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Supporting Organizations for Universities — Prospects and Issues

Motohisa Kaneko

Abstract: There are various types of agencies and organizations that support higher education
institutions by facilitating the relation between the society and government on one hand and
higher education institutions on the other. ~ With the changes in the relation between the
society, government and higher education, the function of these organizations are changing.
In this paper, I summarized their organizational characteristics and functions in a few
countries, and examined the prospects and issues in developing new forms of supporting

organizations in Japan.
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A AR ALY
(Subject benchmark
statements

SEEBALIEYE (Higher
education credit framework) ,

+ European Association for
Quality Assurance in Higher
Education (ENQA)~Dxfis

Higher Education
Statistics Agency
(HESA)

TERIR B HT — H _— R
« 445 Student
« AEEEF OHERE A
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Destinations of leavers from
higher education

« #E  Staff

- JYB  Finance

» Non—credit—bearing Course

Records

Unistats

BEEEA, A2EE O
AR & KRBT

Higher Education
Academy

Teaching Development Grants

- B RPRI RS

s RFBE FE, BHITHOW
TDoHT

* IABRERIEHS Open
Educational Resources
(OER)

- REFFE TR 28
\Z%F9 % REH (Associate of
the Higher Education
Academy (AHEA) . Fellow of
the Higher Education
Academy (FHEA) .
Fellow of the Higher
Education Academy
(SFHEA)

Senior

KREFANFHE (UCAS
= Universities &
Colleges Admissions

Service)

C REAFT — R X

B. KZFHEfK

Universities UK (UUK)
GuildHE

© EEHE SR Higher

education in facts and figures

BOROHT

KEEREEFEER The higher
education pay and prices
index (HEPPI)

Association of Heads
of University
Administration
(AHUA)

HEEREBRSE 7" 77T &

&iRECD

A XY ZATITI9I0ERD S, KREMBIEZ B2 UGC (University Grants Committee) (2 & - CEIR
A Bl L CE 7o, 20MHALHIBAD, A2 - B RROIME L L CORFE~DBIFEEDTEAD
WBE | REFEOMSIEDOHER:, L) Z oD HMEERT 5 B TRE S, 0%, HioR
FHE BT DBUT & RF L OO~ OBR L S TET,

L UL BL D AT #HIREZE B R BRET 2D TH Y \WOIXEZE A=) — hOMETH Y |
ARIBF &0 S HEAL W S JERIASEIC B2 L7z (Shattock 1993), ¥y T —EELE, T UM
A & FFERHI OB K - T, BERF~OMBIBIE, FARITEERN R FE LRI L DE 7 &




14 REM R E T

H
o)
Jo

2o TEIZ, [FARHSMSEAEHIE B RICRE REMD B -T2 72012, UGC I EE O - 41554
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FRE L o TS, 2L S ORI R AT 2 BUF OB DIZ L AL EE2H->THY, A7
Z > Nk (HEFCE) O5E132011-124EFE D REEITHF D MiBh e B 65EAR - B, KI8T
720 TN D, F T BUNAIH B OMIIEE Sy ORERIL & 72 5 | RFOMIFKEHI b 3 Z 72> T D,
FT A RDOIHANT & b 722> THEFC [X, B RATKT 2R ERIDOE =5 U v 7 RPADREZM
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EFHBELEEDOPT T, REREZEHRTE T2, BUETITZ ORIER P L 78> TV D DIE QAA

(Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education) T 5,

QAA T K3l (Institutional Audit, 20114F7>5 Institutional Review) %352 72 91Fh, « P07
L MEHUE (Degree awarding powers and university title) , « KF##EHE (Academic Infrastructure) | * Z#{7
JEUE  (Frameworks for higher education qualifications) . BEPHZE BiEREIEYE (Subject benchmark
statements) . FEHHATENE (Higher education credit framework) . 72 EZ{ERK L., I —1r v Rk D%
PEAZH (European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA)) 2 2OWTOXIHH
BIhoTna,

THEWATL T, BREORT:, FAEREI T, ZABNICE SN TARIN TV D,
AR HEFCE (%, KEDEEH IOV TITAITERHE & RIEAOFHIIA TR0 b DD, RFH
BOGHKEOTAMN, RiE, gk, BRI va v & UTUEMTTE R, 20—8RE LT,
2EZAFHA (National Student Survey) (2K > TERZOFZAZNHRE LT, FE, FE~OHP—
ER, SRR E R EEMEL TS FORRIT. REOBERREOFHEICHN LD &
LI, EEHEFEHERE (Higher Education Statistics Agency —HESA) 128\ T, KFBNZEET
SNTARBHN TN D,

HESA IZZ DIFNT b | SREOFAEL R ERALG R, FAEOBIERI R EIZONTHT =4 ~—
AL LTHRAML TS, £72 HEFCE Tid, RFAEFREE D0, HERIORFHRE D)
P AT B FAMITHEEIEHE ~ b Key Information Set (KIS) Z{Ek L T\ 5,

FER - FIER

A XY ZD1990FLAE DS FEHELETIER SN D 0P, BORIR K FEE OERISGEED R T
B Do WFFEIZHOWTITIHIZESEAN (Research Assessment Exercise) WNEH L7ZH DD, HHEIZOWT
OFHIIILT LI T DICEL RN 2 ENEOERIZH DL H D L BbILD,

Higher Education Academy 13% 9 L7=% &5 HEFC 2> 9 U T, B FAEDI DEE FiE % B F,
R SELHHBT, 2004FICKESNTZHDOTH D, KFACKHIET 20725 T, RETI2HFNIEK
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B (Reference) Z1ERT 2 & &bz, HEHBOEIF— BMBEARLRELZB I RoTWD, £z
KBTI DHE EORERETITHOWTORZERERE (UK Professional Standards Framework  for
teaching and supporting learning in higher education) Z&%/E L, Z DIEHEIZEKE Lo KFEHBIZH LT,
BRI DZERESIZEH (Associate of the Higher Education Academy (AHEA). Fellow of the Higher
Education Academy (FHEA). Senior Fellow of the Higher Education Academy (SFHEA)) % L T\
Do

F 72 HEFCE X F 72 KFHB O & < ITHEBH 72805 % B9 5 Centres for Excellence in Teaching
and Learning (CETL) HEXE L TW5,

ZFDIEMNCFERED BB O4Bh4: & L T, Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL) .
National Teaching Fellowship Scheme. Teaching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP). * UK Online
Learning Task Force (OLTF). Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL). National
Teaching Fellowship Scheme (NTFS) Zf&E&E L TV 5,

3. 3—AwvN

—m w3 EIE, 1990 B RFHEUCEIZ T T TR B OB A X E L TX 7203, 200044%
DREIX, BU 29 LCHAIREEA =T 7 4 THERE LIRD -, ZHUTFERR T 0 77 A
T % ERASMUS #HHi, & 5IC1999ED [Ru—=755] 2K L LTILLH btk BEU R
NET 7T A ThHRa—=T « TaA%REL LT, S OITHEX R CREHBE 2
T 2EEBNEL TS,
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(EU #BH)

EC Employment and
Culture DG

Lifelong Learning Program

-3 A= AFE
ST ALAFE (5%

HH)

s e FEtmE (R

)

- AEPEFH
+ 20074F 23 B 2013 4R 1T HA

BIOEL—m (F9T(E
M)

European Higher
Education AREA (EHEA)

cARE—=7 - FrEAD

FEhtiAH A

(EU X4BI= & Z48#)

TUNING

AR —=T VAT AT E

H72 D | A EOFNLHIE
DI AL

- FRLOS B T OFMAEMIE
- EEHE LMeEE L o
R —
- TBE AT
ik (generic
competences)
s I YNV RT AD
NS
s KFHEDFIE, FEOE
e, KR¥HEEM
- RENEICB T 2 8E 7 1
T ADUEE - B
+ Tuning Academy _IECfElEL T
HF DL

EQF(European

Qualification Framework)

s I—ny SEEICIERD

SN AT I OOREER

ENIC Network (European
Network of Information
Centres)

NARIC Network (National
Academic Recognition

Information Centres

- 25 [E D S BCE R

s — FALRTEE
DEXy NT—7

European Credit Transfer
and Accumulation System
(ECTS)

s I—n NN TORE

BB COBISHNT
DEFREY AT I

C IR

(ECTS credit system)

- RO L 75 RN
o

U-MAP

CH—n o SOR S

BIDs3¥8
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2 (Profile Finder) f
Higher Education as a « REFAZEA O R HENE
Generator of Strategic (Employability) (Z-2W\WT%J7
Competences’ (Hegesco) D B FRAFIE
« RIS
C REBIOREAEIZONTO
BHHIRA
REFLEX * EEBE TR A D FER
B, FHNTOD AR L ERE
BE & DBRIZOWTO, 7
A, HighrAe
+ BU ORFFEEiBI 42 Specific
Targeted Research Project
(STREP) IZ & > THEi
EUROSTUDENT - EEBE R ORI R,
FEARATEEIZ DOV T ORBUE
A
RN
< FERNCOWCH IR
MODERN - BUBNR 0, EBEE 2
B LIToNTO, AHEIRE,
BEDIZDDF Y KT —
(B EH#ED)
PR * R R R
AERES  (BR% - KE5F < REEAR, BFE,
fifitR) CHE 0T T A
kA C BT DA
Higher Education S
Information System (HIS)
Bertelsmann Stiftung R ADB S o KEFIAM .
T4 BT DA
Center for Higher carvYaT 4T
Education Policy Studies
(CHEPS)
HIRES

HENZIBT 2 @FHEEMB L THIC, EU ORI TH % EC OM3UE#)R (Employment and
Culture DG) 2B IIZAIEHE 7' v 7 F A (Lifelong Learning Program) (28T, FFEOE 4%
By L. 2428 EU N TOSEHBELCERMRII R E & E 2 R L T\ D,

ZOHPAL LTIEa A= AGHH (PREEUE) . =7 AL AGHE (BEHE BT 27458
Wit) .« X EUF R (BEHE) . Grundivig (CEJEGHE) 72 &Mz, TREOKFEDKFHHE B
DTV =y NIESEES LTS, BEEIE20074> 201 3MEICREATOE > —1 (] 9 TEM)
&LOFEL TS HEMNBREOBIRE 72 2,
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FEBICESI S ZE LTS DIT TRV, I3—a v EEE Y7 (European Higher
Education Area —EHEA) (X, Ar—=7 « 7o RAIAED I — 1 v \@EBE RS, LUl b
729 FREORFEE D LWET 1 7T LOMIEEATR S T2 DIZ2010FICRE S 417z, £ DIEE)
HHHITHAEORFUELETHEL 2> T HTFOIRLEALEZHIA=L TS, 29 LIEE
BT, AR —=7 7B AR, A REFLEUEOTRE L 22> T\ 5,

BRAE

Ar—=7 « 7rt AL EU ZFEOESFEAFTHEOHRELZOITHOTHL I LIFVIETH
RV BARIIZIEZAUCE D F TIThk A 2R S 5, ENEHEET 272012, W < DD D,
IrYxl FBRREINTND,

TUNING 7B Y =2 MIFEDIEARR MM DORITET 2 b DO TH LS, BRI TRO
IECOFEMNIEEIT> T D, OEEHE LWEER EORR — WA, B L0k
(generic competences), @3 —11 v /NN AT ADONEDT, OKFLHE DL, FHDFERE,
KZLHETM, QRKFNEBIZBTHHE S 02 ADOUE « £, BIRNFRAFRIL, RN O
HBADWIIEE Z 8B L TIThh T\, T b OFEMIRO LT TICRERI N TV D,

F2Z O LIENTE L B LT, RPEE EMEE L OBURICOWTOHME LR T 27 m 7
7 5T 2 Tuning Academy & Ffi L T\ 5, 2O r Y= M, ZHEENENEIEEZTTO b D
TIHRVA, ZOREFED, FICRREZEROT L— 27— R0, FHlOHEMEL 7o TN D,

*7- BEC OEFEOEFHRICI —a v RPHEEK 7 1L — LU —2 EQF (European Qualification
Framework) ASXiE &AL, ZAUHY EU KN O EAL DO B HrE, FH A BIE DKL 25 Z L 1T7e - T
Wb, 2L, ZOBSHABERITEERER TH D120, ZHEMET 270, BNEEOES
HEEHRT —F_X—A, P T L—LT—T kO, %> b T—2 T 5 ENIC Network (European
Network of Information Centres) 3 JT% NARIC Network (National Academic Recognition Information
Centres) &L LTV 5

THUCBIE L Tl BRESHERLTWDONR, 20O b TIHRL . ZOREMEL 2578
HArE LTo, F—nm v P BT A5 A (Buropean Credit Transfer and Accumulation System —
ECTS) OBIRTH D, LT DML T D200, FEOKFAEDFHIEOEREFR AL & bITh
nTnag,

Foa—u v BN TORERZTRPE AN T2 > TOD Z LIS LT, IRNO S ZEZE 1R o
Bz 7 — 2 ~N—2{b L, Zhixb L ICEBFEZEEHRBEONEEZIT) & L b, BEBEORHEE )
MYRTLFRTHVATAELTUMAP 70y =2 b3 TTHHATND,

BRBPFENZEOTIEL, A ORFFHIEBEEE L THW D Z &iFWN ) £THARY, 77 AT
& USRI, TN E TORFAHl % 5k & < &d LT AERES (BFSE - KZRHMIEEE) 2 3%0E L.
WIRTET TR, BHE T v 7T LD i 2175 Z &1t o 72,

FAE - R

7T, MEHBEOUEL D HREMIL T m Y =7 M, EC OHED T THix 2B TiThil

W5,
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LIz —m R TIHMERINCS, ERIOMEEL . KYHE L OBURNERE TH > T2h, T3PE
EMEOEEERE LT, L2255 Z LICKREREEELH Y | ZHUT DWW TOFENSE
BTV TS, FD—27) Higher Education as a Generator of Strategic Competences’ (Hegesco) 7
BY =7 FT, ZTHUFIRFPAEEEORMIEYE (Employability) (ZOWT, K%, JEHE, AR L,
ZRRIRAT — 7 RNVNH — DB HIRENTEA1T) 2 A HNE LT, T CICRBIR R R PAR
FAERA, KB LOEME ST 2EMHAEICS & OSBRI EE2 B Zi>T\D,

%72 REFLEX 13 EU ORERFFEEAIBI &1 & 2 KRBT AR A T - T O R,
WEIZBIT D RFBEDOEKRR L, SERBEOLEZITV., SEEOKREZIT->TWD, -
I LEREZZSNTICLT, &2 R YO8 CIidEgE R ERE N Thhbd X oI
7polz,  HEIZOWTIE EUROSTUDENT Za =y b3, & UG D OFHEE1T> T
%y

& B2 EU N TO i S ER) e il D R 2 il & LT, MODERN 73 EC D3RO S &1
TRk S AL, REERE . BEWER P TORFELEIZONTO, KEMOBERA, B
BRI oTND,

ek FREOMAENIET 0 Y = 7 hOIpie ) OFGE, BU MNOIFFEE & 50, mEEEIE
RIS EZ S TIThILTEY . KA Y ® Higher Education Information System (HIS). A7 & ®
Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) 72 &3 E 1 TH 5,

F FAVICBNTEVT VA V] (Bertelsmann Stiftung) 73, m&EEE 7EIZBWT,
BEEDOMFRIAU LB Z R LT D,

4. REXEEBORE

VI ED XS IZEEO B EZHE T2 L. TThoias, B, MiEIZETHLI H 0D,
ZZI0FEIZ E DRI, ZOIEEFIOMWEDRRKESAE L22oH5 Z EBRHTENDLIDTIIRNEA D
D3,

FXEANXLOERK. HBiERRE

TAVE TORBERI O FEAREENL, KATKT 2Bl (Frio A ¥V )| BROKRFOHEM
PRAE (RRZT AU ) IZhoie, LML, WTHIZEW T, MEHBI® 5 WITENRIEE D H O
F0. ENEBEL T, HDHWITEREC, KFHEOENSGELHET 2 I EL TETVD,
29 LT 3EHEB DBERED B 2 72 DIT . BUN OEENIREANTIZDET220 b DD RFBAUE
I, L LARZONANLIRINCHEES LTV D,

AARIZIBNT S, RFPEEDOUGED D WIIRAV R E R D) E & W o 7o jliz o, E5
KEOEBXIEIRETHHLOD, T H LI W CIBURR A EREICES 325 Z &M
VL HRITRYY, 29 LIEER T, EEEOKEINLEREFHICE TWD LR D,

FT AV, AXV RAOEFEHZTEL HND D, BUINOEEHEICHT R — b3, Jf
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The New System of Japan’s National University and its Consequences

