom, there are also
reasons to believe that general reforms are not very compatible with these and therefore difficult to
implement in this sector. University reforms around the world have often therefore been
characterized by a tension between two rather different and generalized views on universities. One
of these says that higher education institutions, including universities, must be judged and
measured according to the same standards as other public organizations, and that universities not
only have a role in a knowledge economy but also in the economic development and growth of a
country (Godin 2003, Paradeise et al. 2009a, Ramirez 2006). A rather different view, often voiced by
leading scholars, is that universities are so traditional and special that they should be left largely
untouched by modern reform inventions like strategies, performance-management, incentives,
bench-marking, etc. The latter view also stresses that good research is not easily organized and that
academic freedom is a basic value that should not be tampered with.

This report comes at a time when public reforms in general and university reforms in particular
are causing a certain amount of turbulence. The first research question posed is how can we
understand university governance and reforms? In other words, what kind of explanatory
approach or analytical perspectives might be fruitful for understanding the dynamics, content and
effects of university reform processes? Our approach is a transformational one, stressing that the
leeway of political and administrative leaders in reform processes is defined by a combination of
structural-instrumental, cultural-institutional and environmental factors (Christensen and Leegreid
2001a). Second, what are some of the main trends in university governance around the world? And
what main ideas and principles underly them and what are some of the more specific reform
measures used? Third, we look at the university reform Japan implemented in 2004 and ask what
characterizes its background, content and potential effects compared with university reforms in
other countries? Fourth, using a transformative approach, how can we analyze and understand the
university reform trends as a whole and the case of Japan in particular? Fifth, what are some of the

future challenges and questions for university governance?
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Perspectives on university reform.

The first perspective in a transformative approach to the study of public-sector organizations
and reform is a structural-instrumental one (Egeberg 2003, March and Olsen 1983). According to
such a perspective, the structural design of public organizations is important for fulfilling collective
public goals, and reorganizations will reflect changing goals. Hence, formal structures are
considered to be instrumental in channeling the thoughts and actions of decision-makers in certain
directions (Gulick 1937, Simon 1957). There are two crucial preconditions for using organizational
design as an instrument in public organizations. One is that the actors must score relatively high on
rational calculation, another that they may be able to control the reform processes (Dahl and
Lindblom 1953). Rational calculation refers to the quality of organizational thinking. Do the
decision-makers have good insight into how different ways of organizing can further certain goals,
or is their thinking ambiguous, inconsistent or wishful? The question of control addresses whether
the leaders are able to control the making and implementation of reform decisions or not. Clear
thinking and strong control is the ideal, while other combinations like clear thinking and lack of
control, or sloppy thinking and strong control are certainly possible and indeed common.

Such a perspective on university reforms will focus primarily on formal organizational factors,
like how the relationship between superior ministries and universities is organized (affiliation form)
and what the proposals are for changing it, including different ways of steering various functions or
tasks, but also how the universities are organized internally concerning their decision-making
bodies and administrative-economic structure, including financial/incentive and scrutiny systems.

A cultural-institutional perspective on public organizations and reforms stresses that
administrative-cultural traditions are important (Selznick 1957). Most public organizations develop
institutional features (consisting of informal norms and values) over time through a process of
institutionalization, which is characterized by adaptation to internal and external pressure
(Christensen and Boin 2008). This process produces specific institutional features or what might be
called a cultural profile and soul, which is important for understanding the thoughts and decisions
of actors. Path-dependency means that the cultural roots that a public organization develops in its
early years will heavily influence it during its later trajectory and development (Krasner 1988). The
notion of cultural compatibility is important for understanding how reforms are handled in public
organizations. A reform that is rather compatible with the basic cultural norms and values in an
organization would be implemented rather easily, while a reform that is confrontational would be
more likely to be bounced back, modified or only partly implemented.

Using such a perspective to study university governance and reforms means to focus on culture
instead of formal structure. This may involve looking at the main ideas and principles of university

reform to see what kind of underlying norms and values they represent, and how compatible these
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are with cultural traditions. It may also involve examining whether university reforms are aimed at
changing a university’s culture. A third approach is to focus on particular reform elements to see
whether they might have a differentiating effect on the major cultural norms and values in the
universities. This may also imply that university culture is not one homogeneous set of norms and
values, but reflects a variety of tasks and subcultures, since universities traditionally have been
characterized by structural fragmentation or loose coupling (Cohen and March 1986, March and
Olsen 1976).

According to an environmental perspective, public organizations respond to two types of
environment: the technical and the institutional environment (Christensen and Leegreid 2001a,
Meyer and Rowan 1977). The technical environment concerns the dealing with the internal
technical part of an organization. In other words, it is about productivity, efficiency, services, etc.
For example when a ministry gives a university money and makes a plan for how that money
should be spent, it expects the university to report the outcome and whether the money has been
spent according to plan. If there is a tension in this technical relationship or increasing turbulence or
crisis in the environment, this may further internal technical and structural changes.

The institutional environment is characterized by being non-instrumental. In this environment
myths and symbols are developed and transferred to public organizations. For example, it comes to
be taken for granted that certain ways of organizing public organizations are superior and good
(Meyer and Rowan 1977). The process of spreading such ideas, often in the form of models,
prescriptions or standards, is often influenced by international or national ‘certifying’ organizations
acting as reform entrepreneurs. Myths and symbols may be broad and encompassing, or else they
may be much narrower and limited to certain reform elements or institutional standards (Revik
1996 and 2002).

In the literature there are different views on how deterministic the environment is for the
internal life and decision-making processes of public organizations. Those who are strong believers
in determinism may argue that organizations are ‘prisoners’ of their environment, whether
technical or institutional (Olsen 1992). Others may be of the opinion that organizations are in a
dynamic exchange and relationship with their environment, and will therefore have a certain
amount of influence over the technical and environmental conditions with which they interact.

An environmental perspective on university reform will first of all focus on whether actors in
the environment, like the superior ministry, are exerting pressure on the universities to reform, or
whether reform is partly self-initiated. Such a perspective will also ask whether there is more
general economic, social or political pressure or crises triggering university reforms, or influencing
certain parts of the reforms. A focus on the institutional environment would involve discussing

whether myths, symbols and ideas from the environment play a vital part in reforms.
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Comparative development features in university governance and reforms.

Some main features of the process dynamics.

The reform processes related to modern NPM-inspired university reform have often been rather
top-down, with the political-administrative leadership controlling the processes, in some cases
supported by parliaments, the business community or regional/local government (Christensen and
Leegreid 2001b, Christensen, Lie and Leaegreid 2007, Gregory 2001, Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004). The
universities and their organizations have not always been very enthusiastic about reforms, and the
academic faculty and their unions even less so, while administrative staff have been more
supportive (Paradeise et al. 2009a, Yamamoto 2004). The reform processes can thus be seen as
products of coalition and negotiation processes. Internally the reforms have created some tension
between the administrative and academic staff, and the academic staff have tended to carry the
torch for academic freedom, reflecting path-dependent resistance towards the reforms (Paradeise et
al. 2009b). A general argument often heard from the professors about university reforms is that they

are not sensitive to the traditions and special characteristics of the universities.

Changing principles and ideas.

The last few decades have seen a transformation of the notion of universities - from a perception
of them as a deeply specialized type of professional organization, built on specialized knowledge,
academic freedom and collegiality, with an elitist character - to a perception of universities as being
almost like any other type of formal organization (Ramirez 2006). This generic argument, indicating
that universities should not be treated in any special way, reflects the global standardization or
rationalization process going on and the imitation by the public sphere of private organizational
models. Those processes are both broader and more specifically related to universities at the same
time.

