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in Paris in 2018 (Paris Communiqué), short-cycle tertiary education programmes were

formally included as a stand-alone qualification within the QF-EHEA, as their importance

in preparing students for employment and further studies, and in improving social

cohesion, was recognised. EHEA countries can decide whether and how to integrate

short-cycle programmes into their own national framework (Paris Communiqué, 2018¡01).

¡n2016-17,around half of the EHEA systems offered short-cycle programmes as part of
their higher education offering (European Commission, EACEA and Eurydice, 2018¡t¡).

Short-cycle programmes are also available in the participating jurisdictions, though they

are not always considered as part of the higher education system. For example in Estonia,

short-cycle programmes were offered until 2009, but they have been re-classified as

vocational programmes at lower levels of education.

In Norway, short-cycle programmes at the ISCED 5 level are offered through vocational

colleges (fagskote) that are not recognised as part of the higher education system. Norway

also óffeis ã t*o-y"at programme (høgskolekandidatgrad) at the ISCED 6 level, and

students who successfully complete the two-year programme can enter into the third year

of a three-year bachelor's programme in the same field.

On the other hand, in the Netherlands, shorl-cycle programmes (associate degrees) were

introduced in 2001 as a pilot scheme and were recognised as higher education

progmmmes in2013. They were originally only offered as integrated programmes within

Ùachelor's programmes at professional HEIs. From 2018, short'cycle programmes have

become Separate programmes, and are no longer parl of bachelor's progfammes. In the

Flemish Community, short-cycle programmes (associate degrees) were introduced in
20092.

Box 2.1. The Bologna Process and the European Higher Education Area

The Bologna Process is a voluntary intergovernmental process at the European level aimed at

increasing cross-national comparability in higher education systems by implementing reforms in

higher education based on a set of common and fundamental values'

The move towards greater comparability began rvhen the Sorbonne Declaration was signed by

France. Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom in 1998. In 1999, the Bologna Declaration was

launched anú 29 European countries agreed to commit to the creation of compatible and

^^--^-^Lt^ L:^L^- ^1,,^^r:^ñ ôr,.tÃñc Â r iha l\/inictpriol l-nnference in Rrrdanecl nnrl Vienn¡ inLUlllp¿l4u¡ç lllËt¡!¡ !uuç41¡ur¡ rJrr!¡r¡r'

2010 (the Budapest/Vienna Communiqué), the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) was

officially launched. There are currently 48 member states in the EHEA-

To become a member of the EHEA, countries must be party to the European Cultural

Convention and declare their willingness to pursue and implement the objectives of the Bologna

Process in their own higher education systems.

The Bologna Declaration in 1999 set six goals

. adoption ofa system ofeasily readable and comparable degrees

r adoption ofa system essentially based on three cycles (bachelor's / master's / doctoral)

r establishment of a system of credits

r promotion of mobility of students. teachers" researchers and administrative staff

r promotion ofEuropean co-operation in quality assurance
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r promotion of the necessary European dimensions in higher education' 
.

The EHEA countries have developed an overarching framework ofqualifrcations for the European

Higher Education e..u tôr-ggËaj, "o-rnon 
prin-ciples for the development of student-centred

learning, the Standards anî Cuideliíes for Quaiity Arrurun." in the European Higher Education

Area (ESG), the Reglster ãf Quality Assurance Agencies (European Quality Assurance Register'

EeAR), and a number of comìon tools, such as tñe European Credit Transfer and Accumulation

System (ECTS) Users' Guide, the Diploma supplement and the .council 
of EuropeluNESCO

ð'onu.ntìo" (often referred to as the Lisbon Recognition Convention)'

New goals for the EHEA beyon d 2020r¡,ere discussed at the Ministerial Conference in Paris in

2018 (the Paris Communiqué). They include: promoting active citizenship, linking the EHEA and

the European Research Ài.rí ennl, using digital technologies' supporting students. from non-

traditional backgrounds (incluàing tle proiision of lifelong learning), enhancing teacher support

and improving piofessional recognition of qualifications'

Source: Bologna Declaration (1999¡01), Joint

convened in Bologna on l9
declaration of the European Ministers of Education

June lggg (Bologna Declaration)'

elish-5 53028.odfl Working GrouP on Policy DeveloPment for New EHEA Goals 2015-2018

(2017¡ro¡), PolicY Development for New EHEA goals: Final RePort of V/orking GrouP 3,

Qual ifi c at ions fr amew orks

Qualifications frameworks aim to make qualification systems more transparent and

coherent by describing t-n. fno*t"dge, skilli, autonomy and re-sponsibility students will

have acquired on ,u.""rrful compleiion of each level of qualification (European Centre

for the Development of Vocational Training, 20101rr¡)- .These descriptors (learning

àut"or¡.r; indicate the relative complexity of the qualifications at each level' They may

also describe the level ãi autonomy required to áemonstrate or apply the knowledge,

skills and competences acquired at each level'

The classification of qualifications through a system of levels allows the comparison of

qruliir"utions and shows how student, 
"un 

progr.ss frgl one level to another. In this

i,"V, q""fincations frameworts help studenìr, ìhot. designing .and 
developing higher

education progrurn1n"f employers 
'and policy makers to understand and recognise

qualifications.

Qualifications frameworks are important in promoting mobility within education systems'

as well as for the trunrpuln"V and portability of qualifications intemationally' The clear

articulation of expected leaming outcomes át .u.È level can also contribute to lifelong

i;;;ú, the recognition oi f.uäing and skills, and improving the quality of education

(Tuck. 2007rn).

The QF-EHEA is a meta-framework that can be used to compare different national

systems. This promotes comparability a1d^ compatibility between the different higher

education systems across the EHEA. In 2008, tire European commission developed a

broader meta-qualifications framework, the European qualifications Framework for

Lii"fong Learning (EQF), which encompasses eight education and training levels from

til il#"ry schoo"l t"uàt í¡rougft the doctòrate level. lndividual countries can use the EQF

to develop their own NqF; f; ¡f levels of education' All participating jurisdictions have

d;;";"å an NQF thai has been referenced to the EQF and self-certified to the QF-

EHEA.
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Regions outside of Europe are introducing similar initiatives. Countries in the Southem
African Development Community (SADC) have developed the Southem African
Development Community Qualifications Frarnework (SADÒQF) for school education,
technical and vocational education and training, and higher òducation. The SADCeÉ
aims to facilitate the movement of learners and workerJ a"ross the SADC region aid
intemationally. It was established in 2011 by the SADC Ministers of Education and is
currently being implemented across the region (Keevy, chakoun and Deij, 2010rr:li
Jaftha and samuels, 2017wì.In addition, the caribbean community ¡canr-óov¡ üai
developed a technical and vocational education and training GúET) qualificátions
framework; and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations 1ÀSERN) úas developed a
Qualifications Reference Framework (Keevy and chakroun, 2015¡rs).

LTNESCO has also established a number of regional conventions in order to strengthen
and promote intergovernmental co-operation in recognising qualifications. Rãcent
conventions include the Council of Europe and UNESCO-Convõntiôn on the Recognition
of Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the European Region in tel:Z (the
Lisbon Recognition Convention), the UNESCo Asia-Pacific Regional bonvention onìh"
Recognition of Qualifications in Higher Education in 2011 (the foþo Convention) and
the UNESCO Revised Convention on the Recognition of Studies, Certificates, Diplómas,
Degrees and Other Academic Qualifications in Higher Education in African Sìates in
2014 (the Addis Convention). They outline the principles for recognition of higher
education qualifìcations to help increase transparenCy and facilitate croú-border moUitity
of students, academic staff and professionals across the region (LINESCO, 201grrqj.
Additionally, in 2016, LINESCO established a committee dweloping a draft text à1ã
Global Convention on the Recognition of Higher Education QuaÎifiãations (UNESCO,
20l8rrd.

Dístribution of students across programme levels

The distribution ofstudents across higher education levels varies across OECD countries.
On average, ll% of all students in higher education were enrolled in short-cycle tertiary
cducation prograrnmes irn2016 (Figure2.l). Some countries, such as Austràlia and ttrê
United States, have relatively large proportions of students enrolled in short-cycle
programmes, while other countries, such as Germany and Finland, do not prouid"
eclucation at this level at all. The maìority of students (64% in 2016) were .,.,,.o11".1 in
bachelor's level programmes, while 22%;o were studying in master,s level programmes
and 4o/o were undertaking doctoral level studies

A greater proportion of students tend to be enrolled in master's and doctoral programmes
in European countries than in other OECD countries. ln 2016, while students in master's
Ievel programmes accounted for more than one-third of all higher education students in
some countries, such as Czech Republic, France, Italy and portugal, the propofion was
less than 10/o in others, including Chile, Mexico and New Zealand,. Doctoial students
represented more than 5%o of enrolments in Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, I,uxembourg, Portugal and Switzerland; while the perôentage was less than lyo
in Chile and Mexico.

Most students in the participating jurisdictions were enrolled in bachelor,s level
programmes in 2016, ftom 65Yo in Estonia to 76%o in the Netherlands, which was above
the OECD average of 640/o (Table 2.2). Short-cycle tertiary education programmes are not
as common in these jurisdictions as they are in other OECD countriei; eñrohents at this
level in the Flemish Community (8%) and the Netherlands (2%) were below the OECD

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2OI 9



CHAPTER 2. THE STRUCTURE AND GoVERNANCEOF HIGHEREDUCATION SYSTEMS I OS

average of ll%o in 2016. However, enrolments in these programmes have been increasing

rapidly in these two jurisdictions.

The proportion of students enrolling in master's programmes was higher thanthe OECD

averàge'(22%o) in Estonia (30%) und No.*uy (23%), while it was lower than the average

in the Flemish Community (lS%) and the- Netherlands (20%). Estonia had 6% of its

ftigh"r education students in àoctoral proglammes in20l6, which was above the OECD

uuîrug. of 4Yo, whereas the remaining jurisdictions were below the average. The

Netherlands had a particularly low shaie-of doctoral students with 1.8% of students

enrolled at this level, less than half of the OECD average share'

Figure 2.1. Distribution of student enrolments across ISCED levels (2016)

¡ Short-cycle E Bachelo/s or equ¡valent r Masteis or equivalent ¡Docloral orequiváþnt

Note: *Participating in the Benchmarking Higher Education System Performance-exercise 201712018'

Countries are ranked in descending ordã. oith" share ofstudents enrolled in short-cycle tertiary education

progranìmes.
butã on doctoral students exclude those who are employed outside ofhigher education'

Sotutrce: Adapted from OECD (2018¡rst), OECD Education Statístics, http://dx.doi.ore/10'1787/edu-data-en;

data provideà by the Flemish Ministry of Education and Training'

StatLì n k -vÉp https ://doi'ore/I 0' 1 78718889339404 1 7

"Iable 2.2. Distribution of enrolments across ISCED lêvels, participating jurisdictions (2016)
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Estonia

The Flemish
Community

The Netherlands

Norway

OECD average

7.90/o

64.9Y0

70.5To

76.00/o

70.7To

63.70/o

29.6T0

18.3%

5.5%

3.370

2,40/o

3.30/o

10.70/o

19.8%

23,3Yo

21.9o/o

1.80/o

2.8%

3.70/o

Note; Dataon doctoral progfammes exclude doctoral students who are employed outside ofhigher education'

See Annex 2A for student ãnrolment numbers across ISCED levels in the participatingjurisdictions.

Source: Figure 2.1.
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2.2.2. Classificatians of higher educøtion institutions

As notecl in Chapter 1, there are over l8 000 heterogeneous higher education institutions
across the world, with diverse profiles, missions, organisation and status. The different
types of institutions include universities; colleges; polytechnics; professional, vocational
and specialist institutions; and research institutions, among others, depending on the
national context. These institutions can be public or private and have varying levels of
government recognition.

The categories of higher education institutions differ across participating jurisdictions
(Table 2.3). ln all jurisdictions, there are both public and private higher education
institutions. ln the Flemish Community and the Netherlands, institutions are further
differentiated by whether they have been recognised by the govemment.