Fumihiro Maruyama

Abstract: The new system of Japan’s national universities has started in 2004 in which each
national university has been given a corporate status. This paper firstly describes the features
of both the reform process and the new system itself. The reform has changed the old national
university system drastically all at once from the structure of governance to budget allocation
while some European countries have changed them in spending over ten years. The last half of
this paper evaluates some consequences of the reform in which block grant allocated to
university has decreased year by year, professors have expressed their complaint of
insufficient research time and administrative staffs have suffered from over loads in preparing
the new accounting system while university presidents tend to positively evaluate the new
system.
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SR, RO 3T D,

¥ EEHY (1) TV S E NS LB ERHARE T 55TV

5 shep=a + B tuition + 3 ,dispinc + 3 ;steiin + 3 syokusei + 3 staikoko + p u

* EEHY (2) EF NV KRYPEBLHEKEBZHIERLTHET L

5] hep=a + B jtuition + 8 ,dispinc + 8 sdteiin + S 4tteiint B syokusei + 3 ¢taikoko + o u

* EEHY (3) BTN ENRFER, BNKRFER, HRKEELZHNERETHETV
5] dep=a + B jtuition + 8 ,dispinc + B skdteiin + 3 4sdteiin + 3 stteiin+ B ¢yokusei + 8 staikoko + p u

2EEHETIL

sdep=a + f3 ;ktuition + {3 ,tuition+ 3 ;dispinc + 3 syokusei + 3 staikoko + p u

CHUFRNL R AEFERDOER IR LET N D 2RFERET N TH D, ZO%HE, —I73Mbi OBt
kg & 72D, DEY | FNLKRFEFER T AL, ENCRPHFEEMSSITEDORF 5 FALRTY:
RELHIADHZ 2RO LR TRIEND, ZOET VL, TOME B EARLGOEFHFE Tl
AT < PR ENLE A E B RNEFE RO EICRON D,

LIFOSHr ik, Bt B, KFolicothizetio7z, LiaL, BORAICEE TE 20T+
E A DOIHERITEM L, BREORERO AT 5.
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4.2. DHHER
EEBHLETIL
GREH
EEEROEB R LET M LD BRI ORERIT. R1DOLEBY ThD, &L LT, BHE
IR A EAHBMRE (R%) 1dEV, L L, DWIIZERAF LIS 2720, (ZOET LV TIEDWI
D 5% FHRIE1 16T EfRIZ1. 86 TH 5) . KFFIKREFHEIZOWT, FIASFITHIETTEY Th
%, LML, MERHFATHIINE DL, AETIERY, i, @¥oRIFESHT (OLS, Ordinary
Least Square) Tit, ATHAEILRD TN E D, BOCMHBERZEAEIET S L, AETIHRHRLI D7D
T, UTFOETFTNLTHEL L D Rl lRNA LD,
EALEEITNTIOET LV THIETHET, MARENRE EBEEREBEL TVWD Z L E2R
LTW%, ZHEUTFOETATHESILBEOMA TH Y . mAEBIERE B L EFERITRE
TR E B2 TND D LR TE D,

=1 TEEHOERESH (EEHLETIL)

hs REFK EERL

R -0. 164 -0. 159 -0. 16 -0. 17
AL TR 1. 784 kkk 1. 781 %k 1.76 sk 1.75 kkx
P& < — -4856. 736 6109. 28
Kk I — 15091. 57 21284. 21
B 0.389 ok 0.389 ok 0.40 sk 0.39 sk
EHK —215474.0 s —217150.8 #k  —213148.65 %  —210365.89 s
R 0. 848 0. 844 0.85 0.85
DWEt 1. 326 1. 295 1.35 1. 40

Rho 0. 939 0. 938 0. 90 0.93

ds K

53t 0. 007 0.016 0.01 0.01
AL TR 1.204 sk 1.214 sk 1.19 sk 1.18 skx
i & — -6811. 349 2510. 80
Kb I — 16328. 51 18870. 81
B 0.260 ok 0.260 ok 0.26 stk 0.26 sk
TEE -142626.4 **  -151029.8 #%  -146831.18 %% —144528.07 s*x
R 0. 847 0. 855 0. 87 0. 87
Dk 1. 451 1. 421 1.50 1.52

Rho 0. 882 0. 864 0. 84 0. 85

ts LR

=R —0. 145 sk —0. 144 sk —0. 15 sk —0. 15 sk
ARG TR, 0. 626 ok 0. 625 sekk 0.62 ik 0.62 ik
P & — -857. 289 2667. 29
Kb & I — 4135. 12 6782. 76

B EEE 0. 126 sk 0. 126 sk 0. 13 sk 0.13 skk
EE ~112598.1 %% -112819.1 %% -110988.52 %% —109247.67 *x
R 0. 781 0.774 0.78 0.77
Dk 0. 850 0. 835 0.84 0.88

Rho 0.953 0. 954 0. 95 0.95
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H
o)
ao

UL, @SEHEEOR &2~ 340 & KL & 2 —I13A 8 Cide < EREEKICx LT, Bokn
RFITH LN, RFESEEICOWTHREETH D, HREFEEICOWTT, FERDATH
BETHY, Mk > CTEBEHEIIZH L TOWD E VW) S TRLBTTENES 25, LnL, BUREK
DHETIZRWZ LTI H LREETHD, 20k, EERLETAORERNGIT, IHIECR

XEREE OB L TR E R o TVRWNWEEH ZENTE 5,

EFEY

RPFREFEZROE B LET VORSRIIGHT OFRERIL, R2DLHED T, kL LT, £<
DET VA BTRMIIEHNZ < | Emﬁ%ﬁ%AEW%@ﬁmﬂ%wa%#&@Eﬂ?&a
LA L, EARSI KPR R P REFE R OGS, BERO/FFIITEBVATHL TN
EHLHEETIE R, Zh ﬂbf\Iiﬁ%@k@%ﬁﬁ?iETﬁﬁ&?ﬁkiot<ﬁﬁof
W5, ZHUTZEMRIEIC X D AREMES SV, L L, ZOETATHLINEY | ENKFEEK
ﬁ%%i AT e EB 2 LT b7, T LABRTHENFET DR S 5, ZHlzon

2 & HITHET %,

mﬁ&%& —IXATHET, 2O, PIHIBORIC X > T, 23k FIV T & maaB kT
TFRIENDLEIZ, KREEKEFEZDRTFSZ 6N TN 2R LTS, ZHucxi LT, K
& 2 —IXETHE T, 19904E/R121E. 2 HDEHTTRITE 5L RIS RFEREENE £ 72
ZEERLTWD, L L, WMADK I —EHEMZ D E, WEHELHETR 8D, FALTIEM
il 2 X — AR CEAFNLRFRROMER & [[ Cl272o TWAHDIZR LT, [ENZ T, il & 2
HARMES I —bAETIERL . BORIICEFEHEREZ MR 2O TIE R\ E A bILD,
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%2 REEAXEZZHORFS T (FEHZLETIL)

c [EAFAST KK EERL
e -0. 001 0.003 -0. 03 -0. 03
AL TS 1.57 sk 1.66 sokx 1.56 sk 1.63 sk
i & X — -30499. 7 sk -17715. 43
KAk & I — 44172.52 k% 26678. 95
e 0.14 sokok 0.14 sk 0.14 sk 0.14 sokk
TE -169889. 2 skkk  —186377.5 vk —150396.47 ik —166973.28 ik
R* 0. 86 0.95 0.95 0. 96
DWH: 1.81 1.60 1.89 1.73
Rho 0. 85 0.71 0. 69 0. 64
KHEP ENSREZ PN
=3k 0.03 skkxk 0.03 sk 0.029 sk 0.029 skkx
ALy TS 0. 13 %% 0. 13 %% 0. 132 % 0. 130 sk
P & X — 564. 21 588. 5
Kb s I — —603. 51 43. 17
B 0.01 ok 0.01 stk 0.0 sk 0.0 sk
T 10198. 14 sk 10388. 30 sk 10095. 6 10402. 3 %
Rk 0.97 0. 97 0. 967 0. 970
DWH: 1.78 1.77 1.771 1.770
Rho 0. 58 0. 52 0. 551 0.523
shep IV NES TN
R -0. 038 -0. 039 -0. 066 -0. 061
AL TS 1. 435 skkk 1.515 sk 1.414 sk 1. 485 sk
il & X — —27696. 6 sk -16244. 7
Kb I — 38401. 94 k% 22309. 74
B E 0. 130 s*xx 0. 125 s**x 0.1 skokk 0.1 skkk
T H -182645.5 ¥k —195066.6 ¥k —163023.0 kk  —178273.9 ek
Rk 0. 852 0. 937 0.933 0. 946
DWHE 1. 846 1.641 1.932 1.765
Rho 0. 848 0.713 0. 730 0. 681

KREFHELEIIZOWNWTH F3DEHIT
EAFIST RFAHEFEF R & EST R FE R OSGE, RERNETHR

RpoTWDRBRKRTH D, Ll

WZOWTHE, [ENL T # 2

IR RHE A & FEARRIIZIEIR CEE 2R LTV 5,
272> TTWAZ &R, FPREL

BEBOREIL, FNZRFTIIAE
—, Kby I —& bAF TR, FILTHIH & 2

MLZ I =P IETHET, RPEEREEEROSE LR CHm 2R LT D,

RSN
—MNATHE., K

BOR A I —



78 KB R H8h
£3 XBHEZEHOEIIFMT FELRLETIL)

dep EAFLST K2

IR 0. 093 0.122 % 0.100 0.113 =

ALy AT A 0.901 skx 0.889 skx 0. 823 skkx 0. 849 skx

& < — -22641. 688 sk -13323. 7

Kb X — 31228. 40 sk 18060. 77

EAEE 0. 058 sekk 0.053 sk 0.1 sk 0.1 sk

EH -42134. 1 -51544. 1 -29224. 4 -39651. 2

R 0. 668 0. 752 0. 747 0. 757

DWEt 1.213 1.128 1.344 1. 242

Rho 0.912 0. 888 0. 891 0.885

KDEP [E57 K22

e 0.03 skok 0.03 sk 0.033 skx 0.033 k%

ALy TS 0.11 sk 0.12 sk 0.115 sk 0.114 sokx

il Z < — -314. 53 150. 4

K2 < — 657. 22 860. 96

It iy 0.01 sekk 0.01 sekx 0.0 skkk 0.0 skk

EH 13358. 82 sk 12995. 17 ek 13164.8 sk 13277.7 sk

R 0.98 0.98 0. 984 0. 984

DWLEL 1.76 1.76 1.763 1. 764

Rho 0. 38 0.39 0. 386 0. 382

sdep FAST. K5

L 0. 056 0. 080 0. 060 0.072
LSS TS 0.786 s#kx 0.774 k% 0.714 k% 0.738 sokx

il & < — ~20543. 137 kot -12069. 6

Kb s I — 28193. 69 s 16221. 32

[ERE= 0.048 sk 0.044 selok 0.0 ok 0.0 sk

EH -54744. 6 -61362. 0 -41096. 7 -50340. 6

R 0.623 0.711 0.703 0.713

DWLEL 1.209 1.103 1.302 1.203

Rho 0.913 0. 892 0. 897 0.891

BREFHERICOWTYH, 40 L HI2, FARMIERE CERRH D, Kb RKERMET, 57

FROYE ., 53R TAE

DATHET, MBS CTEZEENLE L THD L0 ) BIRT,

bTGMOEEHZ L TNDEFRD, ZHUEIT AV IOFATHIE THHEE SN TWD, ZOMH

[Eefii-g
Kk, HHEE
EDEHR

ﬂﬁi*%kﬁkﬁi*%ﬁ%

USRI EN 2 2 =T 1 - WLy PICENTEDTH D, i
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&m%@%ﬁ< DWIHELS | ERHIATHE O TNE L., 1T A

TlI7e<, ZOETATIED T #EFEROLE %
Tl < VBOKR &

L NG FA AN
SEFE OBANIBIEN A SR, 2

BUR A X

XL T, ENE

3
WX LT
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FSIEREFZ OLGEIZIE, FEALOEENPEET, KbTHBNAEHEZ L TWDAITNEL, B
REI—ITHETIIR, Fz, F71ODWED L2, ZOET IV THI T Z2WERDTT
ELTWAAREMNRH 5,

&4 BEREZEROOESHT FELLETIL)

TEP [EAFAST IR [E ARSI IR

3R —0. 11 sk 0.10 s -0.10 sk -0.10 ok
WAL TR 0.60 #kk 0.59 sk 0.58 ik 0.58 ik
il Z — -3966. 59 -1548. 70
Kbz I — 6215. 64 4711. 97
e gy 0.85 sk 0.08 skok 0.08 skk 0.08 skk
EE -98162. 64 ok -99428. 38 sk —96022.23 sk —97146.63 ek
R 0.70 0. 69 0. 69 0. 68
DWEL 1.43 1.32 1.36 1.33

Rho 0.95 0. 96 0. 96 0. 96
KTEP E R

R -0. 002 -0. 002 -0.313 * -0.280 *
AL TR 0. 006 0. 006 0. 007 0. 007
iz — 54.188 -219.8
Kl I — -325. 06 -546. 96

i AEE R 0.001 sk 0.001 sk 0.0 s 0.0 %
EEK 1204. 1 1233.7 348.5 259. 6

R 0.101 0.078 0.135 0.121

DWLEt 0. 875 0.919 1.039 0. 892

Rho 0. 968 0. 968 0. 966 0. 968
step FLNLEAR

2Rt —0. 103 sk -0. 096 sk -0.100 sk -0.098 sk
ALy T 0.590 sk 0.575 sk 0.563 ik 0. 564 ik
& < — -3976. 549 -1204. 9
Kk I — 6564. 02 5406. 84
A 0.083 sk 0.082 ok 0.1 sokk 0.1 stk
fitq -103866. 7 otk -103941.6 #ekk  —100329.4 skkk —101127.6 sokx
R 0.708 0. 697 0. 700 0. 691

DWEE 1.478 1. 366 1. 407 1. 385

Rho 0. 936 0.951 0. 950 0. 952

43 EEHYETIL
wiz, EREHRAEBICNZ T IUIOWT, OWfERE2 5, 2B, KEEA LEREAIC
SITERHY (2) BT /MU, BENCRFEER, BLKFER, AREBICTITEEEHY (3)
ETNE, BRPOHEVEDLRVOT, LUFTIXEKT 5,
EREER
KEFREFEEEDOEED VET VONIERIL, £50EY Thd, ERARLETNVEKRER
FEF FERR TR CTEBY AL S TND Z ETh D, EARN K FHEKEBEZICBE LT,
AV FHRHEIIE, EER LET N TIIAE TR TREBHIATAE TTEERB Y O RIC2 -
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H
o)
ao

TW5, EBIX, EEBHY (3) O—FHOET LT, ENLRKFEENIE, BRKEENAICR>TH
Do BURKX I—IE, ®E® YV (3) BT /LT, il & KMHLOTE &2 B AT G DR ATHRE L 2o
THEY, ZOETNOWASEHFRER, EATTHIESN L, EICEBEERITImH S h Tzl
FHoND, MIEEET X TEALET IV (ROELM) TiE, LT T XTHET. DWi
HRIFT, BT LOBEEERE,

R5 THEHORESHT (EEHYETIL)

hs KPRLRERE

fre 2 ~0.23 ** -0.23 ~0.25 % ~0.25 ~0.25 #% ~0.25 % ~0.26 k% —0.33 sk
urm YT 1.31 skex 1.32 ok 1.26 kwk 1. 15 sk 0.87 kx 0.87 % 0.85 ik 1. 00 sk
EE 0.48 x 0.48 sk 0.56 ** 0.70 sk

[ENERFE B 7.50 sk T AT s 74T sk 6.69 sk
BN KFER -0. 05 -0.05 0.32 % 0.62 s
MRTEE 0.48 0. 48 -0.55 sk —0.44 k%
i Z < — -1257.6 -20343. 0 -674.7 ~30453. 2 sk
A 7 < — ~12435.2 ~39951. 2 16160. 2 -29055. 1 *
EAEE 0.36 sk 0.36 sk 0.40 sk 0.35 sk 0.31 sk 0.31 0.10 sk 0.11 sk
it o ~184753.9 #x _ -184776.5 x ~183563.5 %k —181109. 1 % -363459.5 ek —363126.0 sk —271901.3 ks —268571.8
Adjusted R- 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.96 0.99
Durbin-Wats 1.46 1.45 1.48 1.33 1.48 1.47 2.27 1.88