Allison (1983) argued strongly that ‘public and private organizations are similar in all
unimportant respects’, and that was for a long time the dominant view of public decision-makers
and scholars. This view has changed considerably, and the perceived opinion in public discourse is
now that the similarities between the two types of organizations are more dominant. One central
implication of such a redefinition of universities is that they should be treated in a similar way to
other organizations, regardless of their different cultural traditions and formal structures and tasks.
A crucial question is, of course, whether the changing notion of public organizations in general, and
universities more specifically, will also lead to formal and cultural changes, not to mention
changing practices. For there is no guarantee that ideas and reality will be closely connected
(Christensen et al. 2008).

Ramirez (2006) sees the rationalization of the university as an organization as related to more
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efficiency and profit orientation, and to an increasing focus on new managerial logic, but also to
three long-term broad developmental processes. First, the universities are becoming broader and
more socially inclusive, reflecting the substantially increasing number of students (mass
universities), but also through admitting an increasing number of women, making the elitist profile
difficult to maintain in countries with a history of gender unbalance (Maasen 2008, Paradeise et al.
2009a). Secondly, the universities are becoming more socially oriented, with a shift in emphasis in
the notion of knowledge to more practical and professionally useful knowledge, including an
expansion of social science. Thirdly, universities are becoming more organizationally flexible. In a
bid to project a ‘modern” image, universities are offering students more choice and more flexibility
to develop their talents, thus seeking to make themselves attractive to a broader body of students.
They have also evolved a more flexible relationship with society, by diversifying their contacts and
activities with the public and private actors, for example, with respect to research, and are therefore
drawing their resources from a greater range of sources (Paradeise et al. 2009b). There is an
underlying argument of isomorphism here (see DiMaggio and Powell 1983), i.e. universities are
becoming gradually more similar in many ways. This can either be seen as an argument based in
institutional theory, namely, that there are global and national culturally oriented processes
working to this end, or as a more instrumental argument, as exemplified by the Bologna process as
a more specific standardization process (Meyer, Ramirez, Frank and Schofer 2007).

Coming back to the connection between reform trends and redefining universities, New Public
Management builds very strongly on this new notion of public organizations, and modern
university reforms have therefore reflected the more general reform trend. For some time a major
argument was that certain policy areas, like education, health and social services, were less suitable
for NPM reforms but this argument has not prevailed, so NPM has also been implemented in these
areas, albeit somewhat later in many countries (Gregory 2003 and 2006). In accordance with NPM,
university reforms have been strongly oriented towards efficiency (Ferlie and Musselin (2008),
although it has never been quite clear what is really meant by efficiency in an institution like a
university, for example, with respect to research activities. The overall argument of efficiency is
coupled with an argument of responsibility or accountability (Amaral 2008). Universities are
obliged not only to be more accountable to the superior funding unit, the ministry, but also to
various stake-holders in society, including private actors. Accountability is also related to increased
service-orientation towards students as customers.

As is generally the case with NPM, the efficiency argument with respect to the universities has
political-ideological overtones and implies criticism of the public sector’s approach to efficiency,
participation and legitimacy. Concerning universities this argument is certainly related to the
increasing demands being made on resources as the profile of universities changes from that of elite

institutions to mass ones as well as to reduced spending per student, economic stagnation and less
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political willingness to give priority to education over other policy areas (Paradeise et al. 2009b).
Another important factor is the changing notion of the societal function of higher education, related
to the knowledge-based economy, economic growth and increased attention to the needs of the
labour market (Goodin 2003). Taken together, these factors seem to further university reforms in
general and to encourage new ways of organizing higher education institutions.

The combined efficiency and accountability argument is also of a symbolic kind. After all, one
can scarcely argue against the view that universities, like any other public organization, must use
scarce money in an efficient and responsible way. It has not been easy to argue that university
activities are primarily about teaching and research, and that by their nature neither of these
activities lends itself well to a primary focus on efficiency. The big question is, of course, how this
general goal of efficiency may be achieved. The answer from the NPM camp to the universities, as
indeed to other types of public organizations, is that they should become more professional in their
management orientation, i.e. they should make greater use of modern management principles
(Paradeise et al. 2009a). This naturally has several other implications for specific reform elements, as
will be shown below.

University reform is rarely about directly changing the culture, but rather more about indirectly
changing the mentality. Instead of the dominance of internal norms and values related to
specialized knowledge and academic freedom, so the argument goes, universities and their
academic staff should reorient themselves towards the environment and become part of a
knowledge economy (Godin 2003). It is not always clear what the implications of this are, but there
is pressure to move in that direction - pressure that is often accompanied by a lot of myths and
symbols.

As mentioned, when NPM was first introduced it was held not to be applicable to certain policy
areas, because NPM was seen as culturally incompatible with their complex task structure and
diverse values (Gregory 2001). This obstacle was swept away, however, and those arguing for
NPM-like reforms in universities won the day, at least when it came to using myths and symbols. It
was taken for granted that universities also needed to adapt to the efficiency requirement. When it
all started NPM was certainly a mix of technical demands and needs on the one hand, but also a lot

of ideologies and myths on the other, and this has been reflected in university reforms.

Specific structural reform measures.

There are some very typical NPM-inspired university reform measures that have been
introduced in many countries around the world. They might be seen as a repertoire of reform
measures that has been used to different degrees in different countries, i.e. combining convergence
and divergence (Paradeise et al. 2009b: 219-220). First and very important, in many cases

universities” formal structural affiliation with the central public authorities has been changed.
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Before modern university reforms started during the last decades, universities were often
administrative bodies, either with a special status or seen as an extension of the ministries, i.e. they
have formally had a rather close and integrated connection with the ministries of education and
research.! Analytically this can be characterized as scoring low on vertical inter-organizational
specialization (Christensen et al. 2007). The modern university reforms have changed their formal
affiliation in a much more specialized direction, increasing the formal distance between the
ministries and the universities. This increased distance has taken different forms, making the
universities like either agencies, public enterprises/corporate organizations (SOE) or foundations,
but the basic point is that the formal autonomy of the universities has increased in one way or
another (Paradeise et al. 2009a). The universities with an agency form have less formal autonomy
than the ones with a corporate or foundation form, but more autonomy than they had with an
integrated solution. Quite often we find hybrid forms in university reforms, where elements are
taken from different affiliation types - as in Japan, where the reform combines an agency and a
more corporate type of affiliation, or Norway, where a more traditional bureaucratic form of
affiliation is combined with elements from the agency and corporate forms when it comes to
appointing external representatives and using modern budgeting, performance-management and
accounting.

In the rhetoric around university reforms their increased autonomy is stressed, while the control
side is played down (Amaral 2008). The reality in most countries is that the reforms have tilted the
balance on the central control-autonomy dimension, somewhat in the autonomy direction.
However, what the government concedes in autonomy with one hand, it has to some extent taken
back via control measures with the other. So there is definitely a dynamic and potentially
tension-filled relationship between control and autonomy, making it rather difficult to judge the
actual autonomy of universities following modern reforms.

Overall, modern university reforms seem to give universities more formal freedom with regard
to some major functions, even though actual freedom, as mentioned, will vary (Paradeise et al.
2009b). Universities have considerably more formal say in deciding on their budgets, and they
normally now get their money in a lump sum. This generally gives them more discretion than
before, when money from the government was allocated on a line-item basis and much more
ear-marked. Second, universities have also increased their control over their real estate and over the
property they own and administrate. In connection with this many universities have had to start
charging internally for use of offices and other space. Third, they have acquired greater freedom to
decide on their own internal decision-making structures and management. At the same time,
following the reforms the universities are now much more under scrutiny than before. They are
held more accountable, which involves reporting more to the central authorities, often the

ministries. Strategic steering has in many cases been introduced, which involves formal goals, plans,
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letters of intent from the ministries, performance management, more reporting from the universities
of results, etc. As a result the so-called steering-dialogue between ministries and universities has
become much more formalized and intense than before the reforms. In addition, the basic
dependence of the universities on the overall laws/rules regulating them, and the power of the
central purse has not diminished after the reform. There is also a stronger emphasis on auditing and
evaluation, making new external actors significant for university steering.

