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Intfroduction

The present study deals with a few issues regarding the financing of higher
education in Romania, where, starting with 1999, global financing has been
effectively introduced and basic financing is done in keeping with the principle
“resources come with the students”.

The main objectives of this study are the following:

- to estimate, as objectively as possible, the real costs per equivalent
student, meant to ensure the keeping up of standards and development
(in agreement with the options of educational policies);
to compare the financing per student and the financing systems with
the situation in other countries, especially in the European Union, in
order to contribute to a future harmonization and to a better
compatibility of the educational system
to identify certain measures for a better management of allocations
for the basic financing of higher education institutions
to try to establish possible connections between the evaluation of the
quality of higher education institutions and financing

The authors’ intention has been to highlight the difference between “costs”,
or, in other words, how much higher education should really cost and “allocations”,
namely how much the state budget can allot for the state higher education.

At the same time, the present study introduces for the first time financial
elements which take into account the existence of private higher education in
Romania and draws comparisons with other countries where this type of
education has a considerable weighting.

The study reveals the importance of the resources generated by the higher
education institutions and places the whole issue within the context of the
current economic situation in Romania.



Chapter 1
The European Context

1.1 About the financial crisis in the European higher education

The higher education systems in Europe have undergone deep-going changes in
the last 40 years. Thus, since 1995 the figure of undergraduate students has
increased nearly ten-fold in almost all countries (See table 1.1)

The figures of students in Europe in the period 1955-1994

Table 1.1

1955 1985 1994 1994/55

U  Tota U Total U Total Total
Austria - 19,124 160,904 173,215 210,639 227,444 11.9
Belgium - 37,761 103,598 247,499 123,638 385,098 7.6
Denmark - 17,864 91,450 116,319 133,128 169,619 9.5
Switzerland - 16,021 74,806 110,111 91,037 148,664 9.3
Finland - 16,628 92,230 127,976 124,370 197,367 11.9
France - 193,886 978,519 1,278,581 1,395,103 2,083,232 10.7
Germany - 173,353 1,336,395 1,550,211 1,539,463 1,867,491 10.6
Greece - 21,055 110,917 181,901 - 314,002 14.0
Ireland - 11,040 39,120 70,301 56,190 117,641 10.7
Italy - 139,018 1,176,726 1,185,304 1,668,906 1,681,944 12.1
UK. - 132917 352,419 1,032,491 1,614,652 12.1
Norway - 5,513 41,658 94,658 77,951 176,722 32.1
The Netherlands - 72,512 168,858 404,866 187,958 512,403 7.1
Portugal - 18,914 70,244 103,585 273,118 276,263 14.6
Spain - 62,236 882,798 935,126 1,263,507 1,469,468 23.6
Sweden - 22,647 - 183,697 234,466 10.4

U: universities and counterpart institutions ( by UNESCO definition); * 1993; **1992.
Sources: The UNESCO Statistical Yearbook, except Belgium: 1994/95 The Yearbook of
General Statistsics on Education, The Ministry of the Francophone Community in Belgium
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From higher education available only to elites some time ago, now there is
mass education, meaning with some differences from one country to another, that
between 1/3 and 2/3 of the pupils who have finished secondary education are
enrolled in universities.

The increase in the figure of students has been accompanied by important
structural changes. Numerous branches of the traditional universities sprang
up especially for vocational education. The development of this type of education
has generally incurred higher costs than traditional education.

Since 1970 an ever more marked financial crisis has swept over higher education.

Several factors account for this crisis:

I.  Structural changes of the system

i) The increase in the number of students (as shown previously)

ii) The inexistence of a more marked distinction among the higher
educational institutions as far as the objectives and structure are
concerned. The Humboldian model of a university has been adopted
by many European countries as the only system of spreading knowledge
and training of highly competent specialists. The latest diversifying
process should have brought about a drop in the cost of higher
education. But the non-university sector of higher education, which
was initially focused on short term programs, has turned to ever longer
training programs, simultaneously insisting on an increase of subsidies.
The negative effect of this process is the high cost and the
ineffectiveness, as a whole, of the system of higher education in many
European countries.

iii) The growing concern with the quantity and quality of services offered
by universities. In most European countries the universities are
concerned with expanding and improving the services offered to the
students and to the community, in general.

iv) The increase in the cost of higher education consequent upon of its
specific production mode. The « prodution » mode of higher education
has been influenced to a smaller extent, by changes in « technology ».
In the competitive sectors of economy, the technological changes are
progressively introduced into the production process with the natural
result of the increase in productivity and in the wages and salaries of
employees (especially of the highly skilled ones). In contradiction to it,
to an overwhelming extent, in higher education the same basic
technology is used as it was a century ago (lectures and seminars) The
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system’s productivity has not witnesseda substantial increase. The
salaries of the staff, however, (this refers especially to developed
countries) have increased at the same rate as in the prodution sectors
so as to make the salaries of the highly qualified personnel in higher
education competitive in relation with staff with the same professional
level and competence of the economic sectors. (It is noteworthy that
in this respect, Romania holds a totally atipical position).

II. The General Crisis of the State’s Finance

This crisis has its origin, mainly, in the tough competition among different
public sectors (ministries) to obtain public funds. The cutting down of public
expenditure and the balancing of the budget are priorities for most European
countries, especially of the EU, in their attempt to meet the requirements of
the future single currency.

III. The Changing of the role of higher Education in the Modern State
In the last two centuries, one of the fundamental objectives of the universities
has been to contribute to the formation of an elite able to govern the state.
This has been particularly conspicuous in the countries who adopted the so-
called Napoleonic model of university. The state has agreed to the financing of
the universities because these have been in its service, meeting the highly
trained staff necessities for the public sector.

Moreover, the costof the higher education system has been comparatively
low, it has not been a burden for the budget.

The development of higher education in the European countries along
the last three decades has modified the main role of universities, changing
them into institutions aiming especially at meeting the demands of the production
system and of society, as a whole. The state is no longer the main and direct
beneficiaries of the systen of higher education.

Consequently the state is less inclined to bear alone the financial costs for
higher education. Ever more governments state that they cannot allot a higher
percentage of their budget to higher education.

On the other hand, it is almost unanimously accepted that economic
compoetitiveness is a serious challenge for Europe. Maybe that the nowadays
investments into higher education are not sufficiently high to support the future
development of Europe. to solve this contradiction the enhancement of private
financing of higher education. There are important economic arguments for the
increase of the contribution of the private sector to the financing of higher education.
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In table 1.1, to support what has been mentioned above an illustration of
the evolution of figures of students in European countries in the 1955-1994
period is given, whereas table 1.2 illustrates the share of expenditure for higher
education from the entire public budget.

The essential conclusion to be drawn from the analysis of the data of
table 1.2 is that in most European countries the allocated share for higher
education has witnessed a rapid increase in 1950-1970, then a period of
stagnation in the 1970-1986 period, only to witness a much faster increase
since 1986.

The share of public expenses for higher education
from the total public budget of education 1950-1995

Table 1.2

Country 1950 1960 1970 1975 1985 1993 1995
Austria 12.9 11.0 13.4 14.7 16.6 18.6 19.4
Belgium 8.8* 6.0 13.3 15.3 16.7 17.3 20.3
Denmark 79 9.1 20.8 20.8 219 25.0 22.8
Switzerland 17.5 17.0 18.1 20.3 20.0
Finland 46 4.6 9.8 12.8 18.7 28.7 26.1
France 7.8* 12.0 16.6 14.1 129 16.7 165
Germany 9.4 13.2 18.4 17.5 20.8 23.7 21.8
Ireland 139 17.7 17.7 215 233
Italy 8.8 8.8 13.3 10.2 13.7 15.7
UK. 24.8 21.1 19.8 22.3 23.0
Norway 7.2 7.8 122 133 135 25.9 26.0
The Netherlands 8.4 14.8 22.1 283 26.4 32.1 31.0
Portugal 12.2 9.6 109 12.7 14.2 14.9
Spain 17.5 8.8 18.2 15.1 153 14.7
Sweden 4.4 8.0 14.5 12.3 13.1 15.8 26.7

Source: The UNESCO Statistical Yearbook, years *1953, World Education Report 1998.
For Romania the share was 15.9%, in 1995.
Let us call B,; the toal budget given to education and B,

nvs

the budget of

higher education. If in 1950 for Germany the same ratio

in 1993 was 23.7%. other examples of abrupt increases are Denmark from
7.9% to 25%; Finland from 4.6% to 28.7%.

Table 1.3 confrims the above described evolution. It shows the evolution
(in percentages) of the allocation in the period 1960-1995.
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The share of public expenses for higher education
from GDP (%) in the period 1960-1995.
Table 1.3

Country 1960 1970 1980 1986 1993 1995
Austria 0.63 0.81 1.03 1.02 1.07
Belgium 0.34 0.77 1.04 0.95 0.97 1.16
Denmark 0.35 1.46 1.21 1.51 212 1.89
Switzerland 0.68** 0.74 0.93 0.87 1.14 1.10
Finland 0.30 0.62 1.04 1.02 2.41 1.98
France 0.28 0.55 0.39 0.43 0.80 0.97
Germany 0.51 0.71 0.71 0.85* 1.09 1.29
Ireland 0.68 1.16 1.24 1.38 1.47
Italy 0.38 0.40 0.40 0.71 0.77
UK. 1.29 1.25 1.20%** 1.27
Norway 0.42 0.72 0.98 0.90 2.34 2.16
The Netherlands 0.87 1.59 217 1.62 1.77 1.64
Portugal 0.21 0.19 0.46 0.59 0.77 0.80
Spain 0.22 0.32 0.45 0.72 0.74
Sweden 0.42 1.13 0.84 0.88 1.33 2.16

Source: UNESCOStatistical Yearbook *1985; **1964; ***1992; World Education Report 1998
For Romania the share was 0.51%, in 1995.

The data from tables 2 and 3 can be connected for the years to be found
in both tables : 1960, 1986, 1993.

For example, in the case of Germany (

France, (

Bed

PIB

invs

Indeed if we know B, = 100 and

08
1993 1 6’7

J

a

=0,048

B
PIB

B ed
PIB

Complete results are given in table 1.4.

invs

J1993

100’

1,09
23,7

B ed
PIB

then

=0,045 4nd for
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1.2.1 The necessity to go on with financing higher education
from public funds

There are two fundamental arguments in support of the necessity to
finance higher education from public funds : the efficency and the equity.

As far as efficiency is concerned, higher education has external benefits ;
mention should be made in this respect of the capacity of highly skilled people
to make a contribution towards the increase in labour productivity and the
better management of human resources. Public financing of higher education
must be continued because the market provided the quantity and quality that
is socially optimal for higher education.

The arguments based on equity derive from the principle that higher
education should be available to all people who have the capacity of learning,
no matter what their economic resources are. The state should implement
adequate policies to give equal opportunities of access to higher education.
There are two main mechanisms to tackle this objective : the decrease in
expenses for tuition and the promotion of programs for granting
scholarships (or loans) in view of assisting those who have low incomes.

1.2.2 The necessity of financing higher education
from other sources than budget allocations

The high level of demand in nowadays higher education in developed
countries is a consequence of several factors; one of the most important is the
high value of a university diploma on the labour market.

In the OECD countries the share on the labour market of holders of
university degrees is by about 15% superior to the average. At the same time
the unemployment rate is 47% for the holder of a university degree as against
an average of 8.5% and the salaries of those who have a university diploma
are much higher than those who have a lower level of training.

On the other hand the companies are the first beneficiaries of the progress
of the science and technique that is to a great extent obtained in the university.

There exists a consensus on the fact that the social benefits are bery high
although difficult to quantify.

Consequently, the principle “the beneficiary has to pay” should lead to a
mixed financing system of higher education, from both public and private sources.

If the theoretical demonstration seems convincing enough it still is more
difficult to find an answer to the question; what should be the share of each type
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2) The second shorcoming - which is the most important one - the present
day financial system based on symbolic fees for tuition is economically
ineffective. More precisely, the present day model of financing of higher
education transfers the funds from the poorer categories to the richer
ones, as the middle and rich categories are the main beneficiaries of this
mode of financing. It is only in countries where there is a significant rate
of private participation in the financing of higher education (U.S.A. and
Japan) that the studies show that the financing system is efficient.

1.3 The matter of availability of higher education

The available data on higher education in European countries show a high
degree of absorbtion of those from high bracket incomes..

In Germany 80% of the clerks wish that their children should obtain a
diploma of secondary education compared with a figure of only 25% among
the workers. If we refer to the level of the parents’ education we find that 33%
of the students of the old German lands come from families where the parents
have a university degree, in the new lands the percentage being 52%. It is
possible to omplement the equality of opportunities only provided that the
influences from outside the school vanish. Even if this matter is difficult to
achieve, the solution must be initiated in the early stage of education.
Consequently, the economic efforts of the state must focus on secondary
education, if we wish to ensure the equity for higher education.

1.4 The necessity of a better balance between public
sources and financing from other sources

Such a balance can be achieved through:

a) the increase of the contribution of the private sector to the financing

of higher education

b) the increase of the universities own income

An increase in the participation of the private sector in the finaincing of
higher education can be obtained through: setting the level of fees so that thse
should represent a substantial part of the costs ; the seting of specific fees for
special services; the stimulation of the contribution of the business wporld to
the initial training (university education) and to the permanent training.

Obviously, steps taken towards an increase in the fees, the harmonization of
assiatnce with this increase, the ways of reimbursement of loans must be well
substantiated in Romania’s nowadays contest. The European model cannot be
copied. However, efficienmt suggestions shall be made at the end of the present paper.



Chapter 2
The Computation of the Real Costs
in the State Higher Education in Romania

A particlarly important component of the Reform Program of state higher
education in Romania is the drawing up and implementation of a new scientific,
transparent and effective mechanism for the setting and allocation of the funds
required for the optimal carrying out of the complex activities of the higher
educational institutions in Romania. This new financial mechanism must rely on the
fundamental elements of competition, on scientific criteria for the assessment and
allocation of funds appropriated for higher education by the annual law of the
state budget. Out of the many possible criteria - according to the requirements of
the reform program, the essential criterion for the assessment, planning and allocation
of funds - worthy of taking into consideration - is the level of the unit cost per
equivalent student. This criterion is one of the essential components of the
package of measures required for the implementation of the reform, according to
which “the financial resources should meet the student’s needs”.

2.1 The unit cost per equivalent student

Taking into account the structure, we envisage at least two types of cost:

* The overall cost for a equivalent student

* The net cost per equivalent student

Both types are calculated starting from the level of a common calculation element
for the two types of cost and from a different pattern of the reference term.

The general equation for the establishemnt of a unit cost (be it overall or net) is:

Cu/se = CT / Nse

where: C, . = the unit cost per one equivalent student, Ny, = the number of
equivalent students, C; = total expenses.
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2.1.1 The Common term of Calculation of the Unit Cost

The common term that is involved is the "Number of equivalent students”.

For its determination at the level of a university two elements must
necessarily be known: the physical average figure of participants in each of the
forms of education existing in universities as well as the equivalence coefficient
corresponding to each form of education stipulated by the CNFIS (National
Council for Financing Higher Education).

The calendar year (and therefore the annual accounting period) does not
dovetail with the academic year, hence the following formula is used:

_N,*T+N,*3
m = , Where:

10

N, = the average physical number of people attending university training
in the current year (calendar year, accounting period);

N, = the physical number of students in the second semester of the
current academic year (1 January);

N, = the physical number of the students in the first semester of the next
academic year.

The equivalence coefficients have been set by the National Council for
Financing Higher Education starting from the comparison between the teaching
time consumed in different forms of training in keeping with the substantiation
procedure which we are going to discuss below:
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Equivalence
coefficient
a) The weekly training program of a student (full time courses - long and short term
education) = 53.5 conventional hours 1.00

b) The weekly training program of a student attending evening courses (with a duration
of 6 years, as against 5 years for full time day courses):
- 53.5 conventional hours x 5/6 = 44.58 hours;
- 44.58:53.5=10.83 0.80
c) The training of a student by ,.extra mural’ courses:
53.3 X 4/28 = 7.64 hours;
7.64 hours : 53.5 = 0.142 0.15
Note: By assimilation, the 0.15 coefficient is also applied to participants in post-
graduate and in-service refreshment courses of any kind which take the form of ,extra
mural” courses
d) For students enrolled at master-type courses account has been taken of the staff
expenses involved that are 2.5 higher than for full time dav courses, as well as extra
expenses linked with professional training at high qualitv level .. 3.00
e) For the training of doctoral students account has been taken of the average costs at
the institution organizing the doctoral studies (for experiments, laboratory procedures,
payment of scientific reports required from specialists, travel expenses, etc.)

- doctoral students with regular attendance requirement: 3.00
- doctoral students in the extra mural courses 1.00
f) For other forms of training, the equivalence coefficients have been set taking into
account the level of specific costs for those forms
- participants in specialised courses taught in foreign languages ........... 125
- the training of students for specialisms organized in other localmes than the
university headquarters 1.25
- students in the preparatory vear 1.25

- participants in the studies of continuous education and distance courses .... 0.25
- participants in the boards for granting of grades for secondary school teachers ........... 0.40
- internship 0.10

The number of equivalent students of a university is:

Ny, :ZNﬁ*Ki,where:

N, =the number of equivalent students of a unlversny, Nj; =the (average)
physical number of participants in the training of type ,,i"; K, =the equivalence
coefficient corresponding to the training ,,i”; n = the total numner of training
types organized in a university.

This indicator, computed at the level of each university and for the whole
of the state higher education, allows a number of comparisons between the
different universities and profiles of edcuation, as shown below.

A number of estimations concerning the evolution of different forms of
education for each profile of each state university of Romania can be formulated.

The number of equivalent students is the basis indicator to be taken into
account in the substantiation of the annual draft budget, both at the level of
each university and at the level of the Ministry of National Education.
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2.1.2 The Unit Overall Cost For A Equivalent student

The overall unit cost is the indicator whose dimension is derived from the
ratio between the total expenditure of an institution of higher education and
the number of equivalent students in keeping with the equation:

— CFB + CFC
ug/se — N , where:

se

C

Cygse = the overall unit cost per equivalent student; Cp; = the total of
expenses covered from basic financing; Cy, = the total of expenses covered
from complementary financing.

a) The expenses covered from the basic financing (C,) have the following

patterns:

a,) Expenses for staff (salaries, allowances, contributions to the health
fund, to the unemployment relief fund, travel allowances);

a,) Expenses for current materials and services (teaching materials
and staff for maintenance of the premises, for light and heating,
current repairs), other material expenses and services.

b) The expenses covered from the complementary financing refer to:

b,) Expenses for students’ scholarships (transfers);

b,) Expenses for capital repairs;

b;) Expenses of capital.

The overall unit cost can be broken down into two components, namely:
the unit overall cost for training (teaching) and the unit overall cost for
maintenance. This structure can be taken into consideration in a future paper
on this subject.

2.1.3 The Net Unit Cost per One Equivalent student

The net unit cost per equivalent student, as the main part of the overall
unit cost is calculated by the distribution of the total expenses covered from
basic financing to the number of equivalent students according to the equation:

_ CFB
un/se — N ,Where:

se

C

Cnse = the net unit cost per one equivalent student; Gy, = the total expenses

covered from basic financing; N,, = the number of equivalent students.
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The net unit cost is the indicator according to which the estimation is made
concerning the required amount of basic financing at the level of each university
and concerning the whole Romanian higher education and regarding the fair
distribution among universities of the funds approved in the national budget.

By real cost we must understand the « necessary cost » that should be
associated with the meeting of the students’ training needs in one specialty or
another, so that after graduation the specialists should be competitive on the
national labour market and elsewhere. We should also understand an essential
thing that those who finance education and culture ignore. The latter have in
mind the general criterion valid for most sectors of the economy, according to
which the first and most important effieciency factor is the cutting of costs.

Consequently, if in the country’s economic sectors the increase of costs is
a negative phenomenon condicuve to inefficiency, in education, culture and
scientific research enhanced expenses for maintenance, modernization and
improved quality should be seen as a positive fact.

The determination of the real cost of training of a student can be seen as
a quite complex and intricate activity, difficult to be made.

The real cost of the training of a student could be computed on the basis
of the legal provisions for the consumption of human and material resources
for each of the specialties existing in Romanian higher education.

2.2 The historic dimension of unit costs per equivalent student

The net unit equivalent costs which are associated with the basic financing of
universities have been computed for eight educational profiles for each year in
the period 1990-1999.

For 1999 the appropriation given by the National Council for the Financing
of Higher Education to each university from the total of basic financing approved
for higher education through the law of the state budget has been taken into
account for the net unit cost. This assimilation is based on the idea that the
appropriation due and given to the universities is definitely not up to the
requirements, so the amount is entirely used for expenses thus being entirely
reflected in the net unit cost. The results of the computations made are presented
in table 2.1 (see appendix).

From the analysis of the data included in table 2.1 at least three major
differentiations come out.

First of all an explosive growth of the unit cost from year to year is
noticeable. Thus for the whole of higher education the net unit cost increased
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in 1999 295.7 times as against the level of 1990, with due differences from
one profile to another.

Secondly, at the level of each educational profile, significant differences
were recorded from one year to another.

Thirdly, the evolution of the net unit cost from one year to another, which
is shown by the data in table 2.1, has not sufficiently taken into account, in
some years not at all, the rate of inflation and the dynamics of the currency
exchange rate. Thus if we take into account the average figures for the last two
years an increase of 4% of the net unit cost in 1999 as against the level of 1998
can be noticed whereas the rate of inflation was of more than 40% and 69%.
Any comment is useless.

Starting from the last mentioned findings, we think it is strictly necessary
to convert into dollars the data of table 2.1.

The results of this operation of conversion are given in table 2.2 (see
appendix) at the annual average rate of the dollar.

The data of tables 2.1 and 2.2 are complementary with their evolution,
their analysis bringing out a number of important matters.

We find out that the peak of financing of higher education in Romanian
was reached at the level of 1990 when the net unit cost per student was, on an
average for the whole country, $696 a year. This figure, instead of going up,
fell fdramatically to only $307 in 1999, that it is accounted for only 44% as
against 1990.

The analysis of the level of the net unit cost in each field brings out three
different state of affairs :

+ above the country’s average for the technical, medical, agricultural

and art education

* below the country’s average for socia-humanitarian and economic education

+ sometimes below the average, sometimes up the average for the sports

higher eductaion financing

The general conclusion to be drawn from the study of the data under
consideration since 1991 a financial policy with a trend towards bankruptcy
has been promoted in Romanian higher education. The carrying of this policy
would mean a disaster for the nation’s present and future.
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2.3 Costs and basic financing acknowledged
for the period 1990-1999

We must point out that in the years 1990-1998 the distribution of the
funds approved by the state budget was made in an empirical way and that is
why a number of differences appeared among the various fields of education
as far as basic financing is concerned. Starting with the financial year 1999, the
distribution to each university of the funds approved for the basic financing
has been made in keeping with the methodology suggested by the National
Council for the Financing of Higher Education in Romania. By means of this
methodology, a fair distribution of funds for basic fiiancing is ensured, in general,
which is expressed in the level of the net unit cost per equivalent student.

In this first alternative for the financial recovery of the universities, the
reconsideration of the financing of each profile is aimed at, expressed by the
level of the unit cost at the most favourable rate within the period under scrutiny.

Taking into consideration the level of basic financing approved for higher
education by the law of the budget, the following elements result:

- The average unit cost per students equivalent according to the .
financing peak in the 1990-1999 period 12,219,292 lei
- The average unit cost per equivalent student in 1999 4,611,330 lei

- The basic financing in keeping with the peak unit cost 4,015,569,475 thousand lei

- The basic financing as approved by the Law of the National Budget 1,515,400,000 thousand lei

Fist of all, an alarming underfinancing of higher education in Romania is
noticeable, that is in concrete figures a drop by 62.26% officially admitted in
the 1990-1999 period.

The sustained underfinancing was reflected in the level of the unit cost
per equivalent student. Thus, unit cost was cut from 12,219,292 lei to only
4,611,330 lei, this cost representing in 1999 only 37.74% from the
acknowledged necessary cost between 1990-1999.

2.4 Costs and basic financing
in keeping with the Law of Education

In artcile 169 paragraph 1 of the law of Education n0.84/1995 mention is
made of the fact that « the financing of the state education is made from the
state budget, within the limits of at least 4% of the GDP.
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In contrast with this stipulation, Romanian higher education has been
appropriated funds much below the limit of survival of this activity branch. If
we take into account that the appropriations approved and distributed to the
educational institutions for 1999 account for only 2.40% of the GDP and of
these only 1/3 are directed towards higher education, it comes out that the
funds at the minimum level that should have been approved for education for
1999, must have been by at least 66.67% higher. Under these circumstances,
the basic financing for higher education would be as follows :

- basic financing according to law 2,525,717,180 thousand lei
- basic approved financing 1,515,400,000 thousand lei
« The uncovered balance 1,010,317,180 thousand lei

In this alternative the administration is required to appropriate, in the
event of 2 budget amendment (rectification) to higher education at least 1,010.3
thousands of billions lei. Under these circumstances, the average unit cost
would have been 7,685,703 lei and not 4,611,330 lei as set down by the Law
of the State Budget for the year 1999.

2.5 Costs and basic financing
in keeping with the institutional strategies

Beginning with 1999, the basic financing of universities as it results from the Law
of the Annual Budget and from the methodology described in this paper has
been entirely approved and implemented by the Ministry of National Education.

In keeping with the legal provisions, beginning with 1999, the Ministry of
National Education negotiated in May and June 1999, the institutional and
additional contracts with the management bodies of each state university.

In the institutional contract one of the essentila provisions refers to the
basic financing of the higher educational instituites. This reference is derived
from the suggestions made by each university concerning the financila need
for 1999 and for the very next years (2000-2002) which have been an integral
part of the Strategic Development Plans of the University presented to
the Ministry of National Education in the form of Budget Income and
Expenses for 1999-2002.

Starting from the idea that each university knows best its present financial
needs and those for the near future, this alternative for the basic financing and the
computation of the net unit cost has been chosen. The data supplied by the Ministry
of National Education have been analysed and the conclusions are shown below :
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Firstly, two remarks have to be made :

* Arequest has been made for all strategic plans to include assessments of
the budget of incomes and expenses for 1999 and for the near future
(2000-2002). For those universities which did not send these data the
basis of computation used was the financing established for 1999 by the
Council for the Financing of Higher Education with a 30% increase.

 For the years in the near future (2000-2002) the suggestions put
forward by the universities in their strategic plans an increase of 30%
was made for 2000 and of 25% for 2001 and 2002 taking into account
the foreseeable inflation rate.

In this alternative for the determination of the basic financing it comes
out that the funds allocated for the universities by the Law of the State Budget
for 1999 accounts for only 55% of the strict necessary funds.

In absolute figures the situation of the financing of higher education is the
following :

- basic financing in accordance with the strategic plans of the universities 2,730,373,736 thousand lei
- basic approved financing 1,515,400,000 thousand lei
- Uncovered difference 1,214,973,736 thousand lei

These data should be an important point for those who have the duty to
ensure the strictly necessary financing for an evolution at least at the same
level of Romanian higher education.

If this alternative of funds to be made available would be validated by
ministers, government, parliament - then at the likely ratification of the budget
higher education should be alloted 1,214.9 billion lei, strictly necessary for
keeping afloat the state universities in Romania.

Let us see in what follows what the level of the unit cost per equivalent
student would be in 1999 if this alternative for financing higher education
would be approved, namely the appropriation of the above mentioned amount
to higher education. This cost comes out from the following data :

- basic financing strictly necessary to higher education 2,730,373,736 thousand lei
- the number of students equivalent 328,625.38
« Average unit cost/equivalent student 8,308,469 lei

From the analuysis of the above data we conclude that as against the level
of 4,611,330 lei the unit cost per one equivalent student in the survival
hypothesis of state universities in Romania should be 8,308,469 lei, that is by
80.2% higher.
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In a revision the three alternatives are shown in table 2.3

Synthesis of costs and basic financing 1999

Tabelul 2.3
Specification VARIANT
1. Historic costs 1L Cost and basic IIL Stategic costs
and basic financing | financing according to and basic
the Law of Education financing
- basic financing, thousand lei 4,015,569,475 2,525,717,180 2,730,373,736
- approved basic financing, thousand lei 1,515,400,000 1,515,000,000 1,515,400,000
Balance, thousand lei 2,500,169,475 1,010,317,180 1,214,973,736
e ———————————————————————————————
- average unit cost per equivalent 12,219,292 7,685,703 8,308,469
student, lei
- average unit cost corresponding to the 4,611,330 4,611,330 4,611,330
approved allowance, lei




Chapter 3
Qualitative Differentiation
in Romania’s State Higher Education

In a first sense a Romanian university has well defined mission only at the
level of the educational process: the professional training of the students en-
rolled at the educational structure with a normal length of study time (5-6
years), at the short time courses (called college), at the evening and extra-
mural educational structure. In many universities other activities - besides
teaching activities - which can define the creative and cultural potential and
bring out future development possibilities are carried out.

In the last 7-8 years many universities have started organizing and diver-
sifying the forms of training and refreshment courses such as: M.A.S, full time
or extra mural post-graduate and /or academic courses, full time or part-time
doctoral studies, the professional training of undergraduates in foreign lan-
guages, a preparatory year for foreign students, the participation in granting
of professional grades in pre-university education.

The overall assessment of the complex activity carried out in universities
is made on the basis of some indicators that should have both qualitative and
competitive potential.

These are the Number of Equivalent Students and The Qualitiative
Differentiating Index.

1.1 The Number of Equivalent Students

The procedure for the determination of the equivalent students has been given
in paragraph 2.1.1. Below we shall point out some of the potentials of this indicator.
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First of all one remark: the number of equivalent students can be com-
puted at the level of each faculty, of each university and for the whole network
of higher education. This indicator can be seen as a common denominator
enabling a number of parallels to be drawn between different faculties, differ-
ent profiles and between universities and the profiles they are part of.

Secondly, the number of equivalent students is the basic indicator for the
substantiation of the faculty’s or university’s annual draft budget, or even for
the entire higher educational network.

Thirdly, by studying the structure of equivalent students assessments can
be made concerning the evolution of different educational forms for each
profile, university or faculty, as well as the clearer defining of the correlation
between this structure and the volume of basic funding.