Rho 0.91 0.91 0. 90 0.91 0. 86 0. 86 0.79 0.33

ds KEEREE

fre 2 -0. 10 -0. 10 -0.12 -0.12 -0.16 * -0.16 * -0.16 * -0.16 *
um ST 0.95 sowx 0.95 skk 0.92 ik 0.90 sk 0.59 0.58 0.57 0.55
KFER 0.48 0.48 s 0.55 s 0.62 **

2 KFER 5.56 sk 5.58 sk 5.49 s 5.11 *
FALRFER 0.28 0.28 0.33 0.39
MARTEE -0.22 -0.22 -0.19 -0.08
i Z < — -805. 9 ~11149. 6 580. 6 -6949. 2
A 7 < — -8621. 6 ~23172.0 ~5346. 6 ~15321. 2
EEE 0.26 sk 0.26 sk 0.26 sk 0.25 sk 0.22 %k 0.22 kk 0.22 kk 0.22 Hkx
it o “121947.2 % -122428.9 —120406. 1 %% —123604. 1 s —232385.9 ek —232637.5 % —228113.2 %k —217347.2 %
Adjusted R- 0.89 0. 89 0.88 0.88 0.90 0.90 0.90 0. 90
Durbin-Wats 1.57 1.56 1.58 1.48 1.49 1.50 1. 50 1.48

Rho 0. 84 0. 84 0. 84 0. 85 0. 83 0. 83 0. 83 0. 82

TS BLR AR

fee 22 —0.12 %% —0.10 k%% =0.09 =%k =0.09 *%x =0.10 %k =0.09 %k =0.09 %k =0.09 skxx
u[LL > AT 0.27 %% 0.25 % 0.30 sk 0. 31 skk 0. 28 ** 0. 28 %k 0. 30 skk 0.31 k%
[ENEREE B 1.94 sk 2.18 sk 1.86 1.79 * 1.94 2.18 sk
RS RFE R —0.37 sk —0.41 ok —0.31 sk —0.32 sk —0. 37 sk —0.41 stk
HRER 0.83 sk 0.91 sk 0. 67 sk 0. 61 sk 0. 71 sk 0. 72 sk 0. 67 sk 0. 61 sk
i Z < — -9902. 8 4126. 8 -1920. 8 4126.8
Kb 7 < — ~5132. 29 ~15733. 71 * 6187. 70 12107. 77 6187. 69 12107. 77
B 0.10 sk 0.09 sk 0.09 sk 0.09 sk 0.09 sk 0.09 ik 0.09 ik 0.09 skx
it o -64933. 1 —66453. 6% ~133308.4 4k —141177.1 bk —129215.4 sk —127297.3 sk —133308.4 bk —141177.0 sk
Adjusted R- 0.88 0.88 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.92
Durbin-Wats 1.26 0.98 1.31 1.43 1.27 1.23 1.31 1.43

Rho 0.92 0.93 0. 90 0. 89 0. 90 0. 90 0. 90 0. 90

KFEEHBCE L T, HENIEARNGFHORFEEZHAEKETIEEHY (1) 7
NTIHAETEHRWNTNE S, REENRFEELXHNERETLEEHY (3) T LTI T
fﬁ%&ﬁofwéo@kﬁai%umbﬂf%éﬁﬂg%ﬁ%?@@vgikw&%ﬁiw
HAE TRV, ZAUTx LT, BREMEERIL, BENIATHE T, AALRFEAN TEE
ATHE, BREENETHET, FIRFEFHAL WS EALNS, LavL, liﬁ%EE
ETHETTRERL->TWS, ENLERIL. ZOEFMMIEEN TV S DD ER 43
LTWbZebEZEzxohd, Kby I—bEEHY (1) 7L T, ATHELE K-> T, =
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UL, BERICE Db D EE D LV 1990FROEIIKRFEREE O, ZOET LOMo
EHIZE > TTFRUEND IV KRIBTH ST EERLTND EHDBND, FANTEREFER &Y
TEREIEZ 2 L Cnb EH b5, LnL, DWHIELL RO T, ZOTT AT TEHo6
HCTERWERBFELTWD ERLND,

EFEHR

k?@ﬁ‘%%@_owfﬁék FK6DLHIT, FWEOELE LA EEZRLET VLTI,

B CIRP-S T RERNAET, PREVALLS TS, AIASFECER, BEERLAE
Lo TND,

Fo, WHIZ I —IEPREV A THEE > TW0D, LnL, Kb S —I3AETIEARD, L
nL, EERLETNERRY ZOWMEEGAIZET VT, WHEBATHELR->TEY,
EREE R & ARk, RO SO E B CTRIS LD LA BT, RIFEREEN A Lo Z & &
AL TS, DWEH S & 0D T RAF CRIFHBIZAHIE L7 R BT LV OBEEENE L /> T,

®6 AFEAEFEHOEFESIT EEHYETIL)

hep BEN S SNSPN
fre 2 —0.15 sk -0. 13 xx 0. 14 ** -0. 14 kk -0.28 kx -0. 30 -0.26 sk -0.33 rx
Iy T 4G 0.98 sk 1.13 ek 1. 05 sk 0. 83 ik 0.80 sk 1.0l 0.85 sk 1. 00 sk
EB 0.59 sokok 0.50 sk 0.52 sk 0.78 sk
ENERFEER 7.16 6.91 747 ok 6.69 sk
FSLRFER 0.47 sohk 0.43 0.32 * 0.62 ok
FRER -0.46 % -0.54 —0.55 —0.44
&2 — ~19019.5 ** ~42223.3 -18519. 6 ~30453.2 sk
Kb 3 — 10136. 9 —48670. 1 sk 16160. 2 —29055. 1
[SE=a 0. 11 sk 0.12 sk 0.12 sk 0.10 sk 0.10 0.11 0.10 sk 0. 11 sk
EHK -72883.4 -92959. 7 ek —78200.0 s ~76347.3 %% 2556991, 0 ik —273455.0 ~271901. 3 sk —268571.8 sk
Adjusted R- 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.94 0.96 0.99 0.96 0.99
Durbin-Wats 2.02 1.83 2.00 171 2.38 1.94 2.27 1.88
Rho 0.75 0.71 0.73 0.85 0. 80 0.49 0.79 0.33
KHEP (RPN PN
KTUITI_1 1.25 1.29 1.74 sk 1.79 sk 1.93 sk 1.90 sk 1,90 sk 1.90
AALY A 0.09 okx 0.09 ok -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 sk
EB 0.05 sk 0.04 sk 0.93 sokok 0.94 sk
[ENT KZE B 0.99 ek 0.97 sekek 0.97 ek 0.97
FSLRFER -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 ~0.03 sk
BARER 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
&2 — 584. 4 -522.2 301.5 202.9
Kb I — 53.9 ~668. 4 —549. 6 ~249.0
EE 0.01 sk 0.01 sk 0.00 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 0.00
g4 15979. 7 sk 15191.7 s 887.6 347.9 -2598. 8 -1709. 1 ~1650. 3 ~1568. 1
Adjusted R- 0.92 0.94 1.00 1. 00 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
Durbin-Wats 1.90 1.89 1.83 1.82 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75
Rho 0.77 0.72 0. 25 0.26 0.39 0.37 0.38 0.37
shep [ESPNETTPN
fe= —0.16 sk —0.14 sk —0.14 sk —0. 14 sk —0.27 sk —0.26 sk -0.25 sk —0.32 sk
ALy T AS 0.90 sk 0.98 ok 1. 05 sk 0. 83 ik 0. 77wk 0.88 ik 0.82 xx 0.99 ok
5.99 sk 5.72 e 6.32 sk 5.52 sk
0.41 sk 0.35 ek 0.25 0.51 ek
FREER 0.51 skx 0. 44 ek 0.42 kx 0. 71 sk -0. 38 -0.37 -0.47 % ~0.40 x
it 7 I — —18141.0 sk ~38597. 2 kok ~15450. 8 ~26453.2 kk
KAES S — 13363. 0 ~40948. 2k 17079. 6 -21929. 3
S 0.11 sk 0. 11 stk 0.11 sk 0.10 skx 0.10 sk 0.10 skx 0.10 ok 0.10 stk
K —07743.3 sk —110369.9 sk —96967.5 —81102. 8 sk 2523737 ik —256123.8 ek 2678218 kk  —265146.9 sk
Adjusted R- 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.91 0.94 0.97 0.94 0.99
Durbin-Wats 2.08 1.91 2.04 1.73 2.33 2.10 2.22 1.91

Rho 0. 80 0. 80 0.77 0.87 0.83 0.99 0.83 0.49
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bl
PEBIIECAERETHD, LrL, EK

B ZENLRT

WHZ LERLTND,

E N RFBREFE I ONTHRD &

g
=N

HNERFER, FARERIC
ERITATHETH

5137
9

[

EEH
p=lebs)

L,

b

ao

D (3) EFTIE, K
HEH DN LT

ERRLETVERRR, BEERHIIETHE L 2> T 5,

ZOETIVTHLIRY . ENRKFEIETE T, M OZES U THEATEZ LT\ 5 bi) Tk

RNEERE DI THD, Elo, MHBERY I—13AE
ERL I, MHIBCROMRN D -T2 L ITF A0,

REFFIRE

7- 158751

BHZIZEE ST,

YECAAAN

i

Ti3e< ERZRFAEARERE SOV T,
Kb I —bHET

XL
<. ﬁjﬁ?’fﬁkiﬁ?%bi\ RERHIATHERET, I I —bATHEETH Y MHIERITRASL

RS
=7 FEFEBOEIFEASHT (EEHYETIL)
dep_ [EI AN R
R —0. 08 -0. 05 —0. 08 —0.10 ** —0. 16 stk —0. 14 swopk —0. 16 sk —0. 15 sk
a] WLy TS 0.42 sk 0.45 sk 0,41 k% 0.37 slok 0.53 skkk 0.56 sk 0.55 sk 0.54 sk
EB 0.79 sokk 0.73 skekk (.81 sk 1.03 sk
ENLKFER 4,54 wkk 4.16 %k 4.69 sk 3.22 sk
RN R ER 0.73 sokok 0.70 sokok 0.66 k% 0.91 k%
HRIEE —1. 00 kk —0.93 sk —1.04 sk -0. 71 sk
HIH 7 < — —14603.3 s —37070.9 ks —11562. 1 s —25318.3 sk
Kb S — —2083. 6 —48882 stk 8188. 13 —27978. 69 %
oS 0.05 skikok 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.04 kx 0.05 skkok 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 skiok
TR 8919. 1 3727.9 8770. 7 -8637. 9 —128414. 1 k% —119833.0 sk —135107. 1 sk —88539.0 sk
Adjusted R- 0.87 0. 88 0.87 0. 90 0. 91 0.93 0.91 0.94
Durbin-Wats 1.85 1. 66 1.86 1.74 1.89 1.73 1.79 1.84
Rho 0. 88 0. 89 0. 88 0. 90 0. 89 0. 87 0. 89 0. 84
kdep EEEEE
KTUITU 1.70 ok 1.66 wkk 1,65 sk 1.69 skk 1.50 ok 1.57 sk 1.53 ki 1.57 stk
aNsik s 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 -0.01 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00
LLj(q—u_E\ 0.90 sk 0.90 sk 0.90 sokk 0.91 sex 0.92 sk 0.94 siox 0.94 sk 0.94 sk
FANTREE B 0. 00469 0. 00024 0. 00 0. 00
%ﬂ‘jsﬁa —0. 00673 —0. 00989 -0.01 -0.01
PN —256. 93 —448. 4 ~264. 8 -378. 28
K4 S — 292. 4 -360. 0 280. 15 -294. 77
A 0. 00 0. 00 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0. 00 0. 00
TEH 1454.5 1095. 1 1379.3 922.4 -16.7 -728.5 -451.8 -577.0
Adjusted R- 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Durbin—Wats 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84
Rho 0. 22 0. 22 0. 22 0.23 0. 24 0. 24 0. 24 0. 25
sdep NS SDEP___ jEH (1) JEH (3)
3 -0.08 * -0. 06 -0. 08 ~0.09 sk =0, 17 bk 0. 14 sk —0. 15 sk 0. 14 sk
2T 0.42 #kx 0.44 k% 0.42 k%% 0.38 kx 0.51 #kx 0.53 sk 0.53 sk 0.49 sk
3. 431 ke 3. 059 sk 3.60 ok 2.25 *
0.73 sk 0.67 sk 0.72 ok 0.99 sex 0.67 sk 0.64 sk 0.58 sk 0.81 sex
H —0. 88 ik —0.81 ik —0.93 sk —0.62 k%
}fnTllﬁ —14496. 343 sk —34915.5 sk —11160. 1 ** —22621. 05 %k
jtfﬂiﬂfté? 1314.3 —43729. 0 sk 9138.7 -23083. 3
e 0.04 sokk 0.04 sekk (.04 sk 0.04 solok 0.05 sk 0.05 selok 0.05 solok 0.05 slok
TEH 5177.0 -624. 6 5000. 8 -3781.9 -119280.9 %k —111153.9 % —126774.4 sk —84137.9 %
Adjusted R- 0.81 0. 83 0. 81 0. 85 0. 87 0. 90 0.87 0. 90
Durbin—Wats 1.79 1.57 1.78 1.64 1.84 1.65 1.71 1.75
Rho 0.90 0. 90 0.90 0.92 0.95 0. 88 0. 90 0. 88

KEFEFE IOV T,

[T Y HZ I — & Jifil & I — & KLY I —DmE 2 & AT HE
KL DA TIIAE

HFATHETT

—IFEoLKEFE
EEZ LD, T

EBHVETNLOBERIL, K7 OEY T, BARMIIIRFERE R UAE

TIEARV,

TEE

2725, Ll
ERICBL TR, RPEBIZIETHE THHDITX LT,

FRER

T BABMRNH D L A BND, ENLRKFIIOWTIE, REEHNIIECTHE THEOR
Ti7euy,

ENKRFHEFEIIIZEAEERBIC Lo Tar br— & T %

CRELT, BRI E B O L RO

ko7,

(EEZoY: ke
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LTWbEEZLD,

HROBFEDOERDH Y ET NOREIFIHOMERIT, 8D LBV T, ANLITFEEY I/ -> TV
% FENLIXEB ARSI -EEH Y EF /L 1 TILHE M EERER 2R ERE S DW I B AT
Thd, LL, REEREEZMAZET /N 3 T, HHEREFAHEREIIARVIET L,
DWHEL | FEFTVOBEET L2, BV KFEEEDATHEETHY, BRKEFHAL TS
LHLNAMIE, 1FEAE, ENERER THITE D EWVo T, BORA I — 3l & Kb
D ZODEHERIRHIET MMM T2 A DR THE T, 19760, R IL, R e
AL ERETTRSND LV LTWD Z EERLTWD, EARMNRER E FANIARTIED
WHIEE DD TRAF TET VOB EEN E, HRIEFEE OFRIENIFANL TH D036 | [EAFAEIKR
ERNSIHERITNZEAEFR CHEHAIZ R L TWD Z LIXMUARTHREINDIFERTH D,

x8 BEREFEROMFELT (FEHYETIL)