The balance and tension between increasing autonomy on the one hand, and continued control
of the universities and external depencence on the other, is rather evident in the simple fact that in
most countries the university reforms have made universities more dependent on sources other
than the basic public funding. In other words, a process of diversification has taken place regarding
funding (Paradeise et al. 2009b). One logic behind this is a changing notion of the universities as
totally reliant on public funding, reflecting increasing scarcity of public money for higher education,
or less political willingness to allocate such funding, but also the attitude that universities should be
more independent in this regard. Another line of reasoning is that universities should be able to be
more efficient after the reforms and should therefore need less money from the government. In
some countries, like Japan, the government has put additional pressure on universities to be
efficient by cutting their basic funding (Yamamoto 2008).

In many countries, such as in Europe, university funding is often public. Even in countries with
a large share of private universities, the government is an important source of funding. The funding
of public universities has not changed dramatically as a result of the reforms, and probably less so
in Europe than in other parts of the world. There is, however, now more pressure (and incentives)
to obtain funding from sources other than the public purse. This generally makes universities more
vulnerable and more dependent on the environment. Universities have always managed to obtain
research money from sectoral ministries and agencies, but there now seems to be much more
competition for these resources. The same goes for resources channeled through research councils,
which probably favours universities that are strong on research (Mizuta and Yanaguira 2008).
Competition for private research money has also increased. Not all public universities have tuition
fees, but the reforms have put pressure on the ones that do to raise their fees, albeit within
government constraints. In countries without tuition fees there has been more public debate since
the reforms about introducing fees.

Another important factor in balancing central control and autonomy is that the reforms have
introduced or strengthened the tendency to have external representatives on the boards and
councils of the universities, which overall diminishes the representation and influence of internal
representatives (Enders et al. 2008). There have been few comparative systematic studies of this
representation, but the majority of the representatives seem to come from the business community,

although there are some from other higher education institutions, from cultural institutions, from
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the media, etc. A few countries also have representatives from the central government on these
boards, a feature that is, however, regarded as inappropriate in most countries.

It is not obvious how to interpret this tendency. One interpretation is that these external
representatives are meant to be representatives of central government, which would provide a
counterweight to the increased formal autonomy of the universities. Another, more
governance-related way to look at it is to say that the representatives should enact control more
generally on behalf of the public, and in this respect be independent of the central authorities. A
third definition, and probably the prevailing one in countries with a more corporate university form,
is that the representatives, often business people, should participate in helping the universities to be
run in an efficient way (Bleiklie and Michelsen 2008). All the definitions break with the traditional
notion of independent universities run by professors and based on collegiality, but the last one will
certainly be the least consistent with the traditional university culture in many countries,

Many universities around the world have undergone changes in their internal steering and
management systems. Traditionally universities have often been seen as loosely coupled entities,
with a small administration, dual hierarchy structure, strong professors in collegial collaboration,
little emphasis on strong formal leadership, a lack of plans and strategies, etc. (March and Cohen
1986, Paradeise et al. 2009b). Overall the university administration, now often relabeled
management, has become larger and more professional on all levels. The reform arguments for this
have been two-fold. One is that a more professional administration with greater capacity is needed
because of more scrutiny from and the obligation to report to the superior ministries, more contacts
with other external stake-holders, but also because of the greater demands being made on the
internal administrative system. The latter is related to the greater emphasis being placed on internal
strategic steering, performance management, incentive systems, reporting systems, etc. Particularly
over the last decade there has been an overall increase in the managerial orientation, as evidenced
by the development of strategic plans, performance management and incentive systems, a more
conscious HRM focus, more focus on internal resource allocation systems, the issuing of reports on
teaching and research activities, new accounting and audit systems, etc. Although it is often said
that universities have gained much more autonomy in defining their own internal management
structure, there is a clear tendency towards isomorphism across countries in how this new
governance structure is organized.

Traditionally, the university organization was characterized by a dual hierarchy, one for the
academic faculty with its elected bodies and positions, and one for the administrative-economic
staff. The university reforms have generally changed this system into a so-called united leadership
system with appointed leaders, which very much caters to the general NPM-orientation and new
internal management focus (Maasen 2008). In reality, however, universities in many countries now

have hybrid systems, enabling them to combine the new and the old system in certain respects.
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Norway is one example of this, where it is up to the individual university to choose whether to
have an elected or appointed leadership at various levels.

The internal system of elected bodies in universities has also changed, or at least the pace of such
ongoing changes has increased as a result of the reforms. Traditionally universities had
representative bodies on each level and there were close links between the levels, i.e. the chairs
constituted the boards on the faculty level and the deans the boards on the central level. But this
arrangement is now long gone from most universities. Elected bodies at the various levels are now
more disconnected and have a more varied set of representatives, particularly weakening the
traditionally strong representation of professors. As a substitute for lack of connection between
levels, there is often some kind of informal or ‘shadow” body of chairs or deans. These are often
both criticized for having too much influence and simultaneously seen as making the system run
more smoothly. They also represent hybrid elements of university steering.

Studies of university reforms often conclude that they produce more powerful presidents or
rectors and that their roles have changed to that of intermediaries in the complex set of
relationships with senior university management, deans/chairs and superior public authorities,
and sometimes various societal actors as well (Paradeise et al. 2009b). Whether this conclusion is
correct, however, is a moot point. While it is obvious that presidents/rectors have become stronger
relative to the ordinary academic staff as a result of changing representative structures, increased
management orientation and a more demanding environment, it is less obvious that this is the case
relative to the new and powerful university management. This relationship could in some ways be
characterized as dual, i.e. the academic and administrative leadership have both increased their
relative influence. However, there is also a good case for arguing that the leadership as such on all
levels is much stronger, and the question is therefore more about the relative power of the two
groups of actors. A more professional university management with greater resources at its disposal
might be an indication that management has gained the upper hand, but one could also regard the
two groups as increasingly cooperating.

The dual reforms of changing the form of affiliation between ministries and universities and
making internal changes in governance systems at the universities, whether in the management
system or in decision-making bodies, are closely related (Paradeise et al. 2009b). Changes in the
form of affiliation could be seen as a precondition for increased internal autonomy, professionalism
and managerialism, but also as increasing the potential for superior authorities to control the
universities in new ways, or at least to put different types of pressure on them (Paradeise et al.

2009c: 228-230). The new structure could, however, also be seen as ambiguous concerning its effects.
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The Japanese university reform in a comparative perspective.

Until World War 1II, Japan followed the nineteenth-century German university model,
characterized by strong faculty autonomy over the curriculum, degrees and the appointment and
promotion of academic staff (Goodman 2005, Hirose 2004, Okada 2005). This was a stratified and
differentiated system headed by the imperial universities, but from the 1920s private and other
public higher education institutions gradually attained university status (Itoh 2002). Many of the
imperial universities tried to defend their privileged status and opposed major change after the
1947 Educational Reform, which conferred university status on a wider range of institutions and
basically standardized the higher education track and made it more egalitarian, although the
system was still rather stratified. In the post-war period Japan adopted the American university
model, but retained some features of the German model as well.2

The power of the minister of education was reestablished during the latter part of the 1950s
parallel to emerging reforms of accreditation, differentiation of the system, changes in the
curriculum, etc. In the 1960s and 1970s higher education was made available to the broad masses.
This was reflected in the changes made at that time as was the role of higher education in economic
growth, which led to greater differentiation and flexibility, more planning, the establishment of
some ‘experimental universities’, a strengthening of the graduate school orientation (quality focus),
etc. (Itoh 2002).