Table 2.3. Higher education institutions in participating jurisdictions

Estonia

The Flemish
Community

The Netherlands

Types of higher education institutions

Universities (ülikoot)

Professional higher education institutions (rakenduskõrgkoof

Universities (u niversiteiten)

University colleges (hogescholen)

Specialised institutionsj

Other statutory registered higher education institutions
Non-statutory registered higher education institutions
Non+egistered higher education institutions

Universities (unive rsiteiten)
Universities of applied sciences (hoger beroepsonderwijs (HBO) institutions,
formerly hogescho/en)
The Open University (Open Universiteif
Recognised higher education institutions
Non-recognised higher education institutions

Universities (universitet)

Specialised university institutions (vitenskapelig høgskole)
University colleges (h øg skole)
Private higher education institutions

Nonalay

Higher education institutions can be classified and differentiated in many ways. according
to who owns and funds them, their missions and orientations, and their status in relation
to other higher education institutions. These differences can lead to the creation of
distinct subsectors within a broader higher education system. Institutions are often
categorised in groups across the system (horizontal differentiation) according to their
missions, profiles and approaches to fulfilling their functions. Differences within the
system can also exist on the basis of a formal or informal hierarchy of institutions
(vertical differentiation or stratification) (Clark, 1 983 rrslt Marginson, 201 6poù.

Horizontal dffirentiat ion

Horizontal diversity in higher education institutions can help accommodate the varying
needs of a heterogeneous society. In addition to varying missions, governance
arrangements and intemal organisation, other distinguishing features could include legal
foundation, size, services and differences in student population (Bimbaum, 1983tzrl).
Differences between institutions can be historically inherited, or arise from socio-political
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context, governmeff policy and regulation (Marginson, 2017¡zz1)' Key distinguishing

features (Éirnbaum, 1983prt; Teichler, 2007p2ù include:

o types ofinstitutions: universities or other higher education institutions

. sectors ofcontrol: public or private

.typesofprogrammes:academicorprofessionalorientation

o levels of programmes: delivery of programmes at ISCED levels 5 to 8 or specific

levels

o institutional focus: research or teaching

o modes ofteaching: face-to-face, online or blended

. discipline coverage: comprehensive coverage of all disciplinary domains or

specialisation in particular fields'

As seen in Table 2.3, fhere are varying degtees of horizontal diversification in the

participating jurisdictions. The key differentiating factor in Estonia, the Flemish

Community and the Netherlands is the distinction between universities, which have a

predominantlY academic focus, and other institutions, which have a predominantlY

professional focus. This is discussed further in the following section.

Since the 1970s, the united states has used the carnegie classification of Institutions of Higher

Education to classify higher education institution, u."o.ãing to the highest degree level awarded:

¡ doctoral universities: associate degrees to doctorates (ISCED 5 to 8)

¡ master,s colleges and universities: associate degrees to master's (ISCED 5 to 7)

¡baccalaureatecolleges:associatedegreesandbachelor's(ISCED5and6)

¡ associate's colleges: associate degrees (ISCED 5)'

There are also special focus institutions (which specialise in a single field or set of related fields)

and tribal colleges (which are members of the American Indian Higher Education consortium)'

Each category is further defined with subcategories based on additional factors such as the level of

research activity, tit. nrtt"t- of degrees cãnferred' the disciplinary focus and student types

(Borden, Coates and Bringle, 2018¡za¡)'

Box 2.Z.Classification systems of higher education institutions

The United States

Japan

Higher education institutions in Japan are differentiated on the basis of the types and

ptogtutt"t offered (OECD, 20 I 8¡z5l):

¡ Universities and graduate schools are academically oriented'

o universities: bachelor's degrees (ISCED 6)

o graduate schools: master's degrees QSCED 7) and doctorates (ISCED 8)

rTheremaininghighereducationinstitutionsareprofessionallyoriented.

o junior colleges: associate degrees (ISCED 5)

levels of
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o

o

pl ofessional graduate school s: professional master's degrees (ISCED 7)

colleges of technology: title of associate (lSCED 5) (these institutions admit lower
secondary school graduates and provide practical education over a five-year period)

professional training colleges: diplomas and advanced diplomas (lscED 5).o

Binary higher education systems

A number of countries operate on a binary system where higher education institutions are
divided into two main subsectors based on the types of piogru.m", they deliver. The
academically oriented institutions usually have a strong reseãrch focus and are able to
award doctorates. The professionally oriented institutions, on the other hand, generally
have more emphasis on work-based education. Other higher education institutóns may
exist outside the two main subsectors to fulfil specific educational needs, for example, art,
music or military academies and specialist higher education institutions.

Some countries have moved from a binary system to a unified system in recent decades,
attempting to minimise horizontal differences. For example, Australia abolished the
binary divide between universities and colleges of advanced education in 1987 and
created a unified national system. The non-university sector either amalgamated into new
universities or merged with existing universities. The United Kingdom also eliminated
the binary divide in 1992 and now has a unitary system that is primarily dominated by
universities' Similarly, by 2005, the Swedish higher education iystem had transformed
into a uniform system by granting university status to all university colleges.

However, binary systems still exist in a number of OECD countries, for instance Austria,
Finland, Germany, Portugal, South Korea and Switzerland. Within the jurisdictions
participating in this benchmarking exercise, Estonia, the Flemish Community and the
Netherlands have a binary higher education system (Table2.4). In the Flemish
Community and the Netherlands, some higher education institutions exist outside the
binary system, such as specialist higher education institutions. However, they do not
aflracf large numbers of students.

"Iable 2.4. Binary systems in participating jurisdictions

Hiqher education institutions mainl¡r
offering academically oriented
programmes

Hioher edunefinn incfilrfianc n¡inhr
offering professionally oriented
programmes

Estonia Universities (ülikooî) Professional higher education institutions
(rakenduskõrgkoot)

University col leges (hoge schole n)Universities (universite ite n)The Flemish
Gommunity

The
Netherlands

U n iversities (u n ive rsite ite nl Universities of applied sciences (hoger
beroe psonderwijs (HB0) institutions,
formerly hogescholen)

There is no formal intemational naming convention for higher education subsectors in a
binary system. The terms "universities" and "professionai higher education institutions
(professional HFIs)" are used throughout this report when discussing subsectoral
differences in the binary systems in the participating jurisdictions.
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In Estonia, the Flemish Community and the Netherlands, there is a distinction between

universities and professional HEIs io varying degrees, in terms of their governance and

legal rights; their functions; and the levels of programmes they can offer. Access to

¿#rurenî types of funding álso differs between th" t*o subsectors in the participating

jurisdictions, particularlyTesearch funding, which is largely provided to universities (see

Chapter 3).

Estonia has two distinct types of ISCED level 6 programmes: a bachelor's programme

(which awards a bachelói's degree, bskalaureusekraad) and a professional- h]Sher

òducation programme (which ãwards a professional higher education diploma,

rakenduskõrgh-*ia^øppi diplom). Bachelor'i programmes have a theoretically based

curriculum, ãnd aim ö btouá.n ih. ttop" of general education and develop the basic

knowledge'and skills in specific fields of study required to continue at the master's level

or to gaiñ access to the la'bour market. Professlonai higher education programmes, on the

other"hand, are based on a curriculum that is focused on practical training for specifrc

professioni. At least 15% of the study load in professional higher education progmmmes

must be work-based learning'

Universities and professional HEIs in Estonia are regulated by separate legislation (the

Universities Act 1995 and the Institutions of Professional Higher Education Act 1998). In

theory, both universities and professional HEIs are able to offer the two types of bachelor

prog.ã*."r. However, in piactice, universities mainly deliver bachelor's programmes

àniprofessional HEIs predominantly offer professional higher education programmes'

Both universities and piofessional HEIs are able to offer master's degree programm€s'

However, only universities can offer doctoral programmes (a diagram of the Estonian

education system is available in Annei 2B).

The Flemish Community has a binary system with professional HEIs focusing mainly

on occupationally specific and labour market relevant education and training, and

providing regionfu 
"-ou"rug. 

to support access. A decree was introduced in 2003 that
'required"all professional HEIs fo aevetop "associations" with a university. The

asöciations are official bodies where co-operation between a university and one or more

university colleges is formally established. The key goals of the associations were to align

all Flemlsh progra-mes wlih ttre Bologna structure (Box2.1), including academically

oriented programmes offered by professi,onal HEIs; build better connections between the

two sectorsf i.pron. efficiency of programme offerings and reduce overlap. The

associations also facilitate transfér anañgements for students from one type of institution

to another, as well as the development òf learning pathways across education levels and

subsectors.

Preventing fragmentation of research capacity has become a key priority over time in the

Flemish óomirunity, and this has lõd to a much clearer binary distinction and

strengthening of the university sector. A 2012 decree integrated academic bachelor's

progtã*."r fully within univlrsities (williams, 20l7pat)' As of the academic year of

zoís-zoÁ, wittr some exceptions, universities offer programmes with an academic

orientation (academisch gerichte) at bachelor's, master's and doctoral levels, while

professional HEIs offer 
"programmes with a professional orientation Qtofessioneel

'gerichte) at short-cycle tertiãry educationa and bachelor's levels (a diagram of the

Flemish education system is available in Annex 2B)'

The binary system is a key feature of the Dutch higher education system, which provides

a distinction between uniïersities and professional HEIs with complementary strengths.

Universities mainly offer research oriented education (wetenschappeliik onderwts' WO)
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at bachelor's, master's and doctoral levels. Professional HEIs, on the other hand, deliver
higher professional education (hoger beroepsonderwijs, HBO) at short-cycle tertiary
education and bachelor's levels (and master's level in some cases). Traditionally,
professional HEIs were not engaged in research activities. However, they have been
encouraged to specialise in applied research in recent years (a diagram of the Dutch
education system is available in Annex 2B).

Norway created a binary system in the 1960s and 1970s through the establishment of
regional colleges and a process of upgrading a number of specialised colleges
(engineering, nursing, etc.). Regional colleges provided short-cycle professional and
vocational programmes, as well as some academic oriented programmes for basic,
undergraduate and graduate education in areas where no universities operated (Williams,
2017pøù. However, a series of royal decrees in 1981, 1989 and 1991 ended the binary
system, and a series of mergers tookplace inthe early 1990s, peaking in1994 when 98
small regional colleges were merged into 26 public colleges (later referred to as
university colleges). The differences between universities and university colleges were
reduced when the government brought universities and university colleges under the same
legislative framework in 1995.

The Norwegian govemment has encouraged the merger of universities and university
colleges as a way of enhancing competitiveness for resources and students (including
through greater geographic coverage), to amalgamate similar study programmes and
achieve efficiency, and to strengthen performance (OECD, 201$p.l,). Larger and more
comprehensive institutions could offer stronger academic programmes, give more
programme and module options for students, provide better student services and have a
greater capacity for organisational flexibility (Harman and Harman, 2003rzet). During the
most recent wave of institutional mergers in 2015-175, many university colleges were
either incorporated into universities or obtained university status.

Public and private institutions

The divide between public an<l private institutions is an important feature of many higher
education systems. In the uNESCo, OECD and Eurostat (UoE) data manual, public and
private higher education insitutions are classifìed primarily according to the locus of
institutipnal control, rather than by who provides the majority of funding. Control is
determined according to who has the majority of power to set policies and design the
operations and practices ofthe insitution.

Private institutions can be further divided into govemment-dependent private and
independent private institutions based on the source of funding (UOE, 20l8po):

o A govemment-dependent private institution is one that either receives at least 50
percent of its core funding from govemment agencies or one whose teaching
personnel are paid for by a government agency.

o An independent private institution is one that receives less than 50 percent of its
core funding from govemment agencies, and whose teaching personnel are not
paid for by a government agency.

In practice, government-dependent private institutions often comply with the same
regulations as public institutions, given that receipt ofpublic funding can be conditional
on adhering to these regulations. In the United Kingdom, for instance, all higher
education institutions, including universities and colleges, are private, but the majority
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receive funding from the govemment and are therefore "government-dependent" and

subject to regulations.

Higher education remains predominantly public in most OECD countries. As shown in
Figure 2.2, the majority of higher education students in 2016 were enrolled in public

inJtitutions in most OECD countries, or, in the case of countries such as Estonia6 and the

United Kingdom, in government-dependent private institutions. In a small number of
countries, independent private institutions make up a relatively large proportion of the

overall system; they accounted for around 80% of student enrolments in Japan and Korea,

70o/oin Chile, 30% in Mexico and25o/o in the United States in 2016.

In the Netherlands and Norway, approximateìy 85% of higher education students were

enrolled in public institutions in 2016. More than three-quarters of students in Estonia6

and close to two-thirds in the Flemish Community were enrolled in government-

dependent private institutions. In all participatingjurisdictions, the proportion ofstudents

enrolled in independent private institutions was below l5%.

Figure 2.2. Share ofall higher education enrolments by type ofinstitution (2016)

r Public¡nstitutions ¡ Governmentdependentprivatginstilutions t lndependentprivate¡nstitut¡ons trAllprivateinstitutions

Note: * Participating in the Benchmarking Higher Education System Performance exercise 201712018.

