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wé\‘é Background: EC / Lisbon Strategy

V W Strategic goal set in March 2000 by the Lisbon
<2y, European Council:

“ To make Europe by 2010 ‘the most competitive

and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the
world, capable of sustainable economic growth
with more and better jobs and greater social
cohesion’.

INNOVATION is key; and Higher Education/ R&D is
Important ingredient to create a ‘Europe of Knowledge’

Note: higher education is a competence of the Member
States

Open Method of Coordination : Indicators and
benchmarks used as tools for evidence-based
policymaking at European level (‘naming and shaming’)




Benchmarks

Five EU benchmarks for 2010

No more than 10% early school
leavers;

Decrease of at least 20% in the
percentage of low-achieving pupils
in reading literacy;

At least 85% of young people should
have completed upper secondary
education;

Increase of at least 15% in the
number of tertiary graduates in
Mathematics, Science and
Technology (MST), with a
simultaneous decrease in the gender
imbalance;

12.5% of the adult population
should participate in lifelong
learning.



4 Sixteen core indicators for
}1,1‘\ monitoring progress

Participation in pre-school
edducation

Special needs education

Early school leavers

Literacy in reading, mathematics
anid science

Language skills

ICT skills

Civic skills

Learning to learn skills

Upper secondary completion rate
of voung people

‘1 towards the Lisbon
objectives

Professional development of
teachers and trainers

Higher education graduates
Cross-national mobility of students
in higher education
Participation of adults in lifelong
learning

Adult skills

Educational attainment of the
population

Investment in education and
training



European Commission staff working
document

N PROGRESS TOWARDS THE LISBON

OBJECTIVES IN EDUCATION AND
TRAINING
Indicators and benchmarks 2008’

/AI

o “ .. If only the top 200 or top 100
universities are considered, the
performance of the European higher
education system lags behind the
United States. Out of the top 100
universities, 54 are located in the
United States and only 29 in the EU”

(p. 69)
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From the EC Progress Report

usmg 2007 Shanghai/ARWU and Times/THES rankings

World
Academic Ranking of World University
Universities (ARWU) Ranking
(THES)

Number of ol
universities in per 100 000
the Top 500 tertiary students | Top 100 Top 100
EU-27 197 1.05 29 34
Belgium 7 1.7 0 1
Bulgaria (0] 1] 0 1]
Czech Rep. 1 0.30 0 0]
Denmark 4 1.75 1 1
Germany 41 1.79 B 3
Estonia 0 0.00 0 0
Ireland 3 1.61 0 1
Greece 2 0.31 0 0
Spain 9 0.50 0 i}
France 23 1.04 4 2
Italy 23 1.143 0 0
Cyprus 8] o 0 1]
Latvia 4] o 0 o
Lithuania 1] 0 0 i}
Luxembourg 1] 0 0 0
Hungary 2 0.48 0 0]
Malta (0] 1] 0 1}
Metherlands 12 207 2 4
Austria 7 277 0 1
Poland & 0.09 0 1]

World
Academic Ranking of World University
Universities (ARWU) Ranking
(THES)
Number of Bl
universities in per 100 000
the Top 500 tertiary students | Top 100 Top 100
Portugal 2 0.54 0 0
Romania 0 0 0 0
Slovenia 1 0.87 0 0
Slovakia 0 0 0 0
Finland ) 1.62 1 1
Sweden 11 260 4 1
United K. 42 1.80 11 19
Croatia 0 0 0 0
FYR Maced. 0 0 0 0
Turkey 1 0.04 0 0
Iceland 0 0 0 0
Liechtenstein 0 0 0 0
Monway 4 1.86 1 0
Japan 32 0.78 G 4
Usa 166 0.95 L | 37
China 25 0.11 0] 3
India 2 0.02 0]
Russia 2 0.02 1 0

Data source: hitp:/

fwww.arwu.org/ hitp:/

Meww thes.co. uk/




A -
& Two studies on HE Reform

Ry A -
.
N




Breugel study (Aghion et al., 2007)



Aghion et al.
recommendations

Counting number of universities in Top
50, 100, 500 to rank countries (Aghion
et al.) and basing policy
recommendations on this:

« We recommend that the performance of
Europe’s universities can and should be
improved by:

* Increasing the funding for universities
* [ncreasing university autonomy;
* |ncreasing mobility and competition.