Historically, the Japanese university system is even more diverse than the American, and
certainly has a much stronger tradition of centralized oversight (Hirose 2004, OECD 2006). The
traditional strong control of the Ministry of Education over the establishment, structuring and
operation of the national universities is a reflection of their formal status as branches of the ministry
until 2004. Oversight has definitely taken the form of bureaucratic steering, and the legal basis for
the different types of universities has been diverse. Reforms of the university system in Japan from
the late 1980s, which were often characterized by the introduction of more competition and
evaluation, but also by cut-backs and a focus on efficiency and administration, are seen as a way of
coping with the problems of the basic model (Itoh 2002). A gradual, but not very strong decrease in
ex ante oversight emerged during the 1990s, when universities gained more internal control over
organizing teaching and research, combined with having to compete more for research money. But
this also resulted in compulsory third-party ex post evaluation emerging during the last decade
(Goodman 2005). The period leading up to the reform in 2004 was characterized by tensions
between deregulation, autonomy and choice seen from the institutions’ perspective, and
(re)regulation, scrutiny and evaluation from the Ministry of Education.

The background to the recent reforms in higher education institutions is a sense of crisis, a

feeling that these institutions are partly responsible for the trend towards stagnation in Japan,



218 The Journal of Finance and Management in Colleges and Universities Number 7

combined with a decrease in the number of students seeking higher education. This has made it
easier for the Ministry of Education and the leaders of higher education institutions to push for
change and efficiency increases (Itoh 2002, OECD 2006, Yamamoto 2004). The introduction of
Independent Administrative Institutions (IAls) in 2001 also opened the way for increased
autonomy for universities.?

Japan joined the countries implementing an NPM-like university reform rather late, which
reflects its status as a ‘reluctant reformer’. This happened in 2004 when the national public
universities became so-called National University Corporations (NUCs).* The overall assessment of
this reform is that it very much reflects international trends. The main idea behind the reform was a
generic notion of the universities, with more emphasis on efficiency and international
competitiveness (Hatakenaka 2005). It is also important to stress that the university reform is
somewhat limited. Although it has affected some of the best and most famous universities in Japan,
it does not include the private universities, which account for around 70-75% of students, or the
local public universities.>

Yamamoto (2004) has analyzed the coalitions of actors supporting and opposing the reform on
the basis of different interests. The supporters were primarily politicians from the ruling Liberal
Democratic Party, from the Management and Coordination Agency, and neoclassical economists
educated in the US. They were motivated by a combination of wishes for government reform and
an espousal of a universal and differentiated system of economic support for the universities. A
second group of actors were from the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI, later
METI) and the business community, who advocated public funding of the R&D activities of
universities as a way of increasing the country’s international competitiveness. The Ministry of
Finance also belongs to this group, although it focused more on private business funding for
university research. The third group consists of two councils belonging to the Cabinet Office,
supported by PM Koizumi, which have focused on corporatization as a first step towards
privatization. The opponents are primarily the Japanese Association of National Universities and
the National Union of Higher Education Staff. One of their main reasons for resisting the reform is
that they fear that it will undermine their autonomy.® They fear that if the Ministry of Education,
Culture, Sports and Technology (MEXT) sets the universities” goals, this will effectively remove the
planning and policy functions from them. They also see the ministry’s evaluation committee
examining the universities as potentially undermining their autonomy. In addition they fear that
the reforms will lead to down-sizing through corporatization, increased tuition fees and increased
social inequality in student admissions. MEXT initially took a consultative approach, but was
pressured by the political environment to move faster and to adopt a more top-down approach in
implementing university reform. In its attempts to balance autonomy and control, rhetoric became

a prominent feature (Yamamoto 2004).



2010 Tom Christensen 219

The change in form of affiliation introduced by the 2004 reform sounds like corporatization, but
in reality the new NUCs are a kind of hybrid between the agency form (IAls) and the corporate
form, because they were designed within the framework of IAls (Yamamoto 2004). The NUCs
definitely have more autonomy then before the reform, since they are now legally separated from
the government, particularly concerning management, but they are also subject to substantial
ministerial control and scrutiny, reflecting the tension between autonomy on the one hand and
downsizing, efficiency and competition on the other (Yamamoto 2003). The incorporation of the
national universities implies increased diversity and differentiation, because their corporate status
involves developing a distinctive profile, mission and strategy to attract resources and students
nationally and to increase their international competitiveness (Yamamoto 2004). However, this
could potentially also be seen as having major rhetorical elements catering to the universities, while
the controlling reregulative forces could have a standardizing effect. One major lever of control is
that each NUC must report annually to MEXT about progress in achieving the goals in their
medium-term (6-year) plan.

Concerning the new financial system for the NUCs, Japan follows the international pattern of
more differentiation of financial sources, lump-sum funding, less basic public funding and more
emphasis on audit and evaluation (Yamamoto 2004). Japan is, however, already something of an
exception because even before the reform it had a more differentiated financial structure and a
lower level of basic funding than many other countries. It has a dual system combining cash-based
budget and accrual auditing, and starting in 2004 has implemented a yearly 1% cut in basic
funding.” The NUCs get two types of grants from the government, one for operating costs, over
which they have full discretion, and one to subsidize capital expenditure.

Concerning other reform-related changes, Japan's university reform is more closely in
accordance with the main trends. The NUC has more control over its own property than before the
reform. University employees are no longer civil servants. There is a united leadership and more
power for the top leadership - the President. There are more external experts and representatives
on university bodies like boards and councils. And on paper at least there is more use of short-term
contracts and differentiated performance-related pay, but this has not been easy to implement.

A survey was conducted in 2006 to analyze some of the consequences of the NUC Act,
particularly concerning financial management (Mizuta and Yanaguira 2008). It showed that the
reform and establishment of NUCs falls somewhere between an agency and a corporate model,
with other features from models labeled state-controlled and state-aided, which altogether adds up
to a hybrid. Operational grants to NUCs have decreased following the reform as a result of the 1%
annual cut, while competitive money to the NUCs provided through the Special Education and
Research Fund is a new and increasing source of funding. Few NUCs have raised tuition fees,

because they fear losing students in a declining market. The number of full-time staff has decreased
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in NUCs, as a result of a more general governmental cut-back plan, but also related to the new
financial system for the NUCs. The NUC Act and its financial implications have had a
differentiating effect on the NUCs, i.e. differences in financial capability have increased. The former
imperial universities, medical colleges and post-graduate schools, often in the Tokyo metropolitan
area, are doing best, because they are able to counteract the financial pressure by successfully
competing for research resources,® while the other NUCs often try to survive by focusing more on
teaching, though not always successively. Overall, the NUCs have more discretion over internal
financial allocation than before, through lump-sum instead of line-item budgets. This increased
discretion is easier to handle in the best research-oriented NUCs, both for the presidents and for the
lower-level leaders, because they have more money to allocate and can also act strategically by
setting aside central resources for innovative efforts (Woods and Mizuta 2008). In other words, they
have the greatest slack and are able to use extra resources on innovation, something that make them
better to resist pressure and crises (March 1981).

Summing up, the 2004 reform of the Japanese universities is in accordance with international
NPM-style university reform trends. In terms of rhetoric it has been sold as a balanced reform,
catering to different interests. Its hybrid and ambiguous character - balancing central control and
autonomy - is probably deliberate, but seen in comparative terms it seems to involve the ministry -
MEXT - having many strings attached, i.e. leaning towards continued control. And with regard to

university financing it seems to have created a kind of ‘survival-of-the-fittest” system.