Source: Adapted fiom OECD (2018¡rsj), OECD Education Statistics, htto://dx.doi.ore/10.1787ledu-data-en;

data provided by the Flemish Ministry of Education and Training.

sxax Lí n k +-gp https ://doi.ore/l 0. I 7 87/8 88 93 3 94043 6

The vast majority of private higher education institutions are non-profit, meaning that any

financial gains from their activities cannot be distributed to the owners of the institution,
and they do not pay tax on their income. However, there is an increasingly important for-
profit sector in some OECD countries.

It has been argued that for-profit institutions are more responsive to student needs,

particularly those ofnon-traditional learners, as they need to be self-sufficient and able to

respond to market demand (Bennett, Lucchesi and Vedder, 20l0pol). In the United States,

they tend to enrol more minority, disadvantaged, and older students than community
colleges and other public and private non-profit institutions. In addition, in comparison to
community colleges (which are primarily public), for-profit institutions perform better in
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terms of retention rates for students in their fìrst year and completion rates in short-cycle

tertiary education programmes at the certificate and associate in arts levels (Deming,

Goldin and Katz, 20 12¡z ¡).

However, there are concems about the quality of education provided by for-profit
institutions, as they may be more motivated by the financial bottom line rather than

education outcomes (Bennett, Lucchesi and Vedder, 20l0potl The Institute for Higher
Education Policy, 20l2pz). Students from for-profit institutions in the United States, for
instance, have poorer employment outcomes than comparable students from other higher

education institutions, making it difficult for them to repay their student loans. As a

result, they are more likely to default on their student loans. Students from for-profit
institutions also report lower satisfaction with their courses and are less likely to consider

their education and loans worth the price-tag relative to similarly situated students who
attended public and private non-profit institutions (Deming, Goldin andKatz,20l2pt).

These concerns are exacerbated when govemment-funded student financial assistance is a

key source of revenue of for-profit institutions. This has been found to drive aggressive

and, at some times, fraudulent recruitment practices in some institutions in the United
States (Public Agenda, 2014¡n). Coupled with concems about quality in for-profit
institutions, this has led to govemment initiatives to improve their accountability for
student outcomes in some countries. The United States, for instance, introduced new
Gainful Employment regulations designed to hold for-profit colleges accountable for
student outcomes in2014. These regulations tied eligibility for federal funding to student

success in terms of programme-level measures of student debt and earnings (Cellini and

Tumer, 2018p+¡). As a result, the share of enrolments in for-profit institutions, which
increased from4Yo in 1995 to llo/o in 2010, decreased to'7%oin2016 (U.S. Department of
Education, 2017ps).

Recognition of institutions

Higher education institutions have varying levels of recognition by govemments which
can determine how they opcrate. In many countries, including Estonia and Norway,
higher education institutions need to achieve formal accreditation in order to operate

(Section 2.3). However, some countries, including the Flemish Community and the

Netherlands, allow higher eclucation institutions without formal accreditation or
registration to operate within their jurisdictions. These institutions may be restricted in the

quãlifications they can award or in their access to government funding.

In the Flemish Community, only registered higher education institutions are entitled to

award bachelor's and master's degrees. Statutory registered institutions (public or
govemment-dependent private) were recognised by the govemment prior to the 2004

reforms in higher education and are listed in the Higher Education Register

(Hogeronderwijsregister). These institutions receive public funding for their education

and research activities. Independent private higher education institutions can undergo a

formal registration process to be registered by the government. The registration
procedures include proof of financial solvency and the establishment of co-operation

agreements with recognised institutions to guarantee students can continue their studies if
the institution ceases to operate (e.g. in the case of bankruptcy). Other higher education

institutions can operate under the constitutional principle of freedom of education;

however, their qualifications cannot be called bachelor's or master's degrees.

Public universities and professional HEIs in the Netherlands are listed in the Higher
Education and Research Act 1993 and receive public funding to support their activities.
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private higher education institutions in the Netherlands do not receive public funds, but

may be re-cognised by the Minister of Education, Culture and Science as a legal entity

proïiding higher education (rechtspersoon voor hoger onderwis) if they undergo a

special iãstitùtional procedure and their programmes are accredited by the Netherlands-

Flanders Accreditatiòn Organisation (NVAO). These institutions are permitted to offer

bachelor's and master't þtogfu*rnes, and their accredited programmes are legally

recognised. The qualificuiioni awarded are equivalent to those awarded by public

instiìutions. Privaté institutions that do not undergo these processes are not recognised by

the govemment and operate outside of government regulations. They can apply for

proglu.n¡¡. accreditation through the NVAO if certain conditions aÍe met. Private higher

ãduóation institutions are not permited to call themselves universities.

Vertical dffirentiation

Higher education institutions can also differ in terms of the quality and reputation of
ind-ividual institutions and likely graduate outcomes (Teichler, 2008r¡ol), leading to a

vertical stratification of the system.

As discussed in Chapter 1, higher education participation is no longer reserved forihe
elite, with some OECD countries now having a participation rate of more than 50%. But

high levels of participation and increased numbers of institutions do not preclude the

co-ncentration oltop researchers and students in high-status institutions and programmes,

even in very egalitãrian societies (Marginson, 2016¡zo1). This tier of institutions exists in

*uny ,ouni.ieJand is often comprised of the older and more established institutions, such

as tile Grandes Ecoles in Fránce, the SKY universities in Korea (Seoul National

University, Korea University, and Yonsei University), the Russell Group in the United

Kingdom and the Ivy League in the United States.

Vertical differentiation can also exist within institutions. For example, university colleges

in the Netherlands (often called Honours Colleges) are part of a university, but differ

from the rest of the institution in many aspects. They are selective and focused on

developing talented students, with classes delivered in small $oups' These students

follow a bioad liberal arts and sciences cuniculum in their first year before selecting their

major in their second year. Students must pay an additional fee on top of the regular

tuiiion fee to attend, and in some cases, need to live in dedicated on-campus resident

halls.

Vertically differentiated systems are more likely to generate hierarchical differences in

labour market outcomes (ìncluding types of occupations, employment rates and wages)

(Leuze,201ltzzù. Elite institutions and programmes provide students with an identifiable

iocial advantage (Marginson, 2016¡zo1) and students with highly educated parents are

more likely to enrol in higher-status institutions and programmes, which can increase

their advantages in the labour market. Vertically differentiated higher education systems,

therefore, caÃ play a role in increasing the correlation between students' socio-economic

status and labour market outcomes (Triventi,20l3pst).

The vertical differentiation between higher education institutions no longer exists only

nationally. The advent of the global ranking industry and the competition to attract both

funding ánd international students means many institutions now measure their outputs on

a globãl scale, and aim to achieve "world-class" status. A number of countries have

"*!ti.it 
policies in place to create "world-class universities," as certified by their ranking

in'various global university rankings, such as the Academic Ranking of World

Universities (enWÐ (Shanghai Jiao Tong University, China), the QS World University
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Rankings (Quacquarelli Symonds, UK) and THE World University Rankings (Times
Higher Education, UK). This can result in additional funding and support for top-ranking
institutions to help them build their research capacity and attract global talent.

Project 911 (1995) and Project 985 (1998) in China, for example, are both aimed at
producing "world-class" universities and improving China's international
competitiveness. The initial nine universities selected through the project are known as

the C9 League. 39 universities have subsequently received additional financial support
from Project 985 to strengthen their performance and promote the growth and reputation
of China's higher education system. The significant injection of funds to these institutions
has led to an increase in the output of academic papers, many of which are considered to
be influential and of high quality, and improve the performance of Chinese universities in
global rankings (Yang and Liu,2018psl). The Double First-Class strategy introduced in
2015 also aims to expand the number of highly ranked Chinese universities by 2050. 43
universities have qualified for additional support to become "world-class," and another 95
institutions have been selected to develop "world-class" programmes (Peters and Besley,
2018r¿où.

Similarly, in Japan, the Top Global University Project was launchedin2014 to provide
financial support to universities that are leading the intemationalisation of education in
Japan. 37 universities have been recognised as global universities. Type A (Top Type)
universities are those which are considered to have the potential to be included in the top
100 in world university rankings. Type B (Global Traction Type) universities are
recognised as innovative institutions that can lead the intemationalisation of Japanese
society (Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology,
2018¡+r¡).

Competition between institutions can also be a means to promote excellence, especially in
research, and has led to the creation of Research Excellence Initiatives in many countries,
to identi$ and promote excellence among institutions (OECD, 20l4vzù. For example, in
Germany, the Excellence Initiative was introduced in 2005 to encourage excellence in
research and doctoral training and enhance the profile and attractiveness of German
universities. The Excellence Initiative has three lines of funding. The first line funds
graduate schools that provide high-quality doctoral training and stimulating research
environments. The second line funds clusters of excellence, which are internationally
visible and competitive priority research areas at universities and their non-university
partner institutions. The third line finances the institutional strategies of only a small
number of universities. In its first phase from 2005-2012, the Excellence Initiative
provided funding for 39 graduate schools, 37 clusters of excellence and 9 institutional
strategies. In the second phase from 2012-2017,45 graduate schools, 43 clusters of
excellence and 11 institutional strategies received financial support (OECD, 20l4vzù.

On the other hand, the trend towards increasing competition between institutions can
increase vertical differentiation and possibly decrease horizontal differentiation. The
additional financial support for Project 985 universities, for instance, has created a
widening gap between the selected universities and other higher education institutions
(Zong and Zhang,2017vsù.It is also argued that the German Excellence Initiative has
reduced variety within the German university landscape (Flink et al., 2012s+). In
addition, these policies can drive an even greater emphasis on research over teaching, as

most global rankings tend to focus heavily on research performance (Hazelkorn and
Gibson, 2018¡+5r).
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As a response to global university rankings, which focus on a naffow range of measures

and provide simplified league tables, there have been a number of efforts to provide a

broader view of the relative strengths of institutions. For example, U-Multirank is a
multidimensional ranking covering various aspects of higher education functions, e.g.

education, research and engagement. It ranks higher education institutions into five
different performance groups, and is an independent ranking developed with seed funding

from the European Commission's Erasmus* programme (U-Multirank, 2018t¿ot).

2.2.3. Access to and pathways within higher education

As discussed in Chapter l, access to higher education has significantly broadened across

the OECD in recent decades, reflecting government policy and investment, and a
preceding period of universalisation of secondary education. Many countries have

reformed their system structures to promote greater access to higher education, including

opening up access to students from different types of secondary education, and

developing mechanisms for non-traditional entry.

Admíssion to higher education

Access to higher education is generally based on an upper secondary education

qualification. Applicants may also be awarded entrance scores or points based on their
performance in upper secondary schools that are used for higher education admissions

processes. Some countries stream secondary school students into academic or vocational

pathways, which may determine whether they are able to enter higher education, and the

types of higher education institutions and programmes they can enter (diagrams of the

education systems in the participating jurisdictions are available in Annex 2B).

However, the level of autonomy institutions have in selecting students for admission to

higher education can vary across countries. In some, institutions have the power to set

admission criteria (as in Estonia); in others, the admissions criteria is either co-regulated

between institutions and an external authority (as in the Netherlands and Norway); or it is
entirely regulated by an external authority (as in the Flemish Community) (European

University Association, 201 &ø.a).

In Estonia, all individuals with upper secondary education are eligible to apply for all

types of first-degree progfammes (i.e. bachelor's programmes, professional higher

education programmes or programmes based on integrated curricula of bachelor's and

master's studies) under the Universities Act 1995 and the Institutions of Professional

Higher Education Act 1998. Completion of upper secondary education is certified by an

upper secondary school leaving certificate or a certificate of vocational secondary

education. However, higher education institutions may introduce further admission

requirements, such as entrance examinations, minimum scores on the national

examinations, and interviews.

In the Flemish Community, a secondary school leaving certificate (a diploma of
secondary education) gives individuals access to all types of short-cycle and bachelor's

programmes. Individuals are able to achieve this qualification by completing either two
years ofthe third stage ofgeneral, arts and technical secondary education or three years

of the third stage of vocational secondary education. Access to short-cycle programmes is

also granted ifapplicants hold either a certificate ofthe second year ofthe third stage of
vocational secondary education or a certificate of a progmmme of secondary adult

education, which had at least 900 teaching periods.

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2OI 9



761 CHAPTER 2. THE STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE OF HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEMS

In the Netherlands, the Higher Education and Research Act 1993 outlines the different
entry requirements for universities and professional FIEIs, which are based on completion
ofone ofthree diflerent strands ofupper secondary education:

o Graduates from the "pre-university education" (VV/O) strand (three years) can

directly access all types ofhigher education institutions.