TEP EFNISEIPN
L —0.09 sk —0.08 sk —0.09 stk —0. 07 sk —0.10 otk —0.09 sk —0.09 sk —0.10 sk
ALY T 0.26 kx 0.25 sk 0.26 kx 0.23 kx 0.27 % 0.27 %k 0.30 skxk 0.30 kkx
[ES2RFER 2.76 #kk 2.69 ik 2.94 sk 3.03 ik
BILKRFER -0.32 ik -0.34 ok ~0.40 ok 0,42 ok
HRER 0.77 %% 0.77 sk 0.81 sk 0.90 sk 0.57 sk 0.59 sk 0.53 sk 0.50 sk
ikl & X — ~4651. 50 ~14015. 9 sk -3079. 5 1960. 7
Kb I — ~3870. 4 —17947.8 7999. 4 % 11015.8
B 0.06 sk 0.06 sk 0.06 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 sk
R ~48006. 53 -51013. 03 s ~47999. 9 s -51895.8 s —138195.7 sk —137258.0 stk —147352.2 %k —150218. 8 sk
Adjusted R- 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.97 0. 96 0.97 0.97
Durbin-Wats 1.71 1.50 1.76 1.18 1.98 1.88 1.98 2.03
Rho 0.92 0.95 0. 90 0. 95 0.72 0.76 0.70 0. 67
KTEP [ENASPN
Kig 24 0. 00 0. 00 0.20 sk 0.24 sk -0.06 0.00 -0.07 -0.05
ARy T A 0.00 0. 00 —0.01 wx —0.01 bk 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
[ES2RFER 0. 02 0.02 0.02 0.01
BILKRFER —0.02 #wx -0.02 sk -0.02 -0.01 *
HAREER 0.93 sk 0.95 sk 1.07 bk 1.10 bk 0.02 sk 0.02 * 0.02 * 0.02 *
ikl & X — -93. 126 -192.0 -9.9 -203. 38
Kby < — 77.2 -153.7 -86. 21 ~372. 00
A 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 001 0.001 0. 00 0.00
EH -96.5 ~124. 1 540.4 533.0 sk 1066. 5 1080.5 1113.54 1553. 44
Adjusted R- 0.87 0.87 0.99 0.99 0.34 0.32 0.32 0.30
Durbin-Wats 2.13 2.03 1.86 1.84 1.16 1.16 1.19 1.10
Rho 0. 89 0. 89 0. 30 0. 21 0.01 0.01 0.96 0.96
step JESVASPN
IR -0.08 ik -0.07 ik -0.09 ik ~0.06 sk -0.05 ik -0.09 sk ~0.10 sk ~0.10 ok
AL T AR 0.27 ok 0.26 sk 0.27 skx 0.24 kx 0.26 ¥k 0.27 sk 0.29 ik 0.29 owk
[ENLKFE B 2. 653 sk 2. 581 sk 2. 849 sk 2.92 sk
-0.29 ik -0.31 ok -0.37 sowx —0.38 sk
0.75 sk 0.74 ki 0.77 ks 0.88 ik 0.54 sk 0.55 ik 0.48 0.46  #kx
il & X — ~4654. 992 ~13572.4 sk ~3295. 5 1617.2
K s 3 — ~3256. 0 ~17113.9 8494. 6 * 10993. 8
EAEE 0.06 sk 0.06 sk 0.06 sk 0.05 ik 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 sk 0.05 sk
e ~51577.5 —54627. 2 % —51258.3 —54172.0 sk ~139694. 0 skk  —139388. 6 ~149948. 1 % ~152090. 5 sk
Adjusted R- 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.97
Durbin-Wats 1.70 1.48 1.74 1.18 1.98 1.88 1.99 2.04
Rho 0.92 0.95 0.91 0.95 0.72 0.75 0. 68 0. 66

4.4. 2BEHETIL
S 5T, ENCRFHIFENT 4 & RN IRAHARZER 2 [RRpC MR =SB A S s LTmx b, 2%
ERFET MIOWTHRF Lz, TORRIE, EHLLOEKROET LV THLHEE

REHIIE -T2 %2



&84 REM R E T

H
o)
ao

Mole, ZOId, S OIHTSES e EEINZ, BLBNIOHT LIFER, R 9 OEROAZN A
HChoT”, EDOET NOEE LFRERC, BREFEN R THNREHEZ LTS EE2 X9,
KFE D DIFENRKFOHGIE, ETA07 v bORMEbH L, LinL, T AV B LR
AARCIEERMS R EiR O 72, BN KRB EME B S, B CILEAIL. 62 07 Lhvie
LT EAER UAEMER 2R U THBEREWZD, 2AK TR ELLBAMNTAR TII R 8D
Z el BROEEHETSGIL, —#HERNT, & bIENRFEEFRE L, 47 L bk TEi
TWHDOTIERNWI EEZRLTVWDLEFR LD,

=®9 2BEHETIL

1974 ~ 19984F 1974 ~ 19984F 1963 ~ 19984F
FEF L JSUN KT HRYT
| N2 R P AT 4 —0.05 ok -0.07 ok 0.07 skt
FASTJE KAV FE AT 4 -0.106 sk -0. 083 sk -0.025 sk
ALY FTAS: 0. 628 ik 0.666 sk —0.040 %
HRER 0.298 0. 144 0. 149 sk
il & X — -150. 6 3564. 3 kok -4087.3 sk
A 0. 111 sk 0.121 —0.008 #x
FHLR A3 -4452.3 -5218. 7 868. 8
K2R A A& 724 01X 64341. 5 82315. 2 -10152. 7
TEEL —219848.7 k% —269193. 7 %% 44951.0 s
R 0.983 0. 984 0. 759
DW 1.74 1. 80 1.81
o 0.17 0.14 0.39

5. RFARLETIV

PTFTIE, £& LT, ERRROSEREIRZ DO FREAET VTR 5, 2, &=
IRPEHIAERIZ T T RPEEE ., EREEE, ENRPERE, AN, RS
L 52H Y JeDE D OLS DT X TOGHHFERN O REB LR T OIIRE 25720 Th D, F
7. OLS Tix, ZEMLBMEOMENRH D Z LRIz, £z, AT TH, ENL, FANL
LHEBEDEENRENT EHPLMNIR -T2, D, FAEGRAETALTYH, BRSO &FE
B, EEAEOICET NV ERWIEET VERGT 2, S AREIZ DWW CERIFIZFL T OITEHE 72
5720, ERVLOORIIF LT, I DI, LUNOGHTTIE, @2eB e vy inisi, ShEE, o
FHEBIFEALEDOYS, THRBY . EORBEZHEX TEY, HroBRTiEnizy, KTHE
B L. FriZSniavy, 72720, FEtirGo LA NEHEEE O~ 2Mba XA T HEN 1 Th 5 2 L D3k
RSN Z LITRFA L TBETZV, LT TONT OB, RELEBOROMR, SHITERLE
L HEFEHORBETH D,
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51 EELHLETIL

EB 7 LA FRERET LV OSIHERCHER SNADE, K3 DX H Iz, AL KFHRENIAE
TRWZEThD, IHIT, ENLRFYFEEMNASIZEN R FEEFH I LTE (3.4) 12725 TV
%o FANLREFAZZERDNERGEREE 1R L CRIZR D 2 ST TRIO|Y Th b, LinL, %
ERINHBEFEZIIHF LT, EBRZOD, HDOWTIETH S Z LT TTRINA O & I3fioft
RThD, ZORROOEDITFHAEMOLEILHRMEICH D LHEESN DY, L, ATl
ALY EOBER 2 2k —)L LTz ECREZERIN R E OERHEFEIC SO X D e By
B2 TCOB0EST20O0RE TH A0 TN ES AN ORET S Z L1 LahoT,
B, FRETFEOLGEITIE, FNCRFRZEROEZNRITA (-0.011) THDHbDODOAHEAEEL
VN (P=0.085) (X TIE/ S ALREITEIE)

K3 BRISHTEELZLETIL

FLRERRE

RANLRIRHERY

s
-

[ A4 s 5
T KA

(7£) x BFE=357.7, df=19%k*

() FAIBIMRE DTS [EINL K2R E 50, 992, FANL RS540, 943, 45 KE%44%0. 997

(1) S ARHUE 1 % ARYELL FCHED S DORRL, AN Ui, BT DR,

(1) MAEEHIIENL R A E A, EREREE I HRANFERNCEOREE G2 TN DH0ER LT,

() ALATFTAHE, KPEREE, ERERY, [ENIRPERE, BRSPS EICE, FEN RSN EICADREL 52 TOD1EI LTz,

BEROBRIZHOWTIE, IIHIBOR & I —I3 NI R A B L P E R LT, ATHE
(£ EN-31913.8,-4290.9) T, HHIBERONRN DT HDH LN TED, DEY, TOE
TIVOEHRR P T & RER T TSN D LU FICBORMICEZZE NS 2 DN Cnic E #.5
TENTED, LU, BREFEEEICE L TX, ETHE (27624.5) THYH ., ZOTTNOLEK
TSN DL, RIZHHIBORIC L - T, SEFEDOH I 2 6N L IFE 220, ZofiRE LT,
FIRGERAE A A R4 L7 MBhSTIE (26933.9) C, EHIR LY M KREV, ZORHIDOBR
ITEREREE ZIHIT 2 LW RIT o7zt B 2z bnb, L, ENHEFHE| ’Faé LTITEE
TRV, F2, KEHEBORIZ W I REFERICITA (-13828.9) THHH, EREE
ZIFIE (13800.0) T, HAEREEHZREE L-BHZNRITIE (13455) THY | &%%& B3|
CRESERSTVD, Thbb, KELESRIX, BREFERICIIH E 0 EELE RIEI ol
EBDHZENTED, TIUTK LT, FANCRFHEFERICE LTk, IETHE (33734.2) THY,
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ao

PRIAE SN2 L 2D Z LN TE D,

TOXINT, ERERE, RPN S [T EBE OB L 5 2 TOR, & HICRER
DB CHEZE TR L TR LS 5 2 Ty, BENO L D ICIEOFEELY 5 2 TWHIREOUE
D, HEBSTEN, L7 UL TV T RN ed TH A 5%, tMoZER, BOKIZH
THHERPL, ISP, JHUCEE L GRS SR 2 BET 2 EENKE P EE Lo
TWo, ZHIUIDWTHDLTZDICRIZEEZ B OIET VE T 5,

5.2. EEHYETI

B A EBUIINA TR AT T A O HRERIIN 4 0@ v T, BRI TFRIO®Y | KF
TRREAE L & FANL R R & TR BT B U C RN R AT A DB (22 H-0. 34,
-0.12, -0.019 (K TIFAEM)) 252 T\5, LonL, BB LET /L LREE ENLRFEMA4AT.
ENRFEFE KT L IEDOFE (2.6) , AN RFEFZELHICAORE (-19.7) 252 TED |
HEGH TR S 1T E » 72 < Wiz 72> T D%,

[ESLRFE BITBORER LA DM DZEE N b 582 2 TWRY, ZHUFFALRER b RIER T
Hb, ZOEKRT, KRFEFSHFITEOR LRI L > TRES TSR TH Y . RFEFHRO TS
% LD ICHEBEHETHI I TEN TV D EIEE 272\, UL, ENLORZERSEEZ I LT
EOBENRH D00 E Vo T, MEIRFERS S LIEF 2 Th, BERROSIUTEZE P Z 5
LW BRI T E 720,

M4 BRISHFEEHYETIL

_____
__________

,l 'l
% /140869
9 4
\16936. 7,7
K4

-
.
-

-

() x B F=589.2, df=38%k*

() SAREIT 1 %/KELLF THEO L ODHR L, JEHEC R D=, WAEZM O/ Z & —HEH Lz, A omE,

() GDPIL, AIALsyFTAT, EINLRZEMATE, FANLKF4% \ZR A 5.2 T % B LT,

(1) MAEBIIERGERE, ENLRPEFE, FNLREEFERICIE, BRAFEBICAOREL G52 TV 5081 LT,

() AILAYPTARIE, FOREREHE & RN RS LR ICIE, REEEEICADREL 52 TWHBHK LT,

(1) PRIBRE, ENL - FANE - FROER, FAREWFICE, KEEBEE, FAL - HRERFICAOREEL 52 TWDHRVEK L,

() KAMEBORIY, ENRPER, BLREER, EAEBEEICIE, KPEEBE, BLKY, ERKEZRHICAORBER > T2 188 LT,

o AKRFERITEREEEICAOZE (—0.74) 252 TR | FILKRFE LA ET
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Frb <o THABRICHD Z 2R LTS, Ziud, KREEEREE SN EREEERICADE
(-0.092) 252 TWDZ LICHRENTWD, ZHUTKH LT, BN RZE BT RFERE &K
EREERICIEORE (£h2113.6,1.4 (RTITEM)) 2H->TN5Y,

PIHIECR X, EN RO ER & EMREOEBICIEOE (Z2H122646. 0, 40853. 2) %4> T
BY. MRS, ZOETAOBRMALE TTRINDLL EICEERIER L2 LE2R LTV D,
LU, fBORIZ, FSLRFEFPHERICADRE (-29564.3) & 52Tk, Mk b, Bz
REFAHELEZ TR U TIIRIBOR ONREN D -T2 L 2D Z LN TE DS, )7, KB IZRANL K
FOEBICIEOE (125864.3) #HoT\5, LL, KEHLESRIZRNL K FHEFHEICA DR
R (-54591.9) ZFio TV DM, KFEEFEEHIITADOINE (-113985.5) A Ffo T\ 5, KGR
FHOT, FNLRKFPELFRICADMR (0.1) ZFFoTn5D, ZOORFEREHZRE L)
RITIE (11854.5) L7220 TW5, fithF T, ENLKRFERICKH L TITIEDZIE (35954.4) MAHA.Hi
%, ESLRZEE B & RS RFE BT TN BN ENL R E 5 & RS RSP E R IE O (%
NZHN0.97 (MTIIAEM) ,1.5) Zbotzd, IO, KHEMEERIL, BN RF, NI RFEE S
RPEFEHEBICBE L T, EBZRH LIZBHENRDO ST RNIETRE (Z1E434732. 0, 189803. 4)
ZOID, MERICIE, T ZTERE L TRIHERLL FICKAMEBERIZ X - THEFEED LR L T
WHEF R D,

6. 1T )r—ay

T, INETOOIOFRERN G, BOKEASBROMZEICKT DA 7V r— 3 v afEnRd
60

6.1. HEREE - BRFICHT 2ESFHEBROHE

R RAEFBNEN 6T D BT EIR OB RA DN T, KPR EFROER S REOFERN S
HH L 19T0FEREEOMBEINCIT, GHROEEROETRICHE D FEHL TR, ORLAD
BIRNHDID, TOZ LiE, RIFERETFROERIT, L2 0 THbbh D EEDMH|IC
L2720 TR EERZOLODEKTICLD Z LE2RLTWD, 1990FEROEITEH, RFEHEK
EFROWINEEENTFE L TEO T HEFELOLOMET LTS EEZ BN D, Ll
BAEEDNKRIGC EF L TWD Z &0, MfORN 2720 | KREEFOF S ER OBIEETS
Foldibhbd, ZOLHT, BEROGMBOFRRNG, GEEZE L Th bbb Il & 2 0fiF
BROBORIT, RS EE S ERBND,

6.2. EEHOME

OLS IZ L 291 Tl ST 2 578 & FRITMGOREIZONWT, KL EROMHEIC
BALT. 7 AY I OIATIFE L IZER U & 912, BROGFPMEASIZBISHI T 5 &0 9 fERDF
N, ERZEORWEIRGEERRSRII AT ORE RO bR TR, REEE FEFTROHIET)
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W7o TWABZ ERHLMNZENTZ, 728, Lz, EM

P35R < FEFER R TISE T A O TR Y
LB TRERRDEROALN, LVFFIRBEPLELE S

\ZHD & FIEEE IS4, ALy T
o,

LU, REFEPFERICBEL T, BERNITRERRY ECHRE THo W FETRN-721
L TRV TGNAREEZ LTV Z LRI, JIUCS HIZERZMA o cix, E8
OBENNZ OO T | RESFEECHEZE ITREOEm S L H Y | BEROEBIIH T VST
RN EBRH BN SNz, RERFIGHTORER THDIRY | 19729 LA D [E N7 R P ORI SRR
DIFE X DIRERORIEAME EFI1E, &KL L COENRFH D WIS RFEFZRIIIH E Y
WLl F 2895, 202 ENENLRFRERORIERME LI BEHL 63, FERD K
VBRI 2 WIFBORERE E L CEEMZ 2o B/ EE 2 5D, EROENKRZICK T
DREITZFIUIERNEFT O 2L TEL D,

6.3. HMHIBEDZR

IIHBER & X — o KR EBOR & X — 13RI R R OHEEE 70 8125 L CTHUE A 2 < L #idil
BERIZ L - T diBIC L DA LL TR R AR ROMEEE LT S 2 ATz ATt
5% LinL, EEEECEN R AEPERTITIHIBOR O RITIT & A EHLARVD, IED
IR DI, Witk Zl U CTENRFERIZH L VB IN TR, 207w & <IZ19764E)>
5 DOBERIZ X o TEN R FAEPELITIH Sh T RN e A 6N %, IfBER D72 26513
HRNERAERTH Y . ZORR & U TRANLREEEAE L IE LB I THRIBOR O R0 b b il
eEBERLND, ZOX T, WMHIBERIZENL L D FNLREREZ MR E LTV LR ZDET L
THRAESNIZEEA L D,

L2l 22T, #BOROMBZ 7 I — B TRE L, DIREMR LT, Lirl, FI—4&
MR BCRUA O RRHRAIFEZE LRI Z A TN D00, ZIVTRAMI LI LTS 20, &
bIT, ET ARV 774 0T 52 LB METHA D,

6.4. TIHEOIMIKFHERSTIE LR SN -ELXFHERRTIS

T T, R L EERICOW T, BRI XL o TliE ORISR L. R X o CHERE
FEPHEFERICE 2 DBNRILD 2 L AR Uiz, &I, BRI T, SBEEEIIMKIC LT
EETHTNE S, BRODFITIEE A LN & EFERTWIK L 0 EESLBOROZEN
KRENWZ EPRENT,