Analyzing university reform.

The different reform measures.

How can the transformative approach be used to analyze the specific reform measures in
university reforms? The structural-instrumental perspective can provide insight into the
reorganization reform measures and their effects. A basic feature is changing the form of affiliation
between the superior ministerial authorities and the universities, i.e. their organizational form. Here
the tendency has been towards more structural devolution or vertical inter-organizational
specialization (Egeberg 2003), although there is some variation among countries and between
universities in this respect, with the corporate form and the foundation form at one end of the
spectrum. Studies of structural changes of this kind in public organizations show quite clearly that
they produce less central control and more institutional and professional autonomy (Christensen
and Leegreid 2001b, Pollitt and Bockaert 2004). If we transfer these more general findings to the
university sector, this conclusion may, however, be modified depending on what the superior
ministries formally demand from the universities and how many hierarchical strings are attached.

The university reforms definitely put pressure on the university, an aspect of the reform that we can
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understand from the environmental perspective, since this involves the technical environment.
Fundamentally the ministries have increased their use of economic incentives to control the
universities: The universities are obliged to draw up spending plans and to provide reports about
results, audits and evaluations, etc. In addition, there is a constant threat that resources will be cut.
This financial pressure has the effect of counteracting the increased structural autonomy. External
board members are also a potential modifying factor, as are uniform standards stipulated by higher
education laws, for example concerning teaching, and the competitive search for external research
money.

The formal increase in structural autonomy and the modifications brought by financial
constraints could also be influenced by cultural factors. One of these is that the formal reform
measures may have trouble being implemented as intended, either because the ministry is reluctant
to ‘relinquish authority” or because path-dependence and traditions in the universities counteract or
slow down the reforms, ie. they are skeptical about the alleged effects of increased formal
autonomy. Another factor is whether the ‘steering dialogue” between the ministries and universities
will be strictly formal or whether there will be informal continuous dialogue, where the ministries
give informal signals and universities both adapt and provide input of their own. This is rather
common in new formal performance-management systems that seem to be too rigid. For some,
structural devolution means ‘steering once a year’, while in practice it takes the form of a
continuous and dynamic process of dialogue and exchange.

Another major aspect of university reforms is the internal changes in the steering systems,
including representative and management systems. In some countries this has been closely
connected with the university reforms, while in others the reforms have speeded up a process of
long-term change that was happening anyway. The traditional structural separation in universities
between a representative academic structure, with elected bodies, and an administrative-economic
structure, very much signaled that these two types of activities should be kept apart. Academic staff
attached little importance to the administration, except as a provider of certain services. This also
signifies a deep-rooted cultural feature of the universities in which the emphasis was on academic
freedom.

The reforms definitely signal a break with this, in both a structural and a cultural sense. The
unified leadership system merged the hierarchies and often put a leader from the academic staff at
the top of the new hierarchy who are expected to have administrative as well as academic skills
(Amaral 2008, Paradeise et. al. 2009b). The effects of this are first, that academic activities are more
affected by the management system, e. g., academic staff are often expected to participate in an
incentive and reporting system, which represents an important cultural change for them. Second,
the management staff have become increasingly influential. Even though the leaders of the

management units on each level are formally subordinate to an academically oriented leader, who
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is often perceived as a kind of manager, they gain influence by being allocated more resources,
having a higher status conferred on them by the ministries and playing a central role in the
incentive and reporting systems, etc. They have basically been transformed from non-influential
service-providers into important decision-makers.

In addition, there has been clear change in the system of representation in the universities.
Whereas before there were professorial and broad collegial bodies at various levels, these bodies are
now fewer and there are fewer academic staff involved; instead, representatives are often elected on
a more independent basis and are more often external. The groups most negatively affected by this
are the professorial grass-roots, who are clearly losing influence. The actors gaining influence are
professors in leadership positions, or as it is called in the US, in ‘administrative positions’. This
means that leadership positions often signify a merging of the academic and administrative
hierarchies, which the academic grass-roots view with considerable scepticism. Hence patterns of
influence have changed not only between academic and administrative groups, but also within
academic groups as a result of the reforms.

We have used most of the transformative approach to try to explain the modern university
reforms and their effects. One element that has not been mentioned much is the significance of the
myths and symbols generated in the institutional environment of the universities. As a set of ideas
NPM has been more popular among the political-administrative leadership in the ministries and at
the universities than among the academic staff, but even here opinions vary, with professors in the
natural sciences taking a more positive attitude than those in the humanities and social sciences
(Paradeise 2009b). Of the different NPM reform elements reflected in the university reforms there
are some that seem to have been particularly unpopular among the academic staff, and resulted in
counter-myths - namely, incentive systems and extensive reporting and evaluation of teaching and
research activities. Critics inside universities have also questioned the coupling of increased
management formalization and efforts and the quality of teaching and research. This challenges the
very core of the reforms, and reformers have in some cases found it difficult to say why and how

reforms should influence teaching and research, thus weakening their legitimacy.

The broad picture.

When NPM was introduced it resulted in major reorganizations in the central civil service,
including increased agencification and the establishment of more corporate forms. Reform
entrepreneurs argued that political control would not be weakened but simply take new forms
(Christensen and Laegreid 2001b), like strategic or frame-steering that would allow subordinate
levels and institutions to choose the means to meet public goals, with a greater emphasis on
reporting the results. The idea was to combine increased devolution, delegation and

decentralization with re-regulation.
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Many studies of the effects of NPM have shown that the reform entrepreneurs were
fundamentally wrong. Political executive leadership and control were weakened by NPM, while
administrative and public corporate leaders, as well as their subordinate organizations, increased
their influence over decision-making processes (Christensen, Lie and Leegreid 2007, Pollitt and
Bouckaert 2004). The effects of weakening the formal levers of control seem to have been stronger
than thought. This shows that the effects of reorganizing organizational structures and boundaries
are rather strong, as predicted by the structural-instrumental perspective. Increased vertical
inter-organizational specialization means in reality that political executive leaders can interfere less
than before in the agencies, regulatory agencies and SOEs (Christensen and Leegreid 2001b). They
have ‘given away’ formal decision-making authority and have less information about what is going
on in these bodies, but still often get the blame when things go wrong (see Brunsson 1989). To the
structural argument can be added the cultural and environmental ones, which say that the pressure
for political executives not to interfere after devolutionary change has been strong. This reflects the
rather anti-political flavour of NPM, which says something like ‘it is better for politicians to stay
away from many decisions in public organizations, especially the more complicated ones involving
professional expertise’ (Christensen and Laegreid 2001a).

The crucial question then is whether one can argue that the effects of the university reforms will
be different from the main effects of NPM-type reforms. As indicated above, a case can be made for
this, even though the picture we have painted of university reforms is a differentiated one, because
we think they affect different groups of actors in different ways. As indicated, public universities
have traditionally had rather a lot of actual autonomy even though their formal autonomy has been
more limited, and few actors have wanted to change this. One historical reason for this, of course, is
that universities have been different from ordinary public organizations, like ministries and
agencies, in several ways. They have had a rather limited internal administration, a looser coupling
between the administration and the core specialized academic activities, a university’s core
activities (particularly research) are more deeply specialized, and the academic staff have much
more professional autonomy than ordinary civil servants. In other words, both their formal
organization and their culture are different.