¡ Graduates from the other senior general secondary education (HAVO) strand (two
years) can only access professional HEIs. However, in some cases, they can

access university programmes after one year spent in professional FIEIs.

o Graduates from vocational upper secondary education (two or three years) do not
generally have direct access to higher education. However, they can access higher
education after completing some additional years of upper secondary education or
post-secondary non-tertiary education (depending on which programmes they
have followed).

In Norway, admission to bachelor's programmes is regulated through the Universities
and University Colleges Act 2005 and national regulations, with higher education
institutions formally responsible for admission. Applicants must have a minimum level of
achievement in six key academic subjects (English, history, mathematics, natural science,

Norwegian and social studies), in addition to achieving the general matriculation standard
to access higher education by:

¡ completing three years ofgeneral upper secondary education

o completing tlree or four years of vocational upper secondary education and

training (three years of schooling or two years of schooling and two years of
apprenticeship training, which leads to a craft or joumeyman's certificate),
followed by an additional year with the six key academic subjects.

For many programmes, additional requiremen{s apply, e.g. specific subjects or results
from upper secondary education.

In some countries, including the Flemish Community, the Netherlands and Norway,
alternative ways of access to higher education are available for individuals who may not
meet the usual admissions requirements. In the Flemish Community and the Netherlands,
students without an upper secondary degree can be admitted through admissions tests (in
the Netherlands, this applies only to students who are at least 21 years old). In the
Netherlands, students can also be admitted based on the evaluation of a piece of research.

In Norway, individuals over 23 years old and without an upper secondary qualification
can access higher education by documenting five years of education andlor work
experience and demonstrating basic proficiency in the six key academic subjects.

The recognition of prior leaming (RPL), i.e. the recognition of non-formal and informal
leaming, also provides alternative ways to access higher education. In the Flemish
Community and Norway, individuals may access higher education on the basis of RPL. In
the Netherlands, individuals apply for RPL in order to fast-track their attainment of upper
secondary education qualifications. In Estonia, prior leaming can be recognised; however,
higher education institutions are not able to admit students solely on the basis of RPL.

Selectivity in admission systems

The level of openness or selectivity in admission to higher education differs across

countries, institutions, programmes and levels of study. rühere govemment regulations on
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admissions exist, they tend to focus on short-cycle and bachelor's level programmes and

institutions are more likely to have greater autonomy in admissions to master's and

doctorate level programmes.

Around half of the countries and economies with available information on admissions

processes to public institutions have at least some institutions with open admission

Àystems (TabÈ 2.5). Open admissions systems provide all applicants with the required

qualification level (usually an upper secondary school qualification) and automatic right

óf a"cess to higher education. This is the case for admissions to short-cycle and

bachelor's programmes in the Flemish Community and the Netherlands. Open admission

also exists in half of all jurisdictions with government-dependent private institutions and

nearly half of those with independent private institutions.

In Norway, admission to first-degree programmes (bachelor's and integrated master's) is

open, bul based on a point scale within quotas. This system was introduced to address

imbalances in higher education and society atlarge (in terms of age, gender, culture and

region). Half of all student places are reserved for those 21 yeats of age or younger.

These "youth quota" applicants are ranked solely on the courses they completed in upper

secondary education and their grades. Applicants in the other halfofthe admission quota,

known as the "ordinary quota," can obtain extra admission points based on their age, past

education experience and military service. Some applicants within the ordinary quota

may re-sit exãms to improve their upper secondary school results, thereby improving their

chánces of admission to their preferred study programme. Norwegian institutions that

offer popular programmes can therefore be selective, as demand exceeds the number of
placei available. In these instances, the highest ranking applicants are offered a place in

iheir prefened institution. By contrast, institutions must accept all eligible applicants in

low-demand programmes where there are fewer applicants than places.

Other countries allow institutions to set the admissions criteria and be more selective. In

these countries, applicants are usually assessed on the basis oftheir performance in upper

secondary school, and applicants may also be required to have successfully completed

pre-requisite subjects at fhat level. Institutions may also use interviews, portfolios,

èntranóe exams and other mechanisms to assess the suitability of applicants for admission

to programmes, as is the case in Estonia.

Even in open admission systems, there are often additional conditions required for entrY

to specifið programmes, and limits on the number of places offered by institutions. The

number of places available in medicine, for instance, is controlled in many countries as

these are closely linked with national restrictions around medical practitioners. Places in

some programmes may be limited due to high demand. In the Netherlands,'for instance,

the number of places is limited for medicine, veterinary medicine, dentistry, journalism

and physiotherapy programmes. Applicants for these programmes are selected through a

weighted draw (toting), in which a higher average mark in the final school examination

giveì applicants a higher chance of gaining a place. In addition, some proglammes, such

as university colleges and art programmes, are selective by nature. Similarly, in Norway,

admission to engineering and medicine programmes requires the completion of specific

upper secondary courses such as advanced courses in mathematics and sciences.

Mana geme nt of app I i c at i ons

The management of applications to enter higher education also varies across countries.

Institutions manage direct applications with full autonomy and responsibility in some

countries. In others, students submit applications through a centralised govemment
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agency, which applies admissions criteria. A third approach used in some jurisdictions
entails the use of centralised bodies which act as clearinghouses to manage applications
for institutions that make the decisions on criteria, procedures and applications.
Centralised application systems 10 manage entry to programmes are seen as a way to
ensure a uniform standard across the jurisdiction (Hoareau McGrath etal.,20l4¡tq).
Some countries use a combination of management practices, depending on the level of
study and programme.

ln2017, students applied to public institutions through a centralised system in around
one-quarter of countries with available information, while they applied directly to
institutions in nearly half of the countries (Figure 2.3). Another quarter of countries
combined a centralised application system with a direct application system. In private
institutions, a centralised system is less common; students applied directly to institutions
in nearly one-half of the countries with government-dependent private institutions and in
most countries with independent private institutions. However, a centralised application
system was combined with a direct application system in one-third of countries with
private institutions.

Figure 2.3. Application systems for first-degree programmes (2017)

lCentralised r Centralised and direct to institut¡ons El Dkect to ¡nstitutions E Not applicable E lvl¡ssing

0 10 15 20 25 30

Numberof countries

35 40

Publ¡c institutions

Governmentdependent private inst¡tutions

lndependent private institutions

Note: First-degree programmes include i) ISCED level 6 programmes that do not require prior completion of
another level 6 programme for entry and ii) ISCED level 7 programmes that do not require prior completion
of a level 6 programme for entry.
Source: OECD (20l7vsù, Educatíon at a Glance 2017,httos:lldoi.ore/10.1787/eae-2017-en.

Statlink .ffip https ://doi.ore/l 0. I 7871888933940455

In Estonia, students apply to higher education institutions through the Admission
Information System (Sisseastumise Infosüsteen, SAIS), and institutions assess the
applications against their own criteria. In the Netherlands, all students must apply for
study programmes through Studielink; applications are assessed centrally to establish
eligibility for open admissions programmes. ln programmes with a fixed number of
places, such as medicine, applicants receive a ranking via Studielink if the number of
applications exceeds the places available. The ranking is determined by institutions based
on their selection criteria. Most applications in Norway are processed through the
Norwegian Universities and Colleges Admission Service, with some exceptions (e.g.

programmes in performing arts where admission is based on tests, and programmes
offered by some independent private institutions). The Norwegian Universities and
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Colleges Aámission Service registers all applications, assesses eligibility and assigns

admisiion points based on criteria laid down in a national regulation on admission to

higher eduõadon, which is revised annually, before the applications are forwarded for

fiñal processing at the institution ranked as first priority by the applicant. Students apply

directly to institutions in the Flemish Community (Table 2.5).
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Different application processes may be used for different levels of study. For example, in
the Netherlands, application processes are centralised for short-cycle tertiary education
and bachelor's programmes, while they are decentralised for master's and doctoral
programmes (i.e. students apply directly to institutions).

Pathways within higher education

Flexible pathways within higher education enable students to move easily between levels
of study, programmes and institutions. This can be important in facilitating lifelong
leaming and enabling students to change programmes or institutions if they realise their
first choice was not suitable.

Short-cycle programmes can help create more flexible leaming pathways into and within
higher education, bringing students who did not follow a traditional pathway into higher
education (Adelman, 2009poti Slantcheva-Durst, 2010¡sr1). Pathways from short-cycle
teftiary education programmes to bachelor's programmes have been developed in many
jurisdictions, including the Flemish Community and the Netherlands.

¡ The Flemish Community: Short-cycle programmes (associate degree
programmes) have been delivered by institutions responsible for adult vocational
training ("centres for adult education") since their introduction in 2009. However,
from 2019 onwards, these programmes will be delivered by professional HEIs.
These programmes have been created as an entry point to a bachelor's programme
with a professional orientation, and professional FIEIs will have to provide
pathways from a short-cycle to a relevant bachelor's programme.

o The Netherlands: Students who complete a shorf-cycle programme (associate

degree) at a professional HEI can decide to continue for another two years (in
case of full-time study) within the sub-sector to obtain a bachelor's degree.

In general, applicants are required to complete a bachelor's programme for entry to a
master's programme. However, as higher education institutions tend to be responsible for
admissions to master's programmes, the transition from bachelor's to master's
programmes differs among programmes. The completion of a bachelor's degree in the
same field of study may be required for entry to a master's programme. For instance, in
Norway, most master's programmes require a ceftain number of credits in the same field
of study. Holders of a bachelor's degree in a difTerent field of study, therefore, may need

to meet extra requirements, such as exams or additional courses.

In some countries, the type of higher education institutions may influence pathways from
bachelor's to master's programmes. For example, in the Flemish Community and the

Netherlands, graduates from universities can directly access a master's programme in all
types of institutions, with some exceptions. However, graduates from professional HEIs
are often required to complete a bridging programme before they are able to enter a
master's programme at universities. The bridging programmes take between six months
(30 ECTS) to one year (60 ECTS) to complete in the Netherlands, and between three-
quarters to one year and a half in the Flemish Community (45 to 90 ECTS). These credits
are not counted towards a master's qualification.

Higher education institutions tend to be responsible for admissions to doctoral
programmes and the transition to doctoral programmes differs among countries and

institutions (see Chapter 6).
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2.3. Governance of higher education systems

The governance of higher education encompasses the structures, relationships and

p.or.i..r through which, at both national and institutional levels, policies and practices

ior higher educãtion are developed, implemented and reviewed. It comprises a complex

web õf tne legislative framework; the characteristics of the institutions and how they

relate to the whole system; how money is allocated to institutions and how they are

accountable for the way it is spent; as well as less formal structures and relationships that

steer and influence behaviour (OECD, 2003pzti OECD, 2008p¡l).

Across higher education systems, authority is distributed between the state power,

institutionál autonomy, and market forces (Clark, 1983irsl), and there are differing

relationships between higher education institulions and government, business and

communities, as well as intemal stakeholder groups. The three mechanisms for

governance - state, institutional and market - tend to be present in all higher education

systems, though their respective influence varies across jurisdictions.

2.3. I. State governance

The state has long been one of the principal constituent elements of higher education

governance. The state develops, implements and evaluates public policies to govem

ñigfrer education, using a range ofpolicy levers. These can be categorised under four key

types of levers: regulation, funding, information and organisation (Hood and Margetts,

2007tsqt, Howlett, 2011pú van Vught and de Boer, 20l5po).

o Regulatory policy levers involve laws and regulations, quality assurance

processes and standards. Through these mechanisms, governments can set

iequirements that have legal force. For example, they can establish threshold

levìls of quality and performance on programmes and institutions; exercise

controls on admissions and enrolments; and require higher education institutions

to undertake certain actions.

o Financial policy levers include a range of different mechanisms to direct public

funds to ñigher education institutions, e.g. block grants, targeted funding (i.e'

money for a particular purpose) and line-item budgets. The typical procedures

used to allocate these subsidies include funding formulas, competitive

approaches, reference to historical trends, and negotiations between government

authorities and institutions. Public funding can also encourage social partners to
participate more actively in higher education (i.e. through grants or tax

incentives).

o Information policy levers involve the collection, dissemination and

communication of information by authorities on different aspects of higher

education Thaf may be of interest to relevant stakeholders. For example,

information about labour market opportunities and outcomes can encourage

students to select programmes that will lead to better outcomes. Governments can

fund initiatives to promote certain fields of study that are short of labour supply,

or collect and share data related to graduates' career progression. Govemments

also generally collect and publish statistical data on the higher education system

and either administer or fund surveys on graduate outcomes, the student

experience, and so on.
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o Governments also have a range of organisational policy levers at their disposal,
involving the resources of govemments themselves through their ministries,
agencies (e.g. quality assurance agencies), quasi-autonomous non-government
organisations, public enterprises and partnerships. Some organisational levers are
procedural in nature; they shape how policy makers steer the policy process.
Others are substantive in nature, where governments act as the direct provider of
goods and services.