INHDOHHTTH LT oT-DiX, THRIOFNIKY: & O DI EROBE RS THIIR LT,
ENLRZOHAITIE, ML > THELTND LWV BRI, 7 LbR e IS 2+, &
BEBIC Lo TG AR S TR Y . T LA L D8 EMZ O <o THRADER ST 5
HEBSTHTHDL LN RINLEIETHAH, REL D DIFENKREEEFERIL, ZEALETE
BTHATES, ZOEKRTRKFAL, LV EBICLsTary e —AESnNtfifGThi s 4
£ 9, ZHITFSIKZACOWNTHESIICIEH I ED, RLTHROET VRS TUTE D DI,
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HROGHETH D,

T, ZITIHAKLIZONRE S, B rolie, KFEEHEROMBRICBEL T, £<IET
HE—FHL T, UL, 22 ThEEMD XY, PREFFOKELALNE, 221D b
HEAATEN MRS SO 72 & ORRFE LTI ITHE SN TN DO TIHe < EEDFENIRW-DIC
FERE L TREEEDOENTFNEEZEZHZ L HTE LI,

IHFERNOHRDIRY | KA & A T TR SN D LD EEFRIID R RoT0DH EF X
b, DFEY, IKIZ L > TRSNAFEIZXH L TEADTHD L2 LD, WT, ZhHDHRFEOM
B, DEVRERMETEDL LV FRELTEHEZX LN LR, UL, Ziud, K
FHERSTEN, o7 li#EA =X LT TENTND LB 2 OEEARER, 72 & 203,
BAZ RN L D ARFTSE ~ DO BE RS ORASOHIR A~ D mEHE WS O 78 & & B U736 <
H5Y,

29 LI RFORIBR SN @SB ERRZ S HOISEA DO O T, & HITHHAHIRIC L -
THEEHERT D, e b & DRI O RS HEKES ORI O 72012, BUIRMER 2
WUIERT 570, BEN - EEABRRETH 5,

-

1 EROEELEMDET 2@FEEBERICOWTIE, AVME (2009) Z2Ms iz,

2 EFEMICEEEY 52 2ERNT, BLENRKEZVWOT, BLRIOB—ENTHDL, L,
T T BORIZ & o THEEEZEE T & RUVWERIERITAFFEOR R & LTz, BLplo
SHNEIE L2 E b, EORERITEN LT,

3 19708ACE COHEFERMIEDFEN 72 L B = —Id Jackson and Weatherby  (1975) T, 19804
RIZDWTIE, Leslie and Brinkman (1987, 1988) & Becker (1990) 23R TH D, FFIZ, Leslie
and Brinkman (1988) ¥, #EFEEMIL, HERWI, BEEGLE TN TIERL TW5,
198044 IZBI L CiZ. Leslie and Brinkman @7 2 —7 v 7 Cd 5 Heller (1997) 235,

4 EERFIGHTTIE, BFFRIBNCH F V2L LW ERITET MIE D 2 MENRR L BT VM
BRI D,

5 ZDOREHFFEIT Campbell and Siegel (1967) Th b, TOHD~ 7 aMERFIFIE L LTI,
HEEEICH 2 DISEH| D2 % 0] L7~ Galper and Dunn (1969) . &5 20E ~DFEZEIFANL D
TSN & FHFHIPERNE N Z & &2/R LTz Hight (1975), 2R a=7 1 7 Ly VOFETY
BBk L THUR CH 5 Z & &7- L7z Lehr and Newton (1978) 72 E3d 5,

6 7-& xIiE. Chishti (1984) %, B FEDOWINO T A HAGINE, EEF, 77 vy - €74,
Ry I A e V2 F U AEO =20 HFEZHE L TTFHIL, WIho FETH ACE (American
Council on Education) O Tl & WK< 725 Z & & 7R L7z, 72, Clowes, Hinkle, and Smart (1986)
1Z, ANFE, PERI, BEREBERICER 2R — hOWEEROMELZRFEL, @ESIDOBFOFFED
DANRHD LD FREGE L AFERRATEEEROREREEZ oL LTS,

7 Windolf (1992). Falaris and Peters (1992) . Kane (1994). Duchesne and Nonneman (1998). Yang
(1998) . Wetzel, O’Toole and Peterson (1998) 72 &,
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Abstract: In this paper it will be showed the evolution of higher education in Portugal,
in numbers and level of equity. For this, the national statistics will be used and it will
be compared data from two national representative surveys, implemented in 1995
and 2005, to Portuguese higher education students. Starting from the evolution of the
number of students enrolled in higher education, one can conclude that this level of
education after the explosive growth in the last decades of the twentieth century, has
been declining in recent years. Based on survey data it can be concluded that there has
been a decreasing on level of equity of the system in the time period under study,
which is a situation that contradicts the necessary and desired process of
democratization and massification of higher education in Portugal.

Keywords: higher education, democratization, equity

Introduction

Over the last 36 years, Portugal has known a democratization process without precedents. The
Democratic Revolution of April 25% in year 1974 has decisively changed Portuguese political
scenario: from a dictatorial situation, where a political police would silence oppositions or
deviations, even in the context of the regime, we pass on to a Portugal that respects human rights
and safeguards individuals’ freedom and guaranties. The changes occurred in business, educational
and social contexts of the country were incommensurables. If it is true that all globalization process
and worldwide economics has dragged changes in all countries and, therefore, also in Portugal, it is
also true that, beyond those changes imposed by the outside, the country has made its own
particular way in the path of democracy, since 1974.

The consolidation of the democratic regime has brought Portuguese people absolutely
undeniable benefits and of a scope never before experienced in all domains of everyday life.

Beyond the conquest of fundamental freedoms like freedom of speech and association or rights like

* UNIVERSITY OF LISBON, INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
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the right to work, health and education, with the opening to democracy, those benefits, tangible and
concrete, have diversified. Just as an example, we remember that social support was born and
multiplied. A great amount of money is applied on the uncountable procedures of social support to
youngsters, seniors, unemployed, future parents, etc. In health domain the National Health Service
was created, and occupies the seventh place in the best health service of the world, directed to all
country’s residents and with a national coverage. In social security domain, we are overwhelmed
by the weight of reforms, insertion revenues, unemployment subsidy, and disability subsidy.

We could go on numbering the palpable changes occurred in the country over the last 30 years
that, no doubt, came from April 25t Revolution

But, if there is a domain where numbers associated with changes are overwhelming, that
domain is education. From a year to another, the number of children attending school has grown in
an unbelievable way. Lots of procedures have caused those numbers. Among those procedures, we
enhance the right to education that had reflexes in the implementation of compulsory schooling (6,
9, 12 years); in social supports translated in school transport and the morning meal to children of
basic level; in the inclusion policies; in the creation of more vocational offers, etc. (Ministry of
Education, several years).

Also visible were the effects of democratization in higher education. From less than 30,000
higher education students in the beginning of 1970, we reached over 300,000 in 1995/96 and 400,000
in 2001/02 (Ministry of Education Statistics). And, if it is a fact that the number of higher education
students has been diminishing over the last years, we cannot blame democracy alone. The birth
diminution also contributes for this.

The last 36 years have been, since we came out of a conservative and highly repressive
dictatorship, 36 “glorious years”. Although if we take in consideration all the democratic conquests
that we have made, it becomes relevant to ask what are the reasons why political analysts talk
about pessimism and discontentment feel by the Portuguese and the reasons why the uncountable
surveys that have been made, actually denote, from citizens, that kind of feelings.

In fact, since about a dozen years, the citizens” discontentment has grown, and it seems the
country is covered by a counter-current, a sort of counter-current democracy as Rosanvalon (1995)
and Rosanvallon & Fitousi (1996) state, that goes against the expectations that arose from the
democratization process. After all, the democratization process that brought us all those conquests,
that we enjoy since 1974, and maintains it, or do we assist to an inverse way, the lost of democratic
conquests and the fallen of the Providence State?

If we draw attention to the social, economical and political environment that the country has
lived over the last years, transparent in workers, businessman and citizen’s action and showed by
the media, maybe we come to conclude that the Portuguese society is really being covered by an

inverted tendency of democracy conquests.
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The national Healthcare System is hardly criticized on a daily basis by medic staff, by other
health workers, by patients and families, by chairmen, by politics. There are the waiting lists to get a
medical consultation on public hospitals, the lack of medic staff and respective replacement by
medical staff from Spain or from Cuba, etc; the lack of medical care in the interior regions; the
payment of taxes in public hospitals; the public hospital’s private management; the privatization of
the National Health Service... Suddenly, the incontestable right to health care that the Portuguese
Constitution states and guarantees, waves as a result of political procedures that reproduce the
neoliberal thinking, always trying to privatize, including everything that has always been public, as
long as it is profitable.

Also, the Social Security doesn’t escape to this public discontentment, in result of policies that
enhanced the advantages and the need to privatize the sector. Shielded by the financial problems
that they have to deal with, governments reconsider the calculating formulas of the retirements’
value taking it to a drastic decrease and, at the same time, encouraging individuals to invest their
future in retirement savings plans and other similar instruments offered by private companies.
Social Security becomes privatized, making the individual responsible for the quality of life that he
shall have in the future. The conquest of a dignified retirement is threatened and quality of life of
the seniors is dependent of the private social security plans.

And what happens in Education? If we look at the numbers, we will see that the school
population has evolved, after the explosion, in a trended decreasing way over the last years. We
know that the demographic question is the centre of this situation. Birth rates have been
diminishing, as well as children in school age. But, besides the democratic question, we cannot
conjure school drop out, even at a basic level, as we cannot close our eyes to the high school drop
out in secondary level, result of various factors where unemployment problem remains.

And what happens in higher education? We can say that the evolution of youngsters who
demand for it will be the most demonstrative primary indicator of democratization effects. If we
safeguard recent years, because of the demographic question and school drop out, the demand for

this school level has been explosive.
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Table 1 — Evolution of higher education’s students, university and polytechnic, public and private

School year Number of School year Number of
students students
1960/ 61 24149 2000/01 387703
1965/ 66" 33972 2001/02 396601
1970/71 49 461 2002/03 395478
1975/76" 70912 2003/04 388724
1980/81 82428 2004 /05 380937
1986/87 116 291 2005/06 367312
1990/91 186 780 2006/07 366729
1995/96 313795 2007/08 376917
1999/00 373745 2008/09 373002

Source: Portuguese Ministry of Education - Higher Education Department (GPEARI-OCES) -
Statistical and Indicators Services Direction from 1990/1991 to 2008/2009
*Barreto et alii, A Situagdo Social em Portugal, 1960-1995

Definitely, the demand for higher education is one of the democratization conquests that
weren’t lost. The real schooling rate of youngsters between the ages 18-22 years in higher education
has grown, according to data from GEP-ME, from 6-7% in 1973 /74, to 23% in school year 2003/04.
It was a remarkable significant growth, although that participation is much lesser than the one
verified in the generality of our UE partners.

If... The truth is that there is always an if. And, in this case, the big if lies in the following
question: being a fact that the higher education’s democratization process over the last 30 years,
observable by the number of youngsters that attend to this educational sub-system, from this
process came out a structural change of the youngsters’ social and economic composition that
attend higher education or does it represent or maintain an higher education that is elitist and a
social inequalities reproducer? In other words, is higher education contributing to the creation of a
new social order, fairer and equitative or, on the contrary, reproduces previous inequalities,
displacing it from basic and secondary levels to higher education?

To approach higher education from this point of view is to ask: who are the parents of higher
education students? Who are the parents of the students that attend the various higher education
courses?

These questions close the thesis that I departure to do this communication:

1 - Higher Education doesn’t represent, in an equitative way, the Portuguese population, i.e., the
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various social groups that compose the country’s population are not represented, in a
homologous way, in the student population;

2 - Higher Education attendance, namely to specific courses, is “closed” because of economic and
social reasons, to certain groups of student population;

3 - Higher Education, in spite its democratization over the last 30 years, is still an elitist education,

producer and reproducer of inequalities.

Obviously, these questions underlie distrust in what comes to higher education democratization process
that is urgent to present. In this sense, I used the data obtained by two researchers in their PhD thesis, Belmiro
Cabrito (2002) and Luisa Cerdeira (2008), concerning years 1995 and 2005, respectively.

These researchers applied a questionnaire, previously tested, to a representative sample of higher education
students in Portugal,that has reached all Portuguese universities (public and private ones). In spite the
differences in the two questionnaires, both have similar questions that allow a comparison between the data
obtained in the both years. In the context of this research, the data selected is the one that based the present
thesis.

In both researches, samples were determined in function of various variables, namely the private or public

nature of the higher education institution; the institution; the course; the gender; and, students’ age.

1. Social origins of higher education students

1.1 Two methodological notes

Before we analyse some numbers concerning the social structure of higher education’ students, I
would like to point out that, in the context of a research in Economy of Education, a population
framing in a class typology plays an instrumental fundamental role, by the influence that social and
economic origin can play in the school path or professional expectations of the individuals, as well
as measuring the equity degree in educational system.

In the context of this communication, I only cared to “measure” the degree of equity in what
concerns the education of Portuguese population that consecrates in its Constitution the right of all
to education, in any school level.

In that sense, I included higher education students that were questioned in 1995, as well as the
Portuguese population from 2001 Census (INE, 2001), in a class typology, adopted from the J.
Ferreira de Almeida et alii (1988) proposal. In choosing this typology it was a determinant fact that
the authors took in consideration, to the position of the class of the domestic groups, the portion of
the class where individuals of both sexes belong. To determine the class positions, I mobilize, like
the authors did, the individuals’ job, and their situation towards the job.

In the context of the economy of the research, translated in the possibility to constitute family
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ensembles that can be treated statistically in an autonomous way, I must enhance that I reduced the
number of class portions, departuring from some adaptations from the original typology.

Afterwards, and because Luisa Cerdeira’ research was based in a class typology considering the
family incomes, I readapted the social distribution of the Portuguese population in 2001 and the
higher education population in 1995, in order to be able to compare those populations with the
results obtained by Dra Luisa Cerdeira (2005). In this way, I regrouped the 1995 Portuguese
population and higher education students, according to “High family income/medium high;
medium low” typology.

Another note, before the numbers” presentation, concerns the fact that I will compare the “social
class” that 1995 and 2005 higher education students belong to, with the homologous structure of the
Portuguese population in 2001. This means that I will compare higher education students’ social
composition with the Portuguese population social composition from a different year. This option
is justified by two situations that conditioned the investigation: on one hand, because there is no
global data available concerning Portuguese population, except in Census years (in this case, the
2001 Census); on the other hand, because the population social structure is not a rapid change
variable, taking into account all social, economic, demographic, cultural and political factors that
condition it, and so I assume that the social structure of Portuguese population in 2001 wouldn't be
very far away from the ones concerning 1995 and 2005 years, which constitutes a central year.

Naturally, and in spite this presumption, this situation adds extra care to the analysis that might

come out.

1.2 Social origin of Higher Education students and Higher Education degree of equity

Let’s look at Table 2, Portuguese population social structure in 2001 and higher education
students” social structure in 1995 and 2005.

Table 2 — Social Composition of Portuguese population and higher education students (%)

Population (*) Higher education population (**)
Incoming 2001 1995 2005
High and medium high | 9,9 17,6 17,7
Medium 52,1 69,9 73,8
Low 38,0 12,5 8,5
(*) Distribution performed by the author, departuring from INE data - 2001 Census
(**)Distribution performed by the author, departuring from the questionnaires’ data applied to higher
education students by the author (year 1995) and by Luisa Cerdeira (year 2005).

The table data analysis, allows us to withdraw, two major conclusions:
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1 - The degree of equity of Portuguese higher education, measured by the representation of each
Portuguese population social group in higher education students, is quite low, which sends us to an
elitist higher education (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1964, 1970; Prost, 1992). In fact, and in spite of the
enlargement of the social recruitment base of higher education students that occurred in the last 30
years, the social strata with higher incomes are over represented in higher education population, in
prejudice of the low-income group. Also, the percentage of students coming from less favored
strata of the population is, in 2005, less than the quarter part of the homologous numbers in
Portuguese population. Naturally, the situation in the two dates is completely different from the

existing in 1974. However there is a tendency for elitism in Portuguese higher education.

2 - In evolutionary terms, the elitism of Portuguese higher education has aggravated during the ten
years in study. Contrarily to what was expected, or at list, desirable, an even more equalitarian
participation of the population various social strata in a democratic higher education, it was
registered, in 1995 and 2005, a strong setback in the participation of individuals coming from
less-income social strata in higher education in advantage of the ones coming from medium-income

families.
Considering the particularity of the higher education institutions” juridical nature that, since
1986, can be public or private, I distributed higher education students by the two types of

institutions, in the years in analysis. Let’s look at table 3.