The core university staff - the ordinary academic staff or grass-roots - have often been critical
towards the university reforms outlined (Amaral 2008). From their point of view, the university
reforms will modify many of the traditional and typical university features. As the generic
definition of universities comes to prevail, they will see themselves as under double attack from
increased formalization and management-orientation, with respect to both the ministry and to the
growing internal management component. They will feel that their teaching and research is more
subject to management in the form of incentive and reporting systems. As such they will feel that

their professional autonomy is decreasing.
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The reactions from other groups may be more varied. Academics in leadership positions may
potentially be critical about too much reporting to and interference from the superior authorities,
but they may also enjoy the increased influence their new leadership position brings, concerning
allocation of resources, academic profile, special research programs, hiring, etc. The administrative
or management staff will probably also have mixed, but more positive reactions. On the one hand,
they embody the new idea of universities as generic organizations, and will have increased their
overall influence through the introduction of professional management. On the other hand,
however, they will often be critical of too much control from and reporting to superior authorities,
they may have doubts about their role in a unified leadership, and they will often have to deal with
dissatisfied academic staff.

Although there are clearly variations, overall the main balance of central control and autonomy
seems to be tilted more in the direction of control than is generally the case for government
bureaucracies, particularly if we take into account that prior to the reforms, the universities had a

good deal of autonomy (see Wright 1994).

The case of Japan.

The historical background of the higher education system in Japan shows a fascinating pattern
of imitating and learning from other countries, i.e. the significance of environmental influences and
pressure, from both the technical and the institutional environment. In the Meiji period, when Japan
adopted the German higher education model and adapted it to Japanese culture, the imitation was
voluntary (Clark 1983, Westney 1987). Japan imitated a general model but modified it to suit
Japanese culture and conditions. After World War II the Allies forced Japan to imitate or import the
American system. Since, however, the Allies had to rely on the Japanese bureaucracy to implement
the reform and the Japanese bureaucracy did not have any deep understanding of the American
model, the result was rather mixed, with elements from the German model being retained
alongside the new American model (Itoh 2002). This hybrid was later reflected in the reform
process.

Japan’s university structure is also rather diverse compared with many other countries, with
private universities dominating enrollment, but local public universities also having a lot of
students. The most famous and research-oriented universities, the national universities, are the ones
that were reformed in 2004. Hence the Japanese reform has been a very partial one that was late in
coming, signaling reluctance to adapt to NPM-like ideas. The Japanese university reform is also
typically hybrid, combining NPM reform measures with attempts to retain substantial control from
the MEXT. Its hybrid nature is shown in the way IAls and corporate features have been combined
in the new affiliation form, and also in the combination of deregulation and re-regulation features.

While the powers of discretion of the internal management have increased, so has pressure from
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the ministry in the vertical inter-organizational performance system. Even though the NUCs have
full discretionary power over the lump-sum grant from the government and internal
performance-oriented budgeting, they have also experienced cuts in basic funding, cuts in internal
personnel costs, increases in tuition fees, and pressure to compete more for research funding. The
presidents of the NUCs have not found this easy to control and coordinate (Yamamoto 2009).

How can we explain Japan's reluctance to reform despite the implementation of
corporate-oriented reform? MEXT seems structurally and culturally to have problems letting go of
its authority over the universities. It pays lip service to NPM ideas and has implemented some of
them, but at the same time has tried to retain control by different means, for example by demanding
reports on mid-term plans, evaluation, auditing and exerting influence via external board members.
This reluctance by the MEXT and the NUCs to implement reform would seem to illustrate a strong
degree of path-dependency. It also reflects the fact that Japanese universities have traditionally had

less autonomy in administrative matters than their Western counterparts.

Future challenges and questions.

A first question is how easy is it to get university reforms accepted internally? If we look at the
general experience with implementing NPM-like reforms in public organizations, we notice that
they are most often supported by various types of leaders but seldom whole-heartedly by the grass
roots. There may also be variations in levels of acceptance connected with tasks and/or educational
background. This seems to be rather easily transferable to university reforms. Academic leaders at
different levels, like presidents, deans and chairs, often support the modern reforms, which is
natural since they are the ones responsible for them. Managers also view them positively since they
often build their careers on the reforms, but there may also be path-dependent resistance here,
particularly among administrative personnel at lower levels. The academic grass roots tend to be
sceptical. The pattern of support or resistance also depends on how systematically and how hard
the leaders push for reform. The reaction to hastily and forcibly introduced reforms that insist on a
strict use of incentive systems is likely to be very different to that to shallower and more flexible
measures, where systems of planning, incentives and reporting have a more ritual function.

A second issue is whether university reforms involve too many unrealistic symbols, i.e. are they
oversold? This is probably the case, given that NPM has tended to make extravagant promises that
it has problems delivering on. An additional problem in university reform is that efforts to adapt
the reforms on the grounds that a university is a special type of organization have not been strong
enough. This has resulted in a lot of legitimacy problems. Academic faculty have often questioned
the reforms and failed to get satisfactory answers, but then this is not a group that is easily satisfied

or will easily accept change.
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A third issue relates to the post-NPM reforms that emerged in the late 1990s, often in
trail-blazing NPM countries, as a reaction to the effects of the NPM reforms, but for other reasons as
well. Post-NPM reforms have focused much more on central control and coordination and have
both a vertical and a horizontal dimension. Will these types of reform elements have any
implications for the university reforms? One obvious possibility is that the control and scrutiny
measures already installed through NPM will be used more extensively, with a greater emphasis
on the vertical integrative aspect. This can probably be furthered by the financial recession also,
where the universities are given more money to absorb some of the consequences of increased
unemployment, and there will be an increased need to control these resources. Since universities
are by nature so fragmented and seen as a collection of semi-autonomous units, and NPM tends to
further this, it is less likely that horizontal coordination will be increased.

One of the great challenges of university reform around the world is to show that the core
activities of universities have been affected and indeed improved by reform measures. This is rather
crucial, since there wouldn't be any point in making major changes in forms of affiliation and
management systems if this had no effect on teaching and research. There seem to be different
views on this. One is that the reforms are designed to facilitate rather than actually change the core
activities - the argument is that increasing efficiency will free up more resources for the core
activities. A second and related view is that an important aim of the reforms is to strengthen the
organization and prioritization of teaching and research. For example, instead of the academic staff
only initiating research, the new university organization should focus more on research policy,
organization and priorities, benefiting both the university as a whole and the individual researchers.
A third view, and often a more cynical one, is that the coupling between the new reforms and
management measures and the core activities is rather loose. Aware of this loose coupling some
think it is acceptable to have the reforms, since they know that the new systems will be difficult to
implement because of resistance. Others are more critical of the reforms, but console themselves

with the knowledge that they will probably have little relevance for their teaching and research.

Notes

1 Taking a longer historical perspective, universities around the world have been established by a wide variety
of institutions, like public organizations, church societies and non-profit interest groups, and have also had
very different forms of affilitiation to public authorities.

2 The Allied Forces tried to pressurize Japan to adopt more elements from the American model, like giving
local government a stronger role in the supervision of the national universities and colleges, and introducing
an administrative system with boards of regent and top-down decision-making mechanisms, but these
proposals were not implemented because of opposition from Japanese bureaucrats and academics (Itoh
2002).

3 IAls are often associated with NPM, as are the Next Steps agencies introduced in the UK in 1988. This is
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debatable, however. Many countries, like the Scandinavian ones, have had this agency form for several
hundred years - Sweden even since the 16th century. But for countries with a traditionally integrated
structure, IAls of course represent increased autonomy, and the modern IAls may have more built-in
autonomy than the traditional ones, thus resembling the corporate form more closely.

4 The first initiatives to transform Japanese national universities into corporations were launched back in the
1960s and 70s, before the general emergence of NPM reforms (Yamamoto 2004).

5 But the public universities have 2/3 of the graduate students, dominated by the natural sciences (Yamamoto
2004).

6 So these actors were very sceptical about whether more formal autonomy in reality meant more autonomy
and not more control.