State governance of higher education has evolved as higher education systems have
become larger and more diverse, and institutions have been granted greater autonomy.
This has led to the increasing use of incentive structures, rather than regulatory
requirements to shape the behaviours of actors in the higher education system towards
national policy goals. At the same time, providing greater operational autonomy has been
closely associated with a requirement for stronger extemal assessment of higher
education institutions and demands for increased accountability (OBCD,2003¡szli Austin
and Jones, 201 Srsa).

Quality assurance of higher education

Quality assurance is one of the key mechanisms used to steer higher education and ensure
the quality ofeducation and research activities. The purposes ofquality assurance include
accountability, improvement, monitoring and transparency.

Quality can be monitored externally and intemally at a system, institutional, department
or programme level. Indicators of quality of education and research can be input, outcome
and process focused. They can also be quantitative or qualitative (Krcal, Glass and
Tremblay, 20l4tssr). Quality assurance activities therefore take different forms, including
developing generic guidance, internal processes of self-reviews and extemal reviews.
Three overarching approaches to quality assurance are: accreditation, quality assessment
and quality audit (Table 2.6) (OECD, 2008rs:t).

o Accreditation is an assessment by an external agency on whether an institution or
programme meets pre-determined minimum quality standards (Skolnik, 2010psl).
The accreditation is, in other words, the establishment of the status, legitimacy or
appropriateness of an institution or programme (or even a module) of study. The
criteria used for accreditation can be input, outcome, process or combination of
these (Harvey,2004¡øo).In general, accreditation output is a pass/fail decision; it
may also be known as registration, licensure or authorisation.

. Quality assessment is the process of evaluating the quality of outputs, resulting
in a grade, whether numeric (e.g. a percentage or a shorter scale such as I to 4),
literal (e.g. A to F) or descriptive (e.g. excellent, good, satisfactory and
unsatisfactory). There may be a pass/fail boundary along the grade spectrum
(Krcal, Glass and Tremblay, 2014t5E).

o Quality audit involves an external check on whether procedures are in place to
assure quality of an institution and programme and whether explicit and implicit
claims of an institution are correct (Woodhouse, 1999¡arl OECD, 2008pr¡). It
often focuses on processes by which institutions exercise their responsibility to
assure academic standards and improve the quality of their provision (Dill,
2000rozt).

Accreditation approaches can serve accountability objectives because of the extemal
locus of control, the graded judgements they produce and the possibility they enable to set
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a pass mark reflecting minimum quality standards to be met. The quality audit approach,

on th" other hand, iJ more compatible with improvement-driven objectives because of
their emphasis on processes rather than outcomes and their greater internal locus of

control. 'ihe quality'assessment approach lies between these two approaches, with graded

judgements ån¿ ân emphasis on outcomes suitable for quality signalling in an

äccãuntability perspective, while simultaneously leaving scope for improvement

recommendations (OECD, 2008ts¡l).

Table 2.6. Quality assurance approaches

Approach Question Focus 0bjective

Accreditation Does an institution or programme meet quality

standards?

How good are the outcomes of an institution or

programme?

ls there a system to ensure qualitY?

Are claims of an institution correct?

Comprehensive

0utputs

Processes

Accountability

Quality
assessment

Quality audit

Source: AdzpTed from Woodhouse (1999¡er¡), Quatity and Internalionalisation in Higher Education,

llttþs:lldoi.ors.l10.1'78719789264173361-enl OECD (20081s¡), Tert¡ary Education þr the Knowledge

S*i|t, Volume I and Volume 2,httpslldx.doi.orel10.1787l9789264046535-en.

Some form of quality assurance is mandatory in most of the OECD countries. In some

countries, a negative evaluation may result in the closure of an institution or the

suspension of a programme. The results of quality evaluation may also have an impact on

funding (OECD, 2008rs¡l).

External quality assurance can be administered either directly through government

agencies, such ás the ministry or department responsible for higher education, or through

iñtermediate agencies. In countries such as the United States, it is conducted by private,

non-profit orgãnisations established for this specific purpose (Eaton, 2015¡e:¡).

All participating jurisdictions have established an independent, government-funded

qualiìy astúran"è agency responsible for extemal quality assurance activities.

o Estonia: the Estonian Quality Agency for Higher and Vocational Education

(Eesti Kõrg- ia Kutsehariduse Kvaliteediagentuur, EKKA)

¡ The Ftemish Community and the Netherlands: the Accreditation Organisation

of the Netherlands and Flanders (Nederlands-Waamse Accreditatieorganisatie,

NVAO)

o Norway: the Norwegian Agency for Quality Assurance in Education (Nasjonalt

organþr kvalitet i utdanninga, NOKUT).

As the participating jurisdictions are members of the European Higher Education Area

(EHEAi, theii qualþ assurance agencies comply with the Standards and Guidelínes for
euality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) (European Association

for Quality Assurance in Higher Education; European Students' Union; European

Univeìsity- Association; European Association of Institutions in Higher Education,

21l5teqùia condition which must be met to be registered on the European Quality
Assuiaice Register (EQAR). In accordance with the criteria set in the ESG, these

agencies are uil independent from other parties, including higher education institutions,

gãvernments and othèr stakeholder organisations, in order to ensure that procedures and

Accountability,

improvement

lmprovement
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decisions are solely based on expertise. In order to ensure their continued compliance
with the ESG, agencies are required to undergo an external review carried out by a panel
mostly composed of external experts, including a student member, at least once every five
years (European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education; European
Students' Union; European University Association; European Association of Institutions
in Higher Education, 20l5ro¿l).

Nonetheless, the primary responsibility for quality assurance rests with the institutions
through their intemal quality assurance processes (European Association for Quality
Assurance in Higher Education; European Students' Union; European University
Association; European Association of Institutions in ,Higher Education, 2015rctù.Intemal
quality assurance makes use of available information on the experiences of students and
staff in the higher education programmes offered by the institutions, and on students'
study progress and outcomes after graduation (see Chapter 5 for the information on
students' experience and study outcomes). The views ofdifferent stakeholders (students,
staffand representatives ofthe labour market) are taken into account. The internal quality
assurance process therefore provides input forthe extemal quality assurance process.

Quality assurance of institutions

Institutional quality assurance is an external quality review process used to assess higher
education institutions and ensure that they meet acceptable levels of quality. A key
mechanism for the quality assurance of institutions is accreditation (altematively known
as registration, licensure or authorisation). In systems where institutional accreditation is
compulsory, it may control an institution's entry to, and continued operations within, a
higher education system. In systems where it is voluntary, it may be a mark of quality to
assure students, employers and other stakeholders thal institutions meet certain
educational standards. Even where it is voluntary, failure to be accredited may
nonetheless affect an institution's access to public funding. It may also affect students'
ability to transfer between institutions, as some institutions may only accept students who
have credits or qualifications awarded by accredited institutions.

A small number of countries use a system of self-accreditation, whereby institutions that
meet a high level of quality or specific criteria through the quality assurance processes are
authorised to establish study proppammes and self-accredit their courses. This may entail
ensuring programmes meet national standards and gaining approval for programmes
through academic boards or similar bodies. As a result, they are not required to seek
extemal accreditation of their programmes (The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher
Education, 2075rcst, Chen and Hou, 2016¡øø1). This system of self-accreditation operates in
a number of countries, including Australia, Hong Kong, Malaysia, Norway and the
United Kingdom.

All participating jurisdictions have some form of institutional quality assurance in place,
which differs in duration, as well as to whether it is compulsory or voluntary (Table2.7).

In Estonia, all higher education institutions need to be accredited at least once every
seven years. This period may be reduced to three years if the review panel identifies
issues regarding the management, administration, research, or learning environment of
the institution. This provides the institution with the opportunity to address the issues
within the timeframe. This period may be reduced further to two years if the issues are
more serious. If these issues are not resolved, the Minister of Education and Research
may submit a proposal to the govemment of the Republic of Estonia to withdraw the
rights of an institution to provide instruction and to issue academic degrees and diplomas.
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Institutional review will be introduced in the Flemish Community in 2019. Under a

current pilot scheme, universities and professional HEIs must undergo a periodic

assessment of quality through an institutional review. A positive evaluation is valid for
six years. If institutions receive a negative evaluation, they must apply for programme

accreditation. Under the new institutional review system, universities and professional

HEIs that meet all standard requirements will not need to have their existing programmes

accredited by the NVAO, and will be self-accrediting. However, all new programmes will
need to be accredited by the NVAO. The institutional review is available only for
universities and professional HEIs. Other institutions will need to apply for the

pro gramme accreditation.

In the Netherlands, higher education institutions may ask the NVAO to conduct an

institutional audit, which assesses their capacity to ensure the quality improvement of
their programmes. Institutions that receive a positive evaluation are eligible for more

streamlined programme accreditation processes. Under the current system, a positive

evaluation from the institutional audit is valid for six years, but this will change to an

indefinite duration from 2019. Institutions that receive a negative evaluation are required

to undergo the standard programme accreditation process.

In Norway, all higher education institutions must be accredited by NOKUT at either the

institutional or programme level to ensure they have an adequate intemal quality

assurance system in place. All must additionally undergo periodic audits. This system

was introduced as part of reforms to the degree structure and autonomy of institutions on

I January 2003, replacingthe previous "recognition'and'authorisation" system (Schwarz

and Westerheijden, 2004wù.

To be accredited at the institutional level, higher education institutions must demonstrate

fhat their intemal quality assurance system complies with national standards.

Accreditation is valid until explicitly revoked by NOKUT following an assessment

indicating that the institution does not meet the requirements of the Academic

Supervision Regulations or the Regulations of Quality Assurance in Higher Education. In
addition, all higher education institutions must undergo institutional audit at least once

every six years to assess whether their quality assurance practices are satisfactory.

Existing public higher education institutions were automatically granted accredited

institution status when the accreditation system was introduced in 2003. New public and

private higher education institutions can apply for institutional accreditation, which gtants

institutions (public and private) the right to self-accreditation of their study programmes.

However, the level of programmes they are able to self-accredit depends on the type of
institution. Accredited universities have self-accrediting status for all programmes in all
fields and at all levels, including doctoral programmes. Accredited specialised university
institutions and university colleges can deliver new bachelor's programmes without a
programme review. They are also able to accredit new programmes at all levels within
their field of specialisation where they have a doctorate programme, meaning that they

can offer new master's progrcmmes in that area. Accredited institutions can also apply for
institutional accreditation at a higher level; e.g. university colleges can apply for
accreditation as a university or specialised university institution'
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Table 2.T.Institutional quality assurance processes in participating jurisdictions (2018)

Estonia

Approach Accreditation

The Flemish
Gommunity

Assessment (until

2018)

Audit (from 2019)

Compulsory for

universities and

professional HEls

Positive

evaluation is valid

for six years

The Netherlands

Audit

Norway

Accreditation Audit

Compulsory for

all institutions

lnstitutions need

to be audited at
least once every

six years

N/A

Compulsory/
voluntary

Duratíon

Self-accrediting
status

Compulsory for

all institutions

lnstitutions need

to be accredited
at least once

every seven
years (two-three

years if conditions
not met)

Yes (within a

study programme

group the

institution has

right to provide

instruction)

Voluntary

Positive

evaluation is valid

for six years (from

2019, indefinitely)

Voluntary

N.B: Either

institutional or
pr0gramme

accreditation is

compulsory for all

higher education

institutions

Valid until

revoked following

a negative
assessment in

the audit or
reaccreditation
procedure

Yes

Universities: all

pr0grammes

Other HEls:

bachelor's
pr0grammes

No (until2018)

Yes (from 2019,

for existing
programmes)

No

Quality assurance of programmes

Assuring the quality of programmes entails an assessment against threshold standards,

which cover a range of functions and processes such as learning and teaching, research

and research training, institutional quality assurance, governance, accountability and

information.

All hieher education programmes in the Flemish Community and the Netherlands must

be assessed through quality assurance agencies. In Estonia, progrumme accreditation and

assessment are required at the level of study programme groups (i.e. groups of
programmes focusing on the same academic discipline). In Norway, programme

accreditation depends on the self-accrediting status ofinstitutions (Table 2.8).