Table 3 — Social composition of private and public higher education students (%)

1995 2005
Incoming Portuguese Public HE Private HE | PublicHE | Private HE
population students students students students
2001

High and 9,9 144 264 16,2 21,2
medium

high
Medium 52,1 71,8 64,3 75,5 69,0

Low 38,0 13.8 9.3 8,2 8,5

The analysis of the table numbers well demonstrates the elitism in Portuguese higher education, regardless
its public or private nature. However, two new observations are possible: on one hand, public higher education

always has a higher degree of equity; on the other hand, in relative terms and throughout the decade, public
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higher education has become more elitist, whereas private higher education has known an inverse tendency.
Taking into account the fact that: i) public higher education serves the population and because of that, it
should respond to the needs of a population (Weale, 1996; Wolfe et al., 1997); ii) the weight of public higher
education in all higher education, and iii) the minor degree of equity in private higher education; in spite the
tendency registered, we cannot say that throughout the decade, higher education has become more democratic.
On the contrary, the numbers show, undoubtedly, years of “withdrawal” in the higher education

democratization process in Portugal.

1.3 Social origin of Higher Education students’, by scientific area of study

Before the stand that Portuguese higher education is an elitist higher education, we searched for
other indicators/ characteristics of the higher education population that could corroborate it in some
way.

In order to do so, and with similar methodology, I characterized the social origin of higher
education students by scientific area, in order to understand how far Prost (1992) statements could
be applied to the Portuguese case, when he refers that school democratization, instead of
diminishing inequalities, only transferred it from basic and secondary levels to higher education.

This affectation of sets of individuals to specific scientific domains, allowed me to verify which
different scientific areas were chosen by sets of individuals of different social origins, in such a way
that some scientific areas accuse an equity degree quite inferior than others.

So, in the 1995 research, it was observed that student population that attended the courses
generically designated by Humanities (Philosophy, History, Geography, Language and Literature)
was the one closest, in social terms, of the Portuguese population. In the inverse situation, we could
find the population that attended courses usually associated to more prestigious situations and/or
wealth, namely, Earth Sciences, Law, Pharmacy, Architecture and Medicine. In the between
situations we found “younger” courses, which attract less specific population like Economy,
Management, Biology, Engineering.

In this research, it was possible to understand in what way higher education for some, the ones
that, in general, look for degrees with a professional future connected with teaching, represented a
social “jump”; whereas to others, higher education represented nothing else than the continuity of
an almost patrimonial heritage, i.e., configured a demand for higher education that allow to inherit
surgeries and costumers, as if it was a real estate property.

Now, the question I posed was the following: I wonder if, ten years passed, this situation has
changed?

In that sense, the 1995 higher education students” population by scientific area was compared
with the same population in 2005. Because of the way each researcher has distributed higher

education population by scientific areas, we only show situations that present total similarity.
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Let’s look at table 4:

Table 4 — Social origin of Higher Education students’ by scientific area of study

1995 2005

High and Medium Low High and Medium Low

medium medium

high high
Medicine 34,1 63,4 2,5 23,9 63,0 13,1
Engineering 21,2 58,9 19,9 9,9 83,3 6,8
Economy and 30,6 53,8 15,6 94 82,9 7,7
Management
Sciences 20,4 61,8 17,8 11,5 80,3 8,2
Humanities 12,7 64,4 22,9 14,3 73,6 12,1
Total 17,6 69,9 12,5 17,7 73,8 8,5

Considering the students social composition in some scientific areas, in both years, we can state
that: i) during the decade in analysis, except for the Medicine course, the weight of students coming
from less favored strata of the population, has diminished; ii) similar evolution happened with
students coming from more favored strata, that diminished its weight in all courses, except for
Humanities” students; iii) in spite the increase of the low incoming population in the Medicine
course, it is still a highly elitist course; iv) the weight of medium income students has increased
throughout the decade in all courses.

This data weakens previous statements: a decade passed and the Portuguese higher education is
still an elitist higher education. However, we have to mediate this statement by the fact that
“medium class” has increased significantly its participation in higher education. i.e., the weight of
the “fringes” (less and more favored strata) has diminished in advantage of students that come
from medium income families that appear very over represented between higher education
students (73,8%), considering its weight in the Portuguese population (52,1% in 2001). This means
that, in spite the growing evolution of students coming from medium income families in higher

education, it still remains highly elitist.

2. Social origin of fellowship students

2.1 Fellowship Students
Another indicator that may contribute to enlighten the question of Portuguese higher education
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elitism is the weight of fellowship students in the total of higher education students, departing from
the fact that fellowship students can be found, in general, between the students with bigger

economic deficiencies.

Table 5 — Number and percentage of fellowship students in 1995 and 2005

1995 2005

N° % N° %
Public 342 23 136 33
univeristies
Private 7 1 15 13
universities
Total 349 17 151 28

The data analysis shows that a significative increase of the percentage of fellowship students in
the total of higher education students has occurred. Effectively, that number, in percent, passed
from 17% in 1995 to 28% in 2005. This fact appears to locate, definitively in counter-current, with the
previous evidences, in the sense that the increase of percentage of fellowship individuals shall
translate a reinforcement of equity in this educational sector.

However, the increase of the percentage of fellowship students was due, fundamentally, to
private higher education students and it is, certainly, a direct consequence of the extension of social
action services to private higher education institutes in the beginning of this century, and that has
reached, obviously, students coming from less favored social strata that attend private higher
education institutions. In conformity, it will be possible to understand the increase of fellowship
students throughout the ten years in study, in consequence of new educational policies, without
increasing the equity degree in higher education, because the new fellowship students were already
inserted in the system, without the scholarship.

Obviously, the educational policy of extending social action to private higher education was a
very positive factor in the context of higher education and can be passed, in medium term, to an
increase of the equity in our higher education because it guarantees, to a bigger number of low

incoming individuals, the possibility to attend higher education.

2.2 Fellowship students by scientific area of study

Meanwhile, let’s see the distribution of fellowship students by scientific area, in both dates.
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Table 6 — Fellowship students by scientific area of study (%)

1995 2005
Humanities 24,6 35,0
Law and Social Sciences 12,8 31,8
Sciences 149 31,1
Engineering 234 29,9
Medicine - 1,2 3,0 27,7
Pharmacy -1,8
Economy and Management 12,0 344
Total 17,0 28,0

The table analysis allows some interesting considerations:
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- first, the data translates an evolution of fellowship students that, more than representing

the extension of the recruitment base of higher education in advantage of less income

individuals, can work out, as referred previously, in the extension of social action to

private higher education;

- in both dates the major number of fellowship students attended, generally, courses

associated with less incomes, supporting previous statements;

- finally, and probably, the most interesting conclusion, the number of fellowship students

has had a significant increase between the Medicine and Pharmacy students, fact that

points out a democratization tendency of Portuguese higher education, specially if we

remind that the Medicine course is only available in public higher education.

3. Public (State) and private (students and/or families) costs in public higher

education

At last, we will show the costs that public higher education students have to perform in order to

attend higher education and those costs supported by the State to offer a place in higher education.

I decided to use this indicator because the financing questions are the ones that, nowadays,

condition more higher education’ supply and demand. From the demand side, we know that one of

the obstacles to higher education attendance is related to the financial capacity of the students or

families to assume the necessary expenses. Students support policies, as scholarships, subsidies or

special credit procedures are among the factors that minimize the difficulties of more needed

students in attending higher education.

On the other hand, on the State side, it is compulsory to elaborate a double analysis. On one
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hand, before the difficulty of state budget to respond to growing social needs, States have come to
adopt political procedures that transfer to the user part of the costs necessary to the consumption of
public goods. The implementation, since 1992, of fees in public higher education, for instance,
configures the principle of privatization of this school level when transferring to the students the
responsibility to finance a service of public nature.

On the other hand, before the social return that higher education brings to community, taking
into account the European tradition of seeing education as a public nature good and considering
the Portuguese Republic Constitution, it would be expectable an increasing State participation in
financing public school. Was this what happen in the decade in analysis?

To assess the State and the families” participation in financing public higher education, we will
show the public and private costs of higher education (Jonhstone, 1986, 2004), i.e., the costs that
students and/or families are forced to do to attend higher education (life costs and educational

costs) and the costs that States have to guarantee a place in higher education.

Table 7 — Public (State) and private (families) costs of public higher education, in euro and percentage

Euro %
State Students Total State Students
1994 /95 3140 4003 7143 44,0 56,0
2004/05 4439 5505 9944 44,6 55,4

A more superficial analysis of the table numbers allows stating that the costs of the two partners
in financing public higher education has known a positive evolution. However, when that
participation is measured in percentage terms, it's understandable an increase of the participation
of the State and consequent diminishing of students and/or families participation. Nevertheless,
the change was so small (0, 6%) that is licit to affirm that, in the end of these ten years, the
participation of students and families in financing education is still quite superior to the State
participation (circa more than 12%), and there are no signs in the way of an increased participation

of the State and, consequently, to provide a public service to all population.

Final considerations

This communication was entitled “1995-2005: ten years lost?” The main goal was to understand
the evolution of higher education in Portugal, in terms of dimension, participation groups and
income streams, in order to understand the democratization level of Portuguese higher education,

public and private sectors.



2011 Belmiro Gil Cabrito 109

With that goal in mind, the information concerning social origins was measured in income
terms, of the Portuguese population, as well as student population, in 1995 and 2005, segmented by
scientific area of study and by State and Family participation on the financing of public higher
education

The analysis of the information, in spite the contradictory situations, cannot stand statements
that assume an increase in equity’s degree in higher education on the period in analysis.

As a matter of fact, it was possible to verify that the percentage of youngsters attending higher
education that belong to less favored strata of the population has diminished in a significant way,
whereas the percentage of youngsters belonging to medium income families has increased in a
substantial way.

On the other hand, it was also possible to verify that students, fellowship and non fellowship,
are distributed along the various scientific areas in function of their income level, which allows us
to state that some scientific areas are attended by students of specific social origins, although an
original democratization case has appeared: Medicine and Pharmacy.

Finally, it was possible to understand that the State still contributes with a minor parcel to
finance higher education costs, and that financing is, in major percentage, students or families’
responsibility.

From the exposed above we cannot assume a positive attitude in what concerns the increase of
the equity degree in higher education, in Portugal. On the contrary, in general terms, that degree
has diminished over that period. All along these ten years, Portuguese Higher Education system
turn itself in a more and more inequity system.

How is it possible to overcome this situation? This is a question that needs answers and
resolution. Obviously, the answer to this problem lies in a set of political procedures. Effectively,
before the present situation, it is necessary that:

- The percentage of students from less favored strata grows in higher education, which
implies un effort in order to increase the percentage of poor secondary students goes to
university;

- Each scientific area of study is equally available to all candidates;

- The financial effort performed by students and/or families in order to access and maintain
a youngster in higher education diminishes;

- The social support increases to all students;

- The expenses with the costs of education (current costs plus the expenses directly
associated with fees, tuition fees, books and other school material) diminish on the student
side and grow complementarily on the State side.

So, the future of Portuguese Higher Education should be set on diminishing students” expenses,

regardless the respective income levels and the private or public nature of higher education
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institutions and increase the financing on the State side; allied to procedures to increase the number
of individuals between 18-22 years in higher education. To accomplish it, it would be necessary to
implement political and pedagogical procedures that would allow increasing the attendance and
the efficiency in higher education, as well as its equity degree. The so called justice and social
cohesion that all countries proclaim the desire to ascend, namely Portugal and its partners from
European Union demand a new (old) way to be government that acts in the way of dignity,
previously guaranteed, taking the hand to the tax system, fighting against corruption. Only a fair
tax system with no corruption would bring to the States the money needed to go on with social
justice and equity efforts.

Unfortunately, recent experience of Portuguese governments didn’t allow me to have good
expectations regarding Higher Education degree of equity. In fact, last years Portuguese population
faced to the diminishing participation of State on education expenses (and not only on higher
education); the increasing of families expenses in their children” education; the diminishing of the
number of students enrolled on Higher Education; the diminishing of families” income; the increase

of the number of the “corruption cases”.
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University Funding Reforms in the Nordic Countries

Dr. Evanthia Kalpazidou Schmidt *

Abstract: This article focuses on university governance and policies in the Nordic
countries and discusses recent funding reforms and their effects on universities.
Common trends are identified, namely a move from centralized, highly regulated to
decentralized, less regulated approaches, changes towards formula and output based
funding, increased linking of basic funding to performance indicators and a growing
amount of competitive funding. The reforms, which intend to bring results as regards
quality, productivity, efficiency and accountability, might however generate
unintended negative effects such as institutions excessive focus on outputs, quantity
instead of quality, politically prioritised areas and mainstream, low-risk research.

Introduction

The Nordic countries ', although not homogeneous, are characterized as welfare states with
similarities as to history, social values, cultural, political and socio-economic conditions.
Consequently common features exist in the case of higher education”.

Higher education has traditionally been government controlled and recognised as a key national
asset, funded mainly by the state or other public authorities. It is perceived as a means for the state
to address socio-economic challenges and globalisation, and a way to deal with increased
international competitiveness to secure a leading place in the knowledge-based society.

Compared to other European countries, spending is high on higher education and research in
all Nordic countries. Public expenditure on higher education is among the highest in the world
(Denmark and Sweden spent respectively 2, 7 and 2, 3 percent of GDP in higher education while
Finland and Norway spent 2, 3 and 2, 1 percent in 2006). The share of R&D spending is the highest
in Europe (Sweden and Finland spend 3, 8 respectively 3, 5, Denmark and Norway 2, 6 respectively
1, 8 percent of GDP). With a few exceptions, higher education is in principle tuition free and the
participation rates are high.

Nordic higher education funding systems are in transition, just as systems are in other parts of

the world. Universities are increasingly governed by results and funding allocated on a competitive
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basis. The changes show similarities but also differences due to national strategies and priorities.
The key questions addressed in this chapter are: What are the main features of university funding
systems in the Nordic countries? Is it possible to identify common trends in Nordic higher
education reforms? Which are the mechanisms used for allocation of public funds to universities?
Which are the effects of funding reforms on the universities, intended and unintended?

The article is structured in three sections. In section one, main features of the funding systems in
the Nordic countries are discussed. In section two, common trends in recent reforms are identified.
Section three is a concluding section with a discussion of the intended and unintended effects of

recent funding reforms, also at institutional level.

Funding as a policy and governance instrument

As the main funding source for higher education in the Nordic countries is the state, the
relationship between the state and the universities is characterized by control, mainly through the
funding system. This implies that a great part of the reforms addresses the principles and
mechanisms of allocation of public funds (cf. Strehl et al. 2007). Hence, university funding is the
principal governance and policy instrument. The policy aims of funding reforms are to improve
quality, increase productivity and enhance efficiency and accountability.

As the traditional concept of steering through control has proved ineffective and was gradually
abolished by the state, it has been replaced by the governance concept with increased university
autonomy. Governance involves both the institutional and the system level structures and
procedures of higher education institutions. Institutional governance refers to decision making,
lines of authority, financing, staffing etc, i.e. processes within the institutions. System governance
refers to macro-level arrangements such as funding, university acts, laws, evaluations etc. The
coordination of the two level arrangements constitutes the governance of higher education (De Boer
et al. 2009).

The governance concept incorporates several elements of the New Public Management (NPM)
model (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004) namely decentralization of decision making, steering by
outcomes and contracts, introduction of market type mechanisms and private sector management
instruments such as human resource management and strategic management (Hood 1991). NPM in
higher education is based on the principle of “value for money” and “management by objectives”,
in particular through the use of contracts and linking performance to funding (Jongbloed 2008). In
accordance with the governance concept new steering mechanisms have been employed providing
universities higher autonomy, strengthening the management of institutions and increasing the
amount of competitive funding. According to File and Luijten-Lub (2006), NPM steering
instruments in higher education comprise centralisation of the organisational structure, contracts

with the management, regulation of outcomes and funding that provides market like incentives.
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According to Jongbloed (2004), funding is one of the key instruments used by governments
(ministries, public funding agents and research councils) and university leadership (boards, deans,
department heads) as part of the governance instruments employed. Funding is hence more than
a mechanism to allocate resources to institutions. It is a set of instruments to achieve the goals of
higher education and - in an increasingly number of countries - national objectives. Funding
allocations are seen as the most effective science policy instruments available (Nieminen 2005). “It is
often the foundation of other governance instruments that enforce common goals set for higher
education (e.g. access, efficiency), set incentives for certain behavior (e.g. competitive research
grants), and attempt to maximize the desired output with limited resources. Governance issues and
funding systems are therefore often two sides of the same coin” (Enders 2009, 3).

Whitley and Glaser (2007) state that funding mechanisms are among the most powerful
instruments used in higher education policy, affecting not only the allocation of funds but probably
also the nature and direction of both research and education, as well as the university management
and the working conditions of researchers.

In accordance with the NPM model, university reforms have been strongly oriented towards
efficiency (Ferlie et al. 2008), even though it has never been obvious what efficiency implies for an
organisation like the university. According to Amaral (2008), the overall argument of efficiency is
related to the notions of responsibility and accountability. Universities are accountable not only to
the funding body (mainly a ministry) but also to other stakeholders in society, including the private
sector (cf. Christensen 2010). This has to be seen also in relation to the changing notion of the social
function of higher education in the knowledge economy as driver of economic growth and an
increased attention to the needs of the labour market (cf. Godin 2003).

While it is obvious that NPM is in decline, losing its appeal in a number of European countries,
the Nordic countries - emphasising the significance of higher education for the knowledge
economy - keep up the pace of reforming higher education based on its principles.

In the following section the latest reforms of the university funding systems in the Nordic

countries are described.

1. University funding systems in the Nordic countries

Denmark

The Danish higher education system comprises the university (the largest higher education
sector) and the university college sector, which is professional oriented. There are eight universities
of different size conducting research and offering research based undergraduate and graduate
education.

University governance and funding reforms in Denmark go hand in hand. In recent years
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Denmark implemented far-reaching reforms in terms of governance and autonomy. A first major
step was the implementation of the 2003 University Act. A significant merging process between
universities and government research institutes was carried out in 2007 reducing the number of
universities from 12 to 8. Recently, allocation of university research funding has also been changed
by increased linking of funding to performance. The later reforms were part of an overall
government strategy for Denmark in the global economy that was formulated in the Danish
Globalisation Strategy™, launched in 2006 and which aimed, among others, at improving quality
and stimulating internationalisation and competitiveness of higher education. It also aimed at
making more efficient use of public spending on education and research by allocating more funds
in competition and linking performance to funding and to university development contracts.

University development contracts were introduced as early as 1999 as a planning tool for the
universities and a management tool for the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation. Yet,
there was no automatic relationship between research achievements and funding. The aim of recent
policies however, has been to use contracts as an efficient management and control mechanism by
linking funding to research outcome. Contracts since 2010 have as such a direct impact on the
funding and probably on the activities of the universities. New university development contracts
take account of indicators for education and research (including number and level of publications,
number of international publications, PhD activity and amount of external funds), dissemination of
knowledge and public service provided (Kalpazidou Schmidt 2010).

In Denmark, funding of teaching and research is separated. Funds are allocated on the basis of
contracts, negotiations, formulas and performance indicators. Education is funded through the
‘taximeter system’ i.e. funding based on passed exams (output-based system). Research is funded
through basic and external funds. Basic research grants are allocated to institutions as a lump sum
and the level of the basic grant is to some extent calculated on an incremental basis. Part of the
grants has been made activity-dependent and additional grants have been distributed based on
performance parameters. As a follow-up to the Globalization Strategy it was decided to take a
number of indicators into account in the allocation of research funds to the universities, linking
funding to performance. Expectations are that encouraging a more competitive environment will
lead to improved quality and productivity.

Basic research funding was, in accordance with earlier reforms, distributed based on the
50-40-10-model, where universities were rewarded for earned educational funds, external funded
research activities and number of PhD degrees. The share of basic funding of the overall research
funding has decreased from 64% in 2003 to 56% in 2009. A political agreement among the parties in
the Parliament in 2009 (targeting the distribution model) incorporated bibliometric research
indicators as an additional performance parameter. These indicators were integrated in the

allocation mechanism based on Norwegian experiences. Studies of the Norwegian funding system
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reveal that the number of publications has increased, both as regards research published in low

impact journals and in high impact journals (Sivertsen 2010).

Figure 1. The weight of different indicators (%) in the new Danish university research funding model
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The model will be implemented in 2010-2012 and will be evaluated in 2013 with the bibliometric
indicator gradually weighting more, as illustrated in figure 1. In 2012, 45% of the funds will be
distributed according to earned education appropriations, 20% will be distributed according to
research activity financed by external funds, 25% will be distributed based on bibliometric
indicators, while 10% will be based on the number of PhD graduates.

It is however of significance to point out that since the 1980s Denmark demonstrated high levels of
research productivity and impact even though the university environment has not been the most competitive;
performance based parameters were only to a limited degree taken into account in the research funding system

(with the exception of recent years).

Finland

Education and research are perceived as the main resources of the Finnish society and has been
the driving force for regional development (since 1960s) and for the national innovation system
(since the early 1990s). Finland responded to the economic crisis that followed the collapse of the
Soviet Union in the 1990s by investing heavily in research and development (the share of R&D is 3,5
percent of GDP, the second highest in Europe after Sweden). The Finnish government has the

ambition to develop the best innovation system in the world and higher education is seen as the
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most important driving force in public innovation systems (Ministry of Education 2007).

The Finnish higher education system comprises a binary™  system of two sectors with different
missions, namely the universities (16 in total, including Universities of Arts) with an academic and
theoretical orientation and the polytechnics (26 in total) with a more practice oriented education.
The polytechnics were established in 1991 on a trial basis; the practice became permanent in 1996.

The funding model was changed in the beginning of the 1990s from line item to a lump sum
system, introducing the principle of management by results through performance contracts.
Finland was the first Nordic country to implement management by results in the mid 1990s,
whereby legally binding and directly linked to funding contracts were used. The underlying
principle for the adoption of the management by results budgeting was that the objectives set for
institutional activities and the required funding were determined in negotiations between the
ministry and the individual institution. This arrangement has proved effective with high
publication rates.

Funding for research and teaching is not separated in Finland. The key components of the
system comprise core funding, including the extent factor (19 percent, counting the basic
component, new students, facilities), education appropriation (44 percent), research appropriation
(30 percent, including graduate schools, number of PhD degrees and number of completed PhD
degrees) and societal services appropriation (7 percent), project funding and performance based
funding (based on number of Centres of excellence, funded from the Academy of Finland, amount
of external resources) (Auranen and Nieminen 2010).

It has been possible for universities since 2006 to establish university companies in order to
intensify interaction with society and generate private funding. With a reform in 2010, the
autonomy of the universities was further strengthened and institutions became independent legal
entities, functioning as public corporations or as foundations under private law. The reform aim
was strengthening the role of the institutions in the innovation system and supporting their
development in a competitive international environment by diversifying funding, intensifying
competition for research funds, allocating resources to strategic areas and ensuring the quality and
effectiveness of research and teaching (Aarrevaara et al. 2009).

The universities decision making system was reformed at the same time. The composition of
university boards has been changed in line with the strategic management responsibility; at least 40
percent of the members of the boards will be external to the university community with an external
chairman. Universities are free to decide on capital income and manage their assets. Faculty is no
longer government employees and universities are free to implement staffing policies.

Likewise mergers and alliances have been initiated between universities and polytechnics with a
view to increase efficiency and consolidate the Finnish higher education system. The aim is to

reduce the current number of 20 universities to 15 and 26 polytechnics to 18 and to establish four



2011 Evanthia Kalpazidou Schmidt 119

alliances between universities and polytechnics by 2020. In 2010 as a result of mergers of
institutions the Aalto University, the University of Eastern Finland and the University of Turku
were established (Virtanen 2011).

Norway

The Norwegian higher education system consists of six universities, six specialised university
colleges, 31 university colleges and two art colleges.

Recent years, Norwegian higher education policy has focused on internationalisation,
globalization and the contribution of higher education and research to innovation and
competitiveness. In 2002 Norway implemented a performance and formula based funding system
for both education and research as part of a comprehensive reform of higher education, the Quality
Reform. It aimed to improve education, boost research production by allocating funds on the basis
of publications and augment relevance, measured in terms of external funds. According to the
Quality Reform, 60 percent of the funding is allocated as basic grant, 25 percent allocated based on
education outcome and 15 percent based on research performance (Frelich et al. 2010). The
performance based research funding comprises the following components: completed PhD degrees
(30 percent), amount of EU research funds (20 percent), amount of research council research funds
(20 percent) and number and level " of scientific publications (30 percent) (see figure 2). App. 17

percent of the research funds are allocated through the Research Councils.

Figure 2. The weight of different indicators (%) in the performance based research funding
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The Quality Reform involved changes to governance structures at the institutional level,

granting higher education institutions greater management, organizational and financial autonomy
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and provided some types of colleges the possibility to become universities. A new degree structure
in accordance with the Bologna™ process and new forms of student guidance and evaluation were
introduced. Other innovations were increases in the number of external members of university
boards and the strengthening of academic management (basic units and departments) by
appointing the heads of the institutes instead of electing them.

An evaluation of the Quality Reform conducted in 2006 showed an increase in competition
between institutions, increase in operational efficiency (as a result of professional and strategic
management of institutions) and research performance both in terms of quality and quantity as well
as considerable growth in number of applicants and improvement of student performance.
However, the system resulted in a series of unintended effects as well, such as less time devoted to
research activities as a result of concentration of resources on education and the students
(Michelsen and Aamodt 2006). Despite these unintended effects, the research performance both in
terms of quality and productivity improved (Sivertsen 2010).

Sweden

The Swedish higher education system comprises 14 public universities and 20 university
colleges. There are also 10 private higher education institutions. Sweden was one of the first
countries to introduce a unified national higher education system already in the 1970s by
integrating all post-secondary education to a single system.

Reforms started already in the 1990s. Key components of the reforms were decentralization,
management by objectives, quality assurance, increased demands for accountability and
performance-based funding. The system was essentially transformed starting with the 1993 reform
and the introduction of a performance based system where 60 percent of undergraduate funding
was based on enrolment while 40 percent was a reward for completion of an individual course (not
degree). Funds were distributed through an institution based allocation system that gave a
maximum amount of funds to each institution. The transformation of the higher education system
was influenced by the NPM concept and aimed to make public spending more cost efficient (Sorlin
2007).

Recently, a new higher education structure came into effect in accordance with the Bologna
process aiming to introduce three level study programmes and a new credit system, and increase
student mobility. A new quality assurance system, placing greater responsibility for quality
assurance on the institutions was also established in 2007 (Kalpazidou Schmidt 2009).

Budget allocation is in form of a lump sum, which implies that the universities decide on
distribution of funds among faculties and other units. The criteria are calculated in terms of full
time equivalents for students and study achievements (estimated in terms of annual performance

equivalents for the students, which varies between 35-55 percent of total). 60 percent of the
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government’s investments in R&D are allocated to universities, of which 43 percent are directly
distributed. The remainder is managed by the research councils.

A new quality-based funding system with increased autonomy will be introduced building on
the academic community’s own criteria of what is good education (based on completion of studies
within normal study period) and research (based on number of articles and field-normalized
citations). Allocation of one block grant consisting of resources for both education and research will
be implemented. Through the new system, funds are to be tied to quality. Research quality will be
measured by publications, competence of staff (including share of female professors) and share of
external funding. A model that contains specific indicators and evaluations (carried out every four
years) will be introduced. The funding model will be managed and quality assured by an academic

intermediary body, the Higher Education Funding Council for Sweden (HEFCSwe).

2. A comparison of the Nordic university funding systems

Common trends

From the above it is evident that funding arrangements vary among the Nordic countries.
Accordingly, there are differences in universities funding systems and the mechanisms utilised to
allocate funds. One categorisation is based on the principle of actual results and/or projected
results in the budget. Another categorisation makes a distinction between four different approaches,
namely (i) funding through negotiations between the ministry and the individual university; (ii)
incremental funding i.e. allocation based on historical criteria; (iii) funding based on a formula i.e.
an algorithm based on standard criteria that include input components and/or performance
indicators; and (iv) contract funding.

Leszczensky et al. (2004) make use of another categorisation involving three types of public
funding steering instruments for higher education, namely (i) formula based instruments (divided
in a fixed amount that increases incrementally, formula based on inputs and formula based on
output indicators); (ii) project based funding (divided in projects awarded competitively and in
non-competitive projects) and (iii) contract based funding (divided into contracts formulated as
framework agreements and contracts in which activities and performance are specified in detail).

The most common funding approach is a combination of several of the mentioned mechanisms.
Funding systems in the Nordic countries countries utilise a combination of different instruments for
allocation of resources. Public funding (in terms of core funding) as the dominant source of
university income is allocated mainly through contracts, formula, negotiations and incremental
allocations. Table 1 illustrates the development in funding mechanisms determining the amount of

public funding distributed to public universities.
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Table 1. Funding mechanisms determining the amount of public funding for public universities in the

Nordic countries

Negotiation Incremental all. Formula Contracts
Country
1995 current 1995 current 1995 current 1995 current
Denmark X X XX X XX XXX 0 XXX
Finland X XXX X X X XXX
(univ) XX XXX
Norway X XXX XX X XX X X
XX
Sweden XX XX XXX XXX 0 X XX XX

Developed from European Commission 2009.

Nordic countries make use of formula based budget - Sweden to a lesser degree - which is
perceived as a more transparent and consistent mechanism. In addition, all countries employ
instruments for specific research project allocation of funds based on competitive procedures. A
dual model of formula based and competitive funding is the most usual approach, which implies
that next to core funding there is a parallel competitive funding stream, usually awarded by the
research councils or other public bodies such as regional authorities.

There is a general trend towards decreasing core funding (incremental allocation) with an
increase in employing competitive grants and at the same time linking of research performance to
funding (cf. Kalpazidou Schmidt 2009, Salerno et al. 2005). Targeted funds are used as well both for
education and research to encourage universities to take into account national strategies and
priorities (cf. European Commission 2008).

Finland, Denmark and Sweden demonstrate a long tradition of performance contracts use.
However, as pointed out earlier, such contracts in Denmark had not - until very recently - been
linked directly to funding and had no legally binding character, as was the case in Finland.

The following most important cormmon trends emerge from the mapping of the characteristics of
the funding systems of Nordic universities: (i) a trend towards greater transparency, and
simplification and straightforwardness of the mechanisms through use of formula based funding,
(ii) increasing linking of basic funding to performance indicators and contracts, (iii) a change from
input to output based funding, (iv) an increase of funding based on competitive procedures (v)
encouraging of diversification of funding sources and finally (vi) a move from centralized,

regulated approaches to decentralized, less regulated, market approaches.
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Considering the indicators used in the allocation of funds, the comparison reveals some
variations among the Nordic countries. While the tendency is clearly towards an increased used of
performance parameters, there is no uniformity in the selection of indicators (with the exception of
Denmark and Norway as the first country implements a similar system as the later with some
modifications), which may vary from number of master and PhD degrees, to success in external
grants, number and level of publications and research evaluation outcomes (cf. Jonbloed 2008). The
weighting of the different measures varies as well, depending on national priorities and needs. An
illustrative example is the high weighting of the number of completed PhD degrees as a research
performance parameter in Norway, which is an instrument in achieving the strategic target to

increase the number of doctors in the country.

Funding reforms go hand in hand with other reforms

The above discussed trends are the outcome of a range of changes in the systems and
mechanisms for university funding. Reforms of funding mechanisms for research are only one
element in the overall higher education policy and reforms in the studied countries. The reforms of
funding systems go hand in hand with other changes: increased institutional autonomy, structural
reforms, modernisation of university management and governance structures, introduction of
quality assurance and accreditation mechanisms, mergers to strengthen the strategic profile of
universities and intensification of internationalisation policies. Studies reveal though that when
governments change the principle of core funding allocation to universities, this usually takes place
gradually, i.e. not by reforming the whole system but by progressively changing some key elements
of the existing system (cf. Auranen and Nieminen 2010).

The Nordic university reforms have to be seen in the context of international developments
(widening access and expanding higher education without additional funding, governance and
funding reforms) and European higher education trends. In addition, there is a close cooperation
between the Nordic countries based on the Helsinki Agreement signed in 1962, which among
others involves educational and research issues.

The key drivers of developments in Europe, the Bologna Process and the Lisbon Strategy, have
reshaped the higher education landscape. The Bologna Process is an intergovernmental initiative
aiming at higher education convergence in the European Higher Education Area while the Lisbon
Strategy aims at transforming the European Union (EU) to the most dynamic and competitive
knowledge-based economy in the world through the establishment of a European Research Area.
The EU is a player in the European policy on reforming the universities mainly through EU
programmes promoting mobility and proposals on the modernization agenda for universities
(European Commission 2008). As a consequence of these drivers, comprehensive reforms are

carried out in many European countries.
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It is nevertheless evident that despite international and European trends and policy influences,
funding reforms are not carried out in a uniform way (cf. Geuna and Martin 2003, Jongbloed and
Vossensteyn 2001). The pace, intensity and range of reforms vary. Several features are of
importance in this connection; among others socio-economic and cultural factors; adaptation and
implementation of new ideas over time; lack of political will to introduce quick system changes; a
wait and see policy in order to learn from the experiences and mistakes of frontrunner countries;
waiting for stakeholders reactions; and path dependencies that hamper policy actions (Auranen
and Nieminen 2010).

From one perspective it looks like the Nordic university systems, influenced by European
developments, are converging. Despite the fact that there are similar trends, namely increased
autonomy, stronger governance and management by results, the timing, the pace of the changes
and the intensity of the implementations differ among the Nordic countries (see table 2). Finland,
hit by an economic crisis in the beginning of 1990s, implemented management by results at higher
education institutions from the mid 1990s. Norway carried out a comprehensive reform in 2002,
while Sweden introduced contracts in the mid 1990s. Denmark only recently established a link
between performance and allocation of research funds while having practiced for many years

performance based funding for education through the “taximeter” system.

Table 2. An overview of the Nordic Higher Education reforms

-1995 1995-1999 2000-2004 2004-2011
DK 1999: University 2003: University Act 2006: Globalisation
Development contracts Public, self-governing Strategy
institutions 2007: Mergers of HEIs
Boards with external (including government
majority (chairman research institutes
external) appointed by New independent quality
the Minister assurance agency
2010: Performance based
funding of research
FI 1994: Budgeting based | 1997: University Act 2003: Polytechnics Act | 2006: New salary system

on operational
expenditures and
performance
agreements

1991: Introduction of
Polytechnics

HEISs responsible for
quality assessment
National coordination of
quality assurance by
Finnish Education
Evaluation Council

based on work load and
performance
Universities establish
companies

Introduction of National
and Regional Innovation
systems

2010: New Act

Mergers and alliances
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Over the last decade a shift
from line item budgeting
to lump sum funding and
from incremental to
formula based funding

NO 2002/2004:

Implementation of

Quality Reform with

more output based

funding

New quality assurance

agency

2003: Colleges may

apply for university

status

Introduction of Bologna

principles with new

degree structures and

performance based

student support system

SE | 1993: Higher 1997: More detailed 1999/2000: HEIs may 2006: Globalisation

Education Act result specification apply for changed status | Council Implementation
Decentralisation, funding. All HEIs — colleges becoming of Bologna principles
management by granted funding for universities 2009: New public funding
objectives, quality research 2000/2001: system — gradually more
assurance, 1999: New rules for HR | Establishment of four research performance
accountability and based on merits and research funding bodies. | based funding
performance based research production Increased focus on 2007/2012: Development
funding strategic management of new quality assurance

systems

2011: Changing legal
status, universities as
autonomous organisations
with special public law
status — staff no longer
governmental employees,
more entrepreneurialism,
more institutional strategic
profiling, multi annual

contracts

Developed from European Commission 2009

In conclusion, the organisation and governance of universities has been transformed in all

Nordic countries. The main objectives of the reforms have been to decrease the direct state control
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and improve the quality, attractiveness and competitiveness of higher education. The reforms are
thus largely following the same pattern: increasing autonomy, changes in governance,
strengthening of management, growing involvement of external stakeholders, diversifying funding
resources, increasing competitive funding, establishing new accountability and evaluation

procedures (Kalpazidou Schmidt 2010).

3. Effects of funding reforms

Mapping of the Nordic funding systems revealed - as can be seen in the prior section -
important trends, namely a move towards formula based funding; an increase in linking of basic
funding to performance indicators and contracts; a change from input to output based funding; and
an increase of funding based on competitive procedures. Advantages and disadvantages as well as

potential effects, intended and unintended, are discussed hereby.

Increasing funding based on formula

Formula based allocation implies mathematical formula calculating funds, more or less
automatically. The formula may be based on inputs or outputs (Lepori et al. 2007). Formula funding
stands for increased freedom for institutions to decide their internal re-allocation of funds between
teaching, research and other expenditure, a development that is based on the growing university
autonomy and the lump sum granting of funds. This type of funding is perceived as providing
greater transparency, simplification, straightforwardness of the mechanisms and a uniform
approach. The key advantage of formula funding is, due to use of objective criteria, to provide
transparency to the distribution of funds among universities and thus facilitate comparisons,
reducing lobbying by institutions.

Formula funding is also perceived as an asset for universities and their efforts to achieve long
term planning as well as for their ability to adapt to changing environmental conditions. The effects
of formula based funding depend on whether input or output indicators dominate, and likewise
whether the formula is based on an open-end or a closed budget (cf. Gines-Mora et al. 2007,
Kalpazidou Schmidt et al. 2007, Strehl et al. 2007).

On the other hand as universities are assessed based on quantitative grounds while qualitative criteria are
difficult to establish in formulas, formula funding might lead to mediocrity, reinforcing of the established order
and mainstreaming of research. According to Leifner (2003) researchers will tend to stay away from high-risk
projects, concentrating on activities where success can be expected in order to meet funding formula criteria.

The task of developing quality measures for incorporation into formulas and calculations is a
key issue that is exceptionally complex (Salmi and Hauptman 2006). The combination of formula

for parts of allocations and other allocation approaches might provide the “best of two worlds”
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(Jongbloed 2001).

Linking basic funding to objectives through performance indicators and contracts

Performance based allocation schemes reward institutions for actual, rather than promised or
expected performance. The use of performance indicators should reflect public policy objectives
rather than institutions needs and at the same time encompass incentives for institutional
improvement (Salmi and Hauptman 2006). In a performance based funding scheme, attention is
given to university production in terms of students and research.

Linking funding to objectives through performance indicators is designed to increase quality,
productivity and efficiency, and sharpen the international profile of universities. However, the
challenge is to formulate accurate key objectives for this instrument to become effective. Studies
reveal that even a relatively small share of funding linked to modest amounts of objectives
improves efficiency, while linking funding to a complex set of objectives results in difficulties
defining appropriate indicators. This could ultimately lead to efficiency problems.

According to Salmi and Hauptman (2006), performance based funding does enhance efficiency
but its ability to improve quality is less convincing as the task of developing measures of quality to
be incorporated into formula and calculations is very difficult. Performance based funding requires
assessments of quality that are valid, reliable and generally accepted by the higher education
system.

The identification of appropriate indicators has been the point of attention in the literature. The
contractual and competitive oriented approach to allocation of funds for university research is
based on the assumption that it is possible to evaluate the quality of the research output accurately
and identify promising research avenues (Geuna 2001). The success of implementations of funding
reforms linking funding to performance is closely related to establishing reliable and uncontested
indicators that accurately measure education and research performance (cf. Enders 2009, Jongbloed
and Vosssensteyn 2001). In funding systems where indicators are used as parameters in resource
allocations, validity and reliability should be high and side-effects should be avoided, which is a
highly complex task (cf. Sizer et al. 1992). A significant limitation that impacts the implementation
of performance indicators is the availability of data (Layzell 1999).

Other risks, associated with increasing demands on performance, are decreasing standards and
manipulation of outcomes in order to achieve expected performance; use of indicators may
promote a “more is better” attitude, where research quality issues could be neglected (cf.
Gines-Mora et al. 2007). Taylor and Taylor (2003) emphasise that performance indicators may
encourage standardization and discourage diversity and innovation in terms of operations and
outcomes. Moreover, expectations on institutional and individual performance can be

unrealistically high, compelling universities and individuals to manipulate behavior.
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Moving from input based towards output based funding

There is a general consent that input funding based on reimbursement, with no possibility for
the institutions to reallocate funds, provides limited incentives to increasing efficiency (Kaiser et al.
1992). On the other hand, output based funding (funding based on the number of graduates and/or
research performance) implies changes in the universities focus, i.e. it signals the importance of
shifting focus from input to output. Paying attention to outputs and improving efficiency may
generate additional resources and provide tangible feedback to productive institutions and
researchers (cf. Jongbloed 2008).

However, output based funding involves the risk that universities focus more on quantity
instead of quality, lowering the standards and/or manipulating the indicators when output
systems are linked to rewards or penalties and/or prioritising by concentrating resources to
profitable research areas. There is thus a high risk to marginalise small and/or interdisciplinary
areas that have difficulties to publish in established journals and generate the expected output.

Another issue is the often criticised comparison of outputs from different types of universities,
different disciplines, faculties and research areas. “One size fits all” cannot be applied to all types of
institutions effectively without diminishing diverse missions (Layzell 1999). Field-normalised
output must be taken into account in order to address this assessment problem.

Among the most criticised elements of output based funding are: incomplete measures, which
obscure more than reveal; over-complex systems that are expensive and unusable; high transaction
costs attached to running systems; the linkage between outputs and outcomes issue; the quantity
versus quality issue. Other unintended effects consist of political processes undermining output
based systems by changing the indicators and not allowing for sufficient historical data, and a more

general critique of rational planning versus politics as a muddling through process (Talbot 2005).

Increasing the share of funds allocated through competition

Higher competition for funds provides incentives to additional resources and may stimulate
more dynamic research agendas by promoting quality and societal relevance of research.
Competition among researchers and institutions may enhance creativity, originality and innovation,
raising the added value of research outcomes.

On the other hand, growing competitive funding involves risks if competition is ill-targeted.
Firstly, it might limit the possibilities for long-term planning for the universities due to decreasing
amount of core funding. Secondly, competition may force the universities to focus on areas, where
funding is available rather than on areas where they have high competence and competitive
advantages. Thirdly, it might lead to cut of resources within areas where competitive funding is
difficult to obtain (mainly within humanities and basic research) and threaten the existence of fields

of science that lack competitive advantage but are of value to society. Finally, it might generate a
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move as regards strategic management of universities towards the research funding agencies,
giving thus agencies the opportunity to dominate the research agenda by priority setting (cf.
Gines-Mora et al. 2007, Kalpazidou Schmidt 2007, Strehl et al. 2007).

An international comparison of the university research funding and publication performance in
eight countries concludes that the notion of competition for funding as a promoter of productivity
is not clear-cut. The results question whether financial incentives boost performance in terms of
publications or whether policy makers should put greater emphasis on other factors related to
productivity (Auranen and Nieminen 2010).

Moreover, there is no empirical evidence on what the right mix or balance is between core
funding allocated at institutional level, which allows the universities to set priorities, versus
risk-based competitive funding. While it is obvious that there are benefits to be derived from the
move towards competitive funding, university research cannot be fully dependent on such funding.
Development of institutions strategic activities can be restricted by an over-reliance on competitive
funding. In order for institutions to maintain a degree of flexibility that enables them to make
long-term strategic planning and successfully target competitive research funding, it is important
that they retain a noteworthy part of core funding from the state (Kalpazidou Schmidt et al. 2007,
Kalpazidou Schmidt 2009).

Wrapping up, the trends discussed hereby are not characterizing only Nordic higher education.
An OECD (Strehl et al. 2007) study of funding systems in ten countries reveals that the trends are
similar in almost all the studied countries. Despite this development, there is little empirical
evidence on which model is the most productive and effective. An Expert Group Report from the
European Commission (2008) reveals that many OECD countries have extended their competitive research
funding with the aim of improving the effectiveness and efficiency of scientific research through increased
focus on performance and competition. Nonetheless, the report concludes that there appears to be no

fundamental superiority of any specific type of funding over another.

Effects of funding reforms on the universities

The higher degree of institutional autonomy has been followed by higher accountability levels
and demands on quality assurance and evaluations. The growing use of formula, performance
based funding, contracts and project funding are attempts to copy markets by introducing
competition and management by results (cf. Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000). The key question is what
the effects of funding reforms are on the universities and their behaviour as institutions.

According to Leifner (2003), changes in funding systems will likely have a major impact on the
behaviour of universities, also as to their internal processes of allocation of funds. Studies show that
when the context and framework conditions are changed through increased competition and

marketisation, universities employ strategies to meet new challenges and try to position themselves
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in the higher education landscape (cf. Bonaccorsi and Dario 2007, Strehl et al. 2007). In order to
benefit from the changes, universities respond by concentrating and focusing their research
activities, and strengthening their profiles in an attempt to maintain and enhance activities by
broadening and diversifying their funding basis (cf. Geuna 2001, Jongbloed and Vossensteyn 2001,
Kaiser et al. 2001, Strehl et al. 2007).

An OECD study of ten funding systems and their effects on higher education systems concludes
that funding systems are major influencing factors for institutional strategies and restructuring
(Strehl et al. 2007). The study concludes that there is as a strong response to changing funding
systems i.e. a general tendency among universities to increasingly use various strategies to address
the changes, including restructuring, formulating explicit goals and objectives, using monitoring
and strengthening their leadership and management. Strategies target the basic core tasks teaching
and research on the one hand and organisation structures and processes on the other.

The fact that changes in funding systems increasingly reflect decreasing resources raises the
institutions awareness as to efficiency, performance and effectiveness. Universities thus strive, in
the frame of a growing competitive environment, to behave as “strategic actors” and distinguish
themselves from other institutions by identifying their particular areas of strength and further build
their research profile (Bonaccorsi et al. 2007).

A study of 100 European universities (see CHINC'), summarises the main strategies employed
by universities as: (i) creating centers of excellence through selectivity, critical mass and profiling,
(ii) strengthening steering capacity through managerialism and devolving responsibility to
departments, (iii) reforming financial instruments as well as supporting researchers in revenue
generation and research commercialisation, (iv) collecting information on performance and
environment, (v) emphasising flexibility and performance orientation in human resources

management, and finally (vi) engaging with the outside world and building alliances.
4. Concluding remarks

Implementation of performance, output and competitive funding systems to promote quality,
productivity and efficiency is a complex issue as the relation between funding and outcome, both in
terms of quantity and quality, is not straightforward.

The use of strong funding incentives may boost productivity, efficiency and accountability but
may also lead to unintended, negative effects. Value may be attached narrowly to what is
measurable instead of rewarding quality. It may also lead to lowering of standards and
manipulation of outcomes, mainstreaming of research (impeding creativity, originality and
innovation), marginalisation of small science fields and loosing of the research agenda to other

stakeholders (cf. Butler 2003, Laudel 2006, Ziman 2000).
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Wrapping up, funding of universities cannot be seen isolated from the wider policy context of

higher education. Although similar trends have been identified in the Nordic countries and the

systems tend to converge, the analysis reveals that changes do not take place in a uniform manner

or at the same time, and/or with the same pace and intensity; changes are rather dependent on

national strategies and priorities. Country-specific and comparative studies on the relation between

funding systems and their effects on universities performance require hence linking funding

systems objectives and their implementations to overall higher education policies.

Notes

i

v

The Nordic countries comprise Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden. Iceland has a
very small higher education system and is not discussed in this article.

The term higher education refers to the university sector

For a detailed description of the Danish Globalisation Strategy see Danish Prime Minister’s
Office [Statsministeriet] (2006). Progress, Innovation and Cohesion Strategy for Denmark in the Global
Economy - Summary. Copenhagen, 2006.

This artcle focuses on the funding of the universities

There are two levels of journals (level 2 refers to high impact journals while level 1 to low
impact journals)

The Bologna process..” The Bologna Process was initiated in 1999, when twenty-nine European
ministers in charge of higher education met in Bologna to lay the basis for establishing a
European Higher Education Area by 2010 and promoting the European system of higher
education worldwide. 10 years later, the total number of signatory countries in the Bologna
Process is forty-five. In the Bologna Declaration, the ministers affirmed their intention to: (a)
adopt comparable degrees; (b) implement a system with two main cycles
(undergraduate/graduate); (c) establish a common system of credits, encourage mobility, and
promote European cooperation in quality assurance; (f) promote European dimensions in
higher education.

At the Lisbon and Barcelona European Councils in the beginning of the new century, the
European Union committed its member states to become the most competitive and dynamic
knowledge-based society and economy in the world by 2010, and to increase investment in
research on average to 3 percent of GDP. The European Council, in March 2005 based on an
evaluation of the progress made, re-launched the Lisbon Strategy and refocused priorities on
growth and employment, placing the main emphasis on knowledge, innovation, and
optimization of human capital.

For more details on the CHINC project see Salerno, C., Jongbloed, B., Slipsaeter, S. & Lepori, B.
(2005). Changes in European higher education institutions” research income, structures and
strategies. Interim report for the project changes in university incomes: their impact on
university based research and innovation (CHINC).
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