7 An interesting exception is that this does not include or apply to the salary of faculty members. But since
there is a law-based standard for student/teacher ratio, this had led to more frequent hiring of part-time
academic personnel to save money. Universities have also been hit by a more general decision to save 5% of
personnel costs in government administration organizations during the period 2006-2010.

8 There are also increased differentiation inside this group, with some of the best universities, like Tokyo

University, doing it comparatively financially better than others.

References.

Allison, G. (1983). Public and Private Mangers: Are They Fundamentally Alike in All Unimportant Respects? In J. L.
Perry and K. L. Kraemer (eds.), Public Management. Public and Private Perspectives. Palo Alto, Ca.: Mayfield
Publishing.

Amaral, A. (2008). Transforming Higher Education. In A. Amaral, I. Bleiklie and C. Musselin (eds.), From
Governance to Identity. A Festschrift for Mary Henkel. Springer.

Bleiklie, I. and S.Michelsen (2008). The University as Enterprise and Co-determination. In A. Amral, I. Bleiklie and
C. Musselin (eds.), From Governance to Identity. A Festschrift for Mary Henkel. Springer.

Boston, J., J. Martin, J. Pallot and P. Walsh (1996). Public Management: The New Zealand Model. Auckland: Oxford
University Press.

Christensen, T. and A. Boin (2008). The Development of Public Institutions: Reconsidering the Role of Leadership.
Administration & Society, Volume 40 Number 3, May 2008: 271-297.

Christensen, T., A. Lie and P.Lzaegreid (2007). Still Fragmented or Reassertion of the Centre? In T. Christensen and
P. Laegreid (eds.), Transcending New Public Management. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Christensen, T. and P. Leegreid (2001). A Transformative Perspective on Administrative Reforms. In T. Christensen and
P. Leegreid (eds.), New Public Management. The Transformation of Ideas and Practice. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Christensen, T. and P. Laegreid (2001). New Public Management - Undermining Political Control? In T. Christensen and
P. Laegreid (eds.), New Public Management. The Transformation of Ideas and Practice. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Christensen, T. and P.Leegreid (2007). The whole-of-government approach to public sector reform. PAR. Public
Administration Review, Volume 67:1059-1066.

Christensen, T., P. Leegreid, P. G. Roness and K. A. Revik (2008). Organization Theory and the Public Sector. London and
New York: Routledge.

Cohen, M.D. and ].G.March (1986). Leadership and Ambiguity. The American College President. 2.edition. Boston: Harvard
University Press.

Dahl, R. A. and C. E. Lindblom (1953). Politics, Economics, and Welfare. New York: Harper & Row.

DiMaggio, P. and W. W. Powell (1983). The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism and Collective



228

The Journal of Finance and Management in Colleges and Universities Number 7

Rationality in Organizational Fields. American Sociological Review, 4: 147-160.

Egeberg, M. (2003). “How Bureaucratic Structure Matters: An Organizational Perspective.” In B. G. Peters and J.
Pierre (eds.), Handbook of Public Administration. London: Sage.

Enders, J., H. De Boer and L. Leisyte (2008). On Striking the Right Note: Shifts in Governance and the
Organizational Transformation of Universities. In A. Amral, I. Bleiklie and C. Musselin (eds.), From
Governance to Identity. A Festschrift for Mary Henkel. Springer.

Ferlie, E., C. Musselin and G. Andresani (2008). The steering of higher education systems: a public management
perspective. Higher Education, 56: 325-348.

Godin, B. (2003).The Knowledge-based Economy: conceptual framework or buzzword? Project on the History
and Sociology of S&T statistics. Working paper no.23.

Goodman, R. (2005). W(h)ither the Japanese University? An Introduction to the 2004 Higher Education Reforms in
Japan. In]. S.Eades, R. Goodman and Y. Hada (eds.), The ‘Big Bang’ in Japanese Higher Education. The 2004 Reforms and
the Dynamics of Change. Melbourne: Trans Pacific Press.

Gregory, R. (2001). Transforming Governmental Culture: A Sceptical View of New Public Management. In T.
Christensen and P. Leegreid (eds.), New Public Management. The Transformation of Ideas and Practice. Aldershot:
Ashgate.

Gregory, R. (2003). “All the King’s Horses and all the King’s Men: Putting New Zealand’s Public Sector Back
Together Again.” International Public Management Review, 4 (2): 41-58.

Gulick, L. (1937). Notes on the Theory on Organizations. With Special Reference to Government. In L. Gulick and L.
Urwin (eds.), Papers on the Science of Administration. New York: A. M. Kelley.

Halligan, J. (2006). The Reassertion of the Centre in a First Generation NPM System. In T. Christensen and P.
Laegreid (eds.), Autonomy and regulation. Coping with agencies in the modern state. London: Edward Elgar. 2006.

Halligan, J. (2007). Reform Design and Performance in Australia and New Zealand. In T. Christensen and P.
Leaegreid (eds.), Transcending New Public Management. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Hatakenaka, S. (2005). The Incorporation of National Universities: The Role of Missing Hybrids. In J. S. Eades, R.
Goodman and Y. Hada (eds.), The ‘Big Bang’ in Japanese Higher Education. The 2004 Reforms and the Dynamics of Change.
Melbourne: Trans Pacific Press.

Hirose, K. (2004). Japan: adapting the American model to centralized oversight. In C. Hood, O. James, B. G. Peters
and C. Scott (eds.), Controlling Modern Government. Variety, Commonality and Change. Cheltenham, UK:
Edward Elgar.

Itoh, A. (2002). Higher education reform in perspective: The Japanese experience. Higher Education, 43: 7-25.

Maasen, P. (2008). The Modernization of European Higher Education: National Policy Dynamics. In A. Amral, 1.
Bleiklie and C. Musselin (eds.), From Governance to Identity. A Festschrift for Mary Henkel. Springer.

March, J. G. (1981). Decisions in Organizations and Theories of Choice. In A. H. Van de Ven and W. F. Joyce (eds.),
Perspectives on Organization Design and Behavior. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

March, ]. G. and J. P. Olsen (1976). Ambiguity and Choice in Organizations. Bergen: Universitetsforlaget.

March, J. G. and J. P. Olsen (1983). Organizing Political Life. What Administrative Reorganization Tells Us About
Government. American Political Science Review, 77: 281-297.

Meyer, JW.,, F. O. Ramirez, D. J. Frank and E. Schofer (2007). Higher Education as An InstitutionIn P. Gumport
(ed.), Sociology of Higher Education. Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press. pp.187-221.

Mizuta, K. and T. Yanaguira (2008). Policy Analysis on the Effectiveness of the National University Corporation
Act: What has changed since 2004? Scholarly Paper for Session-F. ASHE Annual Conference at Jacksonville
in Florida. 11.7.2008.



2010

Tom Christensen 229

Okada, A. (2005). A History of the Japanese University. In J. S.Eades, R. Goodman and Y. Hada (eds.), The ‘Big
Bang’ in Japanese Higher Education. The 2004 Reforms and the Dynamics of Change. Melbourne: Trans Pacific
Press.

OECD (2006). OECD Thematic Review of Tertiary Education. Country Background Reform of Japan. Higher
Education Bureau, Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology.

Paradeise, C., I. Bleiklie, J. Enders, G. Goastellec, S. Michelsen, E. Reale and D. F. Westerheijden (2009a). Reform
Policies and Change Processes in Europe. In J.Huisman (ed.), International Perspectives on the Governance of
Higher Education. Alternative Frameworks for Coordination. New York and London: Routledge.