¡ Estonia: programme accreditation is undertaken at the level of study programme
groups, granting the right to provide instruction in all programmes in a group. In
addition, all study programme $oups must be assessed every seven years'

. The Flemish Community: All programmes must be accredited once every six
years. From 2019, accredited institutions will not need to obtain programme

accreditation for their existing programmes.

. The Netherlands: All programmes must be accredited once every six years

(streamlined or standard depending on the outcomes of the institutional audit).
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Norway: Institutions without institutional accreditation must apply to NOKUT

for all ne* progru*mes. Accredited universities have self-accrediting status for

all new ptogra*."s, including doctoral programmes. Accredited specialised

universiry institutions and university colleges can provide new bachelor's

proglammes without programme review. They are also able to accredit new

p.ograrnrnes at all levels within their field of specialisation where they have a

àociorate programme, meaning that they can offer new master's programmes in

fhaT area. All institutions are required to be audited at least every six years' During

the audit, an intemal accreditation system is reviewed'

Table 2.8. Quality âssurance of programmes in participating jurisdictions (2018)

Approach

Requirements for
accredited
institutions

Estonia

Accreditation

Programmes
in new study
programme
gr0ups

Assessment

All study
pr0gramme
groups

N/A

Every seven
years

The Flemish
Community

Accreditation

Ail
pr0grammes
(from 2019,

new
programmes)

Alt

pr0grammes

Every six
years (until

2018)

The

Netherlands

Accreditation

Ail

programmes

(streamlined)

pr0grammes

Every six
years

Nonvay

Accreditation

Requirements
differ

depending on

type of
institution

New
programmes

N/A

Requirements for
non-accredited
institutions

Programmes
in new study
pr0gramme
gr0ups

lndefinite,

unless
revoked for

specific
reasons

outlined in

legislation

Alt

Duration

Institutions can face serious consequences if the result of their programme accreditation

application is negative. In the Flemish Community, institutions must terminate

piogru.m"r if they receive a negative evaluation in two subsequent programme

àccieditation processes (programmes that receive a negative review in the first process

can ask for a re-evaluation after one to three years). Similarly, in Norway, institutions

may lose the right to deliver programmes if they receive a negative evaluation.

Programmes that fail to gain accreditation in the Netherlands are not eligible for public

funãing (i.e. institutions do not receive public funds to support these programmes, and

students who enrol in these progfammes are not entitled to financial assistance).

Supr anat ional gove rnance

The alignment of national initiatives at the intergovemmental level has also become an

increasingly important consideration for many countries when developing national policy.

With the creation of supranational organisations, regional integration has been

encouraged in different parts of the world. In this context, regional integration in the field

ofhigher education has also been promoted.

For example, in Europe, the European Union (including its predecessors) has been

actively involved in the process of European integration. European integration was

initially limited to economic integration; therefore, only vocational training was under the
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scope of discussion. At that time, education was regarded as a matter of each individual
nation based on the principle of subsidiarity. Although the principle of subsidiarity still
applies, fì'om around the 1970s, lnentber countries began acknowledging the economic
importance of education, particularly higher education, and in 1973, a special division for
education and youth was created in the Directorate-General for Research and Science
(DG XII) (European Commission, 2006r0¡t).

The EU's mobility programmes have helped to establish greater regional integration in
the field of higher education. Joint Study Programmes were introduced in 1976 and were
succeeded by the Erasmus programme in 1987. The development of mobility
programmes highlighted the need for comparable and compatible higher education
systems (Papatsiba, 2006¡ee¡).

The Bologna Process (Box2.1) was the second turning point for European countries in
relation to higher education govemance at a supranational level. As mentioned in Section
2.2.3,the Bologna Process aimed at increasing cross-national comparability in European
higher education systems. To help students circulate freely across the EU, the European
Credit Transfer System (ECTS) was established within the Erasmus programme in 1989.
The ECTS is now a key component ofthe Bologna Process and has been adopted by most
countries in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), including the participating
jurisdictions (European Union, 2015¡to). Following the development of the EHEA
qualifications framework, countries in the EHEA have adopted the three-cycle structure.

Regions outside of Europe have also sought to create similar mechanisms using the
Bologna Process as a model for higher education integration (Vögtle and Martens,
2014¡tt). For example, there have been discussions about the establishment of an African
Higher Education and Research Space (AHERS), a Space for Higher Education in Latin
America and the Caribbean (ENLACES), and a Common Space of Higher Education in
Southeast Asia. In the Asia-Pacific region, the Brisbane Communiqué was presented in
2006, in which governments agreed to collaborate in some areas, such as quality
assurance frameworks.

2.3.2. Inslitutional governance

Intemal governance arrangements within higher education institutions can include
processes to determine their values, mission and purposes, their systems of decision-
making and resource allocation, and their patterns of authority and hierarchy. Decision-
making bodies may comprise staff (academic and other staff), students and external
representatives (such as employers).

In some countries, a higher education institution is an independent legal entity, whereas in
others it is a state agency (Box 2.3). However, increasingly, higher education institutions
are autonomous and have the freedom to manage their own affairs without government
interference. Institutional autonomy has been introduced, along with accountability
mechanisms, to ensure that higher education remains of high quality and relevant to
students and other stakeholders. As a result, supervisory or advisory bodies have been
created, which play an increasingly important role in strategic planning, budget allocation
and in recruiting and overseeing the work of university leaders. Employer participation in
govemance boards is also becoming a more common practice across systems, either on a
voluntary basis or as a result of requirements by state authorities.
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Box 2.3. Legal status ofhigher education institutions

Higher education institutions can be considered as either a state agency or an independent

legal entity.

. State agencies: Higher education institutions are treated in the same way as other

government agencies, abiding by public service regulations and financed through

the public budget. Ernployees are often regarded as civil servants (OECD,

2008ts¡l). According to the UOE classification, state agency institutions are

defined as public (UOE, 2018¡ze1).

¡ Independent legal entities: Having independent legal status means that the

.institution is legally responsible for its own functioning (OECD, 2008p:¡). There

are various forms of independent legal status, such as foundations and

corporations. Higher education institutions with independent legal status are

regarded as private (either government-dependent private or goverrunent-

independent private) (UOE, 20 I 8po).

Granting independent legal status to higher education institutions is a way of providing
greater autonomy to institutions.

In the 20th century, governments in most OECD countries exercised considerable control
and influence over the higher education sector in pursuit ofobjectives such as economic

growth and social equity. However, govemments today accept that the central planning

approach to higher education is often inefficient, and that a thriving society and economy

require institutions to operate with some degree of independence.

Higher education institutions may also be more autonomous than institutions at other

levels of education, as they tend to be less financially dependent on the state. In

comparison to other education sectors, higher education receives the largest proportion of
funds from private sources, such as households and private enterprises - around 30o/o on

average for OECD countries (see Chapter 3).

Higher education institutions are therefore becoming increasingly free to manage their
own affairs without interference from the state. Higher education institutions in OECD
countries have few restrictions on the internal allocation of funds from block grants; and

many can borrow money, keep surpluses, own their buildings and set tuition fees. The

levels of staffing, academic and organisational autonomy has also been increasing. Higher
education institutions are often free to set the procedures for recruitment and promotion

of stafl establish salary scales, decide on the number of students to admit, set admission
procedures, create and terminate programmes, design content, choose the language of
instruction, and broadly define their governance, management and academic structures

and statutes. However, the levels of autonomy differ across countries and between

subsectors of higher education, and even between institutions in the same country.

Increased autonomy allows institutions to manage their resources more freely and to
quickly respond to the demands of a rapidly changing world. Figure 2.4 provides an

overview of the different aspects of institutional autonomy.
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Figure 2.4. Aspects of institutional autonomy

Source: OECD (20081s2) Tertiary Education þr the Knowledge Society: Volume I and Volume 2,

httns://dx.doi.ors/ I 0. l'/ 87 l9'l 89264046535 -en.

The European University Association (EUA) has developed the University Autonomy
Tool to determine the extent to which universities are able to make their own decisions.
The tool compares and ranks the autonomy of universities in 29 European higher
education systems, focusing on four areas: organisational, financial, staffing and

academic.

Table29 shows the results for the four participating jurisdictions. A score of 100%

indicates full institutional autonomy and a score of 0olo shows that institutions have no

control over an issue (i.e. controlled by governments and extemal authorities or legally
regulated). The data show that Estonian universities enjoyed the highest degree of
autonomy among the four participating jurisdictions in 2016. Estonia had the highest

score among 29 European jurisdictions in terms of staffrng and academic autonomy.
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Selectìôn procedurêJor the executive heaü

Selection criteria for the executive head

Dismissal of the executive head

Term of office of the executive head

Extemal members in university goveming bodies

Capacity to decide on academic structures

Capacity to create legal entities

Length of public funding cycle

Type of public funding

Ability to borrow money

Ability to keep surplus

Ability to own buildings

Tuition þes for national/EU students at bachelor level

Tuition fees for national/EU students at maste/s level

Tuition feés for national/EU students at doctoral level

Tuition fees for non-EU students at bachelor level

Tuition fees for non-EU students at maste/s level

Tuition fees for non-EU students at doctoral level

Recruitment procedures for senior academic staff

Récruitment procedures for senior administrative staff

Salar¡ês for senior academic staff

Salaries for senior administrative staff

Dismissal of senior academic staff

Dismissal of senior administrative staff

Promotion procedures for senior academic slaff

Promotion procedures for senior administrative staff

Overall student numbers

Admissions procedures at bachelor level

Admissions þròædures,ai maste/s level

lntroduction of programmes at bachelor level

lntroductlon of programmæ at mastefs level

lntroduction of programmes at doctoral level

Termination of 'degree programmeg

Language of inslruction at bachelor level

Language.of instructíon at maste/s level

Selection of quality assurance mechanisms

Selætion of quality assurance providen

to content of

The Flemish
Community

.100

50

100

0

43

100

100

60

100

100

90

100

0

0

0
100

100

100

100

100

42

42

60

60

100

100

0

U

60

0

0

60

100

83

83

n

0

100

Table 2.9. University autonomy in the participating jurisdictions (2016) (%)

Nonrtray

100

100

80
il

57

100

100

60

100

0

80

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

100

100

58

67

0

U

71

100

80
60

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

0

100

Source: European University Association (2018¡n), University Autonomy in Europe, www.university-
autonomy.eu/.

In the participating jurisdictions, both universities and professional HEIs have similar
levels of autonomy with some exceptions (see Chapters 3 and 4).

Compared to public higher education institutions, private higher education institutions,
particularly independent private institutions, tend to enjoy higher degrees of autonomy.
For example, in the Netherlands, private institutions have higher degrees of financial
autonomy (e.g. they are free to set their tuition fees by themselves), and in Norway, they
enjoy higher levels of staffing autonomy (e.g. staff working at public institutions are

regarded as civil servants).
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Accountability

As mentioned, increased autonomy tends to be accompanied by increased accountability.

Institutions are increasingly required to demonstrate value for money and show that they

have undertaken responsible and relevant activities with public funds.

Accountability can be ensured through various means, including quality ¿lssurance-

frameworks, performance-related funding, market mechanisms and participation of
extemal stakeÈolders in governing bodies (where external representatives would advise

and support the institution regarding its contribution to society, and information on

institutional results would be provided to the public) (Hénard and Mitterle, 2010t¡zì.

Table 2.10 provides examples of policy levers used in participating countries to ensure

accountability. These are currently common in many higher education systems, though

the emphasis placed on the different types of levers varies from country to country'

Table 2.10. Examples of policy instruments to ensure accountability in higher education

Accountability framework

Aeqreditation of institutions or programmes in order to rece¡ve public funding

lnternal quality assurance systems

Financial accountability mechanisms and use of legalfinancial audits

Performance agreements (without funding)

Annual letters of appropriation and feedback to'institutions

Mandatory appointment of special advisory boards as part of institutional governance

structure

Formula funding

Performance-based funding

Performance agreements (with fu nding)

Targeted allocations and grants

Educational statistics and aggregated indicators made availa'ble by the government for

students and other higher education stakeholders

Annual public reports with performance data on higher education institutions

lndependent quality assurance agencies

Establishment ol an for Education with a "meta-evaluation" role

2.3,3. Market governance

Market-based mechanisms have become important elements of higher education policy,

particularly in systems that engage in market relationships. In these environments, higher

ãducation institutions are able to compete for students, staff, research income, etc.

Students (as consumers) are given the freedom to choose a provider and product' and

providers are given the freedom to enter the market, choose the products to deliver and

iet their price.Þrice can influence choice and adequate information on price and quality is

a key factor in systems with market-type mechanisms.

These have been reflected particularly in funding reforms (e.g. introduction of
performance-based funding and performance contracts), and also in attempts to make

þrovision more demand-driven and tailored to a wider audience, including students,

employers and the broader society.
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Tensions arising from govemment regulations and market-based forces have placed some

higher education systems in a context of quasi-markets, where elements of autonomy,

competition and user-driven processes co-exist with govemment involvement,

particularly in regulatory and financial matters.

In addition, higher education institutions face tension between their role in providing

public value and their need to sustain institutional performance in a growing market. As

ihe importance of international university rankings has grown, competition between and

within institutions has intensifred (Hazelkorn, 20l5rtl), increasing the pressure to act in

the interests of the institution rather than the common good. Moreover, competitive grant

processes and performance-based research funding favour the orientation of research

iowards the topics which are likely to yield immediate outcomes, rather than primarily

prioritising academic or public interests.

The differences between how governments and the most influential rankings measure

performance show how national priorities and the objectives ofinternational institutional

rankings diverge.

Table2.ll shows the extent of differences in performance measures used by the three

main international rankings and governments, using the performance agreement

indicators of the four participating jurisdictions for the purposes of the illustration.

Institutions relate their position in rankings directly with their ability to attract funding

from non-government sources, including student tuition fges, endowments or research

funding. As shown in the table, institutions must adhere to a different set of performance-

related targets to attract funding from government sources. A key objective for

goue-ancJof higher education is awareness of the tensions created at the institutional

ievel by competing priorities and to reconcile the national social and economic priorities

with the objectives of individual institutions (OECD, 2008p$.

Reconciling this tension is important for both research and education; most basic research

is performed in universities and in public research organisations. Public support for such

reiearch remains crucial, as it is essential for the development of new scientific and

technological knowledge that can lead to innovation to benefit the economy and society

(OECD, lOtO¡ra¡. But this type of research does not always lead to the types of outputs

that are valued in institutional rankings, and often does not lead directly to innovation and

knowledge transfer.

Governments can work to influence the relevance of the higher education system by

defining systemic objectives and employing a variety of policy instruments to influence

alignment of institutions with these objectives. The quality of the planning process and

thJ means by which objectives and incentives are set directly impact higher education

relevance.

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2OI9



96 I CHAPTER 2. THE STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANcE oF HIGHER EDUCATIoN SYSTEMS

Table 2.11. Tensions between performance targets for higher education institutions

Perf o rn a nce in d ìc ato rs

lnput a nd actlv lv-oñented

Staff-student ratio

Enrolments from particular student
categories

Credits

lntemational stafi

lnternational students

Doctorate to bachelors ratio

lnstitutional income

Research inæme

lnternational collaboration

lnternational funding

Co-fìnancing of research

Gender diversity

Output-oriented

Degrees

Complet¡on rates

Papers published in /Vafure and Sclence

Doctoral degrees to academic staff ratio

Publiætions per faculty member

Number of publications

Citâtions per faculty

Number of citations

Highly cited researchers in subject

Alumniwith Nobel prizes and Fields
medals

Staff with Nobel prizes and Fields medals

Patents or spinoffs

Academic Ranking of
World universities
(ARWU) (% weisht)

No

Yes (207d

No

No

Yes (207d

Yes (20%)

Voc ll flol^\

Yes (207d

No

THE World University
Rankings (% weight)

Yes (4.57d

No

No

Yes (2.57d

Yes (2.57d

Yes (2.57d

Yes (2.57d

Yes (6%)

Yes (2.570)

No

Yes (2.57d

No

No

No

Yes (300/d

Yes (Teaching 15%

and Research 187d

No

No

No

No

Government-defined
funding.related
indicators

ûur¡sd¡ct¡ons)

No

Yes (the Flemish
Community)

Yes (the Flemish

Community and Norway)

Yes (Estonia and
Nonruay)

No

Yes (Estonia)

Yes (Estonia)

Yes (Norway)

Yes (Estonia, the
Flemish Community and
Norway)

Yes (all)

Yes (the Flemish

Community)

Yes (the Flemish
Community, the
Neherlands and
Norway)

Yes (Estonia)

No

No

No

Yes (Estonia, the
Flemish Community and
Norway)

No

Yes (the Flemish
Community)

No

No

No

Yes (Estonia and the
Flemish Community)

No

No

Yes (Estonia)

Yes (Eston¡a and the
Neherlands)

No

No

NO

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

QS World
University
Rankings (70

weight)

Yes (20%)

NO

No

Yes (57d

Yes (5%)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

NO

Yes (6%)

Yes (670)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes (2070)

No

Outcome-oilented

Academic reputat¡on survey

Employer reputation survey

Graduates in employment

National research evaluation results

Weighted average of other indiøtors per Yes (107d
faculty

No

No

No

No

Yes (407o)

(1 0"/")Yes

No

No

No

Source: Quacquarelli Symonds Limited (20181rn), QS llorld (lniversity Rankings,
www.toouniversities.com/qs-world-universitJ¡-rankinss; ShanghaiRanking Consultan cy (2018¡te), ARW(I
World University Rankings, www.shanshairankine.corr/index.html; Times Higher Education (2018112¡),
þI/orld University Rankings, www.timeshighereducation.com/world-universitv-rankinss.
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2.4. Higher education policy directions

Although higher education systems in OECD countries differ in size and structure, some

"o*rnon 
policy challenges exist. In 2004, the OECD conducted a comprehensive

international review of higher education in collaboration with 24 countries, resulting in

the synthesis report Tertiary Education þr the Knowledge Society (OECD, 2008p:1). The

report proposed a number of policy options to help meet challenges across the many

faòets of higher education policy: governance, funding, quality assurance, equity,

research and innovation, academic career, labour market relevance and

international i sation (T able 2. 1 2).

-lable 2.l2.Higher education policy directions recommended by OECD (200S)

Policy objective

Steering highet
education: setting
the right course

Matching funding
strategies with
national priorities

Assuring and
improving quality

Achieving equity

Enhancing the role
of higher
education in

research and
innovation

Academic career:

adapting to change

Strengthening ties
with the labour
market

Main policy directions

Develop a coherent strategic vision for higher education and communicate it clearly and effectively

Establish instruments for a balance between institutional autonomy and public accountability

Ensure the coherence of the higher education system with extensive diversification

Bulld links between secondary and higher education systems, between different types of higher education

institutions and with suroundìng regions and communities

Strengthen the ability of institutions to align with the national higher education strategy

Build consensus over higher education policy within governments and with other stakeholders

Develop a funding strategy that facilitates the contribution of the higher education system to society and

the economy

Use cost-sharing between the State and students as the principle to shape the funding of higher education

Publicly subsidise higher programmes in relation to the benefits they bring to society

Make institutional funding for instruction formula-driven, related to both input and output indicators and

including strategically targeted components

I mprove cost-effectiveness

Back the overall funding approach with a comprehensive student support system

Design a quality assurance framework consistent with the goals of higher education

Develop a strong quality culture ¡n the system and put stress on intemal quality assurance mechanisms

Commit external quality assurance to an advisory role as the system gains maturity, but retain strong

external components in certain contexts

Align quality assurance processes to the particular profile of HEls

Avoid fragmentation of the quality assurance organisational structure

Assess extent and origin of equity issues through systemat¡c collection of data

Slrengthen the integration of planning between secondary and higher education systems

Consider positive discrimination policies for particular groups whose educational disadvantage is identified

provide incentives for higher education ¡nstitutions to widen participation and provide extra support for

students from disadvanlaged backgrounds

lmprove knowledge diffusion rather than strengthening commercialisation via stronger lPRs

lmprove and widen channels of interaction and encourage inter-institutional collaboration

Use the higher education sector to foster the internationalisation of R&D

Broaden the criteria used in research assessments

Ensure the shift towards project-based funding is monitored and provide a mix of funding mechanisms

Give institutions ample autonomy over the management of human resources

Reconcile academic freedom with institutions' contributions 1o society

lmprove the entrance conditions of young academics

Devetop mechanisms to support the work of academics

Coordinate labour market and education policies

lmprove data and analysis about graduate labour market outcomes

Slrengthen career services at secondary and higher educational levels

Enhance provision with a labour market orientation

lnclude labour market perspectives and acton in policy development and institutional
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Policy objective

Shaping
internationalisation
skategies in the
national context

lmplementing
higher education
policy

Main policy directions

Develop a national strategy and comprehensive policy framework for internationalisation

lmprove national policy coordination

Encourage HEls to become proactive actors ofinternationalisation

Create structures to promote the national higher education system

Develop on-campus intemationalisation

Establish ad-hoc independent committees to initiate higher education reforms and engage stakeholders

Allow for bottom-up policy initialives to be developed into proposals by independent committees

Recognise the different views of stakeholders through iterative policy development

Favour incremental reforms over comprehensive overhauls, unless there is wide public support for change

Source: OECD (20081s¡) Tertiary Education þr the Knowledge Socíety: Volume I and Volume 2,

b!tfs:/dx.doi.ory/10 .

2.4.1. Policy directions in tle e participating jurisdictians

Although higher education is increasingly intemationalised, national socio-economic
context, challenges and needs are still key drivers of government policy for higher
education systems. National contexts can drive policy in differing directions, as can be
seen from the higher education and research strategies in the participatingjurisdictions.

Table 2.13. Higher education strategic goals in the participating jurisdictions

Country
(Strategy Name)

Estonia
(Estonian Lifelong
Learning Strategy)

The Flemish
Community
(Policy Paper on
Education 2014-2019)

Key goals

A change in the
approach to learning

The concordance of
lifelong learning
opportunities with the
needs of lhe labour
market

A digital focus in
lifelong learning

Equal opportunities
and increased
participation in

lifelong learning

Fully develop talents
of all learners

Strengthening
educational
institutions

Relevant actions

Analysis examining whether the content and volume of studies are concordant

with cunicular objectives will be conducted.

Tools assessing leamers' development of key competences will be created,

A programme promoting cooperation among stakeholders to be launched.

Centres of Competence focusing on the areas of teacher education and

educational research to be developed.

A system monitoring and forecasting labour market needs to be developed.

Representatives from the labour market will actively participate in developing

curricula and designing the learning processes.

The development of internship programmes to be further promoted.

The areas of economic growth identified by the government will be prioritised.

Training courses and instructional materials will be available for teaching staff

to integrate digital technology into the learning process.

^ ^.,^¡^-..,:il t^ ^-^^¡^ì ¿^ *^t.^ ¡i^ir^t t^^--i^^ -^^^..,^^^ ^^^^^^¡Lt^ ¡^ ^il
^ 

ryùtçrr rû¡r uç urçdtçu tv ilrdhç urgrtdr rçdrril19 rçÞvurvúÞ d!!ç5rrúrc (u dr.

Learning opportunities for adults to acquire digital competences will be

created,

Financing principles will be applied to support equal access to higher

education.

Targeted groups will be offered flexible training courses to develop their key

competences. The group includes young mothers, the elderly, those who do

not speak Estonian, people without secondary education, the unemployed, the
disabled and new immigrants.

A needs-based loan system to be developed.

An international experience to be offered to one{hird of students by 2020.

Higher education inst¡tutions will use their resources to have vulnerable target
groups involved,

The financing syslem w¡ll be more transparent and competitive,

The system to alìgn with international developments (such as the Bologna

Process),

Administrative burdens on higher education institutions to be reduced (e.9.

quality assurance).
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Country
(Strategy Name)

The Netherlands
(Strateg¡c Agenda for
Higher Education and

Research 2015-2025l.

Norway
(Quality Culture in
Higher. Education,
Long-term plan for
research and highet
education 201S2028)

Key goals

Achieving top quality

World-class
education

Accessibili$, talent
development and

diversity

Social relevance

Reinforce quality

culture

Relevant actions

The government to increase institutions' responsibility for qualìty assurance.

Higher education institutions are to recruit additional teaching staff, allowing

the provision of more penonal and intensive education

Extra funds for research on higher education and the introduction of a

Comenius grant scheme that stimulates educational innovation (see Chapters

3,4 and 5).

All teaching staff need to make their educational material publically available

by 2025. Higher education institutions need to be able to accredit massive

open online courses (MOOC) provided by other higher education institutions.

Higher education institutions need to invest more in matching and counse

orientation events for prospective students with the aim of increasing

accessibility to hìgher education,

The talents and abilities of each student will be carefully considered by

tailoring eduætional content and providing tutoring and mentoring

Programmes for talented students will be developed (e.9. honours

programmes).