(Aghion et al., 2008, p. 1-2)



Using university rankings to
capture system performance

EC Progress report:

“Some researchers have shown that
spending on higher education correlates
with the incidence of top ranking
universities. The impact is even bigger if

there Is a certain level of autonomy for
Institutions.” (p. 71)

Europe is falling behind and its universities
are inferior to the US universities



Using university rankings to
capture system performance

* Reduces multi-faceted phenomenon to
a single guantitative score

* Non-university higher education
Institutions not ranked

 Shanghal and THES rankings skewed
towards research in the hard sciences

* |gnores dispersion in the system:

— Funding may be concentrated on a few
Institutions

— Differences within systems may be bigger
than differences between systems

* Hypothesis: Anglo-Saxon systems will
come out better in rankings



EU project: Progress in Higher
Education Reform across Europe:
Governance and Funding

e Consortium of: CHEPS, INCHER-Kassel,
NIFU/STEP, Institute of Education,
Technopolis

 To assess progress made in HE reforms (33
countries): “Modernisation Agenda”

* Describe system level performance against
eight parameters

* Impact of reforms on system performance
(national + institutional level)

* Evidence for policy-makers: What works/ what
does not? (but: causality, intervening factqru

q)
11eIpIS
UM v
Center for
Higher Education
Policy Studies




Performance in Higher Education

e A contentious concept:

« Performance is in eye of beholder;
depends on benchmark

e A multidimensional concept: Research,
Teaching, Knowledge transfer, ...

« Quantity as well as Quality aspects

Need for visualizing (country) performance to
condense information and allow decision-
making

Center for
Higher Educa
Policy Stud



Measuring performance

We measure performance along eight
dimensions:

. access

. life-long learning

. graduation

. employabillity

International mobility

research output

attracting external funds

. cost effectiveness

e For each dimension: 2-3 indicators

* Indicators: normalized, then aggregated
Into dimension score (option: use
weights)

 Data: from European databases (EUROSTAT,
OECD)

©O~NOUAWNER



Access

N_ENR_RT_56 Net enrolment The sum of the ratios of students,
rate age n years, and population, age
n years, with n ranging from 17
till 29
N ENT_RT 5 Net entry rate The sum of the ratios of new

entrants, age n years, and
population, age n years, with n
ranging from 17 till 29




Lifelong learning

MAT 5 % Mature enrolment The number of students aged 30

MAT_ 56 (ISCED 5, ISCED 56) years and older as a percentage of
total enrolment

MAT_ENTR5A % Mature entry Ratio of entry rates of old (25-45) and

MAT_ENTR5B young (17-25) new entrants




Mobility

ST _INCOMING Mobile students | Inflow of students (ISCED 5-6) from EU-
incoming 27, EEA and Candidate countries - as %
of all students in the country
ST _SENT Mobile students | Students (ISCED 5-6) studying in

sent out

another EU-27, EEA or Candidate
country - as % of all students




Employability

REL EARN Relative earnings of Relative earnings of the population with
tertiary education income from employment holding a
graduates tertiary education qualification (upper

secondary and post-secondary non-
tertiary education =100)

REL _UNEMPL | Relative unemployment Unemployment rate of labour force aged

rate of tertiary 25-39 with upper secondary
education degree gualification divided by unemployment
holders rate of labour force aged 25-39 with

tertiary qualification (ISCED 5/6)




Research

output
ARTICLE Number of scientific Scientific articles per million inhabitants (data
articles taken from OECD Science, Technology and
Industry Scoreboard, A.14)
PATENT Patents Patent applications to the EPO by priority year

at the national level per million of inhabitants
(source: EUROSTAT)




Graduation

ATTAIN Educational Percentage of the population aged 25-
attainment 34 with tertiary qualification
GRAD1000 Graduates per 1000 | Total number of graduates as a

population aged
20-29

percentage of population aged 20-
29 times 1000




Capacity to attract
funds

HERD_BUS % of HE R&D from | Expenditure on R&D from business and
business and industry as percentage of total
industry expenditure on R&D

HERD_ABR % of HE R&D from | Expenditure on R&D from international
international sources as percentage of total
sources expenditure on R&D