1.2 The Qualitative Differentiation Index

The study of the structure of the indicator « number of equivalent student »
reveals that in different state universities in Romania the curricular educational
forms have recorded a differrentiated extension both as regards their range
and as concerns the development of one or another of the forms.

The difference between the educational profiles and between different
universities can be quantified by the level and evolution of the indicator
THE INDEX OF QUALITIATIVE DIFFERENTIATION.

This indicator as a ratio is determined as follows :

NSE

e = N

Where: I, = the index of qualitative differentiation of educational activities;
N, = the total number of equivalent students; N, = the number of equivalent
students in the « traditional » educational forms : full time + part time + extra
mural + college courses.

The index of qualitiative differentiation can be determined for the entire
state of higher educational network, at the level of each educational profile
and for each university taken separately.

The size of the index of the qualitative differentiation for each higher
educational profile is shown in table 3.1

The analysis of the data included in table 3.1 reveals that whereas the
whole network of state higher education the development in 1999 of different
educational forms - legally admitted - other than the traditional ones, accounted
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for 31.5%, for different profiles the evolution ranges from 20.2% in the profile
« Music and Arts » to 40.2% in the « Socio-humanistic » profile.
Two obvious findings can be pointed out :
a) From the view point of the index of qualitative differentiation the different
profiles of higher education in Romania can be ranked as follows :

Table 3.1

Educational profile Index of de qualitiative

differentiation

L SOCIO-HUMANSITIC 1.402
IL MEDICAL 1.351
IIL. ECONOMIC 1.341
Iv. AGRICULTURAL 1.307
V. TECHNICAL 1.274
VL SPORTS 1.271
VIL THEATRE-PICTURE 1.229
VIIL COMPL}PI){( Ollii\lillg ERITY 1.213
IX. MUSIC-ARTS 1.202

AVERAGE 1313

The presented data revela a clear-cut differentiation between educational profles
as concerns the turning to account of the development potential of different
educational forms organized at the general institutional level of the universities.

b) It comes out that at the profiles with a qualitative differentiation index

above 1.313 (as obtained by the profiles socio-humanistic, medical and
economic) have the potential and managerial initiative for organizing a
number of forms of education, others than the traditional ones.

We can find out that, in 1999, the average growth by 0.313 of the quali-
tative differentiation index recorded by the whole network of higher state
education in Romania is obtained in a 68.7% proportion through the two main
forms of postgraduate education: doctoral training (35.1%) and M.A. (33.6%).
The other forms taken together account for only 31.3%, a figure distributed as
follows among the educational forms:

specialist studies carried out in foreign languages 11.5%; participation
in awarding pre-university grades 9.9%; higher studies schools 4.5%,
postgraduate and refreshment courses 4.2%; permanent education and
distance learning 0.6%; internship 0.6%.
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Starting from the synthetic data presented above it is interesting to see
the concrete situation in 1999 of different state universities obtained by taking
into account the indicator of qualitative level (table 3.2).

The indicator of qualitative differentiation
of Romanian state universities - 1999 -

Tabelul 3.2
Equiv. Of which the difference is
Students Index of due to:
Total Day+ § l',t" Promotion of
University / profile equivalent | evening+ df]f;m ! nt/.e further
students extra ! i;:: 1a- studies and Other
mural+ doctoral forms of
colleges studies education
0 1 2 3 4 5
1 | Bucuresti University 26,547 16,684 1.591 0.387 0.204
2 | Universitatea “1 Decembrie” Alba R
Lulia 1,767 1,737 1.017 0.017
3 | Universitatea Baciu 1,801 1,676 1.075 0.023 0.052
4 | Universitatea Baia Mare 2,533 2,439 1.039 0.017 0.022
5 | Universitatea “Babes-Bolyai” Cluyj 26.177 14.546 1.800 0.392 0.408
Napoca i i i i i
6 | Universitatea “Ovidius” Constanta 6,127 5,285 1.159 0.129 0.030
7 | Universitatea “ALI. Cuza” lasi 17,732 11,880 1.493 0.381 0.112
8 | Universitatea Oradea 12,800 11,776 1.087 0.061 0.026
9 | Universitatea Pitesti 3,886 3,507 1.108 0.058 0.050
10 | Universitatea Sibiu 8,951 7,715 1.160 0.144 0.016
I. TOTAL (AVERAGE)
SOCIO-HUMANISTIC 108,321 77,245 1.402 0.253 0.149
PROFILE
11 | Universitatea Craiova 15,849 12,805 1.238 0.153 0.085
12 | Universitatea “Transilvania”
Brasov 11,989 10,609 1.130 0.121 0.009
13 | Universitatea “ Dundrea de Jos” 9.852 8135 1211 0.165 0.046
Galati > > i i i
14 | Universitatea de Vest Timigoara 11,571 9,028 1.282 0.192 0.090
15 | Universitatea Petrol-Gaze Ploiesti 4,722 3,933 1.201 0.165 0.036
II. TOTAL (AVERAGE)
COMPLEX UNIV. PROFILE 53,983 44,510 1.213 0.156 0.057
16 | Universitatea Politehnicd Bucuresti 26,651 19,029 1.401 0.315 0.086
17 | Universitatea Tehnicd Cluj-Napoca 11,042 8,453 1.306 0.197 0.109
18 | Institutul de Arhitecturd Bucuresti 1,896 1,398 1.356 0.220 0.136
19 | Institutul de Marina Civila R
Constanta 1,307 1,241 1.053 0.053
20 | Universitatea Tehnica lagi 15,289 11,435 1.337 0.276 0.061
21 | Universitatea Tehnica Constructii
Bucuresti 8,065 6,033 1.337 0.221 0.116
22 | Universitatea Tehnici Petrosani 3,755 3,248 1.156 0.133 0.023
23 | Universitatea “Aurel Vlaicu” Arad 1,608 1,578 1.019 0.019 -
24 | Universitatea “Eftimie Murgu”
Resita 1,226 1,135 1.080 - 0.080
25 | Universitatea Suceava 3,148 2,995 1.051 0.049 0.002
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26 | Universitatea Tehnica Timisoara 11,592 9,094 1.275 0.228 0.047
27 | Universitatea Targoviste 5,496 5,293 1.038 0.025 0.013
28 | Universitatea Targu-Jiu 1,800 1,707 1.054 - 0.054
29 | Universitatea Tehnica Targu-

Mures 1,497 1,440 1.040 0.040 -

II1. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

TECHNICAL PROFILE 94,372 74,079 1.274 0.208 0.066
30 | ASE Bucuresti 22,737 17,702 1.284 0.152 0.132
3] | SNSPA Bucuresti 1,754 578 3.035 0.400 1.635

IV. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

ECONOMIC PROFILE 24,491 18,280 1.341 0.159 0.182
32 | UMF Bucuresti 7,274 5,375 1.353 0.277 0.076
33 | UMF lasi 5,006 3,934 1.272 0.162 0.110
34 | UMF Timisoara 4,208 2,976 1.414 0.344 0.070
35 | UMF Targu-Mures 3,034 2,092 1.450 0.411 0.039
36 | UMF Cluj-Napoca 4,287 3,247 1.320 0.221 0.099

V. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

MEDICAL PROFILE 23,809 17,624 1.351 0.268 0.083
37 | USAMV Bucuresti 5,372 4,138 1.298 0.277 0.021
38 | USAMV Cluj-Napoca 2,901 2,276 1.275 0.261 0.014
39 | Universitatea Agricola lasi 2,573 1,960 1.313 0.283 0.030
40 | USAMV Timisoara 3,524 2,621 1.345 0.321 0.024

VI. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

AGRICULTURAL PROFILE 14,370 10,995 1.307 0.285 0.022
4] | Academia de Muzica Bucuresti 1,431 1,092 1.310 0.241 0.069
42 | Academia de Artd Bucuresti 1,089 870 1.252 0.193 0.059
43 | Academia de Muzica Cluj-Napoca 907 730 1.242 0.242 -
44 | Academia de Arta Vizuala Cluj-

Napoca 566 530 1.068 0.068 -
45 | Academia de Arte lasi 794 761 1.043 0.012 0.031

VII. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

MUSIC-ARTS PROFILE. 4,787 3.983 1.202 0.164 0.038
46 | Academia de Teatru-Film

Bucureti 549 418 1.313 0.313 -
47 | Academia de Arta Teatrala Targu- 155 155 1.000 _ _

Mures )

VIII. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

THEATRE-PICTURE 704 573 1.229 0.229 -

PROFILE
48 | ANEFS Bucuresti 1,527 1.201 1.271 0.173 0.098

IX. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

SPORTS PROFILE 1,527 1.201 1.271 0.173 0.098
49 | UMF Craiova 2,241 1.788 1.253 0.253 -

TOTAL (GENERAL

AVERAGE) 328,605 | 250.248 1.313 0.216 0.097

The data comprised in table 3.2 enable an interesting grouping of universities
in keeping with the size of the qualitative differentiation index established for
1999. Thus :
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A) Universities with a qualitative differentiation index above 1.500

B) Universities with a qualitiative differentiation index between 1.401-1.500
C) Universities with a qualitative differentiation index between 1.301-1.400
D) Universities with a qualitative differentiation index between 1.201-1.300
E) Universities with a qualitative differentiation index between 1.101-1.200
F) Universities with a qualitative differentiation index between 1.000-1001

In a first analysis of the different state universities, from the six groups according
to the qualitiative differentiation index a number of findings can be pointed out :
- in the curricula of the 48 state universities in Romania a number of
accepted professional training forms have been introduced that lend a
complexity degree to their activities (excepting the Academy of Dramatic

Art - Targu Mures).

- The different complexity forms in the range of teaching activities in
1999 hold well-defined shares as already pointed out (68.7% for
doctoral and M.A. studies) ;

- The remarkable location on this scale of some universities with the
greatest share in Romanian academic life : The Babes-Bolyai University
in Cluj Napoca (the qualitative differentiation index = 1.800), the
Bucuresti University (1.591), the Iassy « A.I.Cuza » University (1.493),
the medical and Pharmaceutical Tg Mures University (1.450), the medical
and Pharmaceutical University Timisoara (1.414), the Polytechnica
Bucuresti University (1.401)

- In other significant universities of Romanian higher education different
training forms have been used ensuring a qualitative differentiation
index from 1.201 to1.400

We can further mention that by its size the qualitative differentiation index
determines the amount of basic funding alloted to the universities. At the same
time we can bring into relief the amount of basic funding earmarked to each
university for stimulating the development of the different complex forms of
education (doctoral, M.A. studies, etc.)

For 1999 the basic funding having an incentive character is shown in table 3.3
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Basic funding of Romanian universities in 1999
Table 3.3
Basic financing
Qualitative - thousand lei - i
Nr University differentia- of Wl}wh %
Crt ! tion index hasn,:
(Inc) Total .ﬁnz..ncmg.
With incentive
character
0 1 2 3 4 5
A. Universities with an Ipc > 1.500
1 g‘;}‘)‘;ecr:“atea »Babes-Bolyai” Cluj- 1800 | 105,721,803 46,987,468 | 44.44
2 | Universitatea Bucuresti 1.591 102,617,873 38,118,896 37.15
3 | SNSPA 3.035 5,586,589 3,745,868 | 67.05
Total grupa A X 213,926,265 88,852,232 | 41.53
B. Universities with Ipc — 1.401 — 1.500
4 | Universitatea ,,Al. 1. Cuza” lasi 1.493 68,883,028 22,745,702 33.02
5 | UMF Tg Mures 1.450 18,073,054 5,608,879 | 31.03
6 | UMF Timigoara 1.414 25,063,676 7,338,304 | 29.28
7 | Universitatea Politehnica Bucuresti 1.401 135,111,026 38,672,035 28.62
Total grupa B X 247,130,784 74,364,920 | 30.09
C. Universities with Ipc —1.301 — 1.400
8 | Institutul de Arhitectura Bucuresti 1.356 9,664,225 2,537,215 26.25
9 | UMF Bucuresti 1.353 43,324,942 11,303,551 | 26.09
10 | USAMV Timigoara 1.345 18,566,188 4,762,331 | 25.65
11 Umversgatea Tehnica de Constructii 1337 40,959,569 10324140 | 2521
Bucuresti
12 | Universitatea Tehnica lagi 1.337 77,912,592 19,638,402 25.21
13 | UMF Cluj-Napoca 1.320 25,536,587 6,190,688 | 24.24
14 | Universitatea Agronomica lasi 1.313 14,058,582 3,351,360 23.84
15 | Academia de Teatru si Film Bucuresti 1.313 9,396,954 2,240,096 23.84
16 | Academia de Muzica Bucuresti 1.310 11,292,076 2,672,171 23.66
17 | Universitatea Tehnica Cluj-Napoca 1.306 55,822,387 13,079,365 23.43
Total grupa C X 306,534,102 76,099,319 | 24,83
D. Universities with Ipc =1.201 —1.300
18 | USAMV Bucuresti 1.298 28,936,646 6,643,390 | 22.96
19 | ASE Bucuresti 1.284 75,345,628 16,665,232 | 22.12
20 | Universitatea de Vest Timigoara 1.282 44,574,267 9,804,948 22.00
21 | Universitatea Tehnica Timigoara 1.275 59,073,621 12,741,369 21.57
22 | USAMV Cluj-Napoca 1.275 15,760,498 3,399,323 | 21.57
23 | UMF lasi 1.272 29,813,928 6,375,305 | 21.38
24 | ANEFS Bucuresti 1.271 9,043,595 1,928,257 | 21.32
25 | UMF Craiova 1.253 13,346,329 2,694,829 | 20.19
26 | Academia de Arta Bucuresti 1.252 8,592,329 1,729,446 20.13
27 | Academia de Muzica Bucuresti 1.242 7,316,615 1,425,621 19.48
28 | Universitatea Craiova 1.238 66,609,398 12,805,361 19.22
29 | Universitatea ,, Dunarea de Jos” Galati 1.211 45,163,566 7,869,127 17.42
30 | Universitatea ,,Petrol Gaze” Ploiesti 1.201 21,598,708 3,614,771 16.74
Total grupa D X 425,175,128 87,696,979 | 20.63
E. Universities with Ipc=1.101—1.200
31 | Universitatea Sibiu 1.160 37,124,917 5,120,678 | 13.79
32 | Universitatea ,,Ovidius” Constanta 1.159 27,416,161 3,761,147 13.72
33 | Universitatea Tehnica Petrosani 1.156 17,239,270 2,326,407 13.49
34 | Universitatea ,, Transilvania” Bragov 1.130 57,907,203 6,661,891 11.50
35 | Universitatea Tehnica Pitesti 1.108 17,022,170 1,659,201 9.75
Total grupa E X 156,709,721 19,529,324 | 12.46
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F. Universities with Ipc =1.000 — 1.100
36 Universitatea Oradea 1.087 59,213,254 4,739,239 8.00
37 Universitatea ,,Eftimie Murgu” Resita 1.080 5,172,633 383,158 7.41
38 Universitatea Bacau 1.075 8,478,257 591,506 7.00
39 Universitatea de Artd Vizuald Cluj Napoca 1.068 4,462,236 284,112 6.37
40 Universitatea Tg.Jiu 1.054 7,050,250 361,208 5.12
41 Institutul de Marind Civila Constanta 1.053 6,660,590 335,243 5.03
42 Universitatea Suceava 1.051 13,498,096 654,998 4.85
43 Academia de Arte lagi 1.043 6,983,886 287,926 4.12
44 Universitatea Tehnicd Tg. Mures 1.040 6,361,169 244,660 3.85
45 Universitatea Baia Mare 1.039 10,648,790 399,714 3.75
46 Universitatea Targoviste 1.038 22,157,306 811,154 3.66
47 Universitatea ,,Aurel Vlaicu” Arad 1.019 6,801,688 126,822 1.86
48 }irll;;/ersnatea ,,1 Decembrie 1918 Alba 1017 5,782,916 96,666 167
49 Academia de Arta Teatrala Tg.Mures 1.000 2,653,056 0 0

Total grupa F X 165,924,127 9,316,406 5.61

General Total X 1,515,400,127 355,859,180 | 23.48

The analysis of the above data brings out two important aspects:

a) In the first three groups, in which a qualitative differentiation index
higher than 1.300 is recorded we find the great traditional Romanian
universities :, Babes-Bolyai” University in Cluj-Napoca, Bucuresti University,
Polytechnic Bucuresti University, , Al. I. Cuza” University in Iasi, UMF Timisoara,
UMF Bucuresti, UMF Cluj-Napoca, Civil Engineering University, Bucuresti, the
Technical University in Iasi, the Technical University Cluj-Napoca. The 17
universities included in the first three groups hold 50.65% of the tortal funding,
but obtain 67.25% of the toal funding on an incentive basis.

b) In groups D-F we also find some Romanian univversities with a long
standign tradition, but which record indices slightly under 1.300 : USAMV
Bucuresti (1,298), ASE Bucuresti (1,284), Universitatea de Vest Timisoara
(1,282), the Technical University Timisoara (1,275), USAMV Cluj-Napoca (1,275),
UMF Iasi (1,272), ANEFS Bucuresti (1,271).

All the 32 universities included in groups D-F hold a 49.35% of the toal
funding on an incentive basis.

Further on for documentary purposes we give in table 3.4 the evolution
of the differentiation index for each state university and educational profile
for the period 1997-1999.



The Policy of Higher Education Funding in Romania 39
The evolution of the qualitative differentiation index
of Romanian Universities
Table 3.4
University / profilule 1997 1998 1999
0 1 2 3

1 Universitatea Bucuresti 1.424 1.614 1.591
2 Universitatea “1 Decembrie” Alba Iulia 1.000 1.000 1.017
3 Universitatea Bacau 1.025 1.043 1.075
4 Universitatea Baia Mare 1.026 1.024 1.039
5 Universitatea “Babes-Bolyai” Cluj Napoca 1.352 1.431 1.800
6 Universitatea “Ovidius” Constanta 1.293 1.371 1.159
7 Universitatea “All. Cuza” lasi 1.306 1.425 1.493
8 Universitatea Oradea 1.110 1.115 1.087
9 Universitatea Pitesti 1.050 1.065 1.108
10 | Universitatea Sibiu 1.140 1.140 1.160

I. TOTAL (AVERAGE)

SOCIO-HUMANISTIC PROFILE 1.270 1.338 1.402
11 | Universitatea Craiova 1.168 1.179 1.238
12 | Universitatea “Transilvania” Brasov 1.138 1.156 1.130
13 | Universitatea “ Dunarea de Jos” Galati 1.168 1.198 1.211
14 | Universitatea de Vest Timisoara 1.187 1.231 1.282
15 | Universitatea Petrol-Gaze Ploiesti 1.142 1.153 1.201

II. TOTAL (AVERAGE) COMPLEX UNIV.

PROFILE 1.163 1.184 1.213
16 | Universitatea Politehnicd Bucuresti 1.341 1.366 1.401
17 | Universitatea Tehnica Cluj-Napoca 1.359 1.335 1.306
18 | Institutul de Arhitecturd Bucuresti 1.192 1.174 1.356
19 | Institutul de Marind Civila Constanta 1.036 1.015 1.053
20 | Universitatea Tehnica lasi 1.306 1.180 1.337
21 | Universitatea Tehnica Constructii Bucuresti 1.346 1.368 1.337
22 | Universitatea Tehnica Petrosani 1.177 1.190 1.156
23 | Universitatea “Aurel Vlaicu” Arad 1.006 1.038 1.019
24 | Universitatea “Eftimie Murgu” Resita 1.000 1.000 1.080
25 | Universitatea Suceava 1.040 1.222 1.051
26 | Universitatea Tehnica Timisoara 1.270 1.272 1.275
27 | Universitatea Targoviste 1.046 1.043 1.038
28 | Universitatea Targu-Jiu 1.000 1.000 1.054
29 | Universitatea Tehnica Targu-Mures 1.000 1.000 1.040

III. TOTAL (AVERAGE) TECHNICAL

PROFILE 1.254 1.250 1.274
30 | ASE Bucuresti 1.186 1.203 1.284
31 | SNSPA Bucuresti 1.079 1.815 3.035

IV. TOTAL (AVERAGE) ECONOMIC

PROFILE 1.183 1.218 1.341
32 | UMF Bucuresti 1.158 1.161 1.353
33 | UMF lasi 1.297 1.250 1.272
34 | UMF Timisoara 1.329 1.634 1.414
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35 | UMF Targu-Mures 1.167 1.175 1.450
36 | UMF Cluj-Napoca 1.141 1.278 1.320

V. TOTAL (AVERAGE) MEDICAL PROFILE 1.217 1.283 1.351
37 | USAMV Bucuresti 1.338 1.305 1.298
38 | USAMV Cluj-Napoca 1.242 1.242 1.275
39 | Universitatea Agricola Iasi 1.242 1.298 1.313
40 | USAMV Timisoara 1.272 1.247 1.345

VI. TOTAL (AVERAGE) AGRICULTURAL

PROFILE ( ) 1.285 1.278 1.307
41 | Academia de Muzicd Bucuresti 1.260 1.329 1.310
42 | Academia de Arta Bucuresti 1.165 1.175 1.252
43 | Academia de Muzica Cluj-Napoca 1.338 1.246 1.242
44 | Academia de Artd Vizuala Cluj-Napoca 1.066 1.065 1.068
45 | Academia de Arte lagi 1.026 1.034 1.043

VII. TOTAL (AVERAGE) MUSIC-ARTS

TRoTOTAL( ) 1.175 1.184 1.202
46 | Academia de Teatru-Film Bucuresti 1.290 1.311 1.313
47 | Academia de Artd Teatrald Targu-Mures 1.000 1.000 1.000

VIIL. TOTAL (AVERAGE) THEATRE-

PICTURE PROFILE 1.221 1.261 1.229
48 | ANEFS Bucuresti 1.307 1.318 1.271

IX. TOTAL (AVIERAGE) SPORTS PROFILE 1.307 1.318 1.271
49 | UMF Craiova - - 1.253

TOTAL (GENERAL AVERAGE) 1.234 1.268 1.313




Chapter 4
Cost calculation
according to the teaching load method

4.1 Premises and analysis model

The teaching load method takes into account the main categories of
expenditure caused by the didactic process and highlights the general factors
of influence.

However, such a model cannot encompass either the great variety of
particular situations, specific to singular cases, or the random situations that
inevitably arise during the activity.

Therefore, we shall start from the following premises:

a) the provisions of the Teaching Personnel Statute regarding teaching
load formation are observed, the number of teaching hours per week being at
the maximum limit;

b) salary levels taken into account are as set by Law no.154 and no
adjustment coefficients are used,

¢) the global financing methodology is employed.

Figure 4.1 shows the structure of the expenditure financed from the state
budget through global financing in 1999.
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While expenditure on the last two chapters (B and C) can be established
according to the historic method (B), or by assessing the technical state of the
buildings or the part that we can afford to allocate for scientific research (C),
taking into account the main factors of influence is necessary when looking at
expenditure under chapter A (basic financing).

These factors are: 1) the number of teaching hours per week stipulated in
the teaching plans; 2) the structure of the didactic program (i.e. lectures, seminars
and practical activities); 3) the dimension of the teaching series (number of
groups); 4) the number of students in a group; 5) the structure of teaching
positions (Professors, Associated Professors, Lecturers, Assistant Lecturers,
Instructors); 6) the occupancy of teaching positions.

The above mentioned model yields that teaching personnel salary
expenditure has the greatest weight in chapter A.

Therefore, we shall set to determine ‘objective/norm’ expenditures on
teaching personnel salaries, the other expenditures are to be determined by
applying adjustment coefficients to the 1999 situation.

4.2 Expenditure on feaching personnel salaries and the
influence of job structure and occupancy on its variation

Taking into account all the structural elements of salary expenditure (basic
salaries, increases, degrees/salaries of merit, social security contributions),



The Policy of Higher Education Funding in Romania 43

average expenditure levels for each teaching position, for position groups and
on the whole have been calculated using a standard structure (i.e. 30% Professor
and Associated Professor positions and 70% Lecturer, Assistant Lecturer and
Instructor positions), for both taken and vacant positions. On these grounds, a
teaching position equivalent, defined as follows, has been determined:
- The monthly salary expenditure, including social security contributions
is 33227 thousand lei per month;
- The average number of hours per week in the teaching load is of 9,4
hours, all loads being at the maximum legal size (column 6 in table 4.1).

Table 4.1
— — —
S 30% positions of Professor and Senior 40% positions of POSthnS of
= . . Professor and Senior lecturer,
2 lecturer, maximum no. of hours in the minimum 1o, of hours in the
w O teaching load .
) 2z teaching load
2| Teaching position E & .
2 = Position structure =
] ~ * S~ = %
e S & - i sg% | S5 N %
- :gg Accordi g ;:%8 = g
E §25 ngto | Average [S = éﬁa gE S S
law
0 1 2 3 4 5 [0 7 8 9
1 Professor 5-7 7 30% 15% 105 5 20% 100
2| Senior lecturer | 7-9 9 o 15% 135 7 20% 140
3 Lecturer 9-11 11 28% 308 9 20% 180
4| Assistant lecturer | 10 - 11 11 70% 28% 308 10 20% 200
5 Instructor 4-6 6 14% 84 4 20% 80
Total 100% 100% 840 100% 700
Average teaching load 8.40 7.00

Each actual position, vacant or taken, has a corresponding equivalence
coefficient in relation with the standard position (columns 14 and 15 of Table
4.2 - see Appendix).

4.3. The calculation of the number of hours
of the teaching norms per student and its variation
depending on the influence factors

For the calculation of the number of teaching hours per student one has to
refer not only to the number and structure of the hours of the weekly teaching
programme but also to the way of organizing the course activities, seminars
and practical work.
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4.4, The calculation of the number of teaching norms
and its variation depending on the influence factors

Table 4.3. (see the Appendix) takes into account the variations of the factors
that influence the number of norm hours per one equivalent student. The
variation limits for these factors take into account the most frequent situations
encountered in the Romanian universities, that is to say:

1) the number of hours/week of teaching activity stipulated in the
educational plans - 20-30 hours; 2) the weight of the course classes - 50%; 3)
the weight of the practical work for small groups in the total of the applied
activities - 0-100%; 4) the number of groups per teaching team 1-4 groups; 5)
the number of students in a group - 15-30 students.

In case 30% of the positions are of professors and lecturers and the
average teaching norm is of 9.40 hours/week, the number of equivalent students
per teaching position varies between 2.35 and 18.80 (Table 4.4 and Figure
4.2. - see the Appendix).

If there we consider three universities that have the same number of
students (1000), but have different characteristics of the instruction plan and
different way of organizing the activities, the following data result:

Table .4.5
No. Indicators University | University | University
A B C
1 | The number of equivalent students 1000 1000 1000
2 | The number of didactic hours /week 20 30 30
3 | The number of course hours/week 10 15 15
4 | The number of seminar hours/week 10 - -
5 | The number of practical work hours/week - 15 15
6 | The number of groups per teaching team 4 1 1
7 | The number of students/group 30 15 15
8 | The number of hours/students of the 0.5 4.0 4.0
teaching norm
9 | The number of teaching hours/week for the 9.40 9.40 7.00
equivalent position
10 | The number of equivalent teaching positions 53.19 425.53 571.43
(row 1* row 8)/row9
11 | The number of equivalent students/teaching 18.8 2.35 1.75
position
(row 1: row 10)

At universities A and B, the teaching norm of 9.4 hours/week results from
the following situation: the weight of the positions for professors and lecturers
is of 30%; the teaching norms are sized at the maximal limits stipulated by
«The Law of the Teaching Staff Statute».
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At university C, the teaching norm of 7.0 hours/week results from the
following situation: the weight of the positions for professors and lecturers is
of 40%; the teaching norms are sized at the minimal limits stipulated by « The
Law of the Teaching Staff Statute «.

If one compares the three situations, obtained by calculation, with the
effective state of facts in the 49 universities in Romania (figure 4.3. - see the
Appendix) the following result:

Table 4.6.

Indicators Calculation situation The effective situation in
the 49 Romanian
universities
A B C Max Min Average
values
1 | The number of equivalent students for [ 81.8 235 175 1469 | 1.63 693
one teaching position
2 | The number of equivalent students for 50.66 | 2.20 16.69
one non-teaching position
3 | The weight of the occupied positions 50% 50% 50% | 67.9% | 31.6% | 46.8%
4 | The weight of positions for professors | 30% 30% 40% | 403% | 165% | 32.2%
and associated professors

5 | The number of teaching positions per | 53.19 | 425.53 | 571.43 | 68.07 | 613.5 | 1443
1000 equivalent students

No.

Synthesizing the three hypothetical situations we see that in the Romanian
universities, the effective number of teaching positions created in an university
of 1000 students varies between 68.07 and 613.50, the average values for the
49 Romanian universities being of 144.30 positions.

4.5, The calculation of the annual expenses
with the salaries for the teaching staff
for one equivalent student and their variation
depending on the influence factors

The annual expenses with the salaries for the teaching staff are directly
influenced by the number of teaching norm hours for one student and
accordingly, by the number of equivalent students per teaching position.

For the standard situation considered (figure 4.4. and 4.5. - see the
Appendix), the annual expenses with the salaries vary between the minimal
level of 1.58 mil.lei/year and 12.62 mil.lei/year (Table 4.7. and Figure 4.6. - see
the Appendix).
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4.6. The annual expenses with the salaries for the auxiliary
teaching and administrative staff for one equivalent
student and the total expenses with the salaries

On the basis of the statistics of the Romanian universities, the expenses
with the salaries for the auxiliary teaching and administrative staff is in correlation
with the salaries for the teaching staff fund. Thus, about 80% of the total wage
fund represents the wage fund for the teaching staff and 20% of the total wage
fund represents the funds for the auxiliary teaching and administrative staff.

In the conditions in which changes in the content and structure of
educational plans as well as in the organization of the teaching process take
place, the number of teaching positions is expected to diminish, therefore the
weight of the salary expenditure for non-teaching staff will tend to increase,
but not more than 23 - 25%.

Given the ratio of salary expenditure (approximately 80% for teaching staff
and 20% for non- teaching staff), it follows that the sum total of salary expenditure
(STE), calculated depending on teaching staff salary expenditure (TSE):

STE=TSE (1+20/80) = 1.25* TSE

4.7 The calculation of annual staff salary expenditures per
equivalent student and their variation depending on
influence factors

Staff expenditures consist in salary expenditure (approx. 99%) and travel expenses.
Going on with the previous paragraph’s reasonings, it follows that the sum
total of annual staff expenses (SE) can be determined according to the relation

SE=TSE (1.25+1.25/99) = 1.26* TSE

4.8 The calculation of annual expenses, representing
basic financing, per equivalent student

Basic financing consists in staff expenses and material expenses, except
general repairs.

Going on with the previous reasonings, it results that the total of annual
expenses per equivalent student (BF) could be determined in this way:

BF=1.25* SE = 1.575*TSE
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This means that, in the circumstances of 1999, it results that the amount
of expenses representing basic financing are 57.8% higher than the fund for
teaching staff salaries.

Considering the standard situation, it follows that the sum of expenses
which constitutes basic financing, entrained by a teaching position is of 51.093
million lei/year.

Reconsidering Table 4.4, it follows that the amount of annual expenses
which represents basic financing for a equivalent student, varies at the three
universities between 2.71 mil. lei and 21.70 mil. lei.

Table 4.8
Indicators Mil.
No. lei/year
1 | Monthly salary expenses for an equivalent teaching position, in 2.698
circumstances of 50% occupancy
2 | Annual salary expenses for an equivalent teaching position in the same | 32.376
conditions
3 | Teaching norm for the equivalent position (no.hours /week) 9.40
4 | Annual salary fund (teaching and administrative) 40.470
5 | Travel (1% from the annual salary fund) 0.405
6 | A. Annual staff expenses (80%) 40.875
7 | B. Material expenses (20%) 10.219
8 | Annual expenses representing global financing (A and B) 51.093
9 | Row 8/row 2 1.578
Table 4.9
Crr. Indicators University A | University B | University C
No.
1 Number of equivalent positions 53.19 42553 57143
2 Annual expenses (basic financing) for a | 51.093 51.093 51.093
teaching position
3 Number of equivalent students 1000 1000 1000
4 Annual expenses (basic financing per | 2.71 21.70 29.20
equivalent student)

There follows that at University B, annual expenses per equivalent student
are 10.77 times higher than at University A. This is possible because of the
method of elaborating the educational plan and the organization of the teaching
activities (Table 4.4, r. 2-7).

Considering the variation of the influence factors analyzed above, Table
4.10 (see Appendix), calculates the total expenses representing basic financing
per equivalent student.
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We point out that these are minimum of the possible expenses, in
July 1998 prices, for the conditions when in the teaching norm there have
been included only the course, seminar and practical training hours, without
taking into consideration additional activities that could be normed according
to Art. 80, par. 1, from the Law of the Teaching Staff Statute. If these elements
were taken into consideration, the expenses would increase by approx. 8-10%.

4.9 Annual expenses per equivalent student, representing
basic financing for social - humanistic education

If we consider the concrete average situation in 1999 for social - humanistic
education (the equalization coefficient of costs is 1.00) in four big universities
(Universitatea Bucuresti, Universitatea “Babes - Bolyai” Cluj, Universitatea
“Al. . Cuza” Iasi and Universitatea Timisoara), the following can result:

No. Indicators Average situation from 4
Universities with socialhumanistic
profile
Average number of hours/week 24
2 | Average number of  course 12
hours/week
3 | Average number of  seminar 9
hours/week
4 | The average number of the hours of practical work hours/week 3
5 | The average number of the groups for a teaching team 2
6 | The average number of the students in a group 25
7 | Total expenditures per student (according to Table 1.12) 5.86
8 | The budget allocation distributed in 1999 3.185
9 | The degree of assuring the expenditures through the budget allocation 54.35%
for 1999 (%) - in current prices of the month of July 1998

Therefore it results that through the budget allocations distributed to the
universities as basic financing, only 54.35% of the minimum expenditures
necessary for the teaching process in the existing conditions for 1999 and the
current prices of the month of July 1998 is assured.

If we consider that the most reputed Roumanian universities realized in
1998 about 20% of their budget through own incomes, there results a degree
of coverage from budgetary allocations and own incomes of maximum 74.35%.
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But this degree of covering the expenditures could be reached only by
few universities (probably 5-6 universities), which have decongested the didactic
programme of the students, have improved the organization system of activities
and have obtained maximum of performance for the Romanian circumstances
regarding own incomes.

4.10 Remarks on the level of salary expenditures
and material expenditures

The considered levels of salary expenditures are stipulated in Law No. 154/
1998, which came into force on 1 July 1998. The determination of real
expenditures, in constant prices, makes it necessary to take into consideration
the inflation rate of minimum 40% for the period 1.07.1998 - 1.07.1999.

At the same time, the weight of material expenditures of only 20% in total
basic financing, a situation not encountered in any other European country,
doesn’t allow for the same standard of coverage from year to year of material
conditions, which are anyway very low.

Moreover, besides alternative A (Table 4.11), other three alternatives can
be conceived:

Alternative B: a coefficient of adjustment of staff expenditures of 1.1 to
take over 25% of inflation influence and reconsideration of the weight of
material expenditures in the total expenditures representing the basic financing,
by increasing their weight from 20% to 40%;

Alternative C: a coefficient of adjustment of staff expenditures of 1.2 to
take over 50% of inflation influence and increase material expenditures from
20% to 40%;

Alternative D: a coefficient of adjustment of staff expenditures of 1.4 to
fully cover inflation influence and increase material expenditures in the total
expenditures representing the basic financing from 20% to 40%.

In this case, the expenditures for a teaching post, determined according to
Table 4.8 will be:
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Tabel 4.12
No. Specification Calculation Alternatives
A B C D

1 Monthly salary expenditures for a | 2.698 2.968 3237 | 3777
teaching post

2 Annual salary expenditures for a | 32.376 | 35.616 38844 | 45324
teaching post

3 Teaching  norm  (no. of | 9.40 9.40 9.40 9.40
hours/week)

4 Annual salary fund (teaching & | 40.470 | 44.515 485064 | 56.658
non-teaching)

5 Fund for tips (1% from the | 0.405 | 0.445 0.486 | 0.567
salary fund)

6 L. Annual staff expenditures 40.875 | 44.960 49350 | 57.225

7 II. Material expenditures 10.219 | 29.973 32899 | 38.150

8 Global financing (I and II) 51.093 | 74933 82249 | 95375

9 The coefficient comparative to | 1.000 1.467 1.610 1.867
alternative A

could be determined according to Table 4.13.

The annual expenditures per student for the social-humanistic education
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The annual expenses per equivalent student
for the social-humanistic education and the average values
Table 4.13

No. Specification MU | Budget Alternatives for the calculation of
allocations/ | expenditures
stud.equiv. | A B C D

1 Total ~annual expenditures per | Mil. | 3.185 5.86
equivalent student for the social- | lei
human profile (according to Table
113)

2 The coefficient of expenditures | Mil. [ 0.529 1.00 1467 | 1.610 | 1.867
comparative to alternative A lei
3 Total expenditures per student (basic | Mil. [ 3.185 5.86 8.597 |9.435 | 10.941
financing) lei
4 The degree of coverage (%) of [ % 54.35 | 37.05 | 33.76 | 29.11
budget  allocation in 1999
comparative to the necessary, for
each alternative

5 Rate of exchange on 30.06.1999 Lei/ | 15897
USDh
6 Total ~expenditures per student, | USD | 200.3 368.6 [540.8 |593.5 | 6882
representing the basic financing (80%
from the global financing)

7 Complementary financing per student | USD | 50.1 92.2 1352 | 1484 | 1721
(20% from the global financing)
8 Global financing per student (the [ USD | 250.4 4608 [ 676.0 | 7419 | 8603
basic and the complementary
financing)

9 Total average expenditures (for all | Mil. | 4.61 848 [ 12.45 | 13.66 | 15.84
the profiles) per student (basic| lei
financing)

The annual expenditures per equivalent student, representing the basic
financing for all the other profiles can be determined multiplying the values from
Table 4.13 with the financial coefficients established by CNFIS. The average values,
calculated by taking into consideration the financial coefficients established by
CNFIS and the students’ weight on profiles, are rendered in table 4.14, row 9.

The cost’s coefficients on profiles are established as aggregated coefficients
and that is why they will be different for different structures of the elements
that form the basic financing. For the present situation, when the ratio between
personnel costs and material expenses is of 80%/20%, the coefficients are
those in column 5 of the same table.
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Table 4.14
o Coefficient | Coefficient | Aggregated coefficients
= | Name of profile for for material | (kP*%CPAkM*%CM)
=2 personnel | expenses
2 expenses
% (kP) (kM) % material % material
= expenses: 20% | expenses: 40%
1 2 3 4 5
Social - humanistic 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Experimental 1472 2.000 1578 1.683
Sciences
3 Psychology 1.280 1.280 1.280 1.280
4 Applied Mathematics 1.280 1.280 1.280 1.280
5 Economic 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
6 Technical 1472 2.000 1.578 1.683
7 Agricultural 1.643 1.643 1.643 1.643
8 Medical 1.708 2500 1.866 2.025
9 Sports 1.838 1.950 1.860 1.883
10 | Music - Arts 2.477 2.477 2.477 2.477
11 | Theatre - Film 5.374 5.374 5.374 5.374
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The variation of expenses on profiles in different variants
of calculation (mil. lei/stud)
Table 4.15
o Aggregated
= | Name of profile | coefficients Variants of expenses’ calculation
= kP*%CPAkM*%CM
g % % Budget
5— material | material | allocations A B C D
= expenses: | expenses: / stud.
20% 40% equiv.
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 | Social 1.000 1.000 3.185 5.86 8.597 9435 | 10.941
humanistic
2 | Experimental 1.578 1.683 5.025 9.245| 14.470 | 15.881| 18.416
Sciences
3 | Psychology 1.280 1.280 4077 | 7501| 11.004| 12077| 14004
4 | Applied 1.280 1.280 4.077 7.501 | 11.004 | 12.077 | 14.004
Mathematics
5 | Economic 1.000 1.000 3.185 5.860 8.597 9.435| 10.941
6 | Technical 1.578 1.683 5.025 9.245| 14470 | 15881 | 18416
7 | Agricultural 1.643 1.643 5233 | 9.628| 14125| 15502| 17976
8 | Medical 1.866 2.025 5944 | 10937 | 17407 | 19.104| 22.153
9 | Sports 1.860 1.883 5925| 10902 | 16.186 | 17.764| 20.600
10 | Music - Art 2.477 2477 7.889 | 14515| 21.295| 23.370| 27.101
11 | Theatre - Film 5374 5374 17.116 | 31492 | 46.200 | 50.704| 58.797

The measure of ensuring the necessary expenses by budget allocation in
1999 is calculated in table 4.16.
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Table 4.16
No. Profiles Expenses Calculation Variants

A B C D

0 1 2 3 4 5
1 Social-humanistic | 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11
2 | Experimental 54.35 34.72 31.64 27.28

sciences

3 | Psychology 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11
4 | Applied Math 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11
5 | Economic 54.35 34.72 33.76 29.11
6 | Technical 54.35 37.05 31.64 27.28
7 | Agricultural 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11
8 | Medical 54.35 34.15 31.12 26.83
9 | Sports 54.35 36.61 33.36 28.76
10 | Music & Arts 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11
11 | Theatre & Film 54.35 37.05 33.76 29.11

As a conclusion, if we take into account the prices at the level of July 1999,
without considering the inflation which, in the period between 1.07.1998-
1.07.1999, was of approximately 40%, the degree of ensuring the necessary
funds from budget allocation for the year 1999 was of approx. 54,35%. However,
this degree is only apparent because it was calculated according to the prices
(salaries, raw materials) in July 1998.

The real degree of the necessary funds supply through the budget allocation
is the one in column 5 of Table 4.16 and varies, according to profile, between
26,83% and 29,11%.



Chapter 5
Aspects of the Budget Allocation
Distribution to Universities

5.1 General observations regarding the procedural aspects

When establishing the procedures concerning the budget allocation distribution
to universities, two main parameters are taken into account, i.e. the equivalence
coefficients of the effective number of students and the coefficients of the
allocations budgeted for every university profile.

Both parameters can be analyzed and correlated with the strategic orientation
of tertiary education in Romania, as well as with that of other European countries.

As far as the first indicator is concerned (the equivalence coefficients of
the effective number of students), controversies have a limited character, focusing
mainly on the equalization coefficients for graduate degree courses and for
those from the pedagogical training module.

The points of view regarding the second indicator differ very much, each
of them trying to bring in the foreground only those elements which justify the
choice of a higher coefficient for the field/profile it represents.

When establishing the profile financing coefficients, three essential elements
must be taken into account:

a. the relative level of costs, with the students specialization in their
respective profiles ;

b. the number of the students from each profile and consequently, the
structure of that part of the tertiary education budget which is allocated
to each profile;

c. the extremely limited character of the budget allocated to the Romanian
education;



56 ADRIAN MiRoIU & GEORGE DINCA (eds.)

Under these circumstances, any argumentation based exclusively on one
of the three elements mentioned above cannot make a stand against an objective
analysis. As an example, figure 5.1. shows, for the last 3 years, the percentages
of students for each profile and the weight of budget allocations in the total
budget allocated to the Romanian tertiary education.

The main conclusions of figure 5.1. are the following :

* In the last 3 years, most of the Romanian tertiary education budget
was allocated to the technical education. This percentage of the technical
education budget has been rising from year to year (from 37.07 % in
1997 to 40.24 % in 1999), in accordance with the rise in the students’
number (from 34.71 % in 1997 to 36.57 % in 1999).

» Experimental sciences (chemistry, physics, biology, geography),
computer science and applied mathematics have shown a rise both in
the students’ number and in the budget allocated to tertiary education
(from 9,75 % in 1997 to 11,52 % in 1999).

Accordingly, the part from the total budget of education rises from 10.06%

in 1997 to 11.96% in 1999;
« if for the social - human education, the weight in number of students
rose slightly (from 19.74% in 1997 to 20.59% in 1999), the part of
budget destined to this field is in decline;
o the other structures (medical, agronomic, art, sport,) have registered a
decreasing trend, both in the number of students financed from the
budget and in the weights granted from the total budget of higher education;
* the most dramatic fall in the number of students financed from the
budget in the total number of students in Romania and in the part
granted from the total budget was registered by economic education
where, if the same trend of the last three years is maintained, there is
arisk to transfer all the budget on the private education responsibility;
In the absence of some evaluation criteria for the structural changes, we
can limit only to establishing the evolution of some events and eventually to
foreseeing the tendencies. In this respect we can also record the determinations
concerning the evolution of the number of students per universities in the
years 1997, 1998, 1999 and of the number of places financed from the budget
for the matriculation in the autumn of 1999.

The highest rates of growth are registered in the universities of Alba Iulia,
Pitesti, Baia Mare, Targu Mures, Arad, Suceava, Resita and Galati. The universities
which register the highest rates of decrease are: The Medical Universities in
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Bucharest, Iasi and Cluj, The University of Bucharest and The Academy of
Economic Studies in Bucharest.

5.2 The influence of the rate of post occupancy
and of the weighting of professor and senior lecturer
posts in the total teaching posts

The expenses with the teaching personnel salaries (basic salary, increases, so-
cial insurance contributions) are influenced both by the weight of occupied
posts by regular staff as well as by the weight of the posts of professors and
senior lecturers in total posts. Taking into consideration the common influence
of the two factors, Table 5.1 highlights the actual variation of the expenses
with the wages of the didactic personnel.

As the two factors also have direct implications on the quality of teaching
activities, we appreciate as fair and equitable an agreement between the budget
allocations and the effective expenses. In this case, for every university, the
average budget allocation for every student, calculated with the present formula,
would be corrected with the coefficient which results from the table 5.1.

5.3 Specific features of costs in small universities

The expenses in small universities are influenced by two essential elements:
fixed costs with the university’s administration and structural breaking up.

a. Fixed costs with the university administration

The present calculation formula of the budget allocation for the basic
financing depending on the number of equivalent students reflects the variable
part of the expenses generated by the organization and development of the
didactic process. In this formula, the part which represents the costs with the
university administration are considered as being a share of the total costs.

Considering the number of posts, strictly necessary for a university to
operate, and the expenses, calculated at the minimum level, it results that the
annual necessary of funds for the management of a university is of minimum
999.2 millions lei.

Knowing that, for the year 1999, the unit budgetary allowance for the
social-humanistic education is of 3.185 million lei, it results that only the
minimum expenses for the managenent of a university of small dimensions
equals the budget allowance for the schooling of 313.7 equivalent students.
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Thus, the five universities with a number of students smaller than 1,000,
which educate altogether 2,990.6 equivalent students, spend only on the
managenent of the universities at least 4,996.2 million lei (5*999.236 millions lei),
which represents the budget allowance for the schooling of 1,568.7 equivalent
students of the social-human profile.

We consider that the decision of founding a new administrative structure
should not overlook the fact that this means, in fact, abandoning the schooling
of 314 students.

b. Structural fragmentation

The tendency to multiply the number of specializations, by extending the
sphere of the scientific fields, but especially by breaking up the existing
specializations, has become equally manifest in the last years, both in the
universities with a large number of students and in those of small dimensions.
But the most detrimental effects were felt by the universities in which, due to the
small number of students, from the desire to copy the structure of the big
universities, there were created specializations with one group in a year of study.

The two categories of expenses (fixed expenses with the management of
the university and the expenses determined by structural fragmantation)
stimulate the substantial increase of the unit costs. This situation being specific,
especially of the higher institutions of art, led to the recording of costs much
higher than those generated by the specific features of the field .

For example, Table 5.2 gives the coefficients of the budget allocations for
14 institutions of higher education in England. In columns 3 and 4 there are
the coefficients of the budget allocations for the didactic activity and the activity
of scientific research, given the average allocation per student in higher education
in England. To calculate the coefficients in column 5, both the budget allocations
and own universities incomes were taken into consideration. We can see that in
the case of the 14 institutions, only in 3 cases the coefficients are higher than
2 compared to the average allocation for higher education in England . The
three institutions are: Royal Academy of Music (3.3956), Royal College of Music
(2.5622) and Royal Northern College of Music (2.4659) .
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Table 5.2
Coefficient of Coefficient of Coefficient of
Aggregate the average the average the average of
Current | Institutions no. of allowance per | allowance per the total
no. students student for student for resources per
didactic scientific student in
activity research England
0 1 2 3 4 5
1 Central school of Speech and 531 1.1162 0.0492 0.9141
Drama
2 Cumbria College of Art & 6066 0.6727 0.0000 0.6097
Design
3 Dartington College of Arts 434 1.1029 0.1322 0.9083
4 Falmouth College of Arts 934 0.8326 0.2496 0.7485
5 Kent Institute of Art & Design 1446 0.9912 0.0370 0.8125
6 Norwich School of Art & Design 626 0.8168 0.1376 0.7196
7 Royal Academy of Music 267 33956 10863  2,5318
8 Royal College of Music 320 25622 09603 20316
9 Royal Northern College of Music 400 24659 05336  1,8461
10 Surrey Institute of Art and Music 2268 0,7802 0,0098  0,6944
11 Trinity College of Music 308 19464 00000 1,4067
12 Cleveland College of Art & Design 348 0,6626  0,0000  0,5958
13 Herefordshire College of Art & Design 155 0,6580 0,0000  0,5890
14 Leeds College of Art & Design 311 0,5546 0,0000  0,5077

Source: Funding Higher Education in England: Resources for academic year 1998-99,
HEFCE, 1999

For Romania, the decision of solving the universities problems with a

small or very small number of students. In this case three solutions are possible:
» the improvement of calculation formula by adding the fixed
administrative costs at every university, which is supposed to be the
stimulation of the atomization of higher education,
* the application of an increasing coefficient of the budget allocation, of
about 2-5%, and the support of the expenses by the other universities
through diminishing unit budget allocation;
* the transfer of atomization costs towards the respective universities.
We appreciate that the choice of one of the three solutions derive
from the strategic orientation of the higher education in Romania and must be
the responsibility of the National Council of Rectors or of the management of
the Ministry of National Education.
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5.4 Sizing the equivalence coefficients of the students
from the post-graduate courses

Assuring the balance of the number of students from different types of
education was achieved through the equivalent student indicator. For example,
the equivalent coefficient of the students from the post-graduate education is 3.

If the method of calculation did not generate to many controversies, the
effective levels of some coefficients were reasons of doubt for certain universities.
For example, the universities who created a very large number of specializations
at post-graduate studies requested, without any preliminary calculation, the
increasing of this coefficient from 3 to 5-6. We specify that in order to determine
the equivalent coefficient of the students from post-graduate education an
average reference base from the higher education was taken, in which the
number of hours per week as specified in the educational plan is of about 26
hours and the size of teaching formation, 60 students. The size of this coefficients
was calculated in three variants:

Variant 1 takes into consideration the effective characteristics of the
educational plans and the way of teaching activity organization in five
universities with a technical profile (Polytechnica University of Bucharest,
Technical University of Cluj-Napoca, Technical University “Gheorghe Asachi” of
Tasi, Polytechnic University of Timisoara and University of Brasov) and four
universities with social-human profile (University of Bucharest, University “Babes-
Bolyai” of Cluj, University “ALL.Cuza” Iasi and University of Timisoara)

Variant 2 assumes the increasing of the average teaching formation to 50
students, both in the technical education and in the social-human one and
variant 3, an increasing of the number of students to the 75.

As you can see from the calculations, this equivalence coefficient is not
justified to be increased. If we make a comparative analysis of the two fields,
we can observe that the technical profile has a slight advantage because of the
utilisation of the same equivalence coefficient.

5.5 The establishment of the equivalence coefficients for
the students in the pedagogical training module

At the moment, using the procedures for the determination of the number
of equivalent students, we do not take into account the influence of the activities
developed at the pedagogical classes. Pedagogical training which is provided
for the students by special university departments, is added to the formation
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of qualified professionals and is certified by a document which specifies the
fact that the student has completed the training classes. Hiring a graduate for a
didactic position, no matter his/her profile, is conditioned by this certificate of
pedagogical training, assured by a standardised teaching plan developed at
national level (Table 5.3)

The curriculum for the pedagogical training

Table 5.3
Curr. Discipline No. of Number of classes/week
No. Semesters Lectures Seminars Practical

classes

1 Pedagogy 2 2 1

2 School psychology 1 2 1

3 Methodology 1 2 -

4 Practical pedagogy 1 - 5

The student equivalence coefficient, according to the attendance of
pedagogical classes, can be determined using a procedure similar to the one
used in the preceding paragraph.

The result is 0.097, which indicates a reduced influence over the calculation
of the number of the equivalent students.

The budget allocation for an equivalent student who attends the pedagogical
classes, is the same with the one for the social profile, no matter if the student
comes from different fields, such as: technical, medical or art.



Chapter 6
Financial implications
of university management

6.1 The academic management of Romanian Universities
versus the optimal allocation of financial resources

The implementation of the institutional strategic plan involves a permanent co-
operation between the academic and the financial management of the university.
While the financial management, headed by the university’s administrative
General Manager, aims to attract and manage adequately every resource available,
the academic management, represented by the Chancellor, the deans, the heads
of department, could contribute to the optimal allocation of financial resources
by rationalising the content and the organisation of the educational offer and
the academic research.

A brief look at the academic management of Romanian state universities

will reveal several aspects during the academic year 1998-1999:

* An extension of the list of academic specialities in the long- and
shortterm educational offer. There are 49 state universities of civil education
where approximately 570 specialities are being studied. In just four years
(1994-1998), the National Council for Academic Evaluation and
Accreditation has accredited or authorised temporarily these specialities,
on request. Their excessive number is due, on the one hand, to the purely
formal criterion of distinguishing one programme from another. In other
cases, academic subjects such as mechanical engineering, energy or chemical
engineering have been further divided into tens of specializations across
five years of study with apparently different curricula, when it is obvious
that at least in the first two or three years the training is identical.
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* The diversification of academic specialities in the long-term education
is generated to a great extent by the teachers’ need to fulfil personal or
group projects, rather than by a needs analysis of the labour market. This
is why there are a lot of narrow, strictly disciplinary specializations.

With a view to develop the society of knowledge and learning, lifelong
learning and the internationally adopted strategic option are moving towards
broad specializations for the initial academic training, so that graduates
could access, through continuous education, various academic modules. This
will take into account the individual orientation on a labour market which is
becoming increasingly dynamic professionally, due to the technological and
scientific innovations in the long-term higher education, compared to the
more disadvantaged short-term education, where the market requires graduates
with vocational education, with clear professional skills for executive jobs in
companies and institutions.

* An excessively busy academic curriculum where the subject
matters and the weekly timetable account for 1,5-2 times more
than in similar educational programmes in relevant universities from
other countries, which reverses the relationship quantity-quality as
well as the ratio attendance-individual study, with negative effects on
the formative process.

* The reduced number of study patterns: beginning with the first
year there are series of students of 1-2 groups, with a tendency of
maintaining them across the entire academic period. A rational
organization involves larger study patterns (4-8 groups) for the first
cycle (the first 2 years), and more reduced patterns (2-3 groups) for
the second cycle (3rd-6th years). Currently, most universities have 25-
40 students in one pattern for the lecturing activities, and this has
negative effects on covering the costs.

 Structuring the educational offer for the evening courses does
not always take into account the real need for this form of education
or the criteria, motivated financially, for maintaining an annual study
pattern of 20-25 students for the first year, which diminishes to 5-10
students for the final years.

* The busy academic curriculum, the weekly timetable with a high
number of classes and the reduced number of students per study pattern
(especially for the subjects taught in the first two years), involve a big
number of teaching and non-teaching positions which have to be
financed from the budget. At a time when the ratio staff-students is 15-
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18 students to one teacher in European countries, Romanian universities
can “afford” to have a ratio of 5-6 students to one teaching position.

The result is a big number of teaching workloads as well as additional
costs, which small universities cannot cover only from budget allocations.
Introducing the system of transferable credits and global management of the
common courses from the lower cycle of the academic training is the solution
for cost rationalisation, successfully applied both in West-European universities
and in American ones.

* The rational use of material, human and financial resources
that universities in one city (or even one region) have available, may lead to
the creation of academic consortia with a double mission:

a) Harmonizing the educational offer in a city/region in order to
avoid parallel offers (having the same specialities in 2-3 institutions
in the same city or in nearby cities).

b) Exploiting efficiently the material infrastructure and the rational
use of resources, with positive effects on cost-cutting for each
university which belongs to the consortium.

Currently, there is a proliferation of the educational offer, especially in the
field of economic, legal and humanistic sciences. Almost every academic centre
has a faculty of management, finance and accounting or marketing. There are
law schools in over 15 academic centres. Almost every university in the recently-
established centres has philology faculties, with double specializations, the
Romanian language in combination with either English or French. There is a
real need for specialists in these fields, but the growing number of academic
centres has to be correlated with the quality of training which can be provided
locally and the educational offer of the private sector of higher education.

» Post graduate education, especially the further education, also

has the symptoms of an inefficient and therefore costly organization.

Unfortunately, at present, the study patterns in further education have a
number of 10 students, while current practice in Europe and America tends to
include 40 students in postgraduate patterns. By looking closely at universities
in other countries one can see that no faculty organizes more than 3-5
specialisations for postgraduate studies at the same time. Moreover, some
specialisations are offered every two years or even less often than that.

* The management of human resources also reveals a wide range of

aspects showing a lack of concern for the optimal management of resources.

a) The regular number of professors and senior lecturers inside the
total number of stable teaching positions does not exceed 33-35%
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when the organization is rational and done according to competitive
criteria for the selection of the teaching staff in a university. In the
third column of Table 6 (see appendix) one can see that 25% of
Romanian universities exceed the above-mentioned superior limit.
A more careful analysis shows that this happens with some of the
more recently established universities, although, as a rule, there
are no local requirements for these teaching positions.

b) As universities enjoy their financial autonomy and are encouraged
to develop, according to the existing legislation, educational and
research activities, as well as contracts (supplying services on
commercial bases), the academic management has to be oriented
primarily to taking on young teachers and to obtaining their
financial motivation by using extra-budgetary resources. This would
ensure the stability of the teaching staff, as well as a regular rate
of young people in the teaching staff.

¢) The ratio teaching staff-auxiliary/administrative staff shows that
some of the costs per person are excessive in the region of
“auxiliary staff”. There are requirements for rationalizing the
number of this staff segment as well.

6.2 Remarks on the impact of global financing on the
coefficients of unit costs per university

The comparative analysis in different universities of the various elements making
up the costs has been carried out by means of the coefficients of unit costs versus
the average value per equivalent student for all 49 Romanian universities. These
coefficients have been obtained by comparing the unit costs registered by each
university to the average unit costs (per equivalent student) countrywide.

As costs used to be externalized, the responsibility for ensuring funds
lying outside the university, the performance of the academic managerial teams
used to be rated by the extent to which they could justity, convince and obtain
an important chunk of the total higher education budget. The “specificity” of
the university was always used with a view to getting relative advantages,
which would automatically trigger relative disadvantages for other universities,
in case the total amount was constant.

Six months after implementing the new financing system, Romanian
universities find themselves in two different stages:

a) universities which still retain the centralized system of registering and

ensuring funds, funds being less than adequate as it is;
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b) universities which have applied the principles of global financing, having
budgets with incomes and expenses for faculties, departments,
administrative offices and compartments.

Universities in the first category are expected to continue to face huge
problems because the two systems will co-exist: the distribution according to
principles and uniform regulations will be carried out across the country, but
internal expenditures will be made according to the relative advantages/
disadvantages of the faculties and departments. The principle of “mutual help
between the faculties”which is being increasingly mentioned will only perpetuate
the internal imbalances and inequities, reinforced in time.

This is how the 49 universities perceive individually the new system of financing:

a) there are universities which have lately experienced excessive costs compared
to the average profiles and similar specialisations in the other universities,
the excess having been covered by increased budget allocations;

b) there are universities whose costs have been below the average level
of universities with the same profiles and specialisations.

Consequently, for the first category, the coefficients of budget allocations
for 1999 is inferior to those in previous years. Figure 6.1 (see appendix) shows
the differences between the coefficients of average unit costs in 1998 and 1999.

Figures 6.2 and 6.3 (see appendix) reveal the unit coefficients of certain
categories of expenses.

Although the considerable differences between universities regarding
salary expenses per equivalent student can be explained through the specifics
of the teaching process, the big differences concerning the budget-supported
travel expenses for 1997 and 1998 (figure 6.3) are more difficult to justify.
For instance, for the University in Oradea travel expenses are about 5 times
higher than the average figure countrywide, about 7 times higher than for the
university Babes-Bolyai in Cluj, 8 times higher than UMF Timisoara or more
than 10 times higher than UMF Iasi. The same big differences between universities
are revealed by the analysis of the figures for other categories of expenses.

6.3 Case Study: the analysis of costs and of impact
factors in some Romanian universities

6.3.1 General remarks

The analysis of costs and impact factors has been carried out according to data
obtained in February-May 1999, through NCFHE, in nine universities, five of
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them being technical universities, and four of complex profiles, mainly humanistic.
In order to obtain this information, which included practically all aspects of the
teaching practice, each university completed a questionnaire.

The list below contains the nine universities included: The University in
Bucharest, “Babes-Bolyai” University in Cluj, “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University
in Iasi, West University in Timisoara, The Polytechnic University in Bucharest,
The Polytechnic University in Cluj, The Polytechnic University in Timisoara and
the University in Brasov.

Taking into account the degree of representativeness of the nine universities
which hold 48.27% of the total number of equivalent students in 1999 and
46.70% of the total budget for higher education (table 6.1 and figure 6.4 - see
appendix) the analysis of the data has allowed for conclusions which are relevant
for both the universities investigated and the entire higher education system.

The number of equivalent students versus budget allocations
Table 6.1

Weighting of equivalent students out Weighting of budget
of the total of equivalent students in | allocations out of the total
UNIVERSITY AND CODE Romania budget for higher education
Admisio
1997 | 1998 | 1999 11999 1997 | 1998 [ 1999
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
U-5-UNIV. BUC. 892 | 945 | 808 | 691 6,87 | 651 6,77
U-20-BABESBOLYAICLU] | 7,15 | 7,35 | 797 | 806 | 494 | 522 | 698
U-30- "ALLCUZA" IASI 5061 520 [ 540 | 555 | 477 | 486 4,55
U-47-VEST TIMISOARA 328 | 3,13 | 352 | 3064 | 295 251 2,94
U-1-POLITEHN. BUC. 803 | 7,609 | 811 | 772 | 924 | 955 8,92
U-18- TEHNICA CLUJ 269 | 271 | 336 | 293 | 2,77 | 292 3,68
U-28- TEHNICA IASI 441 387 | 465 | 477 | 498 | 543 5,14
U-45-POLITEHN. TIMISOARA | 347 | 3,19 | 353 | 415 | 420 [ 439 3,90
U-17-BRASOV 385 | 3,78 | 365 | 404 | 3,54 | 383 3,82
TOTAL 1-4 2496 | 25,13 | 24,97 | 24,16 | 19,53 | 19,10 | 21,24
TOTAL 5-9 2245 | 21,24 | 23,30 | 24,21 | 24,73 | 26,12 | 25,46
TOTAL 4741 | 46,37 | 4827 | 48,37 | 44,26 | 45,22 | 46,70

6.3.2 Factors which influence unit costs

Unit costs (per equivalent student) are influenced by numerous factors but
designing and organizing the teaching activities play an essential role, due to
which the information was structured along the following factors:
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a) factors regarding the teaching activities:
- the number of specializations and the average number of students
per year of study;
- the number of teaching hours per week
- the weight of working hours in small groups in the total of practical
work and workshops;
- the average number of students in a group;
- the extent to which the teaching jobs are filled,
- the ratio equivalent students-teaching job.
b) factors regarding the administrative system
- the number of maintenance staff;
- teaching space in square metres/student;
- the number of students to a non-teaching job.
The synthesis of the conclusions regarding the maximal variations of the
factors influencing unit costs in universities is shown in table 6.2.



70 ADRIAN MiRoIU & GEORGE DINCA (eds.)

The synthesis of the conclusions regarding the maximal variations
of the factors influencing unit costs in universities

Table 6.2
- Differences between average values Differences ‘E;tl:zzen extreme
Z .
& Indicators Humanistic Technical Humanistic Technical
Universities Universities Universities Universities
Number of students per year of
1 study 31.7 - 48,5 27.3 - 455
Number of teaching hours per week
2 Years I - 11 24 -26 28 - 34 20 - 24 26 - 38.1
Years III - V 24 -25 38 - 31 15-31 25-35
Weighting of practical training
3 classes per subgroups
Years I - 11 15-17 26 - 80 0-55 5-80
Years II1 - V 15 - 20 20 - 100 0-60 15 - 100
4 Average number of students in a 175 - 3.7 167 - 274
group
5 EXteIllt to which the teaching jobs 8595373 39.61 - 61.05
are filled
Weighting of professor and senior
6 | lecturer positions out of the total 28.89 - 38.99 31.26 - 37.90
no. of posts
Weighting of professor and senior
7 | lecturer positions filled out of the 14.90 - 20.67 13.35 - 26.69
total no. of posts
3 Numb.er of egglvalent students per 787 - 957 5.63 -7.48
teaching position
Number of equivalent students per
2| filled teaching position 15.99 - 19.07 1199 - 1551
Number of equivalent students per
administrative position
° . . )
10 Maintenance, cleaning, security 65.53 - 84.89 34.54 - 79.49
®  Staff in student hostels,
canteens 66.06 - 108.06 51.19 - 93.31
1 Didactic spaces in sqmy/student at 124 - 3.44 291 - 7.07
day courses
Number of equivalent students per
one non-teaching position
12 TESA
I 17.66 -24.52 11.78 - 16.77
.
Auxiliary staff 10311 - 137.66 | 5637 - 9730
®  Functional services 179.82 - 260.58 115.98 - 299.58

6.3.3 The variation of unit costs in universities

As a result of the way in which the teaching process is designed and carried
out, as well as of the reasoning lying behind administrative activities, the costs
experience high variations from one university to another.
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The big differences registered not as much between technical and
humanistic universities, but mainly between the technical ones lead to the
conclusion that some of the expenses could be reduced if more realistically
analysed. We strongly believe that by introducing the global financing system
the big differences between expenses in various universities will be
consequently reduced.



Chapter 7
The evaluation and financing
of higher education

The quantum of public finance of higher education institutions is set according
to various criteria: the academic mission of the institution, the number of
students, the infrastructure, the technical equipment etc.

Some of the criteria are derived from inside the institution (the number
of students enrolled), some are external (the level of the budget allocated to
higher education).

One of the criteria that has to be taken into account when establishing the
quantum of public finance in higher education institutions in USA and Britain is
the institutional performance confirmed by evaluation. In countries such as
The Netherlands or Sweden such a criterion is strongly rejected by the academic
communities. It is considered that the government is meant to ensure the way
that public higher education institutions function.

Therefore, the relationship between evaluation and financing is
controversial both in terms of theoretical analyses and in terms of elaborating
and implementing policies. On the one hand, the relationship states that financing
is conditioned by the performances confirmed through evaluation (financing
based on performances), on the other hand, the relationship is neutral or
marked by a mutual lack of interest (the evaluation is strictly informative). In
order to understand better the causes of this controversy, we should be trying
to clarify the meaning of institutional evaluation and in what way we are
entitled to talk about a certain type of relationship between evaluation and
institutional financing.
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7.1 What is institutional evaluation?*

The institutional evaluation is focused on higher education institutions, namely
universities, faculties and specialised study programmes and consists in issuing
a value judgement on the basis of the information organized according to
certain indicators ranked on a scale.

The information and the data associated to the indicators are aggregated
in a synthetic numerical index that generates the position of an institution on
a national ranking scale.

The indicators involved in evaluation refer to the entry procedures, the
types of diplomas and the quality of the services offered to every category of
beneficiaries (from university candidates and students to recruiting agencies
and employers).

Institutional evaluation has been done according to two basic models:
British and American. Both consist in the evaluation according to multiple
criteria and, as a result, elaborating national systems whereby universities are
ranked according to performance.

The British higher educationis public, universities enjoying mixed financing
through both government funds and tuition fees paid by students. Britain has
opted for an academic quasimarket, as most financing derives from public
funds. A recent study (The National Audit Office, 1994:59), reached the
conclusion that budget decentralisation is not a panacea: “Decentralised budgets
could be one method of using resources efficiently, by delegating power to all
those who are directly involved in devising central and support activities. However,
a weak control and a limited supervision of the decentralised budgets can lead
to additional expenses, and thus to financial difficulties.”

Within the institutional hierarchy in Britain there are 11 criteria, each
criterion having a certain weighting. The emphasis lies in evaluating the teaching
process, the research activities, the standard set by the entry examinations,
the ratio teaching staff-students, library equipment and computers, as well as
evaluating the services offered to students and the graduates’ opportunities
on the labour market. The universities’ positions on this scale vary from one
year to another.

In the United States, the situation is different, in that the private sector is
prevalent and private universities account for almost 60% of the total number
of higher education institutions. Financing is primarily obtained through private
resources and in this case we can talk of a classical market of higher education
- based on demand and supply.
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The American system of institutional evaluation includes 16 performance
indicators, grouped in seven categories: the academic reputation, the selection
of students, the resources of the faculty, the “alumni giving’ (the percentage of
the total budget of the university represented by donations from former
students), and the percentage of graduates holding a diploma.

In the models presented above the classifications were made by non-
governmental agencies or prestigious publications such as “The Times” in Britain
or “The US News & World Report Inc” in the USA, in order to avoid a conflict
of interests.

As in these two models the private higher education has a different
weighting, due to the fact that the political premises motivating the options for
these models belong to the liberal-residential sphere of policies, we are inclined
to believe that, in Romania’s case, introducing an academic hierarchical model
correlated with public financing needs to take into account both the premises
of a different policy and the possible form of the relationship between evaluation
and financing.

» Two types of public policies and their implications on the budget
financing of higher education.

The classical argument when discussing the option for a certain type of
public policies, mainly social ones, brings forth two models of “the welfare
state”, that is, “the liberal-residential welfare” state and “the universalist welfare”
state. The two models differ according to the way they distribute public money,
and ultimately, to the weighting that social expenses hold within the GDP.

The liberal trend that supports the residential state maintains that the
distribution of incomes, of education, of the medical and social services depends
on the productive system and the individual negotiating strength on the market.
The state interferes only when the standard of living is below the minimum level
of subsistence or when the general social equilibrium is threatened. Therefore
the necessity for downsizing social expenses as much as possible together with
the importance of the state-managed public sector becomes imperative.

As for the universalist model, the state’s responsibility goes beyond the
necessity of assuring the subsistence level alone. The aim is assuring a minimal
standard of living. The universalist model has a broad need on the human
needs which are connected to the level of prosperity. The state is responsible
for the welfare of its citizens and therefore, it needs to manage in a centralized
way the distribution of public funds according to equitable distribution criteria.
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How is the option for any of these models reflected in higher education?
This question can only be answered by analysing the system of financing the
higher education and its impact on the long-term progress of a country.

What is interesting is that both perspectives prove to be functional if we
take into account the high proportion of academic diploma holders in certain
developed countries. For instance, if we take a comparative look at the USA and
Japan on the one hand, and Sweden and The Netherlands on the other, we can
see that there is an increasing proportion of higher education graduates in all
these countries. This is possible even though in the first case there was an option
for a residualist policy, according to which the people who wish to continue their
studies have to pay tuition fees, and the private sector is prevalent, while in the
second case, the universalist state takes on the responsibility for financing the
higher education, granting the access of all social categories to this type of education
according to merit. Consequently, we could adopt the same conclusion that was
formulated as early as the 70s which says that the educational stock and the
economic development indicators are mutually conditioned.

* The option for a conditioned relationship is less obvious in Romania

The countries which have not reached the market economy yet are
considering adopting a social policy model harmonised with the new features
of society, where state ownership is replaced by private ownership, thus creating
the foundation of an equal opportunity policy.

We believe that the best solution regarding the institutional distribution
of public funds allocated to higher education would consider the institutional
funding and the results of the evaluation as being conditioned to a different
extent. This system should be applied only to state universities, bearing in
mind the requirements of the evolution of evaluation standards.

In order to assess the impact of conditioning the financing by the results
of institutional evaluation a set of alternatives has been devised, that combine
the options within three distinctive hypotheses.

1) Institutional evaluation can be done with no connection to any stimuli or
financial conditioning, its sole aim being that of informing the public, the
beneficiaries of the performances obtained by higher education institutions.
However, such an option ignores the fact that any higher education

institution must strive to carry out academic quality standards.

Unconditioned financing relies on the principles and the set of values of
the universalist state, interpreted in a distorted way, as the state’s responsibility
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to create conditions for education with no in-depth analysis of the type and
quality of education. This type of financing could be stimulating for some of
the low-ranked universities, while it could mean a big disadvantage for those
concerned with increasing their performances.

This hypothesis implies that institutional evaluation could be approved
only with a view to informing the public and that university candidates would
eventually avoid enrolling in low-ranked units.

2) Institutional evaluation could be a supplementary alternative to the simplified
formula of financing per equivalent student, bringing forth details that
are not taken into account by the latter. Compared to this, institutional
evaluation consists in completing the concept of “equivalent student’ with
that of “competitive student”. The complementary financing fund could
be granted only to universities which comply with the highest standards
of institutional evaluation, while universities which do not live up to these
standards will be granted merely supportive assistance, but no
supplementary fund as a stimulus.

3) A “compromise” solution would be to condition the complementary
financing by the results of the evaluation and to set up an assistance fund
for the low- ranked universities. This fund could be granted as a stimulus,
if minimal standards were carried out, and on limited periods.

Thus, both the performance-based competition and encouraging universities
that risk being disqualified would be observed. Granting rewards to performant
institutions would enable them to have access to complementary funding under
maximum transparency, while the less performant ones will have a chance to
remedy their weaknesses and benefit from financial support according to the
conditions set by this system.

In case candidate universities to the assistance fund fail to meet the minimal
standards, it would not be wise to adopt the radical solution of closing them,
as they might considerably improve their performances by employing a quality
academic and administrative management. Other option might involve mutually
agreed associations with performant universities.
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7.2 Proposals for a methodology of the system
of institutional evaluation criteria
and generating classifications

The methodology for ranking universities includes the evaluators, the evaluating
criteria, the weighting given to each criterion, together with the evaluation
procedure for each criterion. Each criterion that belongs to a dimension will be
marked on a scale from 1 to 5, the last one having the highest value.

The dimensions that could be entered in an evaluation record are
represented by the criteria and indicators below: “academic prestige”, “the

” o« )«

selection of students”, “the teaching staff”, “the degree of graduation”, ‘the
financial resources”, “post graduate research and education” and “the strategic
plans for institutional development”.

The criteria and the indicators proposed are similar to those involved in
other higher education systems (the USA and Britain).

We need to emphasize that institutional evaluation will be carried out on
three levels: the institution (the university), the faculty and the study
programmes. Some indicators address the institution as a whole (the academic
prestige, financial management and the strategic plans for institutional
development), while others address the level of faculty (postgraduate research
and education, teaching staff) or the study programmes (the selection of students,
the degree of graduation).

Below are the criteria and indicators proposed within this methodology,
the weighting for each individual criterion, as well as the calculation procedures
of ranks for each criterion and the final score or rank in the classification, at
university level.

I. CRITERIA AND INDICATORS
1. The academic prestige
The average value of the evaluations performed by the university board members
concerning the perceived value of the study programmes. The evaluating scale
has five positions: 5-very good quality, 4-good quality, 3-average quality, 2-low
quality, 1-very low quality.
2. The selection of students
2.1The ratio successful candidates-candidates enrolled in the entry
examination in September 1998.
5-over 9 candidates per place
4-between 7-9 candidates per place
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3-between 5-6.99 candidates per place
2-between 3-4.99 candidates per place
1-below 2.99 candidates per place
2.2 The average of the averaged marks of the baccalaureate exams obtained
by candidates admitted as students:
5-over 9.50
4-between 8.50-9.45
3-between 7.50-8.45
2-between 6.50-7.49
1 below 6.49
2.3 The average of the final averaged marks of candidates admitted as
students at the university entrance examination:
5-over 9
4-between 8.00-8.99
3-between 7.00-7.99
2-between 6.00-6.99
1-between 5-5.99
Teaching staff
3.1The percentage of the number of positions filled by contest within the
total number of positions:
5-over 80%
4-70-79.9%
3-60-69.9%
2-50-59.9%
l-under 50%
3.2 The percentage of teaching staff with a doctor’s degree hired by contest
5-over 50%
4-70-79.9%
3-60-69.9%
2-50-59.9%
1-below 50%
3.3 The percentage of the teaching staff having the title of professor and
senior lecturer hired by contest
5-over 70%
4-60-69.9%
3-50-50.9%
2-40-49.9%
1-below 40%
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Graduation
4.1The proportion of graduates with a Bachelor’s degree out of the
number of students enrolled in the first year of study:
5-over 90%
4-80-89.9%
3-70-79.9%
2-60-69.9%
1-below 60%
4.2 Performance in the Bachelor’s degree: the proportion of graduates
with the average degree between 8 and 10:
5-over 50% with the average degree between 8-10
4-between 40-49.9% with 810
3-between 30-39.9 with 8-10
2-between 20-29.9% with 8-10
1-below 20% with 8-10
Financial resources
5.1 The weighting of extra-budgetary resources in the budget of the higher
education institution
5-over 20%
4-15-20%
3-10-14.9%
2-5-9.9%
l-under 5%
5.2 Financial Management (evaluation by NCFHE)
Postgraduate research and education
6.1 The weighting of postgraduate education (further education, master’s
and doctor’s degree)
5-postgraduate education in over 90% departments
4-postgraduate education in 75-89.9% departments
3-postgraduate education in 60-74.95 departments
2-postgraduate education in 45-59.9% departments
1-postgraduate education in less than 44.9% departments
6.2 Research performances (evaluated by NCFHE)
Strategic plans for institutional developments
* Evaluated by the Ministry of National Education

All these criteria and indicators will be put together and included in an

evaluating record of the university, and they will be given proportional weightings
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depending on the importance of each indicator in the entire evaluation, according
to the model below:

The university evaluating record

Evaluation criteria Indicators Weightings

1.Academic prestige Evaluations of the quality (prestige) 15%
perceived

2 Selection of students 15%

No. of admitted candidates/no. of 25%
enrolled candidates
The average of the averaged marks at 35%

baccalaureate
The average entry examination mark 40%
3. Teaching staff 20%
No. of positions filled/Total number of 40%
positions
Percentage of doctorate holders 35%
Percentage of professors and senior 25%
lecturers
4. Graduation 10%

Percentage of graduates with a 40%
Bachelor’s degree

Percentage of graduates with a 60%
Bachelor's degree having the final

degree 8-10
5.Finandal resources 10%
Extra budgetary resources 50%
Financial management 50%
6. Research and education 15%
Weighting of postgraduate education 30%
Research performances 70%
7 Strategic plans Evaluation by MEN 15%

In order to check the sustainability of the model proposed here, it would
be useful to test the methodology in practice. Suppose these criteria had been
already given weightings by evaluators, we could calculate the final score that
might be obtained by University X. The values below have been chosen randomly:
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Evaluation criteria The maximum weighting of Final score obtained by
criteria (total) University X
1.Academic prestige 15% 4
2.Selection of students 15% 3
3.Teaching staff 20% 4
4.Graduation 10% 4
5.Financial resources 10% 3
6.Research and education 15% 4
7 Strategic plans 15% 4
Total 100% 3.75

The final score of this evaluation has been calculated according to the
mathematical formula of the ponderate average, namely:

Final score = Z JA%
i=1
Where: p; represents the weighting of the value v in the final degree:
v, represents the degrees given by evaluators for each individual dimension.

The highest score a university may get is 5, while the lowest is 1.

This final score represents more than just a ranking or a hierarchical
classification of a university, since the result of the institutional evaluation
consists not only in producing a classification of the universities, but also in
ranking the faculties of the same profile alongside the study programmes. The
weightings given to the indicators at university level will play an important role
in the classification of departments and the study programmes, since the faculties
are involved in the university strategic planning and participate in the financial
management at institutional level.

II. THE EVALUATION PROCESS

i.  Universities provide first-hand information on indicators 2.1;2.2;2.3;3.1;
3.2,3.3:4.1;4.2;5.1;6.1.

ii.  Using its own information on the research projects approved and financed
by universities, faculties and departments, CNCIS elaborates evaluations
of these institutions. Institutions are invited to and can send CNCIS
information on the research contracts signed with other domestic and
international agencies. In case this information is not available, CNCIS
cannot effect the evaluations and the institution is graded with 0.
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Using its own information CNCIS evaluates the financial management in
universities (indicator 5.2). According to this indicator the evaluations of the
universities are automatically transferred to faculty and department level.
The board of specialists in MEN evaluates the strategic plans of the
universities.

The special commissions of NCFHE, CNCIS, CNEAA, CNATDU get together
and using their own information and the first-hand information supplied
by higher education institutions produce differentiated evaluations grouped
by institutions and indicators. The evaluations are registered in the
institution’s record.

Having established the list of institutions (universities, faculties and
departments) all over the country, the secretarial team of the evaluation
commission produces the evaluation record of the universities, accompanied
by the evaluation record of faculties and departments.

The secretarial team produces the software for the calculation of
differentiated scores, according to criteria and institutional scores obtained
as a result of the evaluations registered in the evaluation records.

The results of the data-processing are:

+ ahierarchy of the universities according to total scores;

» a hierarchy of the faculties according to the scores of each profile;

« ahierarchy of the departments according to scores of individual profiles.

7.3 The impact of introducing the institutional evaluation on
the professional and academic recognition of diplomas

Interestingly, institutional evaluation does not seem to have any impact on the
recognition of diplomas and study certificates. From a legal perspective, the
results of the evaluation will have no effect on the transferable credits system
of the institutions. Students will be able to move freely from universities placed
at the bottom of the hierarchy to those at the top, and the other way round.
This “uniformity” can be derived from the legislation regarding the transfers of
credits, and not necessarily from the real situations generated by the
implementation of the institutional evaluation.

Moreover, whether the employers will impose a hierarchy similar to the

evaluation of diplomas on the labour market, remains to be seen.
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7.4 The “perverse effects
institutional evaluation

brought about by introducing

What could then be the “perverse effects” brought about by introducing
institutional evaluation?

The universities places at the bottom of the classification might face the
situation of having to accept less competitive students, who have realized that
they cannot match the requirements of prestigious universities, thus reducing
once more the chances of these institutions of climbing the quality ladder.

The positive effect of the above-mentioned example lies in the fact that
small universities or those with limited financial resources will benefit from the
“advantage” of the space, both as a way of increasing their weight in the
system of the evaluation criteria and as an extra budgetary income source.

An unexpected impact of the institutional evaluation could be observed in
the fluctuation of the number of students in the public sector. We could expect
a growth in the number of fee-paying students, as a result of efforts to increase
the extra budgetary funds.

So far, in Romania, only some of the criteria have been operational: the criteria
of differentiating between the universities according to profile, traditions, geographical
or community location and membership of the public or private sector. Once the
institutional evaluation has been implemented, other differences will certainly come
up in parallel with the already-introduced formal system. For instance, we could
further examine another “perverse effect” on the “public-private”axis.

We should not forget that private faculties are also competing to attract
fee-paying students. Due to the limited number of paid available places in
prestigious universities, many candidates might choose a private university
with a similar profile, which might have more prestige than a state university
situated at the bottom of the hierarchy. Under these circumstances, less
prestigious universities that are likely to fall in the category of assisted ones,
might lose some if their candidates to private universities that enjoy an
increasingly good reputation. For this reason, this informal competition between
private and public universities should be formally regulated. Private universities

* By “perverse effects”, the French sociologist Raymond Boudon understands
those consequences which could not be anticipated when monitoring a social
situation, or in the project of introducing social change, and which appeared as a
result of independent variables. These are difficult to consider in the process of
monitoring events. It is important to note that these effects are not necessarily
negative, in many cases they could be positive as well.
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should be introduced in the system of institutional evaluation as soon as they
have been accredited by CNEAA; a parallel hierarchy of private faculties should
be made by applying the same methodology of institutional evaluation, which
will then lead to creating a global/national classification.

However, following an optimistic scenario, we could say that the “perverse
effects” might compel the universities to raise the professional level of both
their academic and administrative managers, once they have entered the
competition for a high position in the hierarchy.

7.5 Conclusions

1. The financing of the Romanian higher education has to take into account
the results of the institutional evaluation. Correlating financing and
institutional evaluation needs to be decided on. This would eliminate the
passiveness of all people placed in key managerial positions, encouraging
communication and mutual responsibility for the benefit of the university
at large and of its specific programmes.

2. While the basic financing would be allocated by means of a formula, taking
into account the number of equivalent students and the specificity of the
institutional field (technical, artistic, humanistic), a distinctive promotional
fund should be deduced of the entire budget allocated to higher education
from the very beginning of the financial year. This distinctive fund would
be composed of:

a) The fund for supplementary financing of institutions with regular
performances and real chances for development;
b) The fund for assisting or protecting the institutions which are having
difficulty in obtaining competitive performances in the system.
The budget for higher education would be divided into two categories at
the beginning of the financial year:
*  75% for basic financing;
»  25% for the promotional fund, out of which:
*  60% is allocated to supplementary financing
*  40% is allocated to assistance and protection.

3. The results of this evaluation will be published in the press so that all the
beneficiaries of the higher education system will be for the first time in a
position to have information on the quality of the institutions, departments
and study programmes. For the first time ever the information offered to
the public will be as objective as possible and checked by experts in
institutional evaluation, by university colleagues.
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Introducing the institutional evaluation will be a novelty for Central
and Easter European countries and Romania is the first to aim to adopt a
hierarchy based on the quality of higher education institutions, while meeting
the conditions of academic autonomy and at the same time implementing a
new financing policy of higher education, under maximum transparency and
objectivity.



Chapter 8
Conclusions

1. The «real» costs for basic financing have been established through different
methods :
* based on norms, at 1998 prices;
* based on parallels between «optimal» financing actions in the period
after 1990, irrespective of the year when they were carried out ;
* based on the «ad-literam» implementation of the provisions of the Law
of Education;
» based on the strategic plans of institutional development of the
universities.
Although the methods are different, the results coincide to a great extent.
These are shown both for each profile, and in the form of an average cost
per equivalent student. The conclusions are the following :
+ the annual average (aggregate) cost per equivalent student ranges
from 7.7-12.2 million lei without taking into account the inflation rate
for 1999 (the prices at the level of July 1998)
* ibid. in the interval 15.8 - 17.2 million lei if we take into account an
inflation rate of 40%.
The average allocation for 1999 is 4.611 million lei per equivalent student
and per year.

2. For each profile the average values per equivalent student are shown in
the table below, the computations starting from the values previously
established in the conditions of the 1999 structure and the NCFHE
coefficients used for the distribution to each university.
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The unit cost per equivalent student in different variations
of computation (in lei) -1999-

Table 8.1
THE UNIT NET COST PER EQUIVALENT STUDENT
The educational
area Vi V2 V3 V4 V5

Socio - Humanistic 12,550,000 6,423,048 6,943,501 13,204,277 14,374,276
Technical 11,295,000 8,493,601 9,181830 17,460,848 19,008,012
Economic 9,150,000 5,308,723 5738884 10,913,488 11,880,506
Medical 13,485,000 9,927 085 10,731,468 20,407,755 22,216,037
Agricultural 15,105,000 8,719,409 9425935 17,925,057 19,513,353
Music - Arts 27,105,000 13,151,027 14,216,642 27,035,420 29,430,965
Theatre - Film 42,420,000 28,527,229 30,838,765 58,046,847 63,841,698
Sports 12,765,000 9,872,224 10,672,161 20,294,973 22,093,262
*AVERAGE 12,219,292 7,685,703 8308469 15,800,000 17,200,000

V1 = the unit cost in the year with maximum funding in the period 1990-1999;

V2 = the variant in which the provisions of the Law of Education had been
observed (a minimum of 4% of GDP);
V3 = the unit cost based on the necessity for funds stipulated in the strategic
plans of each university;
V4 = the cost computed by the norm-based method without accounting for inflation;
V5 = the cost computed by the norm-based method with inflation taken into account.

The Unit Cost per Equivalent student in Different Variants
of Computation (in $) -1999-

Table 8.2
Educational area V1 V2 V3 V4 V5
Socio-humanistic 837 428 463 880 958
Technical 753 566 612 1,164 1,267
Economic 610 354 383 728 792
Medical 899 662 715 1,361 1,481
Agricultural 1,007 581 628 1,195 1,301
Music - Arts 1,807 877 948 1,802 1,962
Theatre - Film 2,828 1.902 2.056 3,910 4,256
Sports 851 658 711 1,353 1,473
*AVERAGE 815 512 554 1,053 1,147
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3. At present there exists a unitary method of distribution by the NCFHE of
the a nnual budget appropriations for basic funding.

In the light of the items presented with reference to real costs, NCFHE has

a substanciated enough basis to estimate the necessary funding for higher

education in the next academic year, supposing the number of students funded

from the state budget is known.

4. The study has brought out the financial implications of the management
at the level of the university. It becomes obvious that there are ways for
a better using of budget appropriation. Taking into account the elements
connected with the size and tradition of the university, policies are outlined
which can favourably act on funding.

5. The study shows that, simultaneously with the implementation of criteria
for the assessment of higher educational institutions, a stimulative funding
in accordance with performances obtained can be envisaged.

6. The above mentioned elements are, however, dependent on some strategic
decisions at national level, which can be roughly divided into the following
options :

Variant [ Variant II Variant III

- the real appropriation of 4% of the GDP
for education. The extra budgetary
sources are not included in the 4%;

- the equalization of the appropriation
= real costs through the adequate

- the reduction cutting of improvement of the budget for higher

the number of students to
equal education = real
costs within the approved
limits for higher education
from the budget

-the sources and social subsidies should
pass to the Ministry of Labour and Social
Protection;

- the settlement of the foreign debt should
devolve upon the state budget by the
spreading for each budget sector;
-legislative measures for "deregulation"

education without the cutting of the
number of students;

- the imposing of fees (modifying of
the Constitution);

- legislative measures of deregulation
of the access to higher education and
funding from extra-budget sources




La Editura PAIDEIA au aparut

Andrei Marga
Education in Transition

Mihai Korka
Strategy and Action
in the Education Reform in Romania

Adrian Miroiu
Constantin Bratianu
The Policy of Quality Assurance
in Higher Education



PRINTED IN ROMANIA



