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The Danish Higher Education System
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Outline

+ Context

« Danish Higher Education system

» Funding of Higher Education

» Recent reforms and impacts

+ Strengths and weaknesses - further reforms
» Conclusions and questions

» Comparison with other Nordic countries
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Context

An (hyper)active HE and research policy

Lisbon strategy — Barcelona objectives —
Bologna process

HE and research an issue in national elections
University Act 2003

Reorganisation of research councils 2004
Globalisation strategy 2006

Mergers 2007/08
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HE in Denmark — types of institutions

HEIls are under the jurisdiction of 3 ministries:

* Ministry of Education
— CVUs: ‘Centres for Higher Education’, University
Colleges
* Ministry of Culture
— Art — institutions
» Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation

— Universities (all Danish universities are research-
based and provide PhD training).
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The HE funding system

» HE is mainly public funded: divided into funding of
education and funding of research.

* Education is funded through the ‘Taximeter
system’ e.g. funding based on passed exams
(output-based funding).

» Research is funded through basic and external
funds
Basic funding is distributed to universities (lump
sum) — univ. decide internal distribution.
— by the state: directly basic funding covers 65 %
— by private firms (13 %)
— other sources including EU-funding.
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HE in Denmark

Funding Institutions
EDUCATION Univ. Colleges
Taximeter, State Danish Ministry
(100%) \A 7| ofEducation
BRECEARCY /y H E Art - Institutions
Basic funding, State —> | Danish Ministry of
(65 %) —| Culture
RESEARCH / ~a Universities
External funding, State ; .
and other sources \ Da,"'Sh Ministry of
(35 %) Science, Technology
and Innovation
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University Act

Introduced in 2003 — significant changes (eval.
2009)

Aim - strengthen management, smooth decision
making and implementation of strategic targets

Self governing institutions

Explicit demands for interactions with society,
enterprises — strategic selections, priorities
Boards appointed by the Minister (majority
external, chairman external)

Boards appoint the Rectors — faculty heads
(deans) — department heads.
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Globalisation Strategy 2006

* Globalisation Council (PM, 5 ministers, 21
representatives of key sections)

« 350 initiatives (education, research)

+ Lisbon strategy (3% of GDP to R&D)

* Univ. funding based on evaluations of
objectives stated in development contracts
(2000-2003) — tasks, strategies, priorities.

* Quality evaluation of HEIs — international
experts — benchmarking.
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Impact
institutional - individual autonomy

HEIls gained self-governance and increased
autonomy

Concentration of power on top
Move of power to other stakeholders than faculty

Influence of faculty dramatically decreased — lost
control over research agenda

Strategic selection of research and education
activities

Dissemination of knowledge (private sector)

B, 488
A4

gEHEOBR. BADBIL

- SEYEREOBEMEOESRLERDRIL

s byTADEHES

s ZEUSNDEZRE~NDENDDRET

s BEDEENDREET —HAREEICH
THREETZKRD

s IR -HEEE DO HRRAER

s MEOE R (RRMEEBM)

—23b—




Mergers 2007/08

» Mergers of universities and government
research institutes

« Aim: strengthen education and research,
sharpen the profile, improve the competitive
edge of HEIs

» Top-down initiative

» Boards asked to present suggestions on
potential partners - dynamic, hectic process

» Mergers and organisational culture (different
tasks, objectives, activities, cultures and norms).
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New HE landscape 2007/08
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Funding of research (basic grants)

Strengths of the system

» Secure a stable budget and enable long-term
planning

+ Important for structural changes - allow
flexibility in relation to changing socio-economic
conditions

+ Allow adaptability to new and emerging
research areas.
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Funding of research (basic grants)

Weaknesses of the system

« The rationale in the allocation of basic grants in
relation to quality, production, achievement of
university development contractual objectives is not
straightforward

+ Allocation of resources based on historical reasons
makes it difficult for newer universities to build
stronger research environments - be competitive.
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Funding of research (external grants)

Advantages of competition

* raises quality when grants are given to broad
areas, long-term funding

« involves higher attention to relevance and
applicability

« offers an alternative possibility of funding
research (inter-disciplinarity)

« strengthens research collaboration.
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Funding of research (external grants)

Disadvantages of competition

» Competition grants are narrow in scope - do not
promote originality, innovation, risk taking

» Not all scientific areas have the possibilities to
attract such funds (humanities)

« Universities focus on areas where funding is
available rather than on areas where they have
high competence

» An increasing proportion of competition grants
limits the possibilities of long-term planning.
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Further reforms

Basic funding will be distributed based on quality
of education and research (development of
indicators), diffusion of knowledge

Linking basic funding - reaching of objectives
described in university development contracts
50% of public funding will be competitive by
2010 (1/3 at present)

Lisbon strategy: Public R&D investments will
reach 1% of GDP by 2010. Private sector
provides 2%.
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Criteria for allocation of funds

Quality

1. Publications (books, articles, PhD dissertations)
2. Citations

3. External research resources

4. Internationalization

Relevance
1. Relevance for other sectors (patents, spin-offs)
2. Relevance for society at large (education).
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Concluding remarks |

Risks
» Universities focus on prioritised areas

« Strategic management of HEIs moves to
funding agencies

* Increased bureaucracy (large administrative
body)

* Researchers focus on outputs, production —
impact on original, innovative research

» Impact on education
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Concluding remarks Il

Opportunities

Higher competition improves quality — increases
productivity - sharpens the international edge of
universities

Tangible feedback to productive researchers
More societal relevant research

Increased resources to dissemination and
commercialisation of research
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Questions

Matthew effect: established researchers, groups, areas
favoured — Impact on young researchers, women, new
approaches and paradigms?

Researchers orientation towards low-risk research areas
- immediate outcomes?

Comparison of publications from different universities
(ICT univ. — traditional univ.), departments, faculties?

Impact on other activities (education)?
Autonomy of HEIs? Autonomy of researchers?
Impact of mergers (different organisations, cultures)?

Funding based on indicators — A and B universities?
Viable in a small country with 8 (7) univ.?
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Finland

HE consists of universities and polytechnics

A Development Plan for Education and Research (1999-
2004): evaluation, competition, equality, lifelong learning,
high level of funding — regional aspects,
internationalisation.

Higher autonomy, steering by performance, professional
leaders, external representatives as board members,
development contracts.

Government supports mergers, consortia, alliances, "univ.
federations”, cooperation between institutions
Establishment of an elite university, "Innovation University”
in Helsinki area (2009)
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Norway

The Quality reform

an output and formula based funding model of HEIs (2002 —
evaluated in 2007)

Aim: improve education and increase research production
(publications), external funding, increase autonomy,
strategic decision making

The model allocates
— funds for teaching (credits and graduates)

— funds for research based on publications (ranking),
funding from the National Research Council, the EU

— basic grant
— Geographical concentration — regional aspect

JILox—

EG)WE

7r7|~7°;|~asctwﬁio>u+§-tl BO(EEHERBYMKE
-r)b(2002¢ Hﬁﬁliz

ol HE ﬁﬁnﬁi%%(%ﬁ#‘ﬁa)@iﬁﬂﬂ SMERBARL
DIEK. Em‘?’ﬁl‘clﬂﬁﬂ’lem\&mw i

RETILTERAINDDIE,
- BEES (B, ZEER

- HREMEIC %’Xﬁﬁnﬁ%b/:\’-/?) EMNHRHERE
EUMNGDHLE

- ERBRE
— MRS — i A EIE

Sweden

HE consists of universities and university colleges

1977 reform — all postsecondary education integrated in
a single system

Higher Education Act 1993 — Decentralisation of decision
making, institutional efficiency, control of outcomes

New allocation of funding system based on number of
students and assessments of performance

"Third role” of universities introduced — serving the local
community

Globalisation Council established in 2006.
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Comparison

Denmark, Finland, Sweden: HE part of a national
strategy to create the knowledge society, address
globalisation

Increased autonomy, external stakeholders influence
(boards), evaluation, performance agreements,
competition

Institutional and/or geographical integration-mergers,
consortia, federations, alliances, cooperation between
different types of institutions.

Sharpen the profile of HE institutions, internationalisation,
globalisation

Denmark implemented the most radical reforms.
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