PRIV_CONTR Contributions to Relative proportion of private expenditure

HEIs by private
households

on HEls




Cost effectiveness

EXP_STUD_GDP

Expenditure per
HE student
compared to
GDP per
capita

Annual expenditure on public HE
institutions per student compared to
GDP per capita, based on full-time
equivalents

EXP_STUD_EUR

Expenditure per
HE student in
Euro PPS

Annual expenditure on public HE
institutions per student in EURO
PPS, based on full-time equivalents




Four performance profiles: Finland,
Sweden, Norway, Switzerland (2006)
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Four performance profiles: Belgium,
Ireland, Netherlands, UK (2006)

—=

-

-




Four performance profiles: Czech Rep.,
Hungary, Poland, Portugal (2006)




Exploring relationships between
performance and policies

« Contextualisation (e.g. differences in
national institutional frameworks; stages
In economic development; demography,
economic climate, national investment In
R&D, disciplinary mix, etc)

 Searching for similarities between
countries by visual inspection and
guantitative exploration

e Linking performance to (indicators of)
higher education governance and
funding (e.g. autonomy and
performance orientation in funding)



Notes on comparing

countries’ profiles

All comparisons are normative

Need for reference points (benchmarks)
Choice of dimensions & indicators
Comparisons are user-driven
Definitions of indicators

Comparisons over time, within country
(self reference), between countries
(average/median of sample/subset)

Weightings of indicators (theory?)
Always: need for contextualizing



Autonomy: several
dimensions

 Internal governance structures

o Staffing issues

e Student selection

e Accountability

« Entering partnerships

e Quality assurance (evaluation mechanisms)
 Teaching and Research programmes
 Funding & finance (e.g. lump sum funds)

Measured through questionnaire (1-5 point
scales)



Institutional autonomy: Austria

versus EU

Midpoint | 2008 score| 2008 mean, | 1995 score| 1995 mean, all

of scale Austria all countries Austria countries
Internal 3.00 3.00 3.50 5.00 3.71
governance
Staffing issues 2.25 2.13 3.50 2.29
Student selection 2.25 1.89 - 1.81
Accountability 2.50 2.50 2.36 1.50 2.06
Entering 2.00 1.39 2.50 1.47
partnerships
Quality 2.50 2.26 1.00 1.47
assurance
Programming 2.50 1.80 2.00 1.79
Funding & 2.00 1.62 2.00 1.90

finance




Example 1: Austria: Changes in national HE
performance 2006 versus 2002

(benchmark: Austrian 2002 Eerformance level)
N_ENR_5

EXP_STUD_GDP

EXP_STUD_EUR

HERD_BUS

HERD_ABR

PRIV_CONTR

GRAD1000

ATTAIN

ARTICLE
PATENT

3
2,5
2
1,5
1

0,5

N_ENT 5

MAT 5

MAT 56

MAT_ENTR5A

at

MAT_ENTR5B

ST SENT

ST INCOMING

REL_EARN
UNEMPL

> 1 : performance improvement;
< 1: performance decline



Example 2: Austria: years 1998, 2002, 2006

(Compared to EU sample average)

access

20
59

cost effectiyeness access; LLL

—&—av
. . —&— at 2006
capacity to attract funds * mobility
—&—at_2002
—&— at 1998
grapuates employability

research output

access access,; LLmobility employabiresearch ograduate s|capacity t ¢ost effecti

av 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
at_2006 -1,17]. 0,47]. 0,29 -1,19 -0,67 0,42
at_2002 -1,1]. 1,59]. 0,1 -1,11]. 0,38

at_1998 -0,99 0,21 0,41]. 0,13 -0,96]. 0,44




Concluding observations

Need for contextualization (allowing to compare
like with like; ‘controlled comparisons’),

Classifying countries into classes of broadly
similar performance patterns (preceeding a
comparison/analysis of differences between HEIs
from different countries)

Study (and visualize) the various dimensions of
performance

Look at national averages as well as dispersion
across institutions

Problems remain:

— Lack of data & indicators; reliability of data

— Non-Uniformity of definitions
— Combining various bits of data & indicators

work In progress ...



Thanks for your attention

e Email:
B.W.A.Jongbloed@UTwente.NL

e Web: www.utwente.nl/cheps