Paradeise, C., E. Reale, G. Goastellec (2009b). A Comparative Approach to Higher Education Reforms in Western
Europe Countries. In C. Paradeise, E. Reale, 1. Bleiklie and E. Ferlie (eds.), University Governance. Western
European Comparative Perspectives. Springer.

Paradeise, C., E. Reale, G. Goastellec and I. Bleiklie (2009¢c). Universities Steering between Stories and History. In C.
Paradeise, E. Reale, I. Bleiklie and E. Ferlie (eds.), University Governance. Western European Comparative
Perspectives. Springer.

Pollitt, C. and G. Bouckaert (2004). Public Management Reform: A Comparative Analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
2nd edition.

Richards, D. and M. Smith (2006). The Tensions of Political Control and Administrative Autonomy: from NPM to
a Reconstituted Westminster Model. In T. Christensen and P. Laegreid (eds.), Autonomy and regulation. Coping
with agencies in the modern state. London: Edward Elgar.

Ramirez, F.O. (2006). The rationalization of universities. In M.-L. Djelic and K. Sahlin-Andersson (eds.),
Transnational Governance: Institutional Dynamics of Regulation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Selznick, P. (1957). Leadership in Administration. New York: Harper & Row.

Simon, H. A. (1957). Administrative Behaviour. New York: Macmillan.

Wright, V. (1994). ‘Reshaping the state. The implications for public administration’. West European Politics, 17,
102-137.

Woods, M. and K. Mizuta (2008). University Budgeting and the Use of Resource Allocation Models for
Decision-Making: A Comparison of Practice in English and Japanese Universities. Paper to the 5%
International Conference on Accounting, Auditing and Management in Public Sector Reforms, Amsterdam,
Sep.3-5.

Yamamoto, K. (2003). Agencification in Japan: Renaming or Revolution? In C. Pollitt and C. Talbot (eds.),
Unbundled Government: A Critical Analysis of the Global Trend to Agencies, Quangos and Contractualization.
London: Taylor & Francis.

Yamamoto, K. (2004). Corporatization of National Universities in Japan: Revolution for Governance or Rhetoric
for Downsizing? Financial Accountability & Management, 20 (2, May): 153-181.

‘Yamamoto, K. (2009). Programme-Oriented Budgeting in Public Universities: The case of a national university in
Japan. Paper for the EGPA Conference, Sep.2-5, Malta.

Yamamoto, S. (2005). Government and the National Universities: Ministerial Bureaucrats and Dependent
Universities. In J. S. Eades, R. Goodman and Y. Hada (eds.), The ‘Big Bang’ in Japanese Higher Education. The
2004 Reforms and the Dynamics of Change. Melbourne: Trans Pacific Press.



RS - R S 5 — e
PRIABHEEIE ) witsbe

The Journal of Finance and Management in Colleges and Universities

(1) ARG, R, R 2L LSBT S IR T 5 b0 Th Y,
KAFDFIRIHET 5P - SREROBFIEOHEES B 2 T 5,

(2 AEEENC RS - L ¥ — ORI L L OB R 5,

(8 AGEAESRFRE - BTy —RIEEE (KRR, AEABRER AT OWERIE
iy %,

) AEICIE TRFERBRETIL MR R RDHR 1 ORGSO 5 2 LT B, B
KOBEHLET 5 6O, L THIRRCHEEE 260, MEED SRR £ CIcEy
KEERAES - B 54— DRSS 5 b LT 5,

5 TRFUBRET) WEEAS, PR ETAR L L, PHHEAS L OIS BB
U CHeliT 5 WML T4 0 DAY

(6] HHCOTEE, RFMBHEDZE AEERANT ), WMEEAR, FRMOEELRD S 2
LINTE D,

1) WEEALE, BHRCOBE S FEE B OGPIEE KT 5 2 LA TE 5,

WSS S B2
1) FSCIREERTATO HDIZIR D,

ARSI, 400 “EES D RS MR T 50 KU (MFEB L ONERREZ &), V—7rIZLo T
AAPEEE, 0 FX30ITTERIED L LT D,
(3) ZZCMEFUIFI & LTRSS Z &,
AT, #: TEAR (2002, p.55) 1, KOXIITHERTND,
UL ESNTND ($K, 2002, p.55), |
BB, FRIC - BRI E ARSCRRBICEHT DT VT 7y ME, FITEENRICET,
Bl gA—RE 2003, [EEZEMER] OORFHIRE,
SAAR—EE 1999, [REEE MG TE R FMB R EIISE] 147519994 6 H 7=,
OOMBRE P2, T0~TTH,
(4) FHRERFOEI0 X, 4E9H30H L4 5,
(6) JRREHEHISE © T101-0003
HRETRHEX VB2 THE1%&2
ENTRZEMIE - ' v & —WF5eE
TEL:03-4212-6200 FAX:03-4212-6250

E-mail maruyama@zam.go.jp



T ST

KRR EIITES 7 50358 LE Lz,

AENE, Mt —HEOWIER L DIED, SN O FFR « TR SIVE LTG0 5 b 7 K%,
FAO L, WSS LTHEE L E Lz, Wb &EEE D2 BERENIRY o T
BYETH, WERNOHGR Lo TOTZBIRMBHSELSN D 7 7 A F 0 RN S 2 Y Tfm SO
BERGE SN TN D R TRHEDOH HNE L 72> TEY £,

F7-. VT A« A A RKFEDTom Christensenfid, FR2UFEEIZY o X —DHEANEEH
JER & L TIMES N TH Y | AARDENLKFEMEDOF A2 NPMRPost-NPM & W 7218k 1T
BSHED 7 +—~ v b & DR DA ERAIER 2T 7o —F 2 L TOET,

ESZRAEN S FE W BRI E Y | A% 0O~ 7 o fY725I O J5 afEds K ORI 0
27 n OB ERETT DB, ZS2BIRHEWE CREETE 20 TIIRVNEF L TR F
KR

Ll b Y X OMERRIT S & K0 ([ENAOBE OSSR OREIE LT,
[RFUBRETE] 2FITL TR WS LET, BDOLRIEDIZE, LA L BE
WERL EFET,

2B, AABEPITHR SN TV DM 2B AEE, B ¥ —BLIUHEROITE - Bk
THMBOARAMECTII N b2, LR SETHEET,



KPR TE 9%7 5720104

20104E12 7 3847

HmiE - AT
MSTATEEN  ESCRFERR - &R v 2 — e
T101-0003 HTHSFAHX— > E2-1-2
TEL:03-4212-6200 FAX:03-4212-6250

RNt v~ E

[SSN 1349-3477




ISSN 1349-3477

The Journal of Finance and Management in Colleges and Universities

Number 7 2010

Paradigm Shift in Higher Education Finance Motohisa Kaneko
Tuition Charges in State Universities in the US ~ Fumihiro Maruyama

Performance-Oriented Budgeting in Public Universities:  Kiyoshi Yamamoto
The Case of a National University in Japan

Budget, Funds and Financial Policy in the UK Higher Education =~ Yumiko Hada

Typology of National University Corporations and Usefulness  Yuichiro Furuichi
of Their Accounting Information

Legal Feasibility Study on Japanese National Universities’  Tetsushi Saitoh
Auxiliary Enterprises

Voluntary Support and Tax Policies in U.S Higher Education Finance  Fumitake Fukui
—Focus on the Actions of University Associations Revolving
around Federal Tax Policies in the 1960s-70s—

Investment and Risk Management of Private University in Japan  Shigekazu kawasaki

University Governance Reforms - Tom Christensen
Putting the Japanese Experience into Perspective

Center for National University Finance and Management

2-1-2 Hitotsubashi Chiyoda-ku Tokyo, 101-0003 Japan