Finance systems for adult students and part-time students will be developed

(e,9, lifelong learning credit).

Connections between secondary schools, centres of secondary vocational

education and higher education institutions will be strengthened. Co-operation

between higher education lnstitutions will also be intensifìed across the

subsectors, aiming to provide more flexible study options.

Sustainable reg¡onal collaboration with rich learning environments will be

developed by helping teaching staff to strengthen ties with their environment

and assisting in the future development of co-operative ventures. The City

Deal"Kennis Maken" is an example (see Chapter 7),

Students will be provided full and accurate information about their career

prospects in relation to their choice of programme. This includes the

development of an active alumni engagement policy and better facilitation of

internships and work experience placements.

Higher education institutions are required to develop pedagogical merit

systems by 2019 to encourage more teaching initiatives and to reward

important development work.

Peer review and peer mentoring of teaching and educat¡on to be used more

The government will set up a national competitive arena for quality in

education by assembling a portfolio of tools in order to encourage knowledge,

competence and innovative work in developing education programmes (The

first call under this scheme was announced in September 201 8).

The Ministry of Education and Research will set up a quality portal to collect

indicators and relevant knowledge sources in one place

Three long-term investment plans include funding on improving quality in

higher education,

ln 201 9, there will be a new call for centres of excellence in education, and a

new call through the competitive arena for quality in higher education.

Further emphasis on
quality

Source.. Estonian Ministry of Education and Research (20l4pq), The Estonían Lifelong Learning Strategy

2020, www.hm.eelsites/defaullfiles/estonian-lifelone strateey.pdf; Flemish Govemment (20l4ps),

Beleidsnota Onderwijs 2014-2019 [Policy Paper on Education 2014-2019J'

hwww.vlaanderen.bé/publicaties/beleidsnota-2014-2019-onderwijs; Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture

und S"i.n." (ZOtSr*l), The Value of Knowledge - Strøtegic Agendaþr Higher Education and Research,

$r,vw.eovernment.nl/documents/relrofts/2015/07/01/the-value-of-knowledge; Norwegian Ministry of
f¿,r*ti- *¿ Research (20l7rr¡rt), Metd. St. 16. Report to the Storting (llhite Paper): Quality Culture in

Higher Educatior, r',r,,nv.reeierineen.no/enidokumenter/meld.-st.- 16-20162017/id2536007/; Norwegian

tvtinistry of Education and Reseaich (20181s21), Metd. St. 4. Meldingtíl Stortinget: Langtidsplanforforskning

og høyàre utdanning 20 t 9-2028 (Report to the Srorting lfhite Paper): Longlerm plan þr research and

hlghir education ZOtS-ZOZS), r,.rwv.resieringen.no/no/dokurnenter^neld.-st.-4-20182019/id2614131/'
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Many OECD countries, including all four participating jurisdictions, also have specific
strategies focused on developing the research and innovation function ofhigher education
(see Chapter 6).

2.5. Concluding remarks

In order to assess the performance of higher education systems, it is essential to
understand how systems are organised and governed and their general directions with
respect to policy. With that in mind, this chapter reviewed the structure, govemance and
policy orientation of higher education in OECD countries, with a particular focus on the
participating jurisdictions. General performance challenges governments are facing
related to the structure and governance of higher education systems can be summarised as

follows:

¡ Over the past few decades, the vertical differentiation (stratification) of higher
education has been increased in many systems, while horizontal differentiation
(diversity) has tended to decrease. Some govemments have decided to concentrate
their resources on a few institutions in order to be competitive internationally,
contributing to further vertical differentiation. At the same time, the differences
between the subsectors have been bluned in some countries, including the
participating jurisdictions, decreasing the horizontal differences. Vertical
differentiation can encourage higher education institutions to compete with each

other and may help improve the quality of their provision. However, smaller and

more specialised institutions, which meet specific needs of students, cannot
always effectively compete with large comprehensive institutions, which could
lead to a loss of institutional diversity in the longer term. In addition, the
stratification of higher education institutions may increase the correlation between
social origins and labour market outcomes.

¡ Privatisation of institutions can help increase institutional autonomy. However,
the quality issues that have emerged in for-profit sectors in some jurisdictions also
indicate the need for continued government efforts to monitor the quality of
provision at private institutions (particularly private for-profit institutions).

o Higher education institutions face tension between their role in providing public
value and their need to sustain institutional pert'ormance in a growing market.
Governments face the challenge of maintaining a balance between these dual
roles, and of building a system in which all the missions of higher education
(education, research and engagement) are well valued.

¡ It is equally challenging to maintain a balance between equity and quality. For
example, open admission systems can provide access opportunities to all students;
however, some students may not be ready to commence their study. Conversely,
more selective admission systems can ensure students have the ability to succeed,

but may hinder efforts to broaden students' access.

. Some forms of quality assurance systems are now well established in many
OECD countries, including the participating jurisdictions. However, further
insight is needed into the effectiveness and efficiency of quality assurance

systems. Evaluating policies appropriately also remains a persistent challenge.
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Annex 2.4. Number of higher education institutions and student enrolments

Annex Table 2.4.1. Number of highèr education institutions by highest ISCED level
provided (2017)

Estonia
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I
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(government'
dependent)
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Doctoral or

Eachelods or equlvalent

20

3

23

m

m

m

3

lla¡tol'¡ o¡ 11

Total 34 55 38

Notei ai Data are not applicable because the category does not apply, m: Data are not available

Source: Adapted ûom information provided by the partipipating jurisdictions. See the readerls guide for
further information.

Annex Table 2.4.2. Student enrolments across ISCED levels (2016)
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Annex Figure 2.8.1. Diagram of the education system: Estonia
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Annex Figure 2.B.2.Diagram of the education system: The Flemish Community of Belgium
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Annex tr'igure 2.8.3. Diagram of the education system: The Netherlands
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Annex Figure 2.8.4. Diagram of the education system: Norway
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Notes

I The Bologna Declaration initially recognised two cycles in higher education: undergraduate and

graduate (master's and/or doctoral programmes). Doctoral education was recognised as a third
cycle at the Ministerial Conference in Berlin in 2003 (Berlin Communiqué) (Berlin Communiqué,
20031¡+t).

2 While short-cycle programmes in the Flemish Community exist within the Bologna framework
(as a part of the first cycle), those in the Netherlands are considered as programmes outside the

framework (European Commission, EACEA and Eurydice, 20l8,sl).

3 Specialised institutions include Antwerp Management School, Institute for Tropical Medicine

and Vlerick Business School.

a In the Flemish Community, short-cycle tertiary education programmes are currently delivered by

Centres for Adult Education. However, as of the 2019-2020 academic year, they will be organised

by professional HEIs.

5 The number of Norwegian public higher education institutions decreased from 33 to 2l through
the institutional mergers tn 2015-17. A number of private institutions also merged during this
period.

6 Estonian universities operate as legal entities governed by public law (Box 2.3). 
^ 

university is
autonomous to the extent provided in the Universities Act 1995. The establishment, merger,

division, termination of activities and change of name of a university is decided by the parliament
(Riigikogu). Currently, most Estonian higher education institutions are registered as govemment-
dependent private in the UOE data collection. They are classifìed as government-dependent private

in order to differentiate their status from state-governed public institutions. However, Estonia may

change their UOE classihcation to public in the near future. Irrespective of legal status (either
public or private), all Estonian higher education institutions are under the same regulations set by
the parliament (Riigikogu), the government of the Republic of Estonia and the Ministry of
Education and Research.
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Chapter 3. Financial resources

This chapter provides an overview of how higher education is resourced financially
across (inCOmember countries. It aialyses how countries compare interms of levels of
expenditure on higher education, sources of funding, and the allocation of funding
lhroughout the system.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.

The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and

Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law'
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3.1. Introduction

A key aspect of the framework for benchmarking performance entails looking at how
well higher education systems can minimise costs and how they can achieve value for the
funds invested in education, without compromising on equity and quality (OECD,
2017s).

In a climate of increasing demand for higher education, rapidly expanding costs and
greater investment in higher education research, there are growing concems across OECD
member countries about the financial sustainability of higher education systems (see
Chapter 1). Policy options addressing these concerns have included limiting the growth in
expenditure, particularly during the economic crisis of 2008/2009; implementing
mechanisms that tie funding to performance; increasing the share of funding from private
sources and reducing the cost of higher education through online learning and open
educational resources (Deming eTa1.,2015¡z¡; OECD, 2015r3r). Even so, policy priorities
in some OECD countries may still require increased higher education funding in some
areas, for example for measures related to improving student financial support or the
quality of the leaming environment (OECD,2018¡+1).

This chapter examines who pays for higher education in OECD countries, how the
funding is spent, and which funding mechanisms that are in place in participating
jurisdictions to support higher education students and institutions. This chapter also
discusses different strategies for student financial support and mechanisms to allocate
public funding to public and government-dependent institutions.

The metric data presented covers all OECD member countries, while the policy and
practice information covers the four jurisdictions participating in the OECD
Benchmarking Higher Education System Performance exercise 201712018: Estonia, the
Flemish Community, the Netherlands and Norway. For these participating jurisdictions,
the chapter also provides an analysis of the university or professional higher education
institution (HEI) subsectors, reflecting the interest from a policy perspective in
performance differences between hi gher education subsectors.

The chapter concludes with a brief review of the analysis and a discussion of the main
information gaps identified during the benchmarking exercise.

3.1. Measuring expenditure on higher education

Higher education expenditure is a broad statistical concept including expenditure by
public and private sources on all higher education activities (education, research and
development, and ancillary services for students). It includes expenditure by higher
education institutions (for example, salaries paid to the personnel) but also some forms of
expenditure outside the institutions (for example, students' expenditure on textbooks).

Higher education expenditure provides a measure of the social investment in complex and
advanced knowledge and skills. This is increasingly important as economies move closer
to the knowledge frontier, i.e. the innovation of existing products and services becomes
more important in generating economic growth (Vandenbussche, Aghion and Meghir,
2006pti Aghion, Boustan and Hoxby, 2009¡01).

In intemational comparative statistics, higher education expenditure is usually expressed
in three ways (see also Table 3.1):
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a

Expenditure on higher education institutions as a percentage of GDP from public

and private sources of iun¿r, including internatiònal sources, which shows the

overall level of inveU."* in f'tigfter edõcation at the systemic level' As compared

to the following two ináicatoÃ, this gives a better indication of a society's

investment in hilher education relative to its economic possibilities'

Publicexpenditureonhighereducationasapercentageoftotalpublic
expenditure, which indicateJthe importance of highei education within the public

b;&;i. p;bli" .*p"nAitur" iunOt ftigft". education as well as many other domains

(e.g. social protection, defence)' This measure of expenditure indicates how much

ì*,."gou".n*ent invests in eduóation, relative to these other domains'

Expenditure per student, which shows the actual amount of resources available to

rriírr"r-.ir.ation institutions, relative to the number of students' This measure

reflects the capacity "iinriit"ti""s 
to provide services of various types, and to hire

CHAPTER 3. FTNANCIALRESOURCES I ttl

staff at comPetitive salaries'

Table3.l.Calculationofthreeselectedmeasuresofhighereducationexpenditure

lncludes Excludes
Calculation
(total amount divided bv)

Expenditure on higher

education institut¡ons
percentage of GDP

Public exPenditure on

higher education as a

percentage of total Public
expenditure

Annual exPenditute Per
student bY higher

education inst¡tutions

Expenditure from all sources

as a (public and Private) on

inslitutions

All expenditure outside

institutions (e.9. living costs

of students, books, Private

tutoring)

Private expenditure and

expenditure from

international Public sources

GDP in purchasing Power
parities (PPP)

Public expenditure on

institutions and all Public
grants and loans (including

those directlY or indirectly

financing exPenditure

outside institutions, such as

living costs of students,

books, private tutoring)

Expenditure from all sources

(public and Private) on

institutions

All expenditure outside

institutions (e,9. living costs

of students, books, Private

tutorlnq)

Total public exPenditure

I

Full-time equivalent number

of students at all levels of

higher education

The relative Position of a country regarding expenditure on higher education varies

depending on the measure of exPenditure used (Figure 3.1) For examPle, a country can

prioritise higher education in the allocation of public expenditure, resulting in a

comparativelY high level of higher education Public expenditure over the total ofpublic

expenditure. However, ifthere are low levels ofPrivate expenditure on higher education,

it can still have a relativelY low level of exPenditure on higher education as a proportion

of GDP. The level of exPenditure on higher education is also related to a number of other

factors, including the wealth of a country and the relative size of young cohorts in the

population (Box 3.1).
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