150 Ulrich Teichler

long average duration of studies, more than six years for the first degree which,
when compared on an international basis, is regarded as equivalent to a Master's
degree. This contributes to the high average age of graduation {more than 28
years). Moreover, the federal ministry also took the initiative in the late 1980s
to address increasing complaints about deteriorating study conditions: minor

‘measures were initiated to increase construction expenditures and the number

of academic staff positions. Also, some of the need-based scholarships were
again awarded as grants — in the mid-1980s the scholarships had been awarded
only as loans.

Late 1980s: Reemergence of Forceful System-wide Planning

In the late 1980s the conviction grew that the very complexity of the coordina-

- tion mechanisms had, in times of low expansion and political controversies,

resulted in few far-reaching innovations in the German system of higher

_education.?! However, the efforts to achieve systematic changes by means. of

nation-wide coordination were not abandoned. The strong pressure which since
1990 has been exerted on the new Ldnder of the former German Democratic
Republic to adapt quickly and completely to Western traditions obviously
reflects a revival of strong system-wide planning.

THE TARGETS OF NATION-WIDE COORD!N_ATION

" The preceding section described the causes and mechanisms of the historical

development of nation-wide coordinatioh. This section examines the other side

" of the matrix, namely the elements of the higher education system with which

the nation-wide governmental activities were concerned; as well as the role
which federal, Federal-Liinder, inter-Léinder bodies and régulations play in the
respective elements of the higher education systems. Seven such elements have

to be named in this context.

Infernational Cultural Relations

Cultural regulations with foreign nations were considered to be the task of the
federal government in the Basic Law and have remained more or less undisputed
as such. For example, funds for travel abroad by academic staff, study abroad,
lecturing and research by foreign academics in Germany, aid for highér educa-
tion institutions in third world countries, etc. are almost exclusively made

available by the federal government.
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Promotion of Scientiffc Research

According to the Basic Law, the promotion of scientific research was initially
a federal duty in terms of legislation, but not necessarily in terms of funding.

“Schemes were introduced.in the 1950s and 1960s to make the federal govern-
_ment responsible for the funding and coordination of “big science” and some

special research programs. There were other schemes for mixed funding for
major public research agencies and organizations until, in the late 1960s, higher
education planning legally became a joint Federal-Ldnder task. It was also
generally accepted that the federal government would be involved in plannin g

“the promotion of research for institutions of higher education.

It should be noted, however, that the university budget is supposed to provide
basic resources for research. Salaries and teaching assignments for professors
are based on the assumption that half of the working time minus respective
administrative tasks is to be devoted to research, Some professionals are

“recruited partly or completely for research purposes, and even the support

provided by secretaries, technical and administrative staff is, in principle,
fashioned so that it can assist research. Finally, higher education institution
budgets fund equipment, material, student support staff, etc., also for research
purposes. It is therefore estimated that one third of the regular budgets of higher
education institutions profit research. According to this calculation, the Linder
spend at least twice as much as the federal government on university research.
On the other hand, the federal government spends at least eight times more on

. nonuniversity research than it does on university research.

Financial Aid for Students

As much as 65 percent of need-based scholarships for students heading for their

first degree (the term “undergraduate” might be misleading because German
higher education institutions do not award any degrees that are the equivalent
of a Bachelor’s) is borne by the federal government and the remainder by the

- Léinder governments.?? The Federal Ministry of Education and Science takes .
_ the initiative for the legislation and the supervision of such programs which
. have to be agreed by the Linder. The purpose of federal involvement is to
. prevent regional disparities in public efforts to secure equal opportunity. The
_ federal government also finances completely the Studienstiftung des deutschen
Volkes — a public institution that provides scholarship for outstanding students.

Quanﬁfaﬁvé and Structural Pianning

Planning was originally the domain of each Land. Since the establishment of
the Science Council in 1957, however, the federal government has been
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involved in recommendations. The Science Council sets goals regarding the
overall capacity of higher education, the quantitative development of certain
fields of study, and the regional distribution of higher education, As noted
above, the federal government became directly involved after 1969 in decision-
making on quantitative and structural development: in particular, long-term

. quantitative and financial planning by the BLK and decisions regarding con-
struction cannot be made without federal consent.

‘Construction

Construction of new university buildings and major new facilities (laboratories,

libraries, etc.) of all German universities are financed by the federal government
“and the respective Land at the rate of 50 percent each. No single university

building will be constructed unless it is recommended by the Science Council

and receives a positive decision by the Planning Committee for Construction

in Higher Education. As a result, construction planning has become the most

important mechanism of the above-discussed nation-wide quantitative and
“structural higher education planning.

. Access and Admissions

Access and admissions are largely regulated on a nation-wide basis, with the
federal government participating in some aspects. The general requirements for
admission to the various institutions of higher education are governed by the
Framework Act for Higher Education and are ¢laborated jointly by the federal
government and federal parliament and by the Lirder governments. The Per-
manent Conference of the Ministers of Culture issues detailed regulations on
the curricula in upper secondary education and thereby on the requirements for
graduating with an Abitur. The framework of regulations on admission to
studies for which a numerus clausus exists is formulated by the Framework Act
" for Higher Education, the Constitutional Court, additional Federal-Linder or
. inter-Ldnder treaties, or by the Permanent Conference of Ministers of Educa-
tion and Cultural Affairs. Where restricted admissions are concerned, it is the
Central Admissions Agency (Zentralstelle fiir die Vergabe von Studienpliitzen)
“that handles the admission procedure. In cases of open admissions the indi-
vidual unjversity accepts every qualified person. In cases of restricted admis-
sion to an individual field of study in a given university, the university follows
a general formula. Thus, admissions are almost totally decided on a system-
wide level, and rules for access and admissions are uniform for all institutions.
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Curricula and Examinations

Curricula have always been the domain of the individual institutions with the
exception of those courses leading to the state examination (especially teacher
training, law and medicine) which are the domain of the ministries responsible
for those respective professions.2> As the federal government, or the federal
legislative bodies, set the standards for civil service and health service regula-
tions, it is involved in questions concerning curricula in some fields of study.
Correspondingly, the Permanent Conference of the Ministers of Education and
Cultural Affairs set national frameworks for state examinations for teacher
training.

Since the late 1960s, state governments have begun to exercise their right of
final approval of study examination regulations of the individual departments
more actively: a right that has subsequently in fact become an instrument of
considerable control. At the same time, system-wide coordination has become
more powerful. In those fields of study leading to a university diploma it is the
commission set up by the KMK, the WRK, and the representatives of scholars
in each field (Fakultitentage), which suggest the general examination regula-

~ tions that are finally approved by KMK. 24

The federal government supported mechanisms to reform curricula. The BLK
established a program of model experiments for innovation in education, half
being paid by the federal government and the other half by the government of
the respective state. In the late 1970s, the establishment of nation-wide Study
Reform Commissions expressed the growing interest of governments in pro-
moting innovations to the higher education system. Although, at the same time,
it can be considered as an instrument of system-wide coordination of curricula.
The Ldnder governments coordinated the Study Reform Commissions while
the federal government was granted the role of observer.> Subsequent to the
revision of the Framework Act for Higher Education in the mid-1980s, the
nation-wide mechanism of coordination of exammatmn regulations and that of
study reform were merged.

Personnel

General regulations concerning university personnel are made nation wide,
either by means of federal laws concerning the civil service or with the help of
the Framework Act for Higher Education. In both cases the legislative initiative
has to be taken by.the federal fovernment and the Bundestag, the federal
parliament, but it has to be approved by the Bundesrat, the chamber of the
Lénder. The federal initiative for the Framework Act intended to promote
homogeneity of the academic positions, although considerable diversity re-
" mained regarding intermediate and lower academic ranks. Wage scales in
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higher education are identical for all German Lédnder — except for wage
increases for full professors who were offered a position from another univer-
sity or any other employer. The individual Land, however, mlght prefer a
specific quantitative ratio of positions.

Administration and Self-administration

The Framework Act passed in 1976 was not confined solely to forming the
regulations for personnel, but also included general regulations, although
individual states remained responsible for specifying most rules regarding the
administration and self-administration of the university.?® Coordination was
considered necessary primarily because of the very different state laws and

orders regarding the participation of junior staff, administrative staff, and
students within the university self-administration system, because prior to the
Framework Act for Higher Education the professors’ votes ranged from 30 to

- 70 percent on university committees. However, these major areas of coordina-

tion were the result not of political negotiations at the federal level, but of a
ruling by the Federal Constitutional Court,

SELECTED ISSUES OF GERMAN HIGHER EDUCATION

IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

Financing of Higher Educatfion

The main responsibility for financiﬁg higher education lies with the respective
Liéinder. The federal government pays only for the following: '

" e half the costs of higher education construction and major equipment
purchases;

+ more than half the costs of student aid; .

* half the costs of model experiments on higher education reform;

* 60 percént of the budget of the German Research Association which
awards about 40 percent of the grants given to scholars at higher
education institutions; _

"® direct research grants at higher education institutions comprising about
20 percent of all grants awarded to university researchers; and

* most of the costs arising from the international exchange of academic

staff and students.

Experts estimate that in 1986 the federal government paid for 17 percent of all
~ public expenditures for higher education. In 1975 —ata time of more extenswe
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construction activities — that percentage had been 23 percent, in 1980, 18
pvz:rcent.27 Data on federal and Léinder financing of higher education have been
compiled in Tables 1 and 2. In this context it must be remembered that the
German institutions of higher education do not charge tuition fees, but that
students pay fees only for the student union and for health insurance. Around
1990, federal higher education spending presumably -was slightly above
DM 4 billion, Linder spending approximately DM 27 billion.

Most federal expenditures for higher education — the first three of the
above-named categories — are part of the “joint tasks” stipulated by the
constitution. No special federal “power of the purse” has existed in the sense
that there are hardly any situations where the federal government can undertake
any initiatives without involving the Linder. However, in particular, the inten-
tion to expand the higher education system in the course of the 1960s resulted
in the expansion of joint financing programs that allowed the federal govern-
ment to play a not insignificant role in higher education planning and at the
same time increased the need for harmonization among the Léinder.

Cost sharing for construction in higher education, established since 1969,
has become a very effective tool of nation-wide guantitative and structural
higher education planning. As has already been mentioned, practically no
higher education construction takes place without involvement of the Science
Council and the Planning Committee for Construction in Higher Education in
the decisionmaking process. If, for instance, the Science Council finds that
there is an excessive overall capacity for the study of agricultural sciences in
the Federal Republic of Germany, no expansion in this field of study will take
place at any German university. On the other hand, the recommendation made
by the Science Council to reduce the mumber of agricultural departments in
Germany was not implemented.

Cost sharing as such does not necessarily‘result in narrowing the differences
between the Léinder with regard to enrolment capacities at higher education
institutions or to research resources. It is after all entirely conceivable that the
relatively richer Léinder could more easily use the mechanism of joint financing
and that this would further increase the differences among the Ldnder. As a
matter of fact, since the mid-1960s, the differences with regard to the relative
enrolment capacities at higher education instititions have very considerably
decreased. This is due to the fact that from the mid-1960s until the late 1970s,

- higher education policy was generally guided by the belief that “supplying” all

regions with higher education institutions was a desirable goal. For instance,
the Science Council and those Ldnder with relatively small enrolment capaci-
ties agreed that in allotting funds for construction, priority should be given to

- new higher education institutions in the *undersupplied” regions.
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Table 1: Public Higher Educatmn Expenditures in the Federal
Republic of Gerinany

Federal  Léinder  Federal Léinder " Communities
millions of Deutschmarks percentage
a. Higher Education _
1970 ' 985 5873 143 855 0.2
1975 : 1,339 12,247 9.9 90.1 -
1980 868 16,882 49 95.1 =
1985 1,071 20,345 5.0 95.0 -
1989 1,205 24,577 4.7 95.3 -
b. Assistance Schemes
1970 - 257 753 254 746 -
1975 1,956 2,000 - 44.2 453 10.5
1980 2,548 2,857 412 46.2 © 126
1985 1,626 2,478 30.7 46.7 22.6
1989 1,715 2,061 35.9 43.1 21.0
c. Joinr Res'earch
Promotion
1970 909 419 685 315 -
1975 1,853 713 722 27.8 -
1980 2,591 975 72.6 27.3 -
1985 3,262 1,259 72.2 27.8 -
1989 3,827 1,448 725 215 -

d. Total Public
Research Expenditures

197 . | 9,710 5,399 64.3 35.7*%
1985 12,767 7,706 62.4 37.6%
1988 13,500 9,100 60.4 39.6%

Source: Bundersminister fiir Bildung und Wissenshaft Grund- und Strukturdaten 1996/91
(Bonn: 1990) pp. 262-68.

Notes: 1989 data are estimates. Assistance programs also include other areas of education;
some 40 percent are for student aid. Total public research expenditures include one third
of public expenditures for higher education. *Total public research expenditures in the
category “Linder” include expenditures by communities,
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Table 2; Sources of Research Grants awarded to Institutions of Higher
Educatjon in the Federal Republic of Germany

1970 1975 1980 1985

Research grants (millions
of Deutschmarks) _651 1,155 1,709 2,309

* Percentage of grants among

estimated research budget of
higher education institutions - ig8.6 25.1 29.2 345

Sources of Research Grants (percent)

Private sector ) 119 55 113 21.7
Federal government 14.0 23.7 20.8 _ ' ) .ZOLO
Lénder governments ' 6.1 2.5 40 47
German Research Association | | :

(joint Federal-Lénder funding) 47.0 517 48.3 40.0
Support schemes for junior

academic staff (Fed-Lénder) 1.4 6.2 2.0 1.9
Foundations (nongovernmental) - 17.5 | 8.5 9.8 8.8
International organizations 0.5 0.6 0.7 2.9
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0

Source: Wolfgang Adamcak, “Forschungsfinanzierung in der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland,” in Gabriele Gorzka et al. (eds.), Wozu noch Bildung? (Kassel:
Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, 1990), p. 225.
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No analysis of higher education financing can regard federal funds merely
as possible transfer payments between the Ldnder, for, firstly, the Linder
governments directly bear half of their respective costs for higher education
construction and model experiments and, secondly, in the joint support of
scholarships and in joint research promotion, the Linder each pay a certain
share of the total costs — regardless of how much the individual Land will

. eventually spend.

. There are also tax transfers between the Ldnder. First, there is a certain
“financial equalization™ between the Linder, poorer states receiving a certain
share of the tax revenue of the more prosperous areas. Of course, higher
education expenditures of poorer Linder also profit therefrom.

Second, West Berlin received considerable financial support from the federal
government and the governments of the other Léinder. Precisely because of the
special political situation of Berlin there was agreement that it should play a
leading role in science and culture. As a result of unification in 1990, West
Berlin and East Berlin now have about 2.5 times the enrolment capacities and
approximately 2.5 times the nonuniversity research potential that would cor-
respond to the population of the now united city and its immediate environs.
Politicians agree that by 1992 at the latest the federal government and the
Léinder must decide jointly whether Berlin should continue to receive such
treatment and as a result a new mechanism for cost sharing would have to be
established, or whether higher education and research facilities in Berlin should
be drastically reduced.

- And third: in one instance the Léinder decided to provide special f1nanc1al
equalization for one single university. When in the early 1970s the smallest

© Land, i.e., Bremen, established a university, the other Léinder shared in the
funding of this university for about ten yedrs. This was due not only to the fact
that the new university would provide facilities also to the surrounding areas
outside the Land boundaries (a situation that would apply equally to the Land
of Hamburg), but also because the Land of Bremen is too small to finance the
initial phase of even a minimum-size university.

Overall we can say that during the 1960s and 1970s, the federal structure of
the Federal Republic of Germany, which is committed to both decentralization
and a “uniformity of living conditions,” resulted in greatly altering the situation
in higher education by establishing new higher education institutions and
expanding existing ones. Consequently, higher education resources in Germany
currently are distributed more evenly across the entire country than in any other

_major European area; even among the smaller European countrlcs only Bclglum
and the Netherlands have similar set-ups.
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Planning and Funding of Research

It is generally said of the 1960s and 1970s that higher education planning was

concerned primarily with teaching and study rather than with research. Calcu-

lations for the size of new higher education institutions, for the required number

of staff and facilities always related to the number of students, although figures

were weighted in a range of 1 to 7 by fields of study. Although “formula

funding” in the strict sense of the term never existed, basic estimates relating
_ to required resources referred primarily to the numbers of students,

During this period, however, higher education planning was at the same time
research planning, because it is generally assumed that at least one-third of the
working time of professors should be dedicated to research and that higher
education institution budgets should be sufficient to enable professors to engage
in at least a certain amount of research. When being recruited, professors also
negotiate the academic, secretarial, and possibly technical staff and material
funds provided for their professorships or institutes with regard to both teaching
and research needs. The university-level and departmental-level bodies decide
on the aliotment of research funds. Professors who receive insufficient means
can even complain to the responsible ministry and can demand better funding
if they can convince them that the low funding provided by the university
prevents them from fulfilling their “official duty” of research.

Where professors compete for public funds, including funds of the Gerrnan
Research Association, it is considered completely normal for higher education

‘institutional resources to be included as a complement to research projects. It

does not occur to anybody, as this appears to be the case in Canada, that it would
" be an unfair burden on higher education institutions to have to use considerable
amounts of their own funds for research projects that are assisted by external
grants,2® the general view being that research would be carried out with
insufficient resources and in principle even more internal university funds
would have to be allotted for research if no external funds were available. As
already mentioned, research expenditure data in Germany estimate that approx-
imately one-third of the regular budget of higher education institutions is
actually spent on research. If we accept this, about 70 percent of university
research is financed by the university budget, only approximately 30 percent
by external grants. In 1985, 40 percent of the external grants came from the
. German Research Association financed jointly by the federal and the Linder
. governments. Scientists and govemnment representatives of the federal and
Liéinder levels jointly discuss and decide on priority subjects and on the distri-
bution of funds by discipline, while scientists ‘as a rule decide only on the
assistance to individual projects within these general conditions. The various

" . Léinder governments and higher education institutions do their best not to be

shortchanged when these funds are distributed; anybody who receives less than
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an average share of funds will make a great effort — also by providing
complementary resources — to come closer to the average.

In addition there no doubt exists the power of the purse of the federal
government to promote university research by special emphasis. As Table 2
shows, in 1985 other federal funds, partly from the Federal Ministry of Science
and Technology, partly from various other ministries, did not amount to more
than 20 percent of external funding to higher education institutions, which in
absolute figures is less than DM 0.5 billion (almost as much as higher education
institutions receive from the federal government via the German Research
‘Association). On the other hand, in 1985 the federal government spent about
DM 10 billion on research in public research institutions, in research institutes
of the Max Planck Society, the Fraunhofer Society, or of industry. -

-Until the 1970s research support from most Léinder consisted almost exclu-
sively of the basic financing of higher education institutions and some Linder
institutes. In the 1980s, however, the Land of Baden-Wiirttemberg started
assisting research at higher education institutions by providing incentives and
fostering competition and to stimulate a greater interest in research in new
technologies and in similar areas. Several Ldnder followed this example so that
by now this extra Ldnder assistance to research, which in 1983 accounted for -
only 4.7 percent of external grants (see Table 2), has presumably grown
considerably.

Currently there is much speculation in the Federal Republic of Germany
whether the traditional uniformity of German higher education institutions still

_ ‘exists or whether increasing differences in quality are developing. 29 However,

the statement that the promotion of research in Germany has resulted in great

- differences in quality among the higher education systems of different Linder
“belongs into the realm of party polemics rather than that of valid perception.

Sfu:denf Mohbility and Recognition of Studies

The major statistical surveys being published in Germany on higher education

* do not contain any data on the percentage of students who study in a Ldnder

other than the one in which they live.3% No doubt the statistical data available

~ at the Federal Office of Statistics (Statistisches Bundesamt) would answer the

question, frequently asked in the United States and in Canada, of how many

- students come from anocther state, another province, or another Land. Such

information, however, would be valid only for first-year students, for students
can easily move their main residence to the city where the university is located.

"According to various sets of available data it would seem correct to estimate
" that almost 20 percent of all students attend university in a Land other than the
‘'one where they lived immediately before starting their studies. This informa-

tion, however, is not relevant for Germany. German students do not pay tuition
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fees. In principle they are entitled to study at any German institution of higher
education. The majority of first-year students prefer to attend a higher education
institution within a circumference of approximately 100 km.3! If the institution
lies close to the border between Linder, usually an above-average share of
students comes from other Linder. Approximately 25-30 percent of university
students and approximately half as many students at Fachhochschulen avail
themselves of the opportunity to change institutions in the course of their
studies.3? _ ‘

The principle of unlimited student mobility between the Lénder has not.

~ resulted in individual areas leaving it to the others to pay for higher education

enrolment capacities. The Federal Constitutional Court decided in 1972, and in
even greater detail in 1976, that the constitutional right of free choice of
occupation/profession would be guaranteed only if the total higher education
enrolment capacities in the Federal Republic largely corresponded to the total
number of qualified graduates of secondary education institutions wishing to
attend university. This requirement by the Federal Constitutional Court for
ensuring adeguate enrolment capacities applies to all Lénder. In the early 1970s
the Federal Constitutional Court forced the Land of Bavaria to cease giving
preference to students from Bavaria when deciding on admission to numerus
clausus study programs.

In this connection there has been a recent survey on regional student mobility, -
published as part of an analysis of the employment situation of students two
years after graduation. In this review, “region” means the geographic aré_a rather

_than a division by Léinder. Of the graduates surveyed, 39 percent were com-

pletely immobile, i.c., they attended a higher education institution and subse-
quently were employed in the Land where they had lived before starting their
studies; 17 percent studied in another region than the one where they lived
before starting their studies but after graduation returned to their home area.
Only 4 percent studied in their home region andl after graduation moved to
another, Fourteen percent attended a higher education institution in another
region and also found employment there. Finally, 26 percent were mobile, both
when changing from secondary to higher education and when changing from
studies to employment.>? This means that approximately nine-tenths of those
who studied in their home region also find employment regionally, while the
options of those who studied somewhere other than where their parents lived
were completely flexible with regard to the place of subsequent employment.

This study and employment behaviour certainly will not encourage Lénder
- governments to simply leave it to the other Liinder to ensure adequate enrolment
_capacities.

The nation-wide coordination of the essentials of study examination regula-
tions is justified by precisely the fact that all graduates of higher education
institutions should have the chance to change institution at any stage of their
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stidies and subsequently work anywhere in the Federal Republic of Germany.
Certain restrictions exist only in those professions where governments are the
major employers. Although the ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs have
recommended very far-reaching guidelines for teacher training, some teachers
find it difficult to have their state examinations recognized in other Lénder. It
is usually recommended to students who will later work in public judicial areas
or in public administration to see to it that they spend at least the second half
of their period of studies, and to sit for the final examination, in the Land where
they later want to work.

CURRENT ISSUES

Itis very widely felt in the Federal Republic of Germany that the large number
of bedies and coordination requirements have resulted in a situation that makes
major innovations of the system difficult.?* A typical example is the slowness
of decision processes in the attempt to reduce the average length of studies.33
For years it has been said that an average of seven years as the period between

commencement of studies and graduation with a higher degree was completely

unacceptable, but no agreement on far—reachmg measures has yet been

.achieved.

This does not mean, however, that there are indications of extensive decen-
tralization. It is true that it has been recommended to the various institutions of
higher education to look for special emphases and to test their strengths and
weaknesses in competition with other such institutions.3® However, when
significant changes are actually proposed, mechanisms of nation-wide coordi-
nation obviously are valued very highly. 3

A typical example is the recent development in the systematization of

_graduate studies. In the Federal Republic of Germany, approximately one out

of seven higher education graduates subsequently obtains a doctoral degree.
More than 10 percent of the graduates even after graduation continue to attend

"a higher education institution for advanced courses, etc. There are, however,
" hardly any graduate schools or graduate programs. As before, the usual ap-

proach is the individual monitoring of dissertations by individual professors
and the independent studies of the aspiring doctoral candidates. 37 For years,
however, the establishment of doctoral programs at selected departments has
been recommended, among other things with the intention of reducing the
length of studies rcqmrcd for a first degree. 38 Finally, as the result of years of
political negotiations, in 1990 funds were made available to the German
Research Association for a model experiment on the establishment of graduate
colleges. These funds are designed to assist approximately 75 departments or
interdepartmental networks (within the framework of existing universities)
with money, fellowships, guest lectures, equipment, etc., for a period of three
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years. In the awarding of funds, the criteria will be not only the readiness to
offer course programs for doctoral students and the quality of research, but also
the achievement of work sharing between higher education institutions on a
national basis: assisting similar priority subjects at several institutions is to be
avoided.

The unification of Germany is another example of the high value placed on
nation-wide coordination despite all the emphasis on Linder autonomy. The
Science Council made it amply clear to the “new Linder” that their chances of
receiving assistance with the future development of their higher education
institutions would depend largely on how willing they would be to adapt, as
quickly as possible, to the types of institutions, staff structures, staff-student
ratios, etc.; that the Science Council usually recommends for the Lander of the
Federal Republic of Germany. The Science Council also “recommended” to the
new Linder to establish, for several years, commissions on the structure of
higher education institutions; these commissions would be composed mainly

- of external experts (i.e., not from the Léinder of the former German Democratic

Republic) and would for a period of several years assume the rights of restruc-
turing departments, of establishing search committees, etc. — rights that nor-
mally are exercised by the Senate of higher education institutions. Finally, the
Science Council itself established commissions that are to evaluate the overall
situation with regards to fields of study at higher education institutions and
research institutes in the territory of the former German Democratic Republic,
and to recommend measures for their future structure. This is intervention on a

. large scale: experts estimate that in the process of restructuring about half the

scholars in the East will lose their jobs although there is a consensus that the
total number of academic staff after restructuring could not be smaller than
in 1990,

CONCLUSION

In some areas, nation-wide coordination traditionally was considered natural in
the Federal Republic of Germany, such as international education matters, or
the promotion of science. As in many other countries, the federal government
could easily step in and extend its functions in higher education, such as when
additional funds were nceded for the expansion during the 1960s. Although a

_ “power of the purse” was not accepted in legal terms, legal revisions were

nevertheless made when the need for federal financing was recognized.
The major rationale for nation-wide coordination was the constitutional aim

of preserving “uniform living conditions,” If we make an international compar-
“ison of the system-wide coordination of higher education in other federal
systems it becomes apparent that a relatively high degree of “uniformity of
" living conditions™ is considered important in the Federal Republic of Germany.



164 Ulrich Teichier

Cultural diversity is permissable but it is generally considered undesirable to
establish regional barriers concerning access to education and to any form of
employment. Also, nation-wide coordination might be justified, because super-
vision of education at the Land level does not necessarily lead to diversity
reflecting regional cultural characteristics. Rather, the individual Zand chooses
one of the major reasonable options. Therefore, a coordination as regards such
experimentation or the range of different options might be considered desirable.

This aim of preserving umiform living conditions could theoretically be

- achieved by a small amount of coordination of all aspects of higher education.
.There is a definite preoccupation in Germany, however, with coordinating

equivalences of credentials as well as with admissions because of the tradition
of uniform standards and rights gained from final examinations and degrees. Tn
addition, quantitative and structural policies should have guaranteed, in the
process of expansion during the 1960s and 1970s, more or less similar study
opportunities and more or less similar quality standards in all Linder of the
Federal Republic of Germany. The desire for such coordination finally was
reinforced by the student protests and the subsequent reform movement at
German universities in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The variety of proposals
for curricula reform, decisionmaking procedures, teaching staff patterns, etc.
were responsible for the introduction of a wave of Linder laws. As each Land

- selected its own specific regulations, a heterogeneity of the system of higher

education could be expected within a few years which would hinder mobility
and prevent “uniformity of living conditions.”

In the Federal Republic of Germany, nation-wide coordination of higher
education takes place in only a few areas through sole federal activities. Federal
actions with regard to higher education are undertaken primarily within the
framework of “joint tasks” of Federal-Léinder governments as laid down in the
constitution. Assistance for higher education construction, federal payment of

~most of the costs of scholarships, and federal assistance for university research

operate largely within the framework of “joint tasks,” and the overall quantita-
tive and structural higher education planning is based on the understanding that

it is a joint task of the federal and Liinder governments. Nation-wide coordina-
- tion of higher education in the Federal Republic of Germany, however, very

often also takes the form of inter-Lénder cooperation, i.e., with only advisory

_rather than active participation by the federal government. This was the case

even before the 1969 constitutional amendment to expand the joint Federal-

Liinder tasks in the areas of planning and financing of higher education and

became even more true after 1976 when the Lénder endeavoured to again
testrict the federal role in nation-wide cooperation of higher education,

~In the 1980s the importance of nation-wide coordination appeared to wane
in the sense that hardly any expansion of resources took place and increased
individual initiatives of individual institutions of higher education were to be
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encouraged. Actually, great value continued to be attached to nation-wide
cooperation, clearly exemplified by the establishment of graduate colleges in
1990 and the development of higher education policy with regard to the “new
Lénder” since the unification of Germany in the fall of 1990. But, even if

. reunification did not reinforce the established mix of Lénder powers and

system-wide coordination, this mix most likely would have persevered in the
foreseeable future. For belief seems to be deep-rooted that a balanced negotia-
tion is more appropriate than. any other visible or invisible power structures.

The balancing act between decentralized financing and supervision of higher
education on the one hand and strong mechanisms of nation-wide coordination
on the other hand have in Germany led to a more uniform distribution of
high-quality higher education facilities and of research potentials throughout
the entire country than is the case perhaps in any other major industrial society.
On the other hand, the mechanisms of coordination have bécome unwieldy
where major innovations are required. No doubt we will have to look for new
forms, stimulating a variety of innovations that are bound to lead to increased
diversity of the higher education system while remaining compatlble with the
principle of uniform 11vmg conditions.

NOTES

1. InJuly 1981 the International Council for Educational Development and the Aspen
Institute for Humanistic Stodies jointly organized the seminar on “The Manage-
ment of Higher Education Systems: Federal, State and Institutional.”- '

2. - An interesting attempt at systematizing nation-wide coordination and the role of
federal agencies in it was made by Michael Bothe et al. in Die Befugnisse des
Gesamistaates im Bildungswesen, Series Bildung und Wissenschaft, no. 9 (Bonn:
Bundesminister fiir Bildung und Wissenschaft, 1976).

3. As regards the experiences until the early 1980s, see Ulrich Teichler, “Federal
Systems of Higher Education — The Case of the Federal Republic of Germany,”
_in Higher Education in the Federal Republic of Germany (New York and Kassel:
Centre for European Studies, Graduate School and University Centre of the City
University of New York and Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung der Gesamthochschule Kassel, 1986).

4. . 'See Hansgert Peisert and Gerhild Framhein, Systems of Higher Educan'on Federal

Republic of Germany (New York: International Council for Educational Develop-
ment 1978), pp. 25-84.

5. .. Ibid, pp. 29-46. See also the following more recent overviews: Max Planck
Institute for Human Development and Education, Between Elite and Mass Educa-.
tion: Education in the Federal Republic of Germany, Chapter 12 (Albany, NY:

- State University of New York Press, 1983); Ayla Neusel and Ulrich Teichier (eds.),
Hochschulentwicklung seit den sechziger Jayhren (Weinheim and Basel: Beltz,
1986); Ludwig Gieseke, Into the Future by Tradition (Bonn: Inter Nationes, 1987);



166

10.
11.

12.

13.

Ulrich Teichler

Christoph Oehler, Hochschulentwicklung in der Bundesrepublik seit 1945 (Frank-
furt and New York: Campus, 1989); Dietrich Goldschmidt, “Hochschulpolitik
1945-1989,” in Die Bundesrepublik Deutschland, W. Benz, ed., vol. T (Frankfurt,
Fischer, 1989), pp. 354-389; Christopher Fuehr, Schools and Institutions of Higher
Education in the Federal Republic of Germany (Bonn: Inter Nationes, 1989);
Ulrich Teichler (ed.), Das Hochschulwesen in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland,
(Weinheim: Deutscher Studien Veriag, 1990); Hansgert Peisert and Gerhild Framh-
ein, Das Hochschulsysiem in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland (Bonn: Bun-
desminister fir Bildung und Wissenschaft, 1990), Barbara Kehm and Ulrich .
Teichler, “Higher Education in the Federal Republic of Germany,” in Burton R.
Clark and Guy Neave (eds.), Encyclopedia of Higher Education (Oxford: Per-
gamon Press, 1992); Beate Krais and Jens Naumann, “Higher Education in the

.Federal Republic of Germany,” in Philip G. Altbach (ed.), International Higher

Education: An Encyclopedia (New York: Garland, 1991), pp.685-709; cf. also the
major bibliography on research on higher education in Germany: Albert Over, Die
Deutschsprachige Forschung iiber Hochschulen in der Bundesrepublik Deutsch-
land: Eine kommentierte Bibliographie, 1965-1985 (Miinchen: K.G. Saur, 1988).

See the Secretariat of the Standing Conference of Ministers of Education and
Cultural Affairs of the Ldnder, The Educational System in the Federal Republic of
Germany (Bonn: German Academic Exchange Service, 1982), pp. 9-12.

See Ludwig Huber, “Uberregionale Selbstverwaltungsorganisationen,” in Ludwig
Huber (ed.), Enzyklopaedie Erziehungswissenschaft, vol. 10 (Stutigart: Klett-
Cotta, 1983), pp. 694-98.

See Joachim Nettelbeck, “Forschung an Hochschulen,” in Ulrich Teichler (ed.),
Das Hochschulwesen in der Bundesrepublik Deutschiand (Weinheim: Deutscher
Studien Veriag, 1990), pp. 211-33. '

Rolf Berger, Zur Stellung des Wissenschaftsrates bei der wisenschaftspolitischen

Beratung von Bund und Léandern {Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1974).

Peisert and Framhein, Systems of Higher Education, pp. 40-45.
Bund-Linder-Kommission fiir Bildungsplanung und Forschung.sfoerdemng,
Zwischenbilanz “Fiinf Jahre Modellversuch im Hochschulbereich” (Bonn, 1977).
See the revised versions published in 1986: Framework Act for Higher Education
(Bonn: Bundesminister fiir Bildung und Wissenschaft, 1986).

See the overview on the role of Fachhochschulen, in German Academic Exchange
Service (ed.), Studies ar Fackhochschulen (Bonn: 1982); Wolfgang Monikes, More
Practice for Future Profession: The Fachhochschulen in the Federal Republic of
Germany (Bonn: Inter Nationes, 1988); Ulrich Teichler, The First Years of Study

- - at Fachhochschulen and Universities in the Federal Republic of Germany (Kassel:

Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung der
Gesamthochschule Kassel, 1990) (Werkstattberichte, No. 28); cf. also relevant

. parts-in Ulrich Teichler, Changing Patierns of the Higher Education System

(London: 1, Kingsley, 1988); Claudius Gellert, “Alternatives to Universities in
Higher Education, Country Report. Federa! Republic of Germany™ (Parls OECD,
1989) mimeo.



14,

15.

16.

17,
18.

19.
20.

21.

22,
23.
24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

Germany 167

See Ayld Neusel and Ulrich Teichler, “Comprehensive Universities — History,
Implementation Process and Prospects,” in Harry Hermanns, Ulrich Teichler and
Henry Wasser (eds.), The Complete University (Cambridge, MA: Schenkman,
1983), pp. 175-95.

See the analyses of study reform commissions and their impacts both on federal
and Linder level by Norbert Kluge and Aylid Neusel, Studienfreform in den
Liindern, Studien zu Bildung und Wissenschaft des Bundesministers fiir Bildung
und Wissenschaft, no. 4 (Bad Honnef: Bock, 1984); Ulrich Schreiterer, Poltische
Steuerung des Hochschulsystems (Frankfurt and New York: Campus, 1989).
See the overview on planning appro'éches in higher education in Hans Brinkmann,
“Quantitative und strukturelle Planung des Hochschulwesens™ in Huber, ed.,
Enzykiopaedie, pp. 253-64: Wolff-Dietrich. Webler, “Forschung und

‘Hochschulpolitik und -planung des Staates, der Verbdinde und sozialer

Bewegungen,” in Dietrich Goldschmdit, Ulrich Teichler and Wolff-Dietrich
Webler (eds.), Forschungsgegenstand Hochschule (Frankfurt and New York: Cam-
pus, 1984}, pp. 233-74; Ochler, Hochschulentwickiung.

Bund-Lénder-Kommission fiir Bildungsplanung, B:ldungsgesamrplan, 2 vols.

(Stuttgart: Klett, 1973-74).

Bundesminister fiir Bildung und Wissenschaft, Strukturprobleme des
Bildungssystems im Bundesstaat (Bonn: 1978).

Dorothee Wilms, Differenzierung und Wetthewerb im Hochschulsystem (Bonn
Bundesminister fiir Bildung und Wissenschaft, 1983); cf. also Wissenschaftrat,
Empfehlungen zum Wettbewerb im deutschen Hochschulsystem (Kéln: 1985).
See Thomas Finkenstaedt, “Lehre und Studium” in Ulrich Teichler (ed.), Das
Hochschulwesen in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland (Weinheim: Deutscher
Stodien Veriag, 1990), pp. 153-77.

Cf. also the critique voiced by Olaf McDaniel, Pierre Gauye and Jacques Guin,

~“Government and Curriculum Innovation in the Federal Republic of Germany,” in

Frans A. Vuaght (ed.), Governmental Sirategies and Innovation.in Higher Educa-
tion (London: J. Kingsley, 1989), pp. 125-42.

Since the early 1980s, the federal government has not subsidized grants for
graduate students, .

See the overview on course programs and degree in Deutscher- Akademischer
Austauschdienst, Degree Courses at Institutions of Higher Education in the
Federal Republic Germany (Bad Honnef: Bock, 1938).

See Kluge and Neusel, Studienfreform in den Liindern, pp. 149-50.
ibid., pp. 136-48

For explanation of the legal aspects of higher education, see Christian Flaeming
et al. (eds.), Handbuch des Wissenschafisrechts, 2 vols. (Berlin: Springer, 1982).

Peisert and Framhein, Das Hochschulsystem in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland,

p. 29.

See the arguments of David M. Cameren in “Higher Educatlon in Federal Systems:
Canada,” this volume, p. 58.



29,

168

30.

Ulrich Teichler

" Ulrich Teichler, “Higher Education Quality and the World of Work,” in Trudy W,

Banta et al. (eds.), Proceedings of the Second International Conference on Assess-
ing Quality in Higher Education, (Knoxville, TN: Centre for Assessment Research
and Development, 1950), pp. 135-32; cf. also the overview on research on the
quality of research in Hans-Dieter Daniel and Rudolf Fisch (eds.), Evaluation von
Forschung (Xonstanz: Universititsverlag Konstanz, 1988),

Federal Ministry of Education and Science, Basic and Structural Data 1990/91

. (Bonn: 1991); Michael Leszczensky and Bastian Filaretow, HIS Ergebnisspiegel

31.

1990 (Hannover: HIS GmbH, 1990).

For information on student behavior, cf. Tino Bargel et al., Studiensituation und
studentische Orientierungen an Universititen und Fachhochschulen (Bad Honnel:

- Buock, 1988); Ulrich Teichler et al., Hochschule — Studium — Berufsvorstellungen

. 32,

33.

34,

(Bad Honnef: Bock, 1987); Leszczensky and Filaretow, HIS Ergebnisspiegel 1990.
Leszczensky and Filaretow, ibid., pp. 308-9.

Ulrich Teichler and Helmut Winkler, eds., Der Berufsstart von
Hochschulabsolventen (Bad Honnef: Bock, 1990), pp. 44-46.

For recent discussion on higher education policy, see: Wissenschaftsrat,
Empfehlungen des Wissenschaftsrates zu den Perspektiven der Hochschulen inden

© 90er Jahren (K&ln, 1988); Westdeutsche Rektorenkonferenz, Die Zukunft der

35.

36.

3L

. 38.

Hochschulen: Uberlegungen fiir eine zukunfisorientierte Hochschulpolitik (Bonn,
1988). :

“Onthe length of studies, see: Peisert and Framhein, Das Hochschulsystem in der

Bundesrepubublik Deutschland, pp. 57-62; cf. also Wissenschaftsrat,
Empfehlungen zur Struktur des Studiums (Koln, 1986); Studienzeiten auf dem
Pruefstand (Hannover: Hochschul-Informations-System, GmbH, 1988).

Cf. the information provided in: Differenzierung und Wettbewerb im
Hochschulbereich (Bonn: Westdeutshe Rektorenkonferenz, 1984);
Leistungsbeurteilung und Leistungsvergleich im Hochschulbereich (Bonn:
Westdeutsche Rektorenkonferenz, 1989).

Hanno Hertz, Studium nach dem Studium (Bad Honnef: Bock, 1987); Rolf
Holtkamp, Karin Fischer-Bluhm and Ludwig Huber, Junge Wssenschaftler an der
Hochschule (Frankfurt and New York: Campus, 1986).

Wissenschaftsrat, Empfehlungen zur Struktur des Studiums.



Higher Education in Federal Systems:
Belgium

Ignace Hecquet

FEDERALISM IN BELGIUM!

- Some Background

In organizing the transfer of all jurisdiction over education to the Communities,

_ the constitutional reform of 1988 embodies, from the standpoint of the purposes
- of this colloquium, an essential stage in the as yet incompleted process of

federating the Belgian state. If we accept that a state cannot be truly federal
without genuine financial autonomy for its constituent entities, the January
1989 laws relating to the finances and fiscal capacity of the Communities and

Regions represent imporiant milestones in the process,

These steps are the outcome of nearly 20 years of legislative efforts, preceded
by two other constitutional reforms (1970 and 1978) and repeatedly interrupted
by developments sparked by changes in the relative influence and strategies of
opposing political forces.? This painfully constituted legislative structure is
itself built on several decades of progressive affirmation — or reaffirmation’
— of community and regional identity.

The 1831 constitution, approved six months after Belgian independence,
made Belgium a unitary, constitutional, francophone state. In the course of the
nineteenth century, Belgian society gradually coalesced into around three
parallel, ali-embracing worlds:? the Catholic world, the liberal world and, later,
owing in particular to universal suffrage and the system of proportional repre-
sentation the socialist world. Even today, trade unions, mutual benefit socie-
ties, cooperatives, newspapers and cultural and sportmg associations still
gravitate around each of these three poles.

In reaction to the governing francophone class and French as the sole offlclal
language, a movement of cultural and linguistic self-affirmation appeared in
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Flanders in the nineteenth century, Universal suffrage, introduced in 1919, gave
the Flemish people an awareness of their own numbers and, consequently, of
their real political influence. Linguistic Regions were set up in 1921 and
strengthened by legislation passed in 1932.

Wallonia, aware that since the end of World War II it was in turn becoming
a political and economic minority, also sought to affirm its identity. In Brussels,
the capital, which had over time become increasingly French-speaking because
of an influx of Walloons and large numbers of foreign immigrants, the confron-
tation between francophones and Dutch speakers crystallized mainly around
the issue of the rights of the Dutch-speaking minority and the widening of
- territorial boundaries demanded by the francophones.

The electoral upsurge of the so-called “community™ parties, along with
growing linguistic tensions within the traditional parties, precipitated accep-
tance of a federal solution as the only way out of the impasse without breaking
down the country’s territorial and institutional unity. As early as 1970 the
Belgium prime minister told the Parliament that “the unitary state, with its
structures and operations as governed by law, has now been overtaken by
events.”

A Belgium of Communities and Regions

The illustration in Appendix 1 shows contemporary Belgian institutions at each
level of government. The map in Appendix 2 shows the community and regional
structure of Belginm.”

‘Belgium has four Linguistic Regions: three unilingual (Dutch-speaking,
French-speaking and German-speaking) and one bilingual (Brussels). This
division along linguistic lines determines the entire internal structore of the
country. - :
~ The outline below shows the link between Linguistic Regions, Reglons and

Communities.

Regions
Flemish: Dutch-speaking Region
Walloon: French- and German-speaking chlon
Brussels: bilingnal Region of Brussels

Communities :
French: French- speakmg Region and bﬁmgual Region of Brussels
Flemish: Dutch-speaking Region and bilingual Region of Brussels
German: German-speaking Region ‘
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In terms of the distribution of powers among the three levels of government
— state, Communities and Regions — the legislators opted for a system of
exclusive devolution with, however, a few exceptions of shared and concurrent
jurisdiction. Scientific research is one of the examples of nonexclusive juris-
diction, as we will see later on. As well, until the problem is settied as part of
the “third phase of State reform” (which is at the top of the political agenda for
the spring of 1991), “residual” powers belong to the central govcrnment.6

The_'three levels of government are on an equal footing in terms- of the
hierarchy of decisionmaking: a community or regional decree has the same
iegal force as a law passed by the central government. Each level of government
acts totally on its own discretion in its area of jurisdiction. An arbitration court
has been given the role of resolving any future conflicts.

‘Before discussing the concrete powers devolved to each level, it would be
useful to mention a particular feature of Belgian federalism called “asymme-
try”: a constitutional provision, approved in 1980, entrusted to Flemish Com-
munity institutions the exercise of powers devolved to the Flemish Region. The
possibility of a similar fusion in the case of Walloon regional institutions and
French Community institutions is raised on a regular basis, and it is now being
revived — as we will see later — because of the budgetary difficulties encoun-
tered by the French Community in 1990 in financing its educational system. -

To simplify the situation, we can say that the Communities’ powers arise
from the criterion of belonging to a human grouping, whereas the Regions’
powers flow from the notion of geographic location. The Communities have six

. recognized areas of jurisdiction: (a) cultural matters; (b) education; (c) lan-

guage use; (d) individual matters; (e) co-operation; and (f) scientific research,
which is an accessory jurisdiction related to the exercise of the five other areas
of jurisdiction. : ‘

The notion of individual matters flows from the principle that community

* autonomy should cover all fields involving the individual; thus, individual . .

matters are. the opposite of local matters which, as we have just noted, come

" under regional jurisdiction.

In terms of educational jurisdiction, which is of particular interest here, the
central government has retained jurisdiction over the following three areas:
setting the beginning and end of the school year, the minimum conditions for
granting diplomas, and the staff pension plan. '

.- With Belgian society so compartmentalized in many ways, and in particular
with its multiplicity of school systems (free and official, and within the official
system, state, provincial and communal systems), the devolution of educational
jurisdiction to the Communities was accompanied by a multitude of legal and

_ constitutional safeguards designed to maintain the climate of educational peace

attained with the pact of 1959, which proclalmed the nght to establish schools
and the freedom to choose schools.
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- Jurisdiction devolved to the Regions consists principally of regional devel-
opment, the environment, housing, water, energy and the economy; however,
regional anthority over the latter two areas is limited by a number of exceptions
for which the central government maintains control; as well, the Regions have
jurisdiction to institute and exercise normal supervision over the provinces and
communes.

The central government’s jurisdiction lies in the areas of economic, monetary
and fiscal policy, justice and national defence, social security, pensions.and
public health; as well, residual power and jurisdiction devolve to it to a limited
degree in community and regional matters.

Financing of the Communities and Regions

The laws approved in January 1989 concerning the finances and patrimonial
regime of the Communities and Regions were the determining factor in the
~actual transfer of jurisdiction devolved the preceding year. The total budget
which was transferred represented approximately Bel.Fr.610 billion, or 31 per-
cent of the Belgian state’s total budget. This percentage was only 7 percent just
before the law came into force, Qut of the total of 610 billion, education alone
accounted for Bel.Fr.291 billion, or 48 percent, -
If the Belgian federal system seems complicated to'the majority of Belgians,
the mechanisms designed to ensure that the decentralized entities have the fiscal
resources they need to exercise their jurisdiction are doubly so. In brief, the
constitutional reform of 1988 and the law of 1989 opted for a system combinin g
specific income taxes and national tax rebates. In theory, rebates are calculated.
on the basis of the amount of tax collected in the Regions; mechanisms for joint
responsibility have been set up and there is a ten-year transition period to ensure
continuity between the system in force in 1989 and the emergence of the
fully-developed system.
In the particular case of fundmg for education, the January 1989 law trans-
- ferred to each of the Communities a package of resources on the basis of the
budget situation existing before the transfer (1987); the recurring part of these
resources comes from a portion of the revenue from the value added tax (VAT),
a percentage of revenue from individual income tax, and a credit the purpose
of which is to provide funding for foreign students (discussed later in this
chapter}. The amount of and changes to the portion of VAT revenue are not
based on the volume of that revenue, but on expenditures incurred by the
national government during the reference year and on inflation and demo-
graphic factors during a transition period. Once the system is fully developed,
“and in order to uphold the principle of equal treatment for children in the north
and the south of the country, funding will be allocated between the Communi-
ties according to student numbers and objective criteria still to be defined. -
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' We note that the Communities are entirely free to allocate these transfers
within their respective budgets as they see fit and thus to use for education their
other resources from taxation and other sources, or to borrow.

HIGHER EDUCATION IN FEDERATED BELGIUM

The General Structure of Higher Educafion

In Belgium, as in the Netherlands and Germany, higher education has always .
been structured along the lines of two major types of institutions: on the one
hand, universities and university level institutions, and on the other, vocational
and technical institutions which, to distinguish them from the first type, are
usually grouped together under the name of nonuniversity higher education.

" University education is governed mainly by two laws:

* the law of 11 September 1933 regarding the protection of higher
education diplomas;

* the coordinated laws on the awarding of academic degrees and the
program of university examinations,

A law passed in 1970 established the current division of higher educatlon into
three sectors, based on educational goals:

* university education, centred on theoretical training in connection with
"~ research; '

* along course of university-level higher education (at least four years),
emphasizing high-level scientific and technical training, but centred on
application rather than research; and

* a short course of higher education, more directly focused on immediate

" occupational needs. ' '

In accordance with the constitutional principle of educational freedom men-
tioned above, institutions of higher education and other levels of education

" belong, depending on who administers them, to one of the following three

systems:

* the state system, transferred to the Communities in 1989; .

* the system run by the provinces or communes, referred to as the
subsidized official system; and

* the free system, which includes privately-ron institutions, usually
‘Catholic; to receive public funding and grant recognized diplomas,
these institutions must comply with legal and regulatory provisions.
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- The central government has remained the organizing power of only one insti-
- tution of higher education: the Ecole royale militaire [Royal Military School].

As well, using a provision drawn up in the last constitutional reform, the
Flemish Community has delegated its authority as organizing power of its
school systemn, except for its two universities, to a Conseil autonome de
I’enseignement communautaire (Autonomous Council for Community Educa-
tion).

Finally, despite the “communitarization” of university and nonuniversity
higher education, the two types continue to differ in a number of important

‘ways, including:

* the funding mechanism (which will be discussed below in the secﬁon
on financing);

- the status of teachers; and :
* the means of Community (previcusly state) control over various aspects
of administering the institutions.

The table in Appendix 3 presents a chart of Belgian institutions of higher
learning; recent student population figures relating to the three sectors of higher
education, in both the north and south of the country, are also given.

Emerging Community Features

It is thus apparent that from the beginning, the education problem has been a
particularly sensitive aspect of Belgian politics, for reasons of both ideology

" (freedom of education) and language (language use in a given area). Institutions

of higher education, and especially the universities, breeding grounds for the
elite, have often been the sounding box, and sometimes even the spark, for the
Communities’ crisis. To give just two examples, there was the emotional climate
that reigned following World War I when the Université de Gand (University
of Ghent) converted from French unilingualism to bilingualism, and finally to
Dutch unilingualism; more recently, there was the Flemish demand of
“Walloons Out” (i.e., of the Flemish territory) of the Université catholique de
Louvain (Catholic University of Louvain), which came to a head in 1968, and
was tesolved in a Belgian-style compromise when the central government
transferred the French-language section of the University to Wallonia, and
created a Flemish university in Brussels by dividing the Umverstte libre de
Bruxelles (Free University of Brussels) into two sections.

In terms of administering the higher education system, community awareness

‘has gradually come to the fore. At the executive level, the Ministére de
- LInstruction publique (Department of Public Instruction) was subdivided along
-~ linguistic lines in 1939, In 1961, the Ministére de I"Education nationale (Na-
tional Department of Education) was divided in two, and in 1980, these two
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national departments yielded a part of their jurisdiction, by then smaller, to two
Community departments. The 1988 reform saw the dlsappearance of the entire
department of national education.

This division along linguistic lines is found within the consultatlve structures
set up by the law of 1970 relating to the organization of higher education. These
structures are the Conseil permanent de I'enseignement supérieur (Standing
Council on Higher Education) — made up of university rectors, presidents and
vice-presidents of superior councils and administration representatives — and
the seven superior councils specific to each educational track — technical
subjects, economics, agriculture, social services, ancillary medical subjects,
education and art. The two standing councils meet together to consider prob-
lems of national concern. ‘

There still exists today a national consultative body, the Conseil national de
la politique scientifique {National Council on Scientific Policy), which is
responsible for organizing interuniversity consultation between the institutions,
the government and various sectors of social and economic life. Butin the early
1980s, each of the two large Communities also set up councils to organize
interuniversity consultation. These councils are called the Viaams Inser-
universitair Raad (VLIR) and the Conseil inter-universitaire de la
Communauté francaise (CIUF) (French Community Interuniversity Council).
Unlike the superior councils mentioned above, these two organizations were
quite different legally and organizationally from the very beginning.

A New Chance for Planning?

Like most systems of higher education in industrialized countries, Belgian
higher education experienced its “Golden Sixties.” In the university sector, the
main feature of the period was the adoption of the “expansion laws” and a law
granting subsidies to institutions for student facilities and social services
(housing, dining halls and so forth).

After 1975, the economic crisis pushed the issues of goals, structure and
access into the background, and concerns for short-term financial savings
dominated. The last document which attempted to give general consideration
to universities and their role in the higher education system was the Conseil
national de la politique scientifigue’s “new university strategy,” which dates

" from 1976. In terms of legislation, the only amendments put forward have been
'mtroduced as part of budget legislation and royal decrees 1ssued under “special

powers.”

However, this “non-policy of university educatlon asa soc1010gzstB termed
it in 1983, cannot be blamed entirely on the government’s deteriorating finan-
cial situation. Here as well, as noted in a report, again provisional and prepared
as part of the review of Belgian educational policy currently being conducted
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by the OECD, “political action in educational matters is limited and is only

possible on the sole condition of not disturbing two fragile equilibriums, the
linguistic equilibrium and the philosophical equilibrium.”” Any attempt at basic
reform introduced on the initiative of public authorities over the past 15 years
has usunally foundered because of the fear of endangering these two equilibri-
ums. ' ’

Does the fact that each Community is today master of its own educational
policy augur a starting point for new initiatives on the part of public authorities,
in cooperation with institutions of higher learning and educatibnal circles?

Obviously, it is too early to say. With regard to the Flemish Community, an
ambitious draft decree on university education has recently been passed, having
to do with educational mission, the exact location of educational tracks in the
various institutions, rules for access and granting of diplomas, staff status and
compensation, quality control of activities and financing and control mecha-
nisms.!? The initiatives taken until now in the French Community have been
more limited in their goals, being aimed at granting autonomy to the universities
for which the Community is responsible: researcher status and, more particu-
larly, measures to finance research.

THE FUNDING OF HIGHER EDUCATION

General Principles

Although both are related to the number of students, the funding system for
universitics and university-level institutions is 51gmf1cantly different from the
system for nonuniversity education,

In the latter case, the formula uses norms for calculating the fu]l-tlme

'teachmg load for each institution, based on the number and size of academic

sections. The mechanisms are different, depending on whether the course is
long or short. 1 Pyblic authorities have direct responsibility for compensating
various categories of personnel, whether the institution is run by the Commu-
nity or subsidized. ' :

As far as un:versny education is concerned the funding system still in force
in the two Communities today is the one established by the law of July 1971.

Whether the institution is official or free, its annual basic funding is calculated
. .on the basis of the number of students, counted according to specific criteria:
“nationality, basis of admission, and features of the course of study. The amount
- of subsidy, allocated per student, is weighted according to the educational track

and is in theory indexed every year to reflect changes in compensation and the

* general price index. The application of the general formula is carried out within
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the limits of minimum and maxnmum levels, accordmg to the principle of fixed
costs and economies of scale.12

The expected merits of this law, adopted under budgetary condmons that
were still favourable, were mainly the clarity of the formula (an important
criterion in the Belgian context), improved adjustment of the amount of funding

" to the objective needs of education, and the opportunity for institutions to better

plan their development

The crisis in public finances quickly led to disenchantment. The government
tried to adjust the overall amount of subsidy for distribution to the actual
availability of funds by changing the parameters of the formula. It limited the
indexation rate, imposed more restrictive norms for counting students for-
funding purposes, made changes in academic orientation and abandoned the
lower limit for the number of undergraduates. .

Forcing institutions to increase students’ enrolment fees was another, al-
though not nearly as important, way of limiting government commitments. The
fee increase was mainly designed to compensate for reductions in grants for

‘student services expenditures, which are also calculated on the basis of the

number of students. On the basis of changes in unit grants in other educational
sectors, universities have the impression of having been particularly hard hit by
the funding crisis; in relation to 1975, the unit grant per student has dropped by
29 percent for universities, but it has fallen by only 12 percent for the non-
university sector and not at all for'secondary education. As we will see'in the
next section, this assessment warrants more subtle analysis if we take into
account the development of public funding of university fesearch.

Towards More Fundamental l?eform of thé

_Funding Mechanism?

'The mechanisms of tho law of 1971 were originally designed to ensure that
“institutions’ funding levels were commensurate with their objective needs; but

gradually they were applied only as a method of distributing an overall resource
envelope, previously determined on the basis of government financial con-
straints and priorities.

With restrictions on the overall envelope, the system’s application created
tensions between the French- and Dutch-speaking university sectors over the

:sharmg of the pie. The tensions crystalllzed pr1nc1pa]ly over the followmg two

points. :

When the law of 1971 came into force, those institutions which, under the
formula, should have received a lower subsidy than they were receiving before
were given the benefit of acquired rights. The expected growth in the number
of students was to eliminate the discrepancy later on. In fact, this did not
materialize, partially as a result of amendments made to the formula described
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above. The situation appeared to benefit the francophone sector more than the

“Dutch-speaking one, and this was all the more regrettable since the develop-

ment of the Dutch-speaking sector was being compromised at a time when the
number of students was growing faster in that sector. As one of the measures
taken by the authorities in 1982 to make universities “stabilize” their long-term
finances, the system of guaranteed rights and lower limits for the number of
undergraduates was abolished. :

Another point of contention was the method of counting foreign students for
fundmg purposes. In the early 1980s, francophone institutions experienced a
particularly rapid influx of students from developing countries, while the
percentage of foreign students enrolled in these institutions already represented
over 80 percent of foreign students studying in Belgium. The solution to the
problem was to set a ceiling and a guideline for distribution between the two
Communities of the resource envelope for development aid, from which fund-
ing is provided to these students.

- When education was “communitarized,” leglslators took into account the
larger numbers of foreign students in francophone universities. Funding for
students studying in Belgium under cooperation agreements continues to be
provided out-of the national budget for development aid. For other categories
of foreign students who meet the conditions for subsidy, a sum of Bel.Fr.1.5bil-
lion was included in the 1989 budget and divided between the two Communities
as follows: 1.2 billion for the French Community and 300 million for the
Fiemish Community. Beginning in 1990, this amount will be indexed and. will
in theory be the subject of consultation between the government and the
Communities.

On a more basic level, there is general agreement in both the north and south
of the country that the development of the higher education system can no
longer remain at the mercy of financial criteria alone, and that it is nrgent to

‘change perspectives somewhat. To give only two examples, the current funding

structure is seen as a hindrance to the innovative development of educational
tracks and, at least in the French Community, hardly appears adapted to meeting
the needs for hlgher education.

In this regard, the decree on universities passcd by the Flemish Community

‘has the virtue of seeking to correlate the goals of university education, the

organization of activities and the problems of allocating human and financial
resources. Strictly in terms of the funding mechanism, the Flemish
Community’s proposal is to calculate an annual allocation for each institution,
consisting of two parts;

¢ g fixed, or lump sum, part, set at the start for each mstltutlon in relatlon
1o the prevailing situation; and
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* avariable part calculated on the basis of teaching load, itself calculated
on the basis of a formula that is fairly close to that of the law of 1971.

One innovation should be highlighted: in terms of calculating the teaching load,
different weights are proposed according to whether the student is full-time or
part-time. However, under the system established by the law of 1971, only
full-time students are considered, although institutions have been able to have
certain arrangements accepted that are designed to modulate the period of study.
The idea of part-time funding was first suggested in 1976 by the Conseil
national de la politique scientifique in its “new university strategy.” In addition,
a distinction between “initial” and “post-initial” education, with their respec-
tive definitions, has been suggested.

While it respects the principle of funding based on ob_]ectwe cnterla which
are guarantees _of transparency for institutions belonging to more than one
system, the decree contains a new development as far as “complete” universities
are concerned'® — it decrees the list of diplomas each of the institutions is
entitled to grant and, consequently, the educational tracks it can organize.

This discussion of the funding formula itself must not blind us to the
important challenges that will face higher education in both Communities in
this decade. One initial challenge is to allow for the replacement — early,
insofar as that is possible — of a sizable portion of the teaching staff who were
recruited during the years of expansion and will reach retirement age at the turn
of this century; in the Belgian context, the solution to this problem requires
imagination, flexibility and courage from the public institutions and authorities.
Increasingly, a revaluation of remuneration paid- to university staff seems
unavoidable, if this massive turnover is not to affect quality adversely. With
regard to capital investments, measures for the upkeep of buildings and replace'—
ment of large equipment are indispensable. Funding for higher education is a
third problem that requires a stable solution adapted to its particular character-
istics. Will it be possible to solve these varioﬁs problems within a budget
envelope of aconstant number of francs, as is usually thought in certain po’li_tical

" circles? :

All these decisions must be made in an overall context — more visible in the
French Community — of a crisis in education and uncertainty among teachmg
staff. Traumatized by the impact of the Val Duchesse measures, * taken in 1986,
and by pessimistic forecasts of changes in the financial resources. of the French
Community over the next decade, the teaching staff in that Community took
strike action at the beginning of the 1990-91 school year that lasted several
months.

*  The Val Duchesse measures were named for the location where decisions were taken
to initiate special powers with the force of law {o.impose rauonallzanon translatmg
. into employment reductions,
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_ PLANNING AND FUNDING OF RESEARCH!*

Making Up for Time Lost

In Belgium, most basic research is conducted in the universities. Although the
public sector manages a certain number of scientific institutions, most public
funding for basic research is directed to supporting university research pro-
grams.

At the national level, the Ministére de la Politique scientifique (Department
of Science Policy) and the Secrétaire d’Etat (Secretary of State) still provide
incentive and coordination for the nation’s science policy: incentive with regard
to the science policy budget as such, which is managed by the Services de
programmation de la politique scientifique (Science Policy Programming Ser-
vices); and coordination for research activities funded on the initiative of
various government departments. In 1988, the national budget envelope. for
science policy amounted to nearly Bel.Fr.60 billion, of which 7 billion were
allocated to the envelope managed by the Services de programmation de la
politique scientifique. Tt should be noted that the amount of Bel.Fr.60 billion
included nearly 30 billion that were allocated to universities funded under
education budgets. Approximately one-third of the Bel.Fr.60 billion remained
under national government control.1>

For over ten years, the Conseil national de la Politique scientifique (Natlonal
Council on Science Policy), supported by the interuniversity coordinating
bodies of the two Communities (the VLIR and the CIUF), has drawn the
attention of the public authorities and of socic-economie circles to the alarming
ameunt of time Belgium has lost, in comparison with other EEC and OECD
‘countries at a comparable economic level, with regard to the propertion of
national resources, especially public ones, devoted to research and develop-
ment; according to 1987 estimates, these figures were 1.65 percent and
0.54 percent of the GNP respectlveiy 7

Belgium’s multi-year plan for the expansion of scientific potential (called
the Maystadt Plan, from the name of the then minister of science policy), tabled
in 1984, called for a spec1fic budget effort over five years in order to make up
for this time lost, in two ways in particular:

. by promotmg funding for prlvate -sector research activities through a
system of tax incentives; and
- ®» by increasing the volume of public funding for research conducted at
the universities.

_* The implementation of this plan suffered many ups and downs (delays and
~ . budget cuts). Overall, taking into account initiatives by successive ministers
and by community and regional executives in their respective areas of



Belgium 181

jurisdiction, and combined with the multiplication of research contracts funded
by the private sector and the EEC, this effort has helped increase considerably
over the past few years the means available to support university research; this
fact has partly offset (with regard to scientific equipment, for example) the
reduction of the basic annual allocations provided for in the regulations accom-
panying the 1971 law.

Today, research in the universities is supported by a variety of funding

sources, summarized as follows:

1.

The portion of the basic allocation earmarked by' the institutions for this
type of activity, currently estimated at approximately 20 percent and used
mainly to fund the research portion of the total activity time of full-time

. teaching staff;

The Fonds national de la recherche scientifigue (National Fund for
Scientific Research), and associated funds (for medical research, collec-
tive basic research and nuclear research), as well as the Institut pour
I’Encouragement de la recherche en agriculture et dans Dindustrie (Insti-

“tute for the Promotion of Research in Agriculture and Industry); these

specific channels take the form either of mandates or research bursaries,
which are made available to the universities and for which the candidates

_are selected and employed by these funds, or of research agreements

signed with the institutions; the budget credits for these funds have been
given to the Communities (the Fonds national de la recherche scientifique
and associated funds) or the Regions (the Institut pour 'encouragement
de la recherche en agriculture et dans U'industrie, except for funding for
the agriculture component, which still falls under national jurisdiction);
Some science policy programs, for which the universities define the
allocation of credits:

* the special university research funds, created in 1985 and placed
under the jurisdiction of the Communities in 1989%: in each
“Community, the funds are distributed annually among the
universities on the basis of the number of Belgian graduates at the -
master’s and doctoral levels, and the universities are then free to
allocate this envelope to the research programs of their choice;

* joint projects: the objective of this program, set up in 1976 and also
placed under the jurisdiction of the Communities, is to set up centres
of research excellence at or among universities, by means of
multi-year funding, on application by the university institution;

* the program known as Péles d’attraction inter-universitaires

(Interuniversity Poles of Attraction Program); the objective of this
~ program, created in 1986 and still under national jurisdiction, is to
‘strengthen, by means of interuniversity cooperation, the research
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potential of the universities in a certain number of scientific fields
and thus, despite the country’s size, to make it possible to reach a
critical mass that meets international standards;

4. Oriented research programs, which are the responsibility of the Services
de programmation de politique scientifique, such as incentive programs
in artificial intelligence, life sciences, remote sensing and, as recom-
mended by the Conseil nationai de la politique scientifique, the program
of assistance to political decisionmaking, as well as, lastly, the four-year
social science research program; this last program has just started and has

" two components: the creation of points of support for research in ten social
fields, on an interuniversity and interdisciplinary basis; and research
agreements on selected topics according to their social relevance, for
example, the problems of aging, migrants, social inequities and dualiza-
tion; like the Pdles d’attraction inter-universitaires program, these pro-
grams still fall under national jurisdiction;

5. The other publicly funded research programs, administered on the initia-

- tive of national, community and regional government departments; to give
only two recent examples, the Ministére de la Recherche et des Technol-
ogies (Department of Research and Technologies) of the Walloon Region
has just announced a multimaterials mobilization program, the basic
research for which will be conducted by that Region’s universities; as well,
the executive of the Flemish Region has just introduced an environmental
program; '

6. Lastly, research programs administered under contracts signed with the

 EEC (considerably expanded over the past several years), as well as with
local public bodies and pnvate sector businesses.

In addition, in 1976 the public authorities asked each umvcrsnty institution to

set up a scientific council, to be responsible for promoting the coordination of

internal initiatives in the field of research. In the current economic situation,
-with increasing numbers of contracts and researchers whose status is precari-
~ous, the development of activities of supply to third parties, and interface with
- businesses, there is in fact a great danger of the university community’s losing
- control of its research development.

Maintaining a National Scientific Research Policy of
International Calibre

In 1980, jurisdiction over science policy had been divided among the nation,
the Communities and the Regions on the basis of whether the research was basic
or applied; basic research was a national responsibility, while applied research
was the responsibility of the Communities and the Reglons in their respecﬂve
' areas of _]l]I'lSdlCthIl
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The law of August 1980 was amended in 1988, because this distinction
between basic and applied research was considered too vague to be used as a
criterion for the distribution of powers. 17 As noted in the first section, then, the
distribution of responsibilities (including research conducted under interna-
tional or supranational agreements and conventions) among the three levels of
govemment was made based on areas of jurisdiction defined in another con-

“text. 18

During the 1988 discussions, proponents of excluding university education
from the jurisdiction for education given to the Communities argued, in partic-
ular, the need to maintain as much national coherence in the basic research
policy as possible. Before that time, however, most of the national budget
envelopes had already been divided between the two major Communities, on
the basis of what was referred to as a community formula, before being
distributed among the universities.

Caught between the desire to broaden community and regional areas of
jurisdiction and the wish to maintain national programs of sufficient scope and
retain some po'ssibility of national representation for Belgium abroad, the

" legislators wanted scientific research to have the fullest poss:blc benefit of

cooperative processes established by legislation.

Even more importantly, in the specific field of scientific research and in
addition to its own jurisdiction, the national government was granted concurrent
jurisdiction with the Communities and Regions in their areas of jurisdiction,
under certain conditions. As a result, the national government may take initia-
tives, create structures and allocate financial resources for scientific research
that is either the subject of an international or supranational agrecmem or has
to do with activities that go beyond the interests of a Community ora Region. 19
However, if it wishes to exercise this jurisdiction and before making any
decision, the nauonal government must submit a proposal for cooperatmn to
the Communities or Regions.20

The two examples given below will illustrate this cooperative process.

The first example deals with the Pdles d’attraction inter-universitaires
program already mentioned; it has to do with structural funding for basic
research in the universities, and would thus fall under community jurisdiction
as an accessory educational jurisdiction; in order to justify the exercise of its
powers in the context of this program, the national government made the point
that the program’s objective was to make it possible to reach, on the basis of
interuniversity cooperation and at the national level, critical masses for the
purpose of research. As a result, a national formula is used to allocate funding
among the institutions. '

The other example has to do with participation in the global change research
program (on climatic changes); given the program’s international nature, the
national government exercised its powers.
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- There is a trend for this cooperation, and more gererally coordination, among
the national, community and regional governments in the field of scientific
research to be organized on a permanent basis by means of bodies such as the
Conférence interministérielle de la politique scientifique (Intergovernmental
Conference on Science Policy) and, at the administrative level, the Commission
de coopération fédérale (Federal Co-operation Commiission) and the Commis-
sion de coopération internationale (International Co-operation Commission).

ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND STUDENT MOBILITY

In comparison with neighbouring countries, thanks to the density of Belgium’s
network of institutions of higher education {which, some observers claim, is
too scattered} and to a relatively liberal admission policy, a high percentage of
Belgians pursue higher education. According to the report, already quoted,

prepared in the context of the OECD study of Belgium’s educational policy,

45 percent of 18-year-olds in the Flemish Community would have had access
to higher education i in 1988; in the French Community, this percentage is

- 55 percent.?!

Admission to short courses of higher education is granted on presentation of
the student’s superior secondary school certificate, general or technical (12
years of study) or professional (13 years of study). Admission to long or
university courses of higher education requires the diploma of aptitude for
admission to higher education as well; both these documents are issued by the
schools and submitted for approval by the Ministéere de l'Educanon (Depart-
ment of Education).

For Belgian citizens, there is usually no other university admission selection
procedure, except for studies in civil engineering, for which there is an admis-

. sion examination. In some nonuniversity institutions of higher education,

admission tests arc organized when the number of candidates excecds the
institution’s capacity.

As a result, selection effectively takes place during the course of study,
mainly at the end of the first year (a considerable number of those students
having failed at the end of the first year of university then choose nonunwermty
education).

This situation has existed for many years and, periodically, the public
authorities and the universities debate the need to introduce, not an admission

_ selection procedure, but rather a student guidance test, the purposes of which
~would be 1o better match the secondary school education students have acquired

and the requirements of the chosen educational track, and to remedy observed

. ‘shortcommgs There is concern, expressed mainly by the student associations,
““about setbacks to the policy of democratizing education that has been followed

up until now, particularly since students already see increased registration fees
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as being contrary to this policy. The main ground for objection expressed by
students to the initial version of the draft decree on university education
submitted by the Flemish Community had to do with the introduction of such
a guidance test.

Another element of the debate on access to university education has to do
with the conditions of admission to master’s programs applicable to holders of
short, long, or nonuniversity diplomas; without going into the details here of
the peculiar distinction in the Belgian university system between studies lead-
ing to legal degrees and those leading to scientific degrees, this problem of
access links between the various levels of higher education will certainly be an
important issue in future; it should be dealt with in the context of a higher
education development policy.

The public authorities have never intervened to control in a mandatory way
the numbers of students in the different educational tracks, either according to
sectoral forecasts of labour needs (which are not made in Belgium), or to correct
observed imbalances in the labour market. As a result, there has never been a
guota policy. Instead, the choice of educational tracks is made by the students
according to their preferences, whether or not those preferences are influenced
by information on expected job prospects at the end of the programs of study.
Thus the evolution that has taken place over the past ten years has been marked
by a lessened attractiveness of the medical sciences, literature and some
scientific disciplines, mainly made up for by a fascination for studies in
‘management, social communication and, just recently, law. Saturation in the
medical professions, measures aimed at controlling increases in health expen-

“ditures and streamhmng efforts in the field of education, along with unfavour-
able demographic forecasts of education levels, have all helped change the
numbers of students in the different educational tracks. Obviously, these num-
bers should be considered in relation to the crisis in funding in what is referred
to as the noncommercial sector and the fact that the welfare state is being called
into guestion.

Student mobility between the two major Communitics has never caused

“problems, as long as the institution respects the regulations concerning lan-
guage use. Transfers between institutions of the two Communities, a relatively
recent phenomenon, seems to be expanding mainly among students who have
already obtained an initial, basic diploma and are seeking to acquire additional
or specialized training in a university in the other Community; as well, these

* transfers are an opportunity to become bilingual, something that is required

_ more and more often in professional circles. Thus far, the problem of

‘responsibility for funding these transfers has never been explicitly discussed.
Lastly, it should be noted that for some 20 years, the policy for student bursaries
and loans has been part of community jurisdiction and that since 1986, student

"registration fees have been different in the north and the south of the nation,
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* The problem of foreign students’ access to higher education in Belgium, on
the other hand, has been a major concern for several years. The open policy of

the 1960s has gradually been made more restrictive, mainly through the criteria

that govern whether this category of students is considered in the funding of
institutions. As aresult, the public authorities have gradually limited the number
of nationalities and levels of study for which the universities were eligible for
public subsidization, thus obliging the universities to require of these students
extra fees equivalent to at least half of the forecast subsidization for Belgian
students. In the same way, the public anthorities have required nonuniversity
institutions of higher education to increase student registration fees quite
considerably. However, according to several decisions by the European Court
of Justice, requiring students from EEC countries to pay higher registration fees
than those required of Belgians contravened EEC regulations (this requirement
has since been lifted). Nevertheless, the public authorities have not agreed to
include this category of students in the student numbers con51dered in the
funding of institutions.

A FEDERALISM IN THE HEART OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

In comparison with the experience acquired in other federal systems, Belgian

federalism is still in limbo. Depending on their mood, citizens may have the
impression that the country, left to centrifugal forces, is coming unravelled or,
on the contrary, is headed towards a new balance that is more in harmony with
the diversity of the populations for which it is home. It is true that today the
Communities and Regions seem to be primarily concerned with delineating
their respective territories; however, they are also claiming from the nation a
share of the national heritage, an indication of emancipation and of taking

- charge of their history.

However, this local affirmation is taking place at the very time when Bel-

gium, a small country at the meeting place of Latin and Germanic cultures, feels

caught up in the accelerating movement to build the 12-member European
Community; this call to wider horizons is far from unique in Belgium’s history."

To return to the topic of higher education, in relation to its size, Belgium is
the EEC country in which programs, like ERASMUS, are most influential, both
for the Belgian student population and for the institutions of higher education

;-that volunteer to accept foreign students. As well, because it is in fact — and
. may some day be in law — the site of the capital of the European Community,
" Belgium has the advantage of an influx of foreign individuals and businesses
" that help diversify and enrich in many ways the activities of its university

community: students, teaching staff and researchers. Since the public authori-
ties do not impose on the institutions of higher education any system regulating
the quality of their activities, Belgian universities, long accustomed to
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criticizing each other, are now getting into the habit of not only comparing
themselves with their European counterparts, but also building a dense network
of interuniversity and interdepartmental cooperation.??

This internationalization of the environment of higher education is not the
result of a spontaneous mixing of populations; rather, it forms part of a transfer
of sovereignty to supranational institutions. The European Court of Justice
ruling preventing the public authorities from requiring students from EEC
countries to pay higher registration fees than those required of Belgians has
already been mentioned. Ancther example is the fact that starting in the 1990-91
school year, all short two-year higher education training courses have been
extended to three years in both the north and the south of the country, the
Flemish and French Communities having agreed to the European Directive of
December 1988 on equivalent diplomas.?? In the field of research, there are
more and more examples of participation in European programs. The fact that
the universities are located near the administrative management offices of these
programs facilitates the circulation of information and often allows for associ-
ation and even consultation as soon as the programs are established. From a
more fundamental and longer term perspective, this new environment cannot
fail to affect and indeed challenge certain habits in Belgian society, in particular,
its segmentation; it will also inevitably affect the lifestyle and management
style of the institutions of higher education.

Is it asking too much to dream that the two forms of federalism, Belgian and
European, could cooperate to eliminate old barriers?

NOTES

1. - The text of this chapter is based, .in particular, on two works: Jacques Brassine,
Les nouvelles institutions politiques de la Belgique [Belgium’s New Political
Institutions], CRISP, Document no. 30 (1989); and Charles-Etienne Lagasse,
Les institutions politiques de la Belgique et de I’Europe [The Political Institutions

" of Belgium and Enrope], Editions CIACO {1590},

‘2. In the preceding 90-year period, there had been only two constitutional reviews in

Belgium; the purpose of eachi of them had been to broaden the electorate.

3. Before the French Revolution and the subsequent period of annexation, the

territory that now constitutes Belgium had consisted of provinces whose existence,

for the most part, had been relatively independent,

4. Lagasse, Les institutions politiques de la Belgique, p. 16.

5. Provinces, communes and other local entities which have their own specific
institutions will not be discussed here.

6.  This third phase of state reform should also address, in particular, reform of the
legislative assemblies (the regional and community assemblies would no longer
be composed of national elected representatives, and dual mandates would thus be
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climinated), the possxb]e introduction of a constitational court, and the mtema—
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14.

In Belgium, what are referred to as complete universities, that is, those with at least
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applied science), are theoretically free to create any new program of study; the lists
of diplomas other university institutions are authorized to confer, and thus the
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on its education policies (OECD review).

Listing of grounds, quoted by Brassine Les nouvelles institutions.
Section 5 of the law of § August 1988 to amend the spemal law of 8 August 1980

: by inserting in it a section 6a

19.
20.

Tbid.

Royal decree of 9 April 1990, implementing section 6a, part 3 of the special law
on the reform of institutions. '

These percentages are probably somewhat exaggerated, given the number of
students who repeat the first year; with regard to the French Community, and
according to recent calculations, approximately one-fifth of young Belgian fran-
cophones would have access to a university education today. :



22,

23.

Belgium | 189

This opening up of the Communities outside their boundaries finds constitutional
expression in the right to sign treaties, acknowledged in the 1988 review. In theory,
the third phase of state reform should grant this power to the Regions.

Report by Belgium on its education policies, OECD, 1990.



6861 ‘dSTAD *sulsselq °[ :32In0§

NOLOTY NOIOTH - NO1DFY
HOVNONYT m,_mmmr,wﬂﬂﬂﬁmﬁ%mwwozém ADVIIONYT HOVIONV’T
-HOLNA ~HONTR -NVAYID
™
NOOTH STassnag
HSIWTTI H0 NOIOTH TVLIdVI TYNOLLVN NOIDIE NOOTIVAL
Y . Y
NOISSHANWOD NOISSINNOD
ALINNNINOD ALINNKWOD
HSIWNA 14 HONHHA
ALINNWINOD N LINAFINOD ALINITINNGD
: NOISSININOD ONINVHIS
HSINA1d HONHHA -
_ LNIOf NOWWOD ) NYWEHD
\
ONIY ‘dLVNAS ‘STAILVILNISHAJAE 40 ESNOH
SNOILNLILSNI TYNOILVN
o

winiBleg Jo suolnysul L
1 XION3ddV

SNOUNLILSNI

S13AN



‘6861 dSNID ‘eursselq °r :22IN0§

1661 HRTRIW “TINY NI PUE SSNQ ‘SNJ $90Im0g

-

worfay HOOIPM
o

~ .

o Ay 985 [A'T4 (2867)19npo1{ [BUCITIY SS0ID)
o0l T6 619 6'8Z Iuauifoduy
001 8’6 gLs 9'ZE (6861) uonz[ndog
0ol <0 %54 Tee (zury) vary
sanLf (oonoy Jo saBopuasiog
$660'S TPLL  §686'T 9SEE'D (sa2ud yuanno
i *sauel) UEE[Eg JO SU01EHg)
) (8861) 19npoay [euoiday sseln
T'v6I'E BS6T FELE'T 676 ‘Juamsiordurg -
¢LT66 S0L6  ECTIL'C 8PET't ?no::Ev Swoc wonendog
8IS'0E 19T  TIS'ET  Spy'9r (gury) Bary
’ Sain8Ly 2mjosqy
uonpy  sjassnig aoday - uolER
: ystuzld  UeSLIOM

ALINAWHWOD HONTHSL ~~=

worday ysrwald

suolfay pup seliuNWWOoD E:_m_wm
¢ XION3ddY ‘

suofSay ) uo eje(q Jsey



192 Ignace Hecquet

|
o "~ APPENDIX 3

Higher Education in Belgium
. STUDENTS
UNIVERSITY LEVEL : STATUS ' 89-90
1. Flemish Community
Complete universities .

IRijskuniversiteit te Gent ’ Community 12,935
Katholieke Universiteit te Leuven ©_ |private, Catholic 23,549 |
Vrije Universiteit Brussel private, free-examinist T.411
Other institutions : :

Rijkuniversitair Centrum te Antwerpen Community 1,945
Universitaire Instelling Antwerpen public 2,006
Universitair Centrum Limburg public 757
Universitaire Faculteiten St Ignatius te Antwerpen private, Catholic 3,656
Universitaire Faculteiten St Aloysius te Brussel private, Catholic . - 910
- Sub-total 53,169
2. French Community '
Complete universities :
Université de Lidge ‘ Community 10,424
Université catholique de Louvain private, Catholic 17,241
Université libre de Bruxelles private, free-examinist 15,668
Other institutions
Université de Mons-Hainaut i Community 2,212
Faculté polytechnique de Mons ' Hainaut province 1,000
Faculté des sciences agronomigues, Gembloux Community 900
Facultés universitaires Notre-Dame de la Paix, Namur  |private, Catholic . 4,187
Faculté universitaire catholique de Mons ' . |private, Catholic 1,401
Facuités universitaires Saint-Louis, Bruxelles private, Catholic 1,208
Fondation universitaire luxembourgeoise interuniversity
Sub-total 54,241
3. Bilingual _ _
Ecole militaire royale national - 926
Faculté de théologie protestante ' private ' 144
Sub-total — Universities 108,480

; POST-SECONDARY NONUNIVERSITY LEVEL
French and-German-speaking Communities . 44,520
Flemish Community - - 81,807

~ Sub-total — Post-secondary nonuniversity 126,327
Grand Total — Higher Education 234,807

--Sources: Bureau de statistigues universitaires [Bureau of University Statistics] Fondation
" wniversitaire [University foundation]: Annual Report 1989-90; report by Belgium on its
~ education policies (OECD review). :



Higher Education in Federal Systems:
The Europeqn Community

Pierre Cazalis

INTRODUCTION

“The European Community is not a federal state — not yet at any rate. Through
the Treaty of Rome (1957), the original six member states (Germany, Belgium,
France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands) first became a “Common Market™:

" the Treaty eliminated barriers to free circulation of goods, services, persons and
capital; it also eliminated tariffs and quotas among the six countries, initiated
coimon external ciustoms regulations, and made decisions on the implementa-
tion of various common policies. Its principal aims and means were thus
economic, although several of its founders may have had political motives.

Through the Single European Act of 1986, the 12 member states? began to

“work towards the single market, more precisely towards total economic union,
which, in addition to the free circulation of goods, services and people, aims at
‘harmonization of monetary and social policies, of all economic legislatiori, of
fiscal policy and so on. Beyond total economic integration, the Community of
Twelve has significant political plans: its major leaders see it as bringing
together, in the future, the whole of Europe, in the framework of a _]udlc:lal—
'"polmcal structure still to be defined.

It is from these two perspectives — economic and political — that it is now
SEeen as necessary to begin making systematic efforts to achieve harmonization
of conditions for obtaining diplomas, continuing cooperation in research and
training of highly-skilled scientific workers, development of a European culture
within the student cohort now attending university’ and se on; if not the
beginning of a process of real mtegratlon of hlgher education within the 12
member states. : :

Let us first look at thc economic perspective.. L}ke Iapan for example, and

- more $e than the United States, Canada or Australia, which have many natural



194 Pierre Cazalis

resources, the 12 member states know that economic prosperity, and therefore
political stability, will henceforth depend — and this has been true for at least
two decades — on the quality of their countries’” human resources, their creativ-
ity, their sense of innovation and their ability to assimilate new technologies.
These are all qualities developed by an excellent educational system, especially
at the higher education level. As the O’Callaghan document stresses, the
economic competitiveness of the European Community largely depends on the
performance of the higher education systems in the 12 member states — all the
more since the Court of Justice, with several recent judgements, has clearly
established that “higher education can form part of the notion of vocational
training, making it subject to the provisions of the Treaty and of the Single
European Act in respect of vocational training.”?

Second, let us look at the political perspective. The hypothesis of the political
integration of Europe calls, at the very least, for a corollary hypothesis of
harmonization of the major public services in the 12 member states, educational
systems being prominent among them. Such harmonization is more than a
convenience for management purposes; it is actually a qualitative requirement,
since certain national systems only partially meet the needs of the countries

concerned, both in regard to the intrinsic quality of the general education

provided as well as the qualitative and quantitative equivalency, for example,
between vocational training and the job market, between ethical training and
social development, between cultural training and affirmation of the European
identity.

This is why some of the bauilders of Europe affirm the need for better
complementarity of education systems in general and higher education in
partlcular An influential minority even see the necessnty for pure and simple

[integration of the 12 systems.

If they are not officially workmg on such an integration as of now, it is

‘apparent that the leaders of the European Community and numerous universi-
_ties, through the harmonization of approaches and cooperation, are, in effect,

working to bring about the conditions needed for integration. Before presenting
the programs that make up the foundations of “the Europe of Higher Educa-
tion,” this chapter addresses the context for higher education in facing the
challenge of 1992 and contributing to the building of Eurepe,

.,CONSTRUCTING HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE COMMUNITY
- OF TWELVE: THE GENERAL CONTEXT

The officials of the European Community, as well as many leading figures in

-education and politics in the member countries, are truly working towards
“constructing a Europe-wide system of higher education, To paraphrase the
.O’Callaghan document, their efforts fall essentially into four facets: the
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political context of the Community of Twelve; the socio-demographic context;
the socio-economic context; and of course the educational context. The first
three of these are addressed here, the fourth in the next section of this chapter,

Political Context

Three main trends should bf_:-stressed in this regard.
First, there is the increasing integration of countries in the Community, an
integration which, as noted above, is increasingly political, given that the

-advent of the single market, on 1 January 1993, will, in principle, mark the

completion of economic integration. In fact, even though implementation of
accompanying policies will continue for many years, doubtless until the year
2000, before Europe is a true economic entity, one can state that, henceforth,
the finishing touches on the European economic edifice cannot be made until

"conditions of an essentially political nature are brought about. Consequently,
~as the major political leaders in Europe affirm, the problem of bu11d1ng a
+ political Europe must now be faced.

Second, are the rapld political changes in Eastem and Central Europe whlch
impose on the 12 member states new economic, political, cultural and moral
constraints that make imperative the completion of the European economic
edifice, the strengthening of the power of intervention by member states in
regard to aid to Eastern and Central Europe, and, thus, an increase in the
efficiency of outputs throughout the European Economic Community.

Third, there is the will to make Europe’s presence more strongly felt in the

- world, which has the same requirements — acceleration of the processes of

integration of all European sub-systems, including educational sub-systems.

Socio- demogrcphfc Gontext

- There are two aspects fo this subject ‘as.shown in Figures 1 and 2. On the one
E “hand, the total aumber of students at the pre-university level has been dropping

substantially, since 1971-72 in the case of elementary level, since the late 1970s

' and'early 1980s in the case of the first stage of the secondary school level (that

is, up to the tenth year of schooling generally speaking), and since 1984-85 for
the second stage of the secondary school level (generally, from the eleventh to
the thirteenth year of schooling). Thus the pool of regular pre-university
students, from which the university draws, is slowly declining. On the other
hand; the university population, referred to as the third level, continues to grow
regularly, official ﬁgures for 1988 to 1990 conﬁrm the trend shown in Figure

" 2 for the past decade.
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Figure 1: Indexed Supply of 15-19 Year Olds in Europe and USA,

1984-2000 Index
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‘Figure 2: Numbers of Pupils and Students by Level of Education (EUR 12)
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In principle, the drop in pre-university age students should have affected
already the number of university enrolments. Although the complement of
15-19 year olds is apt to decrease until 1995 at least, as shown in Figure 1, this
decline has not yet manifested itself at the higher education level. There are
several reasons for this, among them the increasing number of students going
on to university after graduating from secondary school, and the trend towards
increased retention rates at the post-secondary level among the graduates of
secondary school (see Figure 3); similarly, the growth.of adult education — not
widespread in Europe — will exert pressure on increased enrolments at the
university, or third, level (see Table 1). .

The effects of these various phenomena mean that post—secondary education
maintains a strong potential for growth, at least if one considers the United
States, and even Canada, as reference points (see Figure 4 and Table 1).

Table 1: Number Qualifying Per Thousand Persons in the
Corresponding Age Group in 1986

Country . LEVELS LEVEL6 LEVEL7 Definitions . -

Belginm 158 ’ 149 inc. in. L6 Level 5
Denmark - 103 ‘ 127~ - : inc.in, L6 -  Short Course,
'Germany® 77 & 124 . BT -+ Sub-degree level
" Greece 49 109 o _
‘Spain SR 47 5 iz‘r’leffo
France 147 33 ... 62 oL First dégl::ielcvcl
CIreland 10 108 .52 - Admittance to L7
Ttaly 4 79 14
'Netheriands 165 - 68 . ine.in, L6
UK. S 2 46 Level7
USA. 127 B R O  Postgraduate
. Japan 1 219 15

?1985 ®1985 — Universities and equivalent institutions only.

Source: O.E.C.D.
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Figure 3: Staying-on Rates in Full-time Education for 16 Year olds in
Some Member States of the EC
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Figure 4: New Entrants, per 1,000 Persons in Corresponding Age Group
in 1986-87 _
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Socio-economic Context

With regard to higher education, the economic context is characterized by two
facts: the growth of the job market for graduates of higher education and the
financial problems of these establishments,

Whatever is said, unemployment among those completing higher education
is much lower than among non-graduates, even if the graduates do not always
find a suitable job in their field of study, The major factor is the significant and
ongoing growth of the job market for jobs requiring a higher level of training;
this phenomenon is mainly due to technological innovation. Over the past
decades, the number of jobs in the tertiary sector has increased, principally in
management, sales, engineering and communications. Overall, if the participa-

. tion rate remains fairly constant, based on figures for 1985, in the year 2000
Europe will have a shortfall in the order of 300,000 specialists coming out of
higher educational institutions. This would affect most of the countries in the
Community, except Greece, Spain and Portugal.

This means that Exrope must count on a significant increase in the number
of young people going on to higher education and an increase in the numbers
of those who complete their training, in order to have highly skilled workers.
Failing this, Europe must also count on development of new technology,
increased productivity, possible employment of older workers by rolling back
the retirement age, increased participation by women in the highly specialized
job market, and if absolutely necessary, setting up enterprises outside Europe
to meet the needs of the 12 member states. There are also significant openings
in the leading industries and public services, in which jobs related to the
environment, health and social services are multiplying. .

The financial restraints with which higher education institutions must live
have affected not only Europe but also institutions in industrialized and devel-
oping countries. These restraints have been generally severe, dating from the

“economic recession of 1982-83, and were felt all the more sharply because of
the high growth in student numbers and a marked increase. in the number and
cost of equipment for teaching and research.

Throughout the 1980s, higher education was in competition for pubhc funds,
with other sectors, such as health, social services, public amenities and so on.
Moreover, there is no evidence that the savings effected in the area of pre-

B Jniversity education, due to lower numbers of students, could be transferred to

higher education. If this were to be done, it is not certain that they would be
sufficient. Hence, severe financial restrictions will in all likelihood continue to
affect all higher education institutions throughout the decade of the 1990s.

- This leads to the question of alternative sources of revenue. Europeans do
'not think that the private sector willbe a significant partner in this regard in the
‘'system overall; at the most, it may be possible to draw upon this sector for
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support targeted towards specific purposes such as adult training and certain

applied research. It also seems that a significant increase in tuition fees must
not be counted on. These are nil in some countries, nominal in others and are
relatively significant in still others. Relative equalization of fees would present
short-term political difficulties in some countries; as well, it should not be
expected that increased financial contributions from students would be a real
solution to the financial problems of higher education institutions.

CONSTRUCTING HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE COMMUNITY OF
TWELVE: THE EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

Multiplicity of Systems

There is no need for lengthy .d_iscussion on the subject — it is quite simple: the

: Coinmunity of Twelve is also a Europe with 12 very different systems of higher

education. This means that there is no one system for planning or management,
no homogeneous structures for organizing studies, no uniform policy concern-
ing access to higher ¢ educatmn and no global model for funding the institutions
and the students.

Therefore, according to the O’ Callaghan report, one of the most imperative
tasks in Europe is the construction of an authentic system of post-secondary
education that would lead to preater-coherence of missions, structures, stan-
dards and regulations, pedagogical techniques, resources and strategies for
competition, and, at the same time, to facilitate mobility of students and staff
between institutions; it would serve as a sprmgboard for mobility of citizens in
the European Community. The need for a Community-wide system is'actually
part of a broader need for a similar system in each of the member states, since
they are far from being coherent. More precisely, the educational context of
higher education is characterized by a number of traits:

* the obsolete character of its content;

* the lack of coherence of its structures;

¢ dispersed research;

* inequality of conditions for access to higher education;

* inadequate intra—Eurbpean exchanges;

* varying quality and lack of systems of evaluation;

* " insufficient training for university staff;’

* too little autonomy in the institutions and lack of management strategy.

The obsolete character of its content refers mainly to the lack of development
of active teaching methods and the weakness of training for instructors. These
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two characteristics are also very interdependent. According to the O’ Callaghan
report, European higher education will not be able to play its role as an
instrument of change within a Burope that is itself undergoing great changes,
except to the extent that a new balance is achieved between general training
and methodological training on the one hand, and specialization and develop-
ment of professional competencies on the other. North America; we know, has
a similar problem. As well, mcreasmg interdisciplinary options; the increasing
importance of social sciences in training programs, including fields referred to
as scientific or technical; the growth in language learning; and better training
in technology and the analysis of its impact should be at the core of any revision
of the content of training. ‘

It was mentioned above that the 12 member states have at Jeast 12 systems
of higher education. The (" Callaghan report suggests that there are in fact more
than 12, since certain countries have not yet integrated all of their post-
secondary educational institutions into one system, in the scientific sense of the
term. In some countries, certainly, disciplinary and sectoral integration has been
carried out; and basic and vocational training programs exist in the same
institution. This is the case in Spain, Belgium and Italy where faculties for law
and the arts exist in the same establishment alongside the engineering and
architecture schools. In other countries, such as France, a system of professional
training in the “Grandes écoles” coexists with a university system as such, Still
others, such as Germany, not only distinguish the levels of training within the
university, but even at the level of the institution, the universities being at the
top of the hierarchical pyramid. Although increasingly integrated into univer-
sities, training of secondary teachers is done in various ways. As well, there are
— virtually everywhere — specific institutions answering to ministries other

_than the ministry of education or higher education. On the other hand, some-
times the differences between institutions or networks of establishments are
b]urred as has been happening in the United Kingdom for the last two years,

' The organization of studies is itself highly variable: age of entry to- university
is not the same everywhere — varying from 17 to 19 years old — and the
proportion of students according to level of studies varies greatly as shown in
Table 1; certain countries prefer the short course, others the degree level. The
greatest differences are doubtless in the structure of the undergraduate level: it
1s three years-in the United Kingdom, three or four years in Ireland, four years
in Scotland, Germany, the Netherlands, France, Belgium and Portugal, four or
five years in Italy, and five or six years in Denmark and Spain — although
Denmark has recently agreed to award bachelor’s degrees after three years,

It is understandable that this great degree of heterogeneity of structures poses

‘problems with regard to the recognition of diplomas, and thus of the mobility
of students as well as causing a great deal of confusion for employers This is
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why a general diréctive from the EC Council now calls for a minimum of three
years of study for vocational training at the higher level.

Research Dispersion

Research is doubly dispersed — among establishments and among countries.
The multiplicity of institutions explains this phenomenon in part, and the
different national traditions with regard to research generally contribute to
increasing it. However, there are changes in this area, with the advent of
‘organizations responsible for setting directions for national research policies.
This attempt at national cohesion is long-standing in some cases — France, for
example — and much more recent in others, such as Spain. One of the purposes
of such organizations is to remedy dispersion when there is a risk not only of
.-compromising the quality of the research, but even of its not being carried out.
This is the case for the major programs of basic research on high energy, new
materials, the genetic code, space, and so forth.

Access and Mobility

Access to higher-education in certain European countries is said to be “free” or

“open,” and their constitutions guarantee this access. In others, attempts to
balance supply. and demand have produced various results. Sometimes the
procedures for awarding places in higher education institutions are handled by
a central agency, and sometimes they are managed by the institutions them-
selves. Access to higher education may also be affected by funding factors and
rregulated by competitions or tests of various kinds: As to funding, we have
already seen that policies concerning tuition fees vary greatly from country to
country: in some there are no fees, in some they are nominal, while in others
they are quite high. The same is true for student aid: sometimes all costs for
living and studies are covered, sometimes only a small fraction is covered; it is
sometimes awarded in the form of a grant, sometimes as a loan only and
sometimes in a combination of the two. :

Access to university and student mobility are often jeopardized these days
by the the universities” overall lack of resources and by the resulting increase
in the setting of quotes. It happens with increasing frequency that being
‘streamed into a sector he or she does not want leads to lack of interest on the
part of the student, who then abandons his or her studies. '

Overall, there is little intra-European mobility among students, owing to a
lack of information (because of the language difficulties inherent in such
mobility) and the lack of a tradition of studying in another country — there are
presently more French students enrolled at American universities than in any
h Commumty country.
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We will see below that the European Commiunity and its Commission are
today making great efforts to set up specific programs to promote enrolment of
students in other Community countries. Policies concerning access to higher
education are mainly set in each country, using different methods: increasing
the number of grants, allocation of educational vouchers, guaranteed bank
loans, and so on.

Quality and Evaluation

Employers, students and suppliers of funds feel strongly that there is a need to
reevaluate the quality of higher education. Leaders know that in order to do
this, it is necessary to clarify the goals of hi gher education and of each of the
institutions; increase the implementation of performance indicators; and sys-

tematize control and evaluation procedures.

Of course a major constraint in this respect is the autonomous status of most
institutions. Insofar as quality and evaluation go hand in hand with real auton—
omy, individuals and institutions will be accountable, and have the freedom to
implement reforms in programs and teaching methods.

The European university tradition is siich that change takes place rather
slowly. There are several conflicting ideas concerning a model for evaluation.

~Some prefer the “markét” model, that is, ‘evaluation based on free choice of the

umversrty by the student, the graduate by the employer, the opinions of the
public and the media, and freedom of career moves by teaching staff from one
institution to another. Others prefer to rely on evaluation committees, but it is
a rare case when they agree to have’ foreign experts on these committees. Still

‘others have chosen self- evaluation, with the advice of external evaluators who

participate a posteriori in the evaluation process.

Strategic management of systems and institutions has not, on the whole,
made inroads in European higher education, so that evaluation, when it is done,
is done without reference to explicit learning objectives for individuals, or to

. pertinent pedagogical, ethical or socio-economic objectrves in the case of

institutions.

' Developmenf of Human Resources in the lnsnfuﬁons

The O Callaghan report stresses that the financial restraints of recent years have
led to a marked deterioration in human resources in higher education institu-

-tions. The “good” professors sometimes leave, often not to be replaced because
~of lack of recruitment, and thesteaching body as a whole has become older,

- On’a broader scale, a policy for training of staff and for development of
human resources is imperative. There are several - ways this could be:done:
reevaluation of salaries — particularly for teachers and researchers — greater
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mobility between the university and the private sector, setting up of “discre-
tionary” funds for grants to the best teachers and researchers, development of
systematic training programs for young teachers, more frequent use of person-
nel from the private sector, retraining of existing personnel, making a wide-
spread practice of evaluation and career planning, and so forth.

Autonomy and Strategic Management

In most of the 12 member states, despite certain limitations, the institutions now
have enough autonomy to begin to practise strategic management, which is
- generally not done at present. This kind of management is based on devetop-
ment of an “institutional” strategy which brings out the unique identity of each
institution, To do this, fundamental choices must be made concerning the
institution’s general orientation — the balance between teaching and research,
for example — with regard to sectoral priorities, the preferred pedagogical
model, the most desirable structures, the relationships to be maintained with
the surrounding milieu and sc on.
To these ends, strategic planning is the key e1ement in any process of change,
since it allows the strengths, weaknesses and potential of the establishment to
- be identified. Strategic planning is based on leadership, insightfulness, commu-
‘pication and evaluation. These qualities require that university leaders carry out
their duties in a context of broad autonomy, the latter affecting, as we have just
. seen, strategic planning and the implementation of the dec151ons to which this
planning leads.
However, higher education institutions suffer from the lack of management
-training among their leaders, and thus their lack of knowledge of the principles
and methods of strategic planning. Systematizing their training is thus one of
the conditions for better management of higher education.

POLICIES AND PROGRAMS OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

"It bears repeating that the 12 member states are not properly speaking a federal
system, and they comprise as many higher education systems as there are
countries. While. it does not yet have all the tools for legal or administrative
intervention for progressive harmonization, even integration, of the 12 systems,
the Community has at least taken significant actions in this regard. The main
-ones are described in this section,

It must first be noted that the concern for common action with regard to
higher education goes back to 1969, with the adoption of Communiqué VII from
The Hague, dealing with cooperation on higher education; a resolution bearing

~on this same subject was adopted by the ministers of education on 16 November
1971, and a program for action was set up through a decision of 9 February
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1976. Until now, the Community’s actions have come up against a legal
problem: the ambiguous distinction between “education” and “training,” the
latter being understood in the sense of vocational training. “Training” normally
falls into the area of possible intervention by the Community, to the extent that
it is oriented towards economic development. However, “education,” with
broader and less clear goals, was considered as being exclusively the purview
of the member states. The Court of Justice closed the debate with several major
judgements in 1985, 1988 and 1989, confirming that higher education is part
of the field of vocational training, making it subject to the provisions of the
Treaty of Rome and the Single European Act in respect of vocational training.
That was roughly when the importance of education in the building of Europe
was recognized, particularly in the area of economic integration, and when the
door to a certain number of formal interventions was opened. The following ten
programs summarize the EC’s interventions to date.

" COMETT .

COMETT is a Community action program for technological education and

. training. It was established by Commumty Council decisions of July 1986 and

December 1988 and has a budget of ECU 200 million. There was also a plan to
extend the program, in part at least, to European Free Trade Association (EFTA)
countries.

COMETT consists of a network of university and private sector trammg

:partnerships Its goals are:

"+ funding of exchange students and personnel between higher education
institutions and private sector; :

* development and funding of continuing education;
* development of multi-media training systems;
* development of information and evaluation measures; and

* establishment of cross-border and regional sectoral networks for
‘training of personnel and technology transfer for small and
medium-sized businesses,

In 1987-88, 125 projeéts {out of 539 applications) led to 4,000 individual

training periods, involving 700 higher education institutions (out of a total of

about 3,500 in the Community), 1,600 businesses and 800 other public organi-
zations;: COMETT provides these projects with up to 40 percent of their costs.

It is considered that the program has already been of benefit with regard to
mobility of personnel, to the establishment of solid bases for cooperation

. between universities and the private sector, to meeting the needs of the latter
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with training programs, and to the develepment of methods to combine studies
~-and vocational training in the private sector.

ERASMUS

ERASMUS is the European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of

University Students. It was established by Council Decision on 15 June 1987.

On 14 December 1989, the Council approved the second phase of the program _

for the period 1990-94 and awarded it a budget of ECU 192 million for three

years. The possibility of participation by EFTA countries was also suggested
ERASMUS has three main goals:

* to.increase the number of students from higher education institutions
- spending a period of integrated studies in another member state;

* to produce graduates who are more European in outlook; and

* to promote a high degree of broad cooperation among higher education
institutions in the member countries while ensuring mobility of
teaching staff, securing improvement in the quality of higher education

~ and post-secondary training and stimulating the Community’s
competitiveness in the world market.

The program has four lines of action:

* Action I — The Interuniversity Cooperation Program (ICP) intended to
promote mobility of students and staff and to develop intensive
programs and curricula;

* Action 2is a student “Mobility Grants” scheme to cover additional costs
incurred in an integrated period of study abroad;

* Action 3 deals with academic recognition of diplomas and periods of
study in the form of European Community Course Credit Transfers
(ECTS); pilot projects in this scheme cover history, business

- administration, medicine, chemistry and mechanical engineering; a
total of 81 institutions and three consortia are involved, the goal being
to develop ways to provide automatic recognition of credits;

* Action 4 concerns “a series of complementary measures.”

A first assessment of ERASMUS was made in 1989-90. ERASMUS now has
. 1,500 Interuniversity Cooperation Programs involving 1,000 institutions and
5,000 faculty members. Mobility grants were made available to 28,000 stu-
dents, but only 2,200 made use of them. The long-term objective is to open the
program to approximately 10 percent of the students in the Community.
+“Overall, it is considered that the ERASMUS scheme has had a great impact
-on.the European university scene. It has contributed to an increase in
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cooperation, brought about substantial changes to regulations for national
grants systems, a broadening of programs of study and very useful comparisons,
as well as some critical judgements on the structures, programs and policies of
higher education. As to the students, it is felt that they are very satisfied,

LINGUA

The LINGUA program was adopted by the Council on 28 July 1989 to “prombte
foreign language competence in the European Community.” Its budget is

'ECU 200 million, The program provides for periods of study and training for

teachers of foreign languages, as well as for training periods for students, in
particular for future teachers. The program also is intended to develop language
skills among workers at all levels and to promote innovative methods of foreign
language teaching. The program began operanon only a short time ago and thus
has not been evaluated.

FORCE

FORCE is a Community Action Programme for the Development of Continuing
Vocational Training, adopted by Council on 29 May 1990, with a budget of
ECU 24 million for a two-year period beginning in Yanuary 1991. It has two
goals:

* to encourage greater investment in confinuing vocational training both
on the part of the private sector and by public organizations; and

* to support innovation in management training, espcmally in the less
advanced areas of the Community. '

The program having just gotten under way, cannot yet be evaluated.

“TEMPUS

Available in principle to all 24 countries in the European Economic Space, since
1990-91, the TEMPUS program was designed specifically to enable Central
and Eastern European countries to participate in education programs similar to
those existing in the European Community, ECU 107 million has been allocated
for the 1990-92 period. The program concentrates on six priority sectors:

‘manageément and business administration; applied economics; science and
technology; modern FEuropean languages; agrlculture and agri-business; and

environmental protection,
It has three broad categories of action:

* joint European projects;
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-o. mobility grants for teachers, students and administrators in higher
education; and

* specific grants for complementary activities such as surveys,
publications, youth exchanges, and so on.

The program started off rather slowly because of the particular situation in the
Central and Eastern European countries and cannot yet be evaluated.

Mufual Recognition of Diplomas for Professional Purposes

"This is one of the Community’s most fundamentat intervention programs. The
‘organization of studies and the diversity of conditions for earning diplomas is
such that it greatly hinders cross-border mobility of students.

The Treaty of Rome contains articles to abolish all job discrimination on the
basis of nationality and to provide for free circulation of workers. The Single
- European Act of 1986 provided for the establishment of a single market by the
end of 1992,

Before 1986, a certain number of sectoral directives had been drawn up. They
dealt with harmonization of qualifications and recognition of diplomas and
were concerned with a small number of professions: medical and paramedical,
lawyers and architects. In 1988, the Council decided to set up, for 1991, a
general system for recognition of diplomas in courses of higher education
comprising more than three years of study for training as teachers, engineers,
~ lawyers, opticians, accountants and surveyors. The system should ultimately
extend to other kinds of training. It is based in principle on mutual confidence .
and an assumed comparability of levels of education and diplemas, from one
country'to another. In concrete terms, this means that, in principle, the training
of a Greek or English doctor is considered to be equal to that of a German or
French doctor, for example. _

Normally, such a system of recognition would favour mobility of members
of the liberal professions. In fact, this is still extremely limited, for reasons of
language, job market, or organizational culture. Much is expected, therefore,
of the present efforts and of the program. ‘

Framework Programs in the Field of Research and
Technological Development

Within the framework of the EURATOM and the ECSC Treaties, the European
Community was provided at an early stage with the necéessary research tools,
-but these were limited to the nuclear energy sector and the coal and steel
‘industries.



The European Community 209

The Single European Act incorporated a reformulated Title VIinto the Treaty,
which has allowed for increased Community activities in research, and partic-
ularly the development of the 1990-94 framework program adopted by Council
in April 1990 with a budget of ECU 5,900 million. This framework program
normally funds 50 percent of the cost of projects, which are generally cooper-
ative ventures.

Each program has some component of training and human resource devel-
opment component. The 1990-94 program has ECU 518 million allocated to all
training components, the purpose being to develop human capital and the
mobility of specialists, both through individual training and by setting up
cooperative networks for what is called pre-competitive research. The goal is
to involve ultimately 5,000 researchers. In 1990, for example, 400 institutes of
higher education received grants of ECU 42.5 million for trammg and human
resource development alone. :

. The 1990-94 framework program comprises six programs divided into three
broad categories: enabling technologies, management of natural resources and
management of intellectual resources. In the first group, two major programs
have been developed dealing with information and communication technolo-
gies and industrial and materials technologies. The natural resources manage-
ment program is divided into three sub-programs: environment, life sciences
and technologies and energy.

Because it has only recently been established, the 1990-94 framework

program cannot yet be evaluated. The EURATOM experiment, however, leads

us to believe that concentrating Community efforts on a limited number of
research programs could have a decisive effect on the development of research
in the Community, and will also stimulate certain industrial sectors.

DELTA

This program, which is still being developed, deals with the application of

technological progress in communications and information for purposes of
distance learning. Sixty h1gher educatlon establlshments are in prmc1ple in-

~ volved in this program.

structural Policies and Vocational Training (STRIDE)

The Treaty of Rome gave the European Community the responsibility for

“working out and implementing a common policy on vocational training. How-

ever, we have seen that, until the previously mentioned judgements by the Couit
of Justice, higher education was not considered as coming within the scope of

vocatlona! training policy. Now that this lega1~pohucal encumbrance has been ‘
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- removed, the Structural Funds of the Community can be used for universities,
vocational training and regional economic development.

The STRIDE program is aimed at generating research and development
potential in certain regions of the Community. The program can be used
specifically to meet one of the goals of structural policies and of vocational
training: promotion, development and adaptation of relatively disadvantaged
regions in the Community where per capita GDP is less than 75 percent of the
Community average. The STRIDE program is still being worked out and its
content will be defined only over the coming months; it is not possible to predict
its potential at this time.

The Jean Monnet Project

" Named for one of the fathers of the Treaty of Rome, the Jean Monnet project
aims to “assist higher education institutions in developing specialised teaching
and research in the area of European. integration.” It concentrates on the
disciplines of law, economics, social and political sciences and history.

This project started in 1990 and has a budget of ECU 1 million which will
be used for various actions:

* creation of “European Chairs”;
~* organizing short permanent courses of study on European integration;
. orgamzmg “European Modules”; and

* increasing the research capacity of the institutions in the fleld of
European integration.

- In 1990, 46 applications for chairs were granted out of a total of 200; 148 out
of 600 applications for projects invelving the preparation of course modules
were accepted and 26 research programs out of 300 requested were accepted.

 CONCLUSION

It bears noting again that the European Community is neither a federal state nor
an integrated system of higher education. But it must also be said that following
the adoption of the Single European Act and the judgements of the Court of
Justice, higher education is now considered to be a tool for economic develop-
ment and, more globally, for European integration.
The description of the programs that are now in operation and the large sums
.+ devoted to them, particularly in the area of research, leads one to think that the
- European Community is quite aware that the dispersal and the heterogeneity of
.-the organization of its higher education was going counter to current efforts
... towards economic and political integration. All of the programs will inevitably
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contribute, in the medium term, to harmonization of the 12 systems, even,
eventually, to kinds of integration as yet undetermined. In 1991, however, a
single Buropean system of higher education is still for many a long-term project
than a reality.

NOTES

1. This chapter was written with the help of a background paper prepared by
Dr. D.E. O’ Callaghan, in collaboration with an advisory group of nine experts, for
the conference organized in Siena from 5 to 7 November 1990, by the Commission
of the European Communities and the Italian Ministry of Universities and Scien-
tific and Technological Research. See Higher Education in the European Commu-
nity: The Challenges of 1992, Brussels, November 1990, p. X + 84 p. The advisory
group members are listed in the Appendix.

While the European Community is not legally a “federal state,” this chapter
attempts to respect organization recommended to the authors of the other chapters
dealing with the six federal or quasi-federal states studied ir this volume — Ger-
many, Australia, Belginm, Canada, the United States and Switzerland.

The graphs and tables are taken from the O’Callaghan document,

2. The six founding countries were joined by Denmark, Ireland and the United
Kingdom in 1971, Greece in 1981, Portugal and Spain in 1986.

3. In this regard see, for example, the Blaizot (February 1988) or ERASMUS (May

1989) judgements.
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APPENDIX

Members of the Expert Advisory Group

~ P. TABATONI

G. AUGUSTE

P. BELLEVAL
L. BERLINGUER

. L.CERYCH
".L. LENER

G. LOCKWOO0D
N. MERRITT
H. SEIDEL .

Chairman; Former Rector of the Academy and Chancellor of the
Universities of Paris, Chairman of the Council of the European

Institute of Education and Social Policy, Paris

University of Rome

President, SATURN

Rector, University of Siena

Director, European Institute of Education and Social Policy, Paris

Ministry of the University and of Scientific and Technological
Research, Rome ’

Registrar and Secretary, University of Sussex
Director, Ealing College of Higher Education, London

President, University of Hanover

‘The advisory group also benefited from the advice of Mrs. A. HERMANS, Member of

the European Parliament’s Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Media and Sport
and rapporteur of its report on “The European dimension at the university level, with
particular reference to teacher and student mobility.”



Discussion

An Australian academic, Grant Harman, noted the American e}nphasis on

- multiple actors outlined in Martin Trow’s paper, and discussed the Australian
“perspective on this with respect to the funding of universities. Australia has

gone through three different phases of funding arrangements. The first arrange-
ment was essentially state funding with some federal supplementation, the
second stage was characterized by matching grants from federal and state
governments and finally, the current system consists basically of full federal
funding. The change to total federal funding has caused a shift in the attitude
and perceptions of academics and the leaders of institutions. It was once
espoused that more federal involvement was preferable as the federal govern-
ment was capable of greater financial assistance. However, now that full federal
funding exists, many academics feel that a partnership between federal and state
governments would be preferable in terms of funding, as one level of govern-

‘ment could be played off against the other. It may also be more deswable with

respect to autonomy and other considerations.

A German academic, Ulrich Teichler, agreed with the need for multiple actors
and the importance of a well integrated process of balanced negotiation. The
need for an interplay between actors on all issues was stressed, whether for
funding or other issues. This is preferable to having one actor control one aspect

‘and another actor something else, leading to segmented influences in the area
‘of higher education. In principal, more negotiation is always preferable, how-

ever in Germany there is already such a complex setting for negotiation that it
can hinder progréss. From the institutions’ point of view, autonomy is also
important; if there are more actors in the negotiation process for any given issue,

-the universities are more likely to play a stronger role.

The discussion then moved to concerns felt by the European Community and
its member states regarding the impacts of integration on higher education.
Denis O’Callaghan, from the Commission of the Evropean Communities (EC),
discussed some of the issues being addressed by the EC. He spoke of a growing
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.interest and cooperation in promoting education and cultural exchanges in the

‘move towards integration. Mobility has surfaced as a key issue, as has the
importance of portability and the universal recognition of academic credentials
from one country to another, However, these are not to be accomplished through
blanket uniformity, as the EC recognizes the importance of diversity to solving
problems. O’Callaghan delineated five principle areas of interest in higher
education to be acted on by the EC. These include: increasing participation
rates, bringing universities into an industrialized partnership with the economy,
increasing emphasis on higher education and updating and upgrading skills,
concerted action in developing long distance educations and promoting a series
of actions to build up the EC role in higher education. ‘

The EC has sought to facilitate some of these goals in a number of different
ways, such as by providing for points of interaction through programs like
“ERASMUS.” The Community also has a policy to help regions or less well-off
member states to come up to the standards of more advantaged member states
and regions. Funds have thus been directed to higher education infrastructure
and program development. Another approach has been through the use of
regulatory mechanisms. An example is the EC directive on tuition fee differen-
tials, which states that a Community member must be treated as a national in
any member country. This of course causes some difficulties, as some countries

- charge tuition fees while others do not. Entry qualifications are a further issue
of attention: a person qualified in his or her own country is qualified in another,
subject to some rudimentary conditions such as language requirements.

In addition to these measures, the EC is cognizant that actions taken for
certain purposes hold consequences for higher education. A general directive
states that a person desirous of functioning in a registered profession who has
completed a three-year qualification in one country must be recognized as
qualified to pursue his/her profession in any member country. Such directives

- have the natural effect of propelling countries towards a cerlain degree of
harmonization. This can be instrumental for universities, which use such direc-
tives as an opportunity for convincing national authorities of actions they must
take in order to be fully integrated into the European Community.

This pronunciation of the EC’s platforny evoked a flurry of responses from
academics and government officials representing member countries. One of the
concerns raised was the fear that universities are being confined to utilitarian
purposes, and are coming to be regarded solely as economic instruments. This
may undermine the role of universities in areas other than those that tend to
promote economic development, This fear is prompted by a recent ruling of the

.. European Court of Justice which asserted that higher education. is part of
~ vocational training and therefore an economic tool and fundamental to compet-
- -itiveness. Another concern dealt with the “EC’s-tendency to overregulate.” This
... was perceived as a threat to diversity and held the potential for the development
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of a super-bureaucracy, which would have an inhibiting influence on higher
education. It was suggested that the EC follow the American model of guaran-
teeing diversity by letting higher education grow, and not by overregulating it.

These concems were downplayed by EC representatives who agreed that the
EC has set economic objectives in higher education, but that it also acknowl-
edges cultural issues. Previously the EC viewed higher education solely as a
cultural tool and not under its purview. Now a balance has been established. It
is not possible to run programs such as ERASMUS and only be interested in
one aspect of higher education. Negotiations will doubtlessly take place in all
facets of education. Finally, the EC cannot move ahead of the political will of
its member states. Nor can it steer higher education in a different direction from
that expressed by member states, as the political structire exists to resist this.

Finally, this discussion session focused on the use of accountability by
governments as a too! for eroding institutional autonomy. In the United States
the federal government retains control of research grants through affirmative

‘action programs, setting conditions and deciding whether institutions will

receive money or not. Action taken by some states, requiring public institutions
to document student learning or strictly scrutinizing line items on budgets, have
the same effect in reducing autonomy. The federal incursion has more or less
disappeared as most institutions go well beyond the affirmative action stan-
dards. However, in states such as Florida the situation is more serious. There,
Florida sunshine laws have forbidden university boards from having in camera
sessions on sensitive matters. Universities have reacted by co-opting officious,
bureaucratic administrators who are equally capable of keeping match with
governmental games and defending university interests, The experimentation
afforded by the federal systern allows the more outlandish state experiments to
be kept to a minimum and provides for a sort of self-healing mechanism. When
things are introduced in one place and fail, others learn from the example. Thus,
many of these autonomy threatening measures are not permitted to ferment into
huge errors. - '
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Discussion

- THEME |: ORGANIZATION, PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

Claude Lajeunesse, President of the Association of Colleges and Universities
of Canada, introduced the session posing four areas for discussion. The first
dealt with the tensions existing between the pursuit of cultural diversity and the
quality of life goals on the one hand, and the need for balance in protecting
culture while ensuring the development of a vibrant economy on the other. The
second area dealt with how to set national priorities and establish a credible
process for coordinating actions in the areas of training and research. He asked
about institutions’ experiences with accountability and autonomy, contending
that universities and professors are kept accountable as they are subject to one
of the most rigorous systems of ongoing evaluation and review. Despite this, a

“perception persists that universities are unaccountable and inefficient in their

expenditures. The final area dealt with the spending power. In Canada, the use
of the federal spending power is being tamed due to the need to reduce the

<deficit. Is-the higher educational system to-be improved hy diverting funds to

it from other sources or by improving efficiency in the system?
~ The perception of universities is as important as the reality. A myth of elitism

* still exists ‘among the public, which is based on an earlier time when fewer
- people participated in higher education. Participation rates have shot up, but

societal perceptions have not changed. There are two options to respond to this -
image problem. Universities can huddle behind their ivory tower or they can
open up the system: The communication links to voters are obviously weak and
need to be strengthened. In Canada, problems of accountability are com-

-pounded by the fact that spending on universities has been crowded out by the

meore publicly perceived, tangible needs of the health care system. Politicians
feel that they are getting something real when they spend on health care, as

" money is being allocated for.a purpose with tangible outcomes. Unfortunately,

universities and their outcomes operate in different time frames than do
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governments. According to one Canadian provincial government official, the
objective of accountability is a continuous desire for improvements. Therefore,
universities must generate an internal process, which leads to continuing
improvements in areas like retention rates and other measurements that are
comparable across the country. The best system of accountability is one of
self-accountability that is clearly communicated.

In the area of autonomy and accountability, the German federal government
often sets minimal standards, leaving the details regarding quality in research
and the evaluative process to the individual Linder. Traditionally, Germany has
focused on a notion of positive evaluation at the institutional level as a method
for disbursing funds for research initiatives. However, money is being increas-
ingly made available on a national basis through a competitive system. This has
increased the amount of national evaluation of research proposals in the system.

Martin Trow discussed the importance of “slack resources” to American
university research autonomy. These resources are skimmed from pgeneral
operating funds and are difficult to defend to politicians, but they can be vital
‘to serious and important research that might not have the kind of tangible

- outcomes governments desire. The application of knowledge has become more

and more rapid. However, government laboratories in the United States tend to
lag behind as they have grown more comfortable with their institutional secu-
rity. In the university arena, innovation and creativity often come out of

‘ephemeral and somewhat serendipitous circumstances and therefore depend on

slack resources for their fruition. People come together quickly and can take
immediate advantage of research opportunities. These slack resources them-
selves are often temporary and move quickly. This rapid ability to put accessible

-money around a new project is crucial to maintaining an unfettered scientific

community. : ,
A German Lénder government official responded to the area of federal-state

" tensions and the setting of national priorities, saying that the problem is not one

of cultural differences versus economic development, The German Lénder are

-just as concerned with improving the economic standard of living as the national

government is. The challenge is to develop a reasonable process for reaching
these goals. The process used in Germany of balanced negotiation is one of
cooperation with independence between different demains of education. This

process is cumbersome and depends on consensus at the highest level, but as
--both levels of government share the same objectives, compromise has been used
- ~effectively. In light of these common interests, it is important that both state
:and federal governments be in charge of setting national priorities and allocat-
~ing resources through collaboration and compromise. It is true that compromise

is easiest when funds are involved. In other cases the temptation to put the issue
aside rather than strive for a compromise has often proved to be too great.
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In the view of some participants, Canada does not share this sort of co-
operative arrangement in the relations between the federal and provincial orders
of government. The present fiscal and other agreements between federal and
provincial governments are not working because they are based on history and
not on current interests. A provincial government official asserted that the
federal transfer of funds to the provinces under the existing EPF arrangements
has not helped to provide solutions nor to express a federal role in post-
secondary education. Further, there is 2 need to expand the federal role in
research as well as to streamline and redirect the student financial aid program
administered by the federal and provincial governments so that it better sup-
ports the system. The New Brunswick Minister of Advanced Education and
Training (participating on behalf of the Council of Ministers of Education of
Canada) Hon. Russell King, spoke of the lack of a national will to communicate
on educational issues. There is not sufficient coordination in his view among
the various federal departments in Canada with a role in education, nor even a
Cabinet committee. Even interprovincial coordination is hampered by the rapid
turnover in provincial ministers on the Council of Ministers of Education of
Canada. He proposed that a federal minister be a permanent member of the
post-secondary education committee of the Council. ,

In the Swiss example, there is less tension between the federal and canton
governments, as a consensual process of actively secking compromise exists.

.The federal role has been primarily one of attempting to correct problems

arising out of horizontal fiscal imbalances among cantons, which are’ the
primary funders of universities. Federal aid is distributed according to these
inequities and some cantons may receive up to half of their funding for higher

‘education. This allows universities in smaller cantons to be equal to those in
- larger ones. However, the autonomy of universities may still vary, as in the

United States, depending on the host canton, The federal government has also
been invelved in trying to establish horizontal links among universities in

different cantons, which have enhanced autonomy. More recently, in' the
-shadow of European integration, the federal government has intervened in-

creasingly in university autonomy in an attempt to encourage technological
development and greater mobility in order to enhance competitiveness.

The remainder of the discussion focused on buffer agencies and the different
mechanisms used in various countries for mediating between federal, regional
and institutional interests. How effective have these models for collaboration
been at the political level? In Canada, there is occasional discussion on specific

- substantive issues but no ongoing mechanism exists for eliciting cooperation

between the federal government and the provinces. Nor does such a regulatory
body exist in the United States. Some other countries, Australia for example,
have a stronger degree of ministerial collaboration between the two levels of
government.
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Germany has a range of mechanisms. Some issues such as public law, student
aid and faculty salary settlements, have been made areas of federal legislative
power. The Linrder governments must therefore go throigh the federal legisla-
tive process to have an impact on these matters and this necessitates compro-
mise. Several councils, with representation from the two levels of government
plus other groups have also been established to deal with various issues. An
example is the planning commission, which deals with the construction of
universities. There is also a standing Conference of Ministers of Culture and

-Education based on a “one state, one vote™ principle. The federal minister

belongs but has no vote. The German Research Association acts as a buffer
agency distributing funds for jointly sponsored basic research. The Max Planck
Society performs a similar role, regulating the distribution of money for
scientific research. _

In Switzerland, there are many cantons with no universities, however, these
are still involved in the process, as they participate in the Swiss Conference. A
Conference of Rectors, heads of universities, also exists. However, a discrep-
ancy exists between the different universities and the relative power of each

‘rector within different university traditions. Pressures from the EC have acted

to change many things in Swiss universities; mobility, for example, has been
greatly increased. Such pressures have helped to speed the ponderous but very

-democratic decisionmaking process that exists between levels of government,

as well as at the university. -
In Australia, there are a number of mechanisms that act to facilitate co-
operation between federal and state governments.- The Australiap Educational

.Council of Ministers dates from the 1930s. As the federal government has
“become more involved in higher education, this council has sought to develop

national policies and has become a vehicle for negotiating with the states, The
states in turn, have used it as a lobbying instrument. Federal commissions with
state representatives have also been used as a mechanism. According to an

_Australian academic, Grant Harman, countries with a federal system find it

more difficult to develop collaborative processes than unitary ones. There is a
tendency to attend to policy either at the state level, or at the federal level. It is
rarely done effectively at both levels so one level of government or the other
tends to take over in initiating policy. In Australia, the federal government has

- the funds and better mechanisms for policy development, thus it has tended to

assume a greater role and has developed the agencies to facilitate this. When
the federal government took over financing, the role of the states was reduced
and their coordinating agencies have since become lobbying bodies. The federal

*- government increasingly deals directly with individual universities. The prob-
~lem with this all-pervasive federal role is that it tends to strangle experimenta-
.-tion and diversity, the very benefits of a federal structure. For these reasons,
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this highly centralized Australian process was not touted as a model for others
to follow.

THEME II: FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION

The Chair, Pierre deCelles, the president of the Ecole nationale d’administration
publique in Quebec, introduced the second session by enumerating some of the
different policies and issues pertinent to the theme of financing higher educa-- -
tion. These included such matters as: sources of funding, contributions to fixed
assets, student aid, tuition fees, direct subsidies to universities, funding formu-
las, employment conditions of teaching and research staff, and the distribution

_of power with respect to funding. Who should finance universities? Is a

multiplicity of funding sources a burden to universities or does it help safeguard
their autonomy? Should funding be through direct financing of institutions or
through students and research projects? And, what of the problems of direct and
indirect funding of research?

A fundamental issue that needs to be addressed by universities is both their

_short- and long-term role. A close link exists between the resource needs of the

university and the tasks that it is supposed to accomplish. Universities need to

strike a balance between technological, cultural and social aspects as well as

financial considerations. This leads back to the tension between universities as

_cultural agents and universities as economic tools. It also has a bearing on who

funds universities and which aspects are funded.
It was generally agreed that a multiplicity of funding sources is desirable, as

this helps to safeguard autonomy, encourages competition, and acts as a buffer

against governments, whose money comes with strings attached and whose

" commitments often change with shifting voter preferences. For the same reason,

it is pointless to separate out funding roles between orders of government, as

~each will always seek to intervene according to their notions of voters’ wants

and needs. The complement of funding can come from different levels of
government, tuition fees, alumni donations, as well as private sources and
income generated by the university through patents and so on. It is also
important to tap all sources of governmental funding as often myriad granting
bodies and agencies exist. ' , o

A balance misst be maintai'néd between alternative sources of funding, as
private interests can have the same effect as governments in skewing university

* research priorities if they are relied upon too heavily. They can also undermine
_ the role of the university by forbidding the publication of research results, The

general agreement was that multiple sources of funding help to protect univer-
s1ty autonomy and provide an incentive for greater competition among univer-
sity researchers. This prompted an EC official, Denis O’Callaghan, to ask if
autonomy, in the traditional sense, is perhaps obsolete. He asked if it should be
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considered in a new light; in the ability to forge new and different partnerships
in various quarters. Autonomy would thus be seen in the choice of when to enter
a partnership or not. _

Some countries do not enjoy the same variety of funding sources as others.
Switzerland and other European countries do not have tax deductions, which
are regarded as an indirect means of financing education. Many people do not
donate to universities as there is no tax incentive and the donation process is
too complex and troublesome. This is viewed as a resuit of the state’s desire to
maintain control of the system through direct funding, therefore discouraging

such indirect payments. Another problem for Switzerland arises from low or
_zero tuition fees. This makes mobility difficult as students are discouraged from

going anywhere tuition fees are high.
It was advocated that research funding come from both levels of government

so that regional research priorities are not ignored. However, sometimes this is

not possible as state governments may wish to be more involved in financing

_education and research but simply may not have the taxation powers to afford

it. Such is the case in Australia, where an unbalanced vertical fiscal arrangement
prevails. Australian universities are also undergoing a lot of expansion as the
system isina process of transition, becoming more accessible and responding
to the needs of a changing population. This expansion is in the magnitude of 40

_to 50 percent, and will likely have effects on other university functions.

Such expansion obviously requires money. Australia has opted for an ar-

" rangement of direct and indirect financing of education. Although the Common-

wealth government has direct responsibility, it contributes apprbximately 70

~ percent and the rest is obtained from other sources. The University of Mel-

bourne, for example, receives only 45 percent of its funding from the Common-
wealth. The remainder of funds comes from a number of sources including
university research and development, investments and assets, private donations
(which receive 100 percent tax deductions), and full tuition fees for overseas
students. Tuition fees had not been levied for many years, however, they were
reintroduced in 1988 and some courses such as Masters of Business Adminis-
tration are totally supported by fees.

Canada, like Australia, suffers from huge vertical fiscal imbalances. Provin-
cial governments have traditionally relied on large federal transfers in order to

meet their responsibilities, including higher education. These transfers have

also included an equalization component to correct horizontal imbalances in
the system and to allow have-not provinces to boast universities comparable to
those of the richer provinces. However, Canadians are no longer content with
the structural arrangements for financing higher education. Partially, this is a
result of the fact that post-secondary education has been caught in the financial

. - exigencies of the federal government, as well as the bottomless pit of provincial



Discussion 225

health care. Per capita grants and other federal transfers are dec]mmg and _
threatening to make regional disparities more pronounced.

According to one senior federal government official, the financing of educa-
tion is largely contingent upon which governmental umbrella covers it. The
larger the umbrella, the more competition education will face. Under the current
arrangements in Canada, education is made to compete with deficit reduction,
an impossible task. However, when it was linked to defence, the pot for
education swelled. In a federal system many different umbrellas exist and the
priorities of each vary among the regional and federal governments. This has
an impact on the financing of higher education in different governments.

- Other concerns discussed included the problems between direct and indirect
financing of research, as well as the more market-based practice of using
. students as the vehicle for carrying funding to the universities. Switzerland,
-among other countries, voiced concerns over the former issue. There, research

is the responsibility of the central government, while financing universities is
cantonal. Increasingly, there is a trend towards larger subsidies for technolog-
' ical research while general operating grants are diminishing. Universities are

left with a shrinking budget to cover the indirect infrastructure costs of govern-
ment research projects, while their own priorities suffer from underfunding,
-Universities must become stronger in their management if they are to take hoid
-of how their money is spent.

One Canadian academic partlc1pant John Dennison, spoke on the issue of
funding students through a voucher system. The argument in favour of this in
the Canadian context is that there is no constitutional objection. Students would
receive vouchers which they could carry to the university of their choice. This

--would only cover instructional costs but it would encourage competition. On
the down side, he conceded that it would probably be an “administrative
nightmare.” A representative from the EC (Denis O’Callaghan) also spoke in
favour of increasing market forces in higher education by placing & greater
emphasis on tuition fees as a means of financing. This would be a shift towards
giving the consumer more power. The issue of tuition fees will become more
pressing for EC member states as 1992 approaches and student mobility is
encouraged.

-~ THEME Ili: STUDENT MOBILITY

Francis Whyte from the Council of Ministers of Education Of Canada opened
‘the session with a gentle admonition, reminding everyone that students, al-
though hitherto absent from the discussion, are the basic raison d’étre of
universities and are also caught in federal systems. The unity and diversity
‘theme is important here, as it is the responsibility of the federal structure to
 ensure that students benefit from the diversity allowed for in federalism, while
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.-not being handicapped by its structures. Themes of student mobility to be
considered include access, especially with respect to tuition fees, mobility
among regions and countries; and the international recognition of degrees.

The distinction made in David Cameron’s synthesis paper between the
continental systems of Canada, Australia and the United States, and the more
territorially compact European systems was discussed. Different issues exist
within these geographic groupings. The continental system countries share a
number of common characteristics. There, concerns over access are weighted
according to institutional considerations and interregional mobility is consid-
ered to be less of a problem. In Canada, a few formal agreements exist between
provinces while more of an exchange system exists in the United States. Tuition
fees are the norm in both countries. In the European systems there is a greater
focus on access through international agreements and interregional programs
emphasizing mobility. Tuition fees play a lesser role in the European systems.

A Canadian provincial government official spoke on the mobility of students
among programs and institutions, describing a program used in British Colum-
bia for tracking students through their post-secondary career. The provincial
government has found that students have a nonlinear path for getting from high
school to where they want to go. Movement is greater and follows a different
. pattern than anticipated. It was expected that students would upgrade from

community college to university; however, many are going in the opposite
direction. As student needs change, it is important that institutions keep pace
and facilitate this movement through credit transfers.
Grant Harman echoed this sentiment, adding that it is important t{o brcak
: down university snobbery. One must be careful about the notion of “drop outs™:
one institution’s drop outs are another’s new students. Therefore, it is important
to consider credit transfers as well as changing demographics and the needs of
both part-time and full-time students. Traditionally, Australia has placed more
emphasis on access than on mobility. This has to be revised, as it has led to a
lot of barriers to mobility among regions, such as different admission standards,
. etc. Graduate mobility is another practice that should be encouraged, as many
... students now continue on at the same institution. One of the'problems in
“Australia is that the more rural and smaller state universities have trouble
.--attracting students. To address this problem, it was suggested that universities
try to specialize in order to attract and retain people.

According to David Cameron, public policy in Canada has tended to be
relatively ambivalent on the issue of student access and mobility. To a large
extent, this arises from the contention that there are a lot of students who should
not .be in university. After university expansion to accommodate the “baby
boomers,” it was anticipated that enrolment would taper off as demographics
changed. However, this was not the case and enrolment has continued to
increase. A Canadian federal official called this contention outdated, speaking
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‘of the increasing demand for a post-secondary leve! of education. The latter can
be attributed to many factors. Student aid programs have enhanced accessibil-
ity, universality has become an educational touchstone and minority participa-
tion has increased. In addition, demographics are changing and more mature
students are returning to school as attitudes and market place demands change.
The system must adapt to accommodate these factors. However, as one official
pointed out, there is often some confusion regarding the definition of “univer-
sity” versus “post-secondary education” among potential consumers. This has
to be taken into consideration in order to expand the system appropriately.
The changing demographics of higher education have exposed some new

‘mobility and accessibility problems. As one Canadian academic (Rod Dobell)

pointed out, the market for higher education is changing. Technology is altering
issues, making open learning more possible and changing the role of the private
and public sectors in education. Currently, university and nonuniversity sys-
tems exist and work as two solitudes, This must end in order to facilitate easy

- mobility and access for students to enter and reenter in order to upgrade and

change skills. Concomitantly, new ways of looking at eligibility for programs
must be found. In Quebec, the traditionally rigid admission requirements have
been relaxed somewhat in many institutions in order to accommodate mature
students. These people are being admitted to programs on a case-by-case basis

- according to their “life experiences” and are often found to be just as successful

in their studies. However, mature students have their own mobility problems as
‘many are tied to a particular location by family :resporisibilitics and similar
constraints. :

The European systems seem to be farther ahead in the area of student mobility
and standardized admission requirements. However, they have also faced
problems associated with increasing enrolment. Despile the advantages of
proximity, there are some difficulties posed by language differences as well as
differences in tuition fee levels. Some countries in Europe are unilingual, while
others are multilingual. This difference of languages within a federation may
cause problems of moebility from one language region to-another even within
the same country. In Switzerland, for example, there is no Italian university,

~ despite a large Italian population.

In Germany, mobility is enshrined in the constltutlon This allows students
to pursue studies anywhere, providing that they hold an Abitur, the German
qualification certificate. The Linder have a constitutional obligation to provide
spaces in their institutions for students from other Lénder. However, the demand
is so great that the supply of qualified potential students has exceeded the

_capacity of the system. This has led to a great deal of tension. As well, extra
- tests which complicate the admissions process have had to be-added. Germany
- has not considered implementing a tuition fee in order to cut demand. Although

mobility is not a problem, there are tensions over who should pay; that is, the
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Liinder that the student came from or the Lédnder where thcy are educated and
more than likely to remain.

The European Community’s “ERASMUS” program has sought to cnhance
and encourage student mobility among European countries. This program is
based on the notion that the EC will be well served by people who have
experienced different cultures and languages first hand. Students study abroad
through an interuniversity program, which has sought to harmonize curricula
as much as possible. Thus far the program has been very popular and 40,000
exchanges have taken place. However, this is well short of the 10 percent target,
which would amount to 100,000 students. Another program is the European
Course Credit Transfer System. This program has worked out agreements on
credit transfers in five different areas of study in order to facilitate the move-
ment of students.

Some concern was expressed regarding the ERASMUS program by a Swiss
academic. One issue raised dealt with the effect that this program will have on
smaller linguistic communities. It is feared that students will be drawn to
universities of big international languages such as French and German, and
away from couatries like Greece. This will cause problems for some students
-who must overcome language barriers and will therefore take longer with their
studies. Another concern was raised with respect to EC pressures towards
standardized qualifications and its impact on nations with relatively high
educational standards. One Swiss academic noted that standardization would
lead to a devaluation of the Swiss certificate and the quality of studies in that
country,

THEME IV: RESEARCH PLANNING AND FINANCING

- Keith Newton, of the Economic Council of Canada, introduced the session by
highlighting three pertinent areas for discussion: globalization, fiscal arrange-
ments and demographic change. Global forces are transforming education as
the demands of the market place change. Will economic imperatives bring a
trend towards centralization? Is there anything in the nature of research that
suggests such a move? What differences in arrangements for financing research
exist among countries? What national research strategies are currently in place"
And, how is the national research agenda established?

- In Canada, the area of research planning and financing has become increas-
ingly complex as it has been proliferated by governmental and nongovernmen-

-tal bodies involved in research and development. Bodies such as the National

~Advisory Board on Science, or the Ontario Premier’s Council exist at both

“levels of government. However, spiraling costs and shrinking budgets have

"~added to the clout of private capital in the university research agenda. This has

been manifested in an increasing number of partnerships between universities
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and industry. The sharing of research responsibilities among federal, provincial
and private interests raises a number of policy issues dear to the Canadian
federation: regional development, industrial policy and equalization payments,
to name a few. Are these policy areas being considered in a framework for

research planning and design? _ ' '

Another issue raised involved the obstacles to ¢communicating and sharing
research and information, which must be cleared away if any policy on research
planning and financing is to be efficacious in the long run. The communication
of scholarly research is often hampered by restrictions placed on collaborative
efforts by industry, limited journal space, and the high costs of electronic forms
of transmitting information. Spending on research libraries is thus imperative.
The problem is to ensure that research efforts are widely shared.

There was some discussion among Canadian participants regarding the
separation of research and instructional funding into separate block funds in
order to overcome the problems associated with direct and indirect financing
of research. This was introduced by David Stager from the University of
- Toronto, who discussed the fact that merit pay is based largely on research

activity, yet provincial support of universities is enrolment-driven. Would it not
be more rational for the federal government to provide S0 percent block funding
for research and the provinces to provide for instruction? The remainder of the
funding could come from fees. This would reverse the existing arrangement by
making research the basic grant and instruction the add-on. It would help to
resolve the problems of the indirect cost of research, which governments
continue to ignore. As it now stands, the more research-intensive institutions
are being penalized as they must carry higher indirect costs associated with their
research.

A Canadian federal government official explained that the deficiencies of
research funding in Canada are largely due to the existing fiscal transfer
arrangements, which put education under a fiscal heading. These arrangements
were devised before Canadians became as conscious of the need for interna-
tional competitiveness. The federal government feels that it is up to the prov-
inces to provide the funds for indirect research costs out of their EPF transfers.
He claimed that provincial ministers have never raised the issue of indirect
research costs because it would acknowledge that the federal government has

“a role to play. Provincial governments are not keen on this split in funding.
According to one provincial official, money is given based on the human
‘resource development of clients not providers. Thus research is regarded as the
pursuit of professionals seeking to expand their own credentials. The federal
government has, for its part, felt some frustration that its research priorities are
not being met as a result of the arms-length relationship that exists between it
and its research granting councils. As a result, it has sought to put money into
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“the system through other avenues, for example the “centres of excellence
program to fund directed areas of research.

Martin Trow of the United States argued that there should not be a clear line
of distinction between research and instruction and therefore between their
financing. At the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, for example, under-

' graduates are taking part in research projects as part of their education, Thus
the line between the two is becoming blurred, making distinct funding arrange-
ments difficult. Funding decisions become difficult when some departments are
primarily teaching departments, or when the stature of a department occasion-
ally wanes and falls into a decline, needing to be buoyed up by the university
community. Should funding decisions on allocations of resources be made
externally according to market forces or by government priorities, or should
they be made internally by the university, which has a better notion of where
to allocate money for future needs and to keep weaker departments from .
dropping too low? Francis Whyte commented that the greatest contribution of
universities is turning out brains, and research is important as it contributes to
this. Therefore, he agreed that there should not be a clear line between research
and education as universities exist primarily for students. Another government
official was more blunt, pointing out that students and their parents vote,
research does not.

There was some discussion of the different funding arrangements for apphed
versus basic research and the mechanisms for allocating research funds in some
of the European federal systems. In Germany, funding for research is based on
the distinction between applied and basic. Basic research is that ¢arried on by
all professors in Germany. All are researchers as part of their job and they decide

‘what they research. However, funding to researchers is not enough to coverall

of their expenses and they must find more elsewhere. National research facili-
ties exist, jointly funded by the federal and Léinder governments and technology
funds are provided to universities, as well as to industry and to research
institutes. There is also some funding available from the EC. The German
constitution provides for research funding based on agreements between the
federal and Ldnder governments. These set out how research is to be carried

_ out and funded. However, basic research is often neglected in such arrange-
ments. .
~ The specific decisionmaking mechanism for fundmg basic research is based
on peer evaluation and trust. Academics make proposals and these are voted on

. by central committees, which are structured according to discipline and have

-.government and academic representation. This is a self-regulating control body;

_anyone who wants money must apply to these national research associations.
For larger projects where a lot of money is committed, there is much tighter
control by government researchers. Centres of excellence also exist throughout
the country. Académics apply for status and the decisions are made by their
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peers and not the government. European integration is bringing the fear that, as
researchers are not organized, research will increasingly be controlled by a large
bureaucracy in Brussels.

Switzerland has a similar process, which places emphasis on peer review.
Four-year research plans are submitted to the federal government, which
negotiates and adopts the plan and allocates funds. Once researchers get the
money they become autonomous and allocation between individuals is done at
this level through peer review. The results of this process have been satisfactory.
There is a different process for industrial and applied research.

In Australia there is a public policy tension between arguments for a tightly
coordinated research policy directed at meeting changing market demands, and
the notion that research must be left to individuals. While federal agencies exist,
there is no single overarching agency for coordinating a central policy. Often
coordinated research programs have not been very successful, but a perception
persists that increased funding of research will help to solve economic woes.
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Rapporteur’'s Comments:

Hasty Generalizations, Missed
Opportunities and Oversimplifications:
Overcoming the Obstacles to
Understanding Higher Education
(Whatever That Is) in Federal Systems

(Whatever They May Be)

J. Stefan Dupré

.As your rapporteur, [ had no problem selecting the title I have given to these

remarks. A conference on a subject as vast as higher education in governmental
settings as diverse as those of federalism faces a daunting obstacle course. It
can easily drift on a sea of hasty generalizations. In the process, it can miss
assorted opportunities to snatch coherence from the jaws of confusion. And it
is always beset by the temptation to oversimplify the realities which it is seeking
to grasp.

This conference has had to face all of these obstacles. It was fitting that your -
participation should be rewarded with an evening boat tour through the Thou-

-sand Islands. As Principal David Smith put it in his opening remarks, this cruise
. might inspire you to think of each island as a university that nourishes the stream

of the society in which it is situated.
I perforce excused myself from the cruise 50 that I'might prepare the remarks

Tam about to make, But having taken it on previous occasions, I can well recall .

that the particular stream yon were navigating comes perilously close to being

. an open sewer. So let me congratulate you for completing the cruise without
falling overboard. As for the conference, T congratulate you as well. Due

reflection on your proceedings persuades me that you overcame many of the
obstacles you had to face. You may have flirted with a few hasty generalizations,
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missed the odd opportunity and oversimplified on occasion, but I find much
that is sterling and little that a few sober second thoughts cannot remedy in the
time that remains available. Let me begin with hasty generalizations.

HASTY GENERALIZATIONS

At an early stage in your proceedings, discussion focused on the following
proposition. Global economic forces which generate knowledge-driven econo-
mies have a centralizing effect on higher education. To your credit, I think, your
deliberations nakedly exposed this proposition as something that is indeed a
hasty generalization. Far from having a centralizing effect, global economic
forces have 4 strongly decentralizing thrust. For one thing these forces foster
degrees of specialization that constitute a potent reminder that the labour
markets for many occupational skills are subnational, indeed local. They remind
us as well that the multilingual skills which are so important to international
communication are best acquired not by teaching all languages everywhere but
by immersing learners in geographically specific communities. The same global
~ forces remind us further that in a world awash with economic uncertainties —
uncertainties that supremely beset the matching of human skills to changing job
requirements — diversity and experimentation are the only insurance policy
that can keep small mistakes from blossoming into huge errors. In a globalized,
knowledge-driven economy then, much of what you have discussed points in a
direction that leads diametrically away from centralization.

I shall now take up a second hasty generalization. This one proved somewhat
more difficult to overcome. The proposition to which I refer runs as follows. A
minimal response to the current global economic challenges is better coordina-
tion, more rationalization and enhanced funding coherence in the field of higher
education. Your early deliberations flirted dangerously with this proposition.
So much was this the case that when Daniel Elazar had to leave the conference
prematurely, he told me he would be perfectly happy if I conveyed to you the
following message. He was leaving awed, saddened and relieved. Awed by the
capacity of the managerial mind to manufacture coordinating schemes. Sad-
dened that the managerial mind so easily ignores the virtues of multiplicity. And
relieved as he reminded himself that extravagant coordination schemes always
turn out to be unworkable anyway. '

I must tell you that at the time Dr. Elazar gave me this message, I was myself.
in a state of acute discomfort. Happily, however, your subsequent deliberations
brought me first relief, then elation. To distil the wisdom of these deliberations,

‘I will focus in particular on your about-face concerning the subject of funding
‘coherence. Peter Hicks played a catalytic role in producing this turnaround but
‘many of you outdid yourselves in following his lead.
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To posit the desirability of funding coherence is indeed to fabricate the
hastiest of generalizations. This is because there is no escaping the importance
of clienteles in generating support for higher education. Just as there is a wide
diversity of clienteles for higher education, so is funding diversity in its best

. long-term interests, whatever the resulting incoherence. Consider in turn core

funding, research funding, targeted funding and student funding.

Core funding, to be sure, is of enormous importance. It is supremely import-
ant, as Ulrich Teichler emphasized, in Germany, but only a few degrees less
important in Canada and the other countries represented at this conference, This
is because core funding preserves the capacity of individual institutions to make
their own trade-offs among programs and between research and teaching, It is

precisely for this reason, however, that institutions constitute the basic clientele i

for core funding. Meantime, the competitors of core funding are all other public
priorities, including the pressure to balance government budgets. It follows that
core funding can never constitute an entirely secure base for higher education,
not least because the institutions are its relatively isolated clientele.

Enter, at this point, research funding. Research funding has numerous clien-
teles in addition to institutions — curiosity-oriented researchers, proponents of
big science, business firms. This funding is of course inherently exposed to
swings in preferences between basic and applied research, to proprietary claims
over findings and to a host of other issues. However, its multiple clienteles and
its assocation with economic growth give research funding an edge in the
competition for government resources and a measure of insulation from

‘budget-balancing cuts.

Consider now targeted fundmg, as in the field of manpower training and
skills development. Here universities are among many competitors on a stage
crowded by technical institutes, colleges, apprenticeship programs, industrial
sector-specific courses, on-the-job training and the like. But the clienteles for.
this funding are at least as diverse as in the case of research. In one respect,
they are even more diversified because they include labour unions. It follows
that governments cannot dismiss claims for targeted funding lightly, and the
extent to which manpower training can be linked to economic growth means
that this form of targeted funding, like research, can become a high budgetary

. priority.

Finally, there is student funding. As Martin Trow reminded us so well, student

assistance enjoys the most democratic of all clienteles. Here we find all present

and future students plus their parents or spouses. The American experience with

~ student assistance during the Reagan years testifies most impressively to the

resilience of this source of funding in the face of a neoconservative government
agenda.
What clearly emerges is that support for higher education is visib]y.dispersed

. among different sets of clienteles, with each set oriented towards a different
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source of funding. This leaves the desirability of funding coherence as a
proposition formulated by tidy minds that fail the test of reality. Fiscal diversity,
. not coherence, best serves higher education because it ensures that the interests
-of disparate clienteles will press for its support.

MISSED OPPORTUNITIES

Having addressed the hasty generalizations that this conference has exposed,
let me turn to the matter of missed opportunities. I am using the term missed,
as distinct from wasted, advisedly. I could detect no opportunities that this
conference wasted for lack of perceptive observations on important issues as
they arose. This led me to search for an integrating principle with which to
structure any of a number of these observations. I found a gem in Denis
©’Callaghan’s altogether enlightening remarks on the European Community. [
refer to his profoundly thoughtful invocation of the hallowed Thomistic prin-
ciple of subsidiarity. Applying it as Mr. O’Callaghan did to intergovernmental
relations, this principle focuses on the importance of lower levels of govern-
ment, where all matters are best done unless there is convincing proof to the
contrary. By invoking the principle of subsidiarity, Mr. O’Callaghan was
offering a healthy measure of reassurance to his European colleagues as they
“worried about whatever power-hungry bureaucrats lurk behind the European
Community.
~ To leave matters there, however, would be to miss a splendid opportunity to
structure your deliberations. Not least because I am an old student of Thomistic
philosophy, I owe it to you not to miss that opportunity. The principle of
‘ subsidiarity is far more than a guide to intergovernmental relations. It is a
fundamental principle of social organization. Pursuant to this principle you
begin at the bottom. Everything that is best done on the ground should be left
there. What is appropriately done at successively higher levels of organization
should always bear the burden of proof. Proof has to do with whether the higher
level will generate value added. The prmcnplc of subsudlarlty is of fundamental
importance to higher education.

Higher education begins on the ground within the university. It is génerated
in the professors’ offices, the lecture halls, the seminar rooms, the laboratories,
the libraries. If you aré seeking creativity and learning, these are the places
where you will find them. As Martin Trow pointed out, the best minds in
universities have never heard of the higher education bureaucrats who populate
government agencies. Why should they? Do these peop]e generate any value
added?

Pursuant to the prmmple of subsidiarity, the first step in the search for value

c-added remains within the university, just above the ground at the level of
administrators. What clearly emerges from your deliberations on a cross-
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national basis is the vital importance of skilled university management headed
by a CEO president rather than a rector magnificus. Here you find the value
that is added by the will to defend institutional turf against roving bands of
would-be government rationalizers, and by the fiscal acumen required to juggle’
diverse sources of funding. As Martin Trow reminded us, the art of fiscal
management is to create the slack resources that can constitute precisely what
is often crucial to scholars and scientists on the brink of cross-disciplinary
innovations.

The next level at which to look for value added remains well short of any
coordinating bodies or bureaucracies. It takes you into the enormous variety of
accountability mechanisms from peer-adjudicated grant selection committees
to accrediting bodies and discipline review groups. Note that such mechanisms
are just as easily and often more appropriately tied to voluntary agencies than
to government departments. Claude Lajeunesse scored a very fair point when
he hypothesized that universities may well be subject to more accountability
mechanisms than any other institution in society. What becomes crucial, in this
regard, is the problem of aligning political perceptions with the reality of this
accountability. This problem is all the more challenging in light of the reminder
that a cabinet minister, the Hon. Russell King, offered us. Politicians are birds
of passage. On the Council of Ministers of Education of Canada where he sat,
Mr. King could find only two ministers with four years in their portfolio. All
the rest were junior.

In this light, a point made by Gary Mullins deserves emphasis. It has to do
with the importance of face-to-face contacts between politicians and university
presidents. Whatever the value added by intermediary agencies or buffers,
politicians must have quick and easy access to what is on the ground, where the
action is. Presidents must ensure that university walls have windows.

What will persist is a plea made by Minister King, a plaintive plea I have
heard from many politicians. With so many agencies, so many accountability
mechanisms, such diverse institutions, who does a minister call when he has a
problem? I restrained myself from entering the proceedings when he posed this
question, but here is my answer. “Minister, identify the individual you believe
is the smartest university president in your jurisdiction. When you have a
problem, the chances are that between this individual and whoever is in charge
of the institution’s government relations, you will get not only the right list of

- phone numbers but the sequence in which to call them.” This is my answer

because I do indeed believe in the principle of subsidiarity. Never miss any
opportunity to put it to work. However high the level of decisionmaking,

. including the ministerial, the keys to problem solvm g will be found on or close

to the ground.
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OVERSIMPLIFICATIONS

I come now to the last item on my list of obstacles to understanding higher
education: oversimplifications. To your credit, what had become perfectly
apparent as your deliberations were winding down was that they could not be

confined by the notion that higher education can be equated with universities.
You rightly detected the major flaw in an otherwise admirable set of background
papers. What the papers gained in coherence by equating higher education with
universities came at the cost of ducking the ultimate reality of the knowledge-
driven society.

If the eighteenth century citizen of Rousseau’s enlightenment was forced to
be free, the contemporary citizen on the brink of the twenty-first century is
forced to be knowledgeable. This citizen will neither be confined to universities
nor to other institutions of higher education, The search for knowledge is
multiplying all kinds of noninstitutional forms of learning. In the process that
old demographic standby, the 18 to 24 age cohort, becomes irrelevant to higher
education. The issue of student mobility among universities remains alive, but
is a trivial part of a far broader concern. This one involves mobility and transfer
of credits not only among various types of institutions but among institutions,
on-the-job training programs and computerized at-home forms of learning
likely drawn, note well, from internationally packaged materials. Gail Babcock,
Pierre Cazalis and Rodney Dobell are among those who infused your proceed-
ings with insights that helped to overcome the oversimplification involved in
equating universities and for that matter institutions with higher education.

I would like to comment on another oversimplification if only because this
conference should not close without recognizing its existence. Quite frankly,
the “universities” which the papers posit strike me as grossly oversimplified
versions of at least the so-called “full-service” universities that exist in the real
world. Such universities, may I remind you, have health science sectors. As
such, they intersect with another incredibly complex set of institutions called
hospitals. The governance and financing of these institutions are in turn
stamped by the peculiarities of the federal regimes in which they are found. Is
it a fair statement that the systems that finance university hospitals have all the
earmarks of an open sewer?

. Whatever the answer, the complexities that lurk at the interstices between
_the health care and higher education sectors are staggering. Runaway health
‘costs in many jurisdictions are in part a function of the number and mix of
" ‘professionals produced by educational institutions. The funding of these insti-
tutions, especially their core funding, is constantly threatened in turn by the
'seemingly insatiable and technologically driven demands of hospitals which
are responding to their own sets of expectations, harbored by public clienteles
even more concerned with health than knowledge. Meantime, at the various
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levels of government, higher education officials confront a vast continent where
ministries of health, hospital commissions, public and private health insurance
agencies, professional and para-professional licensing bodies, and separate
research agencies jostle one another at the same time as they stand ready to do
battle with universities.

A great figure in the history of Queen’s University, the late J. Alex Corry,
once told me something about health care and higher education that T have never
forgotten. Having presided over this full-service institution with its health
science sector, he said “If ] were heading an institution with no medical faculty
and someone came to offer me one, T would reply ‘young man, you can keep
it; it’s a bottomless pit’.” In this light we should readily forgive the authors of
the background papers for writing about universities as if the health science
sector did not exist. Indeed, we should be grateful that thelr oversimplification
spared us such a challenge to the tidy mind.

The Alex-Corry I have just quoted is the same Alex Corry who, in his capacity
as a political scientist, authored the immortal line that the tidy mind is a liability
for understanding federalism. It is appropriate that I should close my remarks
by addressing that subject. What a dog’s breakfast! Coming to grips with
federalism on a comparative basis has involved trotting out all the time-
honoured labels. Thus we employed the terms “executive federalism” and
“executive interprovincialism” to convey the essence of the Canadian federal
system. There is “intrastate federalism” to capture the importance of congres-
sional committees in the American federal system, There is “interlocking
federalism” to describe the German and Swiss systems. There is “emerging
federalism” for Belgium and the European Community, What to me is a new
term, “hard federalism,” was coined to describe the contemporary Australian
federal system. For all their utility in structuring a comparative discussion of
federalism, these terms can be deceptive. I submit that higher education offers
a strong reminder that the dog’s breakfast elements of federalism transcend any
scheme of classification.

Consider, in the Canadian case, “executive federalism” and “executive
interprovincialism.” These terms convey nothing of the ironic realities that arise
in the financing of Canadian higher education. How unfortunate it is that the
Hon. Robert de Cotret was unable to attend the conference dinner. Had he come,
Martin Trow, who is proud that he cannot tell us the name of the top higher
education official in Washington, could have gone home saying he not only
knew his counterpart in Ottawa, he had dined with him. And he had learned that
the Canadian’s job was to try to ensure that the federal government gets credit
for tax money that provincial politicians are responsible for raising. Some
people might call this typically Canadian; I also call it a dog’s breakfast.

Deceptive oversimplification lurks behind other terms as well. Consider .

- “hard federalism,” used to convey the centralization that has been at work in



242 J. Stefan Dupré

Australia, Robert Smith and Fiona Wood, in the very paper that coins this term,
also point out that the governing boards of Australian universities are convert-
ing the office of vice chancellor into a strong CEO position. I wounld hypothesize
that thus transformed, Australian vice chancellors will be equipped to defend
institutional turf against would-be centralizers. I would surmise that they will
also cultivate diverse funding sources. Paul Hickey pointed out that the Uni-
versity of Melbourne is in a situation where, whatever the ostensible degree of
centralization, its core grant accounts for only 55 percent of its revenue, Hard
federalism, then, may mask a reality that is very different from centralization, -

I conclude that if higher education in federal systems defies simplification,
the reason lies in the strength and resourcefulness of what is on the ground. This
is the principle of subsidiarity at work. And with respect to capturing the essence
of the relation between higher education (whatever that is) and federal systems
- (whatever they may be), I commend to you a term employed by Ulrich Teichler,
“balanced negotiation.” Balanced negotiation between what is on the ground
and what resides in government produces feasts that may look messy to the tidy
" mind but are a joy to the canine palate. I for one am proud to be a tough cld

member of that breed. ' ' '



Discussion

The principle of subsidiarity, introduced in Stefan Dupré’s remarks, and its
significance to federalism figured prominently in the discussion. The first
question of the session speculated on whether it would have made a difference
if the conference had been on higher education in unitary states, rather than
federal ones. The notion of subsidiarity seems to imply that it does not matter
what governments and bureaucrats do, nor what political structures and ar-
rangements exist among them; universities will carry on. Dupré agreed with
this contention, noting that one of the countries represented, Belgium, still
exists basically as a unitary state, despite the diversity and decentralization that
has taken place there. In Canada, there are ten provinces that behave more or
less as unitary states in many capacities. Ontario, for example, has 16 institu-
tions in a territorially-based system, matched by a legislature that is in turn
territorially-based. If unitary states had participated in the conference, there
would have been 4 lot of commonality noted. :

A German academic, Ulrich Teichler, disagreed with the notion that hlgher
education faces the same setting in a unitary form of government as in a federal
state, as different networks of negotiation exist in these different models. In a
unitary state there is not the same opportunity for experimentation, thus gov-
ernment misinformation and errors have a greater potential to flourish. He also
noted that the Canadian experience with the rapid rotation of educational
ministers is not necessarily endemic. In Germany, specialized officials are
emerging, making the dialogue between governments and universities more
sophisticated, as éach side gets more professional.

Dupré agreed that federalism, because of the multiplicity of governments and
actors, can build in checks and balances, giving federal states an edge over
unitary ones in preventing the spread of misinformation and similar problems.

~However, whether one is looking at unitary states or federal ones, a “high
- powered lying contest” exists between governments, their bureaucrats and
-university administrators. This is not always intentional, however, the
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opportunities for this multiply in a federal system with myriad levels of
government and layers of bureaucracy. Within federal systems there are many
examples of the principle of subsidiarity being violated, as governments step
in to make decisions better left to university administrators or individual
researchers. For example, the rigidities imposed by some American states on
the budgeting procedures and resource allocations of their public universities
~ is strange in the context of the diversity of the American federal system, and
would seem to be more characteristic of a unitary state.

A Canadian academic, David Stager, noted that there had been some discus-
sion regarding the appropriate shape of a planning model that could deal with
matters such as priority setting and coordination. However, the market model
also deals effectively with many of these same issues. He wondered to what
extent is there a role for market forces within the operation of the educational
system itself, as opposed to a role in defining the product of the university
system, i.e., research. How can the market model be accommodated into the
* instructional side of higher education and would this market model function
better in a unitary or a federal state? It was noted that the United States certainly
has been successful in its use of a market-driven model for higher education.
In Canada, there will likely be a trend towards a greater market-based approach.
This will probably surface first in a province and not nationally, and will not
necessarily be the result of government action. Dupré gave the example of the
University of Toronto Executive MBA program, which is based on market
principles and doing very well. In such examples, market forces and the
principle of subsidiarity are seen to be complementary, as they both stress the
importance of what is “on the ground” in the day-te-day operations of higher
education. There, local economic and educational needs of the labour market
are felt and met in such matters as apprenticeship. Another economic principle
to consider is that of externalities, as higher education defies being contained
in boundaries. Many more boundaries exist in a federal state, leading to more .
levels of subsidiarity.

It was noted that in higher education, the prmcnple of submdlanty does not
stop at university administrators but continues down through the ranks of the
university as decisions and so on occur at every level. Nor is this confined to
universities, as community colleges are also important, Does this concentration
of subsidiarity within the university reduce action to a “sum of rising self
interests”? Dupré did not think so because of the action of competition between
interests. He noted the virtue of a multiplicity of interests in a federal system,
expounded on by Madison in the Federalist Papers, as one of the best ways to
act against factions and views inimical to the public good, which are more prone
to becoming dominant in territorially-specific communities. A distilled notion
of the public interest is more likely to emerge in a federal system through a
multiplicity of interests, At times this has led to high level government solutions
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being favoured over low level government solutions in the area of post-
secondary education. However, the “public interest” is not the specific or sole
purview of any particular level of government.

There was some concern raised about closely equating the federal principle
with the principle of subsidiarity, as the latter means many things to different
people. For example, many Eurocrats may deem this principle as a rationale for
transferring things to higher levels when they are seen to be too expensive to
be left at lower levels of competency, as this discussion is generally advocating,
Thus, the principle of subsidiarity may be too open to oversimplification and
the “pat sclutions” of neat and tidy minds.

One provincial civil servant noted that the significance and impact of the
media on institutions had been absent from the colloguium discussion. Most
politicians are more cognizant of the role of the media than universities seem
to be. Institutions must learn to be successful in using the media. On another
note, he discussed the Newfoundland Minister of Education’s “Triple E” agenda
for education: equality, excellence, and efficiency. Out of these three, efficiency
was the most dominant topic of the colloquium as a result of the financial

constraints felt everywhere, with a little time being spent on excellence and

accessibility. What of the growing public expectation that there is a universal
right to higher education? When considering efficiency, p011t1c1ans feel that the
education system has become fat and overadministered,

Dupré took note of the public confusion identified in equating hlgher educa-
tion with university, and the expected economic payoff of a higher education
associated with skills development, This expectation is growing as the twenty-
first century citizen is “forced to be knowledgeable or face unemployment
insurance.” The system, including educational institutions and the private
sector, must rise to meet this sociological reality but not through one giant
coordinated effort, which would be destined to failure and act against the notion
of subsidiarity. On the efficiency and accountability argument, i.e., that insti-
tutions are fat, Dupré noted the previous discussion on the desirability of
multiple sources of funding, which act to make institutions accountable. He also
noted the rigorous process of evaluation and peer review undergone by academ-

"ics. He contended that the third “e” of equality can be worrisome. While

American’ institutions are well ahead of legislation in the area of affirmative

“action there is still alot of controversy over “politically-correct thinking.” From

some perspectives this is threatening the integrity of the academic enterprise as
it uncritically equates any form of curriculum change with the particular
interests of an ethnic community in order to address past wrongs.
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vi Avani-propos

L’idée de ce colloque prit naissance & partir de discussions entre les or-
ganisateurs du projet, soit en Poccurrence I'Institut des relations inter-
gouvernementales & Queen’s University, I’Ecole nationale d’administration
publique, la Direction de Recherche et Information sur I’ Education (Canada),
et le Conseil des ministres de I’Education (Canada). Deux des organismes qui
ont parrainé 1’événement peuvent &tre considérés comme des institutions de
premier plan dans le domaine de 1'enseignement supérieur au Canada, chacun
oeuvrant au sein de 'une ou I'autre des deux communautés de langues
officielies du pays; les deux autres institutions sont pour leur part les deux
principaux organismes gouvernementaux chargés de coordonner et de mettre
en pratique la politique d’enseignement supérieur & I'échelle du Canada. Au
demeurant, le colloque aura fourni une occasion exceptionnelle pour le
gouvernement fédéral canadien et les provinces de collaborer & un projet
commun. Leur participation aura contribué i la réussite du collogue et permis
que le programmie refléte les questions concrétes et urgentes en matiére
d’enseignement supérieur auxquelles sont confrontées les autorités
gouvernementales dans les systémes fédéranx,

Les participants au colloque n’ignoraient pas que le systéme fédéral du pays
héte, soit le Canada, traverse une période cruciale de questionnement sur le plan
constitutionnel, qui n’est pas sans influer également sur la politique
d’enseignement supérieur. Au moment oll ce volume est mis sous presse, toutes
ces questions demeurent non résolues. Par ailleurs, le fait que ce colloque ait
réuni une proportion quasi égale de Canadiens et non-Canadiens aura permis
d’éviter qu’un certain nombrilisme ne s’empare des participants; au reste,
I"hétérogénéité du groupe aura favorisé un cadre d’échanges authentiquement
comparatif qui conduisit A une étude minutieuse des problémes et solutions
propres a 'ensemble des systémes fédéraux,

Cette réflexion en profondeur intéressera non seulement ceux qui suivent de
prés les politiques d’enseignement supérieur mais aussi ceux qm cherchent 2
acquérir un tablean complet des interactions existant entre les Etats fédéraux et
une communanté d’intéréts pluriclle et indépendante. Le tableau obtenu laisse
voir ‘une diversité considérable d’expériences en matiére d’enseignement
supérieur, 2 1a fois parmi et au sein des systémes fédéraux; cette diversité permet
d’accroitre les capacités potenticlles d’un systzéme donné, tant pour des fins de
comparaison que d’adaptation. A titre d’exemple, I’on n’a qu’a comparer le
systéme décentralisé, de type privé, existant au Etats-Unis dans le domaine de
Penseignement supérieur, avec celui de 1’ Australie lequel, 4 ’opposé, s’avere
centralisé sur le plan de la planification et du financement. Au méme moment
cependant, les divergences s"aplanissent entre les systémes en raison de certains
phénoménes tels que la pression décentralisatrice inhérente & la mondialisation,
le quasi échec, a Iéchelle planétaire, de 1a coordination rationalisée (et partant,
I’échec aussi des tentatives répétées v1sant I'imposer), et I'importance de
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diversifier le financement de I’enseignement supérieur afin de préserver
I’intégrité de I'Université. Pour les spécialistes en matizre de fédéralisme, les
actes du colloque fournissent une autre preuve du “méli-mélo” qui existe dans
la maniére de classifier la coordination de la politique d’enseignement supérieur
d’un systéme fédéral A un autre. Au reste, ces actes révélent que c’est grice
aussi a une certaine équivoque que chaque systéme fédéral est en mesure de
fonctionner,

Finalement, au nom du comité d’organisation du colloque et des
coordonnateurs de ces actes, j’aimerais exprimer ma reconnaissance envers la
Direction de Recherche et Information sur I’ Educatlon du ministére du
Secrétariat d’Etat du Canada pour son généreux soutien f1nanc1er qui a rendu
possible la publication du présent volume.

Ronald L. Wauts

Président du Comité d’organisation

du Colloque international sur

I'enseignement supérieur dans les systémes fédératifs
et directeur (en congé)

de I’Institut des relations intergouvernementales

: Mai 1992
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 Le contfexte fédéral



L’'enseignement supérieur dans le
cadre fédératif

‘Ronald L. Watts

INTRODUCTION

Mesdames et Messieurs, avant d’aborder le sujet dont le comité organisateur
du Colloque m'a demandé de vous parler ce matin, j’aimerais faire quelques
remarques préliminaires en ma qualité de président de ce comité. Tout d’abord,
je tiens & remercier David Smith pour son soutien et son intérét, et plus
particulierement, pour avoir accepté de présider la séance de ce matin et pour
les copicuses remarques liminaires qu’il nous & servies en appéritif. I’ aimerais
aussi souhaiter la bienvenue & tous les participants au Colloque en mon nom
personnel, au nom de I'Institut des relations intergouvernementales et aussi en
celui des membres du comité organisateur. J'ajouterai que le comité or-
ganisateur est aussi trés reconnaissant du soutien qu’il a regu du Secrétariat
d’Etat du Canada, du Conseil des ministres de 1' Education {Canada), de Queen’s
University dans le cadre des célébrations de son cent-cinquantiéme an-
niversaire, de ’Ecole nationale d’administration publique (Québec), du Bureau
des relations fédérales-provinciales du gouvernement du Canada, et du
gouvernement de 1'Ontario. Je profite aussi de cette occasion pour remercier
personnellement certaines personnes qui oat travaillé trés fort 4 I’ organisation

.du Colloque, sans compter qu’elles ont dii ‘assumer des responsabilités ad-

ditionnelles au pied levé lorsque j’ai soudainement appris; il y a un mois, que

- avais ét€ appelé a4 Ottawa pour m’occuper de questions constitutionnelles. Je

remercie en particulier Gilles Jasmin, du Secrétariat d’Etat du Canada, qui a
hérité d’une lourde charge supplémentaire 2 la suite de ce changement imprévu;
George Molloy, du Conseil des ministres de I’Education du Canada, qui a [ui
aussi vu sa charge de travail augmenter sans avertissement; Pierre Cazalis, qui
a non seulement élaboré le devis du Colloque, mais qui a aussi assuré la liaison
avec les participants européens; John Dennison, de University of British
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Columbia, qui a été notre contact avec les Australiens; et David Cameron, de
Dalhousie University, qui a non seulement rédigé un exposé sur le Canada et
une synthése des exposés des autres pays, mais qui au cours du dernier mois, a
aussi accepté de se charger de certaines des tdches du président du comité
organlsateur

Je remercie aussi en particulier Stefan Dupré, qui a accepté d’étre le rappor-
teur du Collogue. Je sais, pour avoir éié rapporteur moi-méme dans de sembla-
bles conférences, que ¢’ est une tiche énorme que d’essayer de rendre I’ essentiel
des discussions, et de tout mettre sur papier avant méme la fin du Colloque.
Mais Stefan est I’homme de la situation puisqu’il est & 1a fois un politicologue
qui fait autorité sur le fédéralisme canadien et sur les relations inter-
gouvernementales, en particulier sur les relations entre chefs de gouvernement,
et un expert dans le domaine des politiques en matiére d’enseignement
supérieur. Durant les années 70, il a été le président fondateur du Conseil
ontarien des affaires universitaires, ol il a contribué i I’établissement des
grandes orientations des relations entre le gouvernement et les universités en
Ontario. Nous avons de la chance qu’il ait accepté d’agir comme rapporteur.

Je tiens aussi & remercier les auteurs des exposés, qui ont dd rédiger leurs
textes quelquefois sous pression et rapidement pour qu’on arrive a les traduire
A temps. Pen profite aussi pour remercier le personnel de I’ Institut des relations
intergouvernementales, Doug Brown, Patti Candido, Valerie Jarus, Darrel Reid
et Dwight Herperger, qui ont réusst le tour de force de régler les innombrables
préparatifs en vue du Collogue, en particulier compte tenu de mon départ
imprévu.

Comme le recteur Smith a parlé des célébrations du cent-cinquantidme
anniversaire de Queen’s, j’ai pensé que je pourrais y aller de quelques mots sur
ce sujet en vous racontant une petite anecdote sur Queen’s, qui illustre bien la
complexité des systémes d’enseignement supérieur dans les systémes
fédératifs. Queen’s a été fondée 26 ans avant que I'Ontario et le Québec ne
soient séparés en 1867 pour devenir des provinces distinctes dans la nouvelle
fédération canadienne. Il y a 150 ans, quand les presbytériens installés dans ce
qui est maintenant 1’Ontario et le Québec demanderent une charte a la Reine
- pour fonder cette université, John A. Macdonald, I'un des fondateurs de la
‘future fédération canadienne et le premier de ses Premiers ministres, appuya
leur requéte. 11 a donc été 1'un des fondateurs de cette université, en plus d’€étre
I'un des «peres de la Confédération».

1l s’en suivit que cinquante ans plus tard, Iorsque Queen’s voulut faire
modifier sa charte, il fallu résoudre la question 2 savoir qui de Toronto ou
d’Ottawa avait pouvoir d’autoriser cet amendement. L'affaire a été portée .
jusque devant le Comité judiciaire du Conseil privé, lequel a statué que méme
si ’éducation était une compétence exclusive des provinces en vertu de I'Acte
de I"Amerique du Nord britannique (AANB), toute modification 4 la charte de
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Queen’s devait étre faite par loi fédérale, et cela parce que sa charte lui avait
été accordée avant la division du Québec et de I'Ontario. C’est pourquoi toutes
les modifications subséquentes & la charte de Queen’s University ont été
adoptées par le Parlement du Canada. Queen’s occupe donc une place unique
parmi les universités canadiennes pour ce qui-est du statut de sa charte, qui ne
peut étre modifi€e que par le gouvernement du Canada, et non par.le gouverne-
ment de 1’Ontario. Signalons toutefois que le gouvernement fédéral a fait la
sourde oreille aux demandes des recteurs de Queen’s, qui désiraient bénéficier
d’un financement spécial - cause de cette situation... John A. Macdonald,
celui-Ja méme qui avait appuyé la requéte dont j’ai parlé, a été pressenti par les
premiers recteurs de Queen's peu aprs la Confédération pour savoir si le
gouvernement fédéral n’accorderait pas pour cette raison des subsides spéciaux
a Queen’s. 11 a répondu avec fermeté qu’il s’agissait 12 d’un domaine de
compétence provinciale et donc que Queen’s devait s’adresser au gonvernement
de I'Ontario. Et cette situation n’a pas changé depuis cette époque. Ainsi en

est-il depuis-lors.

Le résultat, c’est que cette ville présente un contraste intéressant de chague
coté de la nvitre Cataraqui, qui montre la complexité de I’enseignement
supérieur dans un systéme fédératif. Sur la rive opposée, le Coll2ge militaire

-royal est financé en totalité par le gouvernement du Canada. Mais quand il a

voulu, il y a 40 ans, obtenir le droit de décerner des grades, c’est au gouverne-

- ment de I’Ontario qu’il s’est adressé. Il y a donc de 1’autre c6té de la rivizre un
_-établissement totalement financé par le fédéral, mais dont le pouvoir de

décerner des grades lui a été attribué par I’ Ontario. Et de ce cdté-ci de la rivire,
nous avons un établissement autorisé par le parlement du Canada & décerner
des grades, mais qui est financé principalement par le gouvernement de
I'Ontario. Ceci me rappelle.ce qu’aimait a dire David J. A. Corry, un illustre
spécialiste du fédéralisme et un ancien recteur de Queen’s: un esprit méthodique
et méticulevx est un handicap sérieux pour qui cherche a comprendre le
fédéralisme canadien!

Fen arrive maintenant plus directement au sujet du Colloque. Je crois que
nous sommes trés chanceux de 1’occasion qui nous est donnée de nous pencher
sur des questions qui touchent I'enseignement supérieur dans les systémes
fédératifs et de trouver ici des représentants de fédérations aussi diverses, Nous
sommes en fait doublement chanceux puisque nous allons pouvoir aborder la

* question A partir de deux perspectives différentes. D’une part, il y a parmi nous

un bon nombre de représentants des gouvernements et du secteur privé,
d’administrateurs universitaires et de spécilistes, tous ayant en commun d’étre
actifs dans le domaine de I’enseignement supérieur. Ils proviennent de diverses
fédérations: les Etats-Unis, I’ Australie, la Suisse, I'Allemagne, la Belgique, la
Communauté européenne et bien siir le Canada. Mais on trouve aussi parmi
nous des membres de I’Association internationale des centres d’étude du
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fédéralisme, réunis ici cette semaine pour leur congrés annuel. I1s peuvent nous
apporter un éclairage nouveau sur la question, c¢’est-a-dire nous placer dans la
perspective du fonctionnement des systémes fédératifs et de ses répercussions
possibles sur I’enseignement supérieur. J'espére que cette combinaison
d’intervenants du milieu de I’enseignement supéricur et de spécialistes de
I'étude du fédéralisme apportera & chaque groupe une vision nouvelle, en plus
des perspectives des différents pays.

Mon rdle au cours de cette premiére session du Colloque est d’amorcer les
débats en parlant du contexte dans lequel fonctionnement les systémes
d’enseignement supérieur dans nos fédérations, ¢’est-a-dire des
caractéristiques communes aux syst®mes fédératifs et de leurs différences. Cet
aprés-midi, nous entendrons les exposés sur I’enseignement supérieur dans
chacun de ces systémes fédératifs. Demain, nous étudierons des aspects
* particuliers des systmes fédératifs et du fonctionnement de I’enseignement

supérieur i ’intérieur de ces systémes. Finalement, vendredi, nous tenterons de
tirer quelques conclusions.

Mes remarques porteront sur trois grands sujets. Dans un premier temps, je
vais parler des caractéristiques communes aux fédérations en tant que structures
politiques. En d’autres mots, quelles sont les caractéristiques communes aux

- systémes fédératifs qui peuvent servir de toile de fond aux discussions que nous
allons avoir dans les s€ances suivantes? Qu’est-ce qui fait que les systémes
fédératifs donnent lieu 2 des situations constitutionnelles particuliéres ayant un
effet sur le fonctionnement de I’enseignement supérieur? Dans un deuxiéme
temps, je parlerai des différences entre les divers systemes fédératifs, en
particulier des différences qui peuvent avoir une incidence considérable sur les
politiques nationales d’enseignement supérieur dont nous discuterons dans les
séances suivantes. Ef troisidmement, je terminerai avec quelques commentaires
sur le fédéralisme en tant que systdme adapté aux conditions et enjeux
politiques contemporains de Ia fin du XX° siécle, et sur son avenir dans les

_premigres années XXI° sitcle.

CARACTERISTIQUES COMMUNES AUX SYSTEMES FEDERATIFS

Pour ce qui est des caractéristiques communes aux systémes fédératifs en tant
que tels, je pense qu’il est important d’examiner les structures politiques que
I'on retrouve dans chacune de nos diverses fédérations, parce que ce cadre
institutionnel conditionne les politiques en matiére d’enseignement supérieur.
Cela nous aidera 2 mieux comprendre certains de nos problémes communs.
Nous pourrons également apprendre les uns des autres quelles solutions nos
pays respectifs ont adoptées.

Voyons tout d’abord ce qui distingue les systtmes fédératifs des autres
formes d’organisation politique. Il existe de trés nombreux ouvrages a ce sujet,
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et je suis moi-méme coupable d’ étre I’ auteur de quelques unes d’entre eux. Pour
le bénéfice de ceux d’entre vous qui, participez a.ce Col_loque nen pas
nécessairement en tant que spécialistes des. systemes fédératifs, mais parce que
vous vous intéressez au fonctionnement des systémes d’.enscig_nement
supérieur, il vaut probablement la peine de commencer par une description
générale des caractéristiques communes & nos systémes fédératifs. I’ attire tout
particuli¢rement votre attention sur une étude récente de Daniel Elazar & ce
sujet, oii il souligne que le fédéralisme est caractérisé par une combinaison
d’autorité absolue et d’autorité partagée. Autorité absolue et autorité partagée
cohabitent.grice A une sorte d’entente contractuelle permanente ayant pour but
de réaliser et de maintenir unité et diversité simultanément. Les systémes
fédératifs y arrivent en établissant un cadre dans lequel les entités constituantes
sont souveraines dans certains domaines alors qu’elles partagent les pouvoirs
dans d’autres. Il s’agit de syst®mes dont la caractéristique principale est la
non-centralisation des pouveirs: le pouvoir est réparti constitutionnellement
entre gouvernements constitutifs plutdt que d’&tre investi dans un seul
gouvernement qui a autorité de délégation  d’autres niveaux de gouvernement.
Une autre caractéristique des systémes fédératifs est I’inéluctable
interdépendance des divers gouvernements qui forment le systeme, plutdt que
leur indépendance.

Dans le langage tradltlonnel des polmcologues les systémes fédératifs sont
une forme d’organisation de I’ autorité politique territoriale ol les rapports entre
gouvernement central et gouvernements des entités constituantes ne sont pas
des rapports de subordination, ni pour I'un ni pour les autres. Aucun des ordres
de gouvernement ne détient son autorité de l'autre. Les deux ordres de
gouvernement tirent leur pouvoir «interdépendant» (plutdt que subordonné)
d’un contrat ayant forme de constitution et, dans ce sens, ont un statut con-

- stitutionnel égal.

C’est 12 un bon moyen de distinguer les systémes fédératifs des autres formes
d qrgamsanon territoriale. Par exemple, dans les systémes dits «unitaires», il

© peut exister des gouvernements provinciaux et locaux et les pouvoirs peuvent

étre tres décentralisés. Cependant, les gouvernements régionaux et locaux
demeurent subordonnés au pouvoir supréme du gouvernement central et n’ont
d’autre autorité que celle qui leur est déléguée. En d’autres termes, il s”agit de
systémes décentralisés hlerarchlquement

Dans les systemes confédérés — qu’il faut distinguer des federatmns —des
pouvoirs considérables peuvent &tre concentrés dans les mains du gouverne-
ment confédéral. I faut bien voir que, dans ce cas, les institutions centrales sont
politiquement subordonnées et exercent leur autorité par volonté et consente-
ment des entités constituantes. Ceux qui sigent dans les institutions centrales
sont des représentants des entités constituantes et I'adoption de politiques
importantes requiert 1’approbation des gouvernements de ces entités con-
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stituantes, Ce qui distingue les systémes fédératifs de ces deux autres types
d’organisation politique est que ni ’un ni P'autre ordre de gouvernement ne
détient son autorité de 1’autre ou n’y est subordonné. Chaque ordre de gouvernc-
ment détient plutdt son autorité d’un contrat constitutionnel ot sont €tablis les
pouvoirs des uns et des autres.

Voyons quelques exemples de ces différents types d’organisation politique.
On cite souvent le Royaume-Uni et la France comme exemples du systéme
unitaire de gouvernement. Une comparaison de ces deux pays montre jusqu’a
quel point le degré de décentralisation (ou de décentralisation) peut varier dans
les systémes unitaires. Comme exemple de régime confédéral, on peut citer la
Suisse entre 1291 et la conquéte de Napoléon, puis de nouveau entre 1815 et
1847, ainsi que les Etats-Unis avant 1789. Dans le monde contemporain, la
Communauté européenne est un bon exemple de confédération économique
moderne; au cours des dernitres années, toutefms elle a adopté certains
éléments propres aux fédérations.

Je dois ict ouvrir une parenthése sur le sens du mot «confédération». Les
politicologues peuvent bien utiliser ce mot dans un sens technique particulier,
mais nous au Canada aimons mélanger les choses et appelons «confédération»
ce moment de notre histoire ol les entités constituantes ont été regroupées en
une fédération. Nous ne sommes pas les seuls 4 utiliser le terme en ce sens. La
constitution suisse s*appelle en effet «Constitution fédérale de la Confédération
helvétique». Dans I'usage suisse et canadien du terme «confédération», on
utilise cette notion pour désigner I’action de regrouper des entités en fédération.
En d’autres mots, on ne désigne pas une structure mais bien plutdt une action
de structuration. Cela est différent des termes confédération ou confédéral
utilisés pour désigner un certain type de structure, lequel est différent des
structures dites fédérales ou unitaires. Puisque nous en sommes & discuter de
terminologie, il pourrait &tre utile d’introduire la notion de spectre. Quand on
s’éloigne des typologies bien nettes utilisées par les politicologues ou les
constitutionnalistes pour étudier les structures politiques telles qu’elles existent
et fonctionnent dans la réalité quotidienne, on s apergoit que ces catégories ne

. sont pas parfaitement étanches et, en fait, qu’elles ont tendance & s’interpénétrer.

Cela est particulitrement vrai lorsque 1'on s’éloigne de définitions basées sur
le seul droit constitutionnel et que 1’on incorpore des éléments de pratique
politique et administrative et les attitudes du public. Dans ce cas, il n'a pas de
démarcation nette entre les différents types de structure. Par exemple, on peut
dire que le Royaume-Uni, dont il est évident qu’il posséde les caractéristiques
fondamentales d"un systéme unitaire, est plus décentralisé que la Fédération de

- Malaysia, qui est une structure fédérative trés centralisée. De méme, a 1'autre

extrémité du speclre, on peut constater que certaines des fédérations les plus
décentralisées, par exemple la défunte Fédération des Antilles, sont encore plus
décentralisées que certaines confédérations économiques telles I'Organisation
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des services communs de I’ Afrique-de I’Est et plus récemment la Communauté
européenne. Il faut donc étre prudent lorsque 1’on cherche a etahhr des
catégories bien démarquées et bien étanches.

Il faut bien voir également que batisseurs de pays et chefs d’Etat
s’embarrassent bien peu de pareilles distinctions formelles. Ils fabriquent plutot
des hybrides en empruntant des éléments 4 différents systémes. Par exemple,
un expert tel K. C. Wheare a pu dire de I'Acte de I’Amérique du Nord
britannique qu’il était principalement fédératif, mais comportait néanmoins des
éléments propres aux systdmes unitaires ou quasi fédératifs, du moins a
origine. Un autre exemple est la Communauté européenne actuelle, dont on
peut probablement dire qu’elle est principalement une confédération mais &
laquelle on a greffé des éléments des systémes fédératifs. On pourrait citer de
nombreux autres exemples: C’est pourquoi je trouve utile la notion de spectre,
parce que tout comme dans le spectre de la lumigre ol le passage d’une couleur
& une autre se fait graduellement, les types d’organisation politique —
confédéral, fédératif et unitaire — ont tendance 3 constituer un continuum
plutdt qu’une juxtaposition de catégories bien distinctes. Et dans tout essai de
catégorisation d’un systéme d’organisation politique, il est important de
considérer non seulement le texte-de la constitution, mais aussi I’ensemble des
pratiques et processus politiques réels. Il faut se demander si un systéme opere
vraiment selon le mode fédératif, peu importe les dispositions formeiles de la
constitution et la terminologie qu’on peut y trouver. '

Ayant défini ce qu’est un «systéme fédératif», on peut voir qu’il y a dans le
monde contemporain un grand nombre de systémes de ce type. Le nombre exact

~ peut varier quelque peu selon que I'on utilise une définition plus ou moins

étroite, mais on compte aujourd’hui quelque dix-neuf pays fédératifs, ou du
moins qui disent I’&tre. En Amérique -du Nord: Etats—Unis et Canada. En
Amérique latine: Mexique, Argentine, Brésil et Venézuela. En Europe: Suisse,
Allemagne, Autriche, Tchécoslovaquie, et jusqu’a récemment encore, URSS et
Yougoslavie. En Asie et dans le Pacifique: Australie, Inde, Malaisie, Pakistan

* et Comores. En Afrique et au Moyen-Orient: Nigéria et Emirats Arabes Unis.

Soulignons que cing des six plus grands pays du monde comptent parmi ces
dix-neuf fédérations, le sixitme étant la Chine. Daniel Elazar a aussi relevé
vingt-un autres pays qui, méme s’ils ne sont pas formellement des fédérations,
ont des structures politiques qui comportent.certaines des caractéristiques
fondamentales du fédéralisme. Parmi les plus importants d’entre ceux-ci, on
trouve: Belgique, Birmanie, Chine, Colombie, Italie, Japon, Afrique du Sud,
Espagne, Tanzanie et Royaume-Uni. Il semble donc que le fédéralisme, en tant
que forme d’organisation politique ou.comme élément structurel d’un autre

- régime, n’est pas I'exception 4 la régle, mais peut-&tre bien le mode

d’organisation politique le plus usité dans le monde d’aujourd’ hui. De plus, il

a un certain nombre d’expériences récentes d'utilisations intéressantes et
y _
. : o _
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innovatrices du modelé fédératif comme réponse & des problémes qui affectent
de grands ensembles ou un pays en particulier. C’est I’une des raisons qui ont
amené le Comité organisateur 3 .inclure la Belgique et la Communauté
européenne parmi les fédérations:étudiées au cours de ce Colloque. De toute
évidence, nous ne pouvions pas inclure chacun des quelgue quarante pays que
je viens de mentionner. 11 fallait s’en tenir 3 un nombre qui permette la
discussion. Mais je crois que nous aurons un point de vue intéressant sur la
question’ du fonct_i'onncrﬁcnt de D’enseignement supérieur de la part de la
Belgique et de la Communauté européenne, point de vue que les formules
fédératives plus traditionnelles ne nous apporteraient pas nécessairement.
Toutes les fédérations considérées ici sont nées dans des conditions qui se
ressemblent dans certains de leurs aspects les plus importants. En effet, elles
sont le fruit du désir de bénéfi_cier 4 la fois des avantages propres aux grandes
et aux petités entités politiques. Les atouts les plus intéressants que possédent
les grands ensembles politiques sont un plus grand marché commun, une plus
grande influence sur la scéne internationale et une plus grande sécurité, notam-
ment par le moyen d’une défense commune. Une image qui m’est toujours
restée 2 1’esprit est celle qu'utilisaient les partisans de la création de la
Fédération des Antilles. Ils disaient que former une fédération, ¢’était comme
lier ensemble plusieurs petits batons. Chaque biton seul est facile 4 casser, mais
attachés erisemble, ils deviennent trés résistants. Les petits ensembles politiques
ont également des atouts intéressants: ils sont sensibles  1’électorat et plus prés -
de leurs citoyens, reflétent un caractére régional distinct et expriment une
particularité ethnique, linguistique ou culturelle. fortement enracinée dans
I'histoire. La solution fédérative permet donc — en principe du moins — de
concilier ces deux types d’ avantages en institutionnalisant une entente con-
tractuelle ol la souveraineté, pour utiliser la terminologie juridique
traditionnelle, est divisée et répartie entre le gouvernement fédéral et les
gouvernements des entités constituantes. Le fédéralisme apparait dont étre une
technique d’organisation politique permettant de combiner unité et diversité.
Pour ce qui est des systeémes fédératifs que nous étudions ici, ils partagent un
certain nombre’ de traits importants que je vais maintenant énoncer bridvement.
Le premier de ces traits communs est que tous ces systémes ont au moins
deux ordres de gouvernement, constitués de droit en vertu de la constitution et
agissant directement sur leurs citoyens. Le gouvernement fédéral est composé
de représentants ¢lus directement par I’électorat de toute la fédération,; il est
autorisé a adopter des lois qui affectent directement tous les citoyens et a
pouvoir de lever des impdts applicables & I’ensemble de la fédération. (La
Communanté enropéenne, étant une confédération, ne se conforme pas parfaite-
ment 4 ce-modéle.) De la méme maniére, au niveau des entités constituantes
— provinces, étits, cantons, laénders ou républiques — les gouvernements sont
directement élus par leur propre électorat et agissent directement sur lui en

I
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adoptant des lois et en levant desimpdts. Le point esseritiel est qu’aucun des'-
deux ordres de gouvernement n’est subordonné & I’autre ou ne détient son
autorité de 1'autre. Les deux déticnnent leur autorité propre d’un contrat
constitutionnel ol sont établis les compétences respectwes des gouvemements _
constitutifs et du gouvernément fédéral.

Un second trait commun, qui. découle du premler est que dans toutes ces
fédérations les ressources et les pouvoirs exécutif et législatif sont répartis de
mariiere formelle entre les deux ordres de gouvernement, La nature des pouvoirs
et la fagon de les répartir ne sont pas nécessairement uniformes mais, dans tous
les ¢as, il existe une repartmon formelle des ressources et de lautorlte'
législative et exécutive. e

-Troisitmement, toutes ces fédérations ont une constitution écrltc qui établit
les compétences et les ressources des deux ordres de gouvernement. Cest Ia

I’élément contractuel dontj’ai déja parlé, duquel les deux ordres de gouverne-
ment détiennent leur autorité: Et puisque ni I’un ni I’autre n’est subordonné 3
Iautre, il s’en suit que 1a constitution — qui établit leurs pouvoirs respectifs —
doit &tre ainsi faite qu’elle ne puisse &tre modifiée d¢ fagon unilatérale par 1’un
ou I’autre des partenaires. On voit bien que-s’il devait en étre autrement, I’ ordre
de gouvernement ayant pouvoir d’amender unilatéralement la constitution
aurait en fait un pouveir.supérieur. Nous avions ‘autrefois au Canada une
situation unique i cet égard, puisque le pouvoir d’amender.notre constitution
appartenait au- gouvernement de Westminster. Nous sommes devenus une
fédération beaucoup plus normale depuis le rapatriement de la constitution en -
1982, les amendements constitutionnels requérant normalement le consente-
ment du Parlement fédéral et de sept Ieglslatures provmc1ales representant au
- moins 50% de la population totale du pays. -

'Un quatrieme’ trait commurni 4 ces fédérations, et 1I s'agit d’un élément
“important;- est- le besoin d’un arbitre pour trancher les litiges entre les deux
.ordres de gouvernement. Dans la plupart des fédérations, cet arbitre est une cour
supréme ou une cour constitutionnelle. Mais Ta. Suisse posséde une institution
unique, du-moins pour ce qui concerne les litiges relatifs 3 Pexercice de
Pautorité fédérale. L'arbitre supréme n’est pas une ‘cour de justice ou un
tribunal, mais ¥électorat lui-méme par voie- de référendum législatif: les
législations fédérales faisant I'objet d'un litige peuvent &tre contestées et en
dernier recours soumises 2 un référendum qui décidera de leur validité.

Une cmquneme caractéristique commune 2 ces fédérations est que les insti-
tutions ‘du gouvernement central sont ainsi faites. que dans le processus
d’élaboration des politiques nationales, les intéréts des minorités et des entités
constituantes distinctes bénéficient d’une influence particulidre ou d’un poids
spécial, cela de manigre & éviter qu’elles ne soient systématiquement écrasées
par une majorité nationale. Ce résultat est généralement obtenu. grice A un
assemblée législative bicamérale oll, dans la seconde chambre, les entités
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constituantes se voient conférer un poids égal ou ponderé Souvent on ajoute &
cela divers mécanismes de poids et contrepoids dont la fonction estde permettre
aux intéréts régionaux de se. manifester pleinement.

Finalement, le sixiéme trait commun aux fédérations qu’il faut mentionner;
est 'interdépendance inéluctable des deux ordres de gouvernement et le besoin .
qui en découle de pratiques et d’institutions, qu’on pourrait appeler «arrange-
ments consensuels», dont la fonction est de faciliter interaction, collaboration .
et coordmatlon Kenneth Wheare, qui est I'unt des pionniers de I’étude compar-
ative des féderauons (j*ai enle privilege d’étre I'un de ses étudiants au, doctorat
ilyade cela pluswurs années) disait qui si les deux ordres de gouvernement
d’une fédération devaient &tre des partenaires, en ce sens que 1’un ne devait pas
atre subordonné A I’autre, alors il était nécessaire qu *ils soient indépendants
1'un par rapport & 1"autre. En d’autres termes, si la dépendance par rapport.i un
autre ordre de gouvernement implique nécessairement un rapport de subordi-
nation, ii-va de soi que les gouvernements membres d’une fédération doivent
étre indépendants. On imagine souvent que cela implique que les deux ordres
de gouvernement fonctionnent comme dans des compartiments €tanches, I
n’en est rien. Les experts qui ont étudié le fonctionnement de diverses
fédérations ont en effet constaté que les deux ordres de gouvernement dans ces
systémes fédératifs ont entre cux des rapports d’interdépendance, et cela 3

- compter du moment méme de leur création. C’est-ce que Daniel Elazar,a pu

observer dans 1’ouvrage qu’il'a publié ilya déJa plusieurs dizaines d’années sur
les premigres années de Ia fédération étatsunienne. Garth Stevenson, dans une
étude récente de la fédération canadienne, arrive i la méme conclusion. Le
niveau.d’interdépendance est vraisemblablementplus élevé aujourd’hui qu'il
y a cent ou deux cent ans, mais il n’en reste pas moins que, depuis Porigine, il
était inévitable que les deux ordres de gouvemement solent interdépendants,
du moins dans certains domaines. C’est pourqum j'estime qu il est juste de dire
que ce n'est pas l’mdépendance des deux miveaux de gouvernement qui
prédomine dans les systémes fédératifs, mais leur dépendance mutuelle ou leur
interdépendance. Comment concilier cela avec Ta notion de non-subordination
ou celle de coordination? La réponse est qu *il existe une alternative logique & |
Ia simple dépendance. La premiére possibilité, c’est I'indépendance des deux
ordres de gouverncment. La seconde est leur dépendance mutielle ou
interdépendance, oii I’un des. niveaux n’est pas seul dépendant de 1’ autre, mais
oli les deux dépendent I'un de I"au tre. Je pense qu’en pratique chaque féderanon
en est.venu a. comprendre que ce type d’mterdépendance était I'un de ses.
éléments essentiels. -

Ces caractenanues COmMIMUnes. etant qu elles en sont donc les implications
pour ce qui fait I’ objet de notre Colloque le fonctionnement de 1'enscignement
supéricur dans les’ ‘systémes fédératifs? C’est le sujet méme du Collogue et je
me contenteral donc d’indiquer quelques pistes de réflexion. En géneral dans



L‘enseignement supérieur dans le cadre fédératif 13

les fédérations, ol les pouvoirs sont partagés, I'¢énseignement supérieur est 1’un
des domaines intéressant les deux ordres de gouvernement. Dans la plupart des
fédérations, on considére généralement qu’il convient de confier la juridiction
sur I'éducation en tant que telle aux provinces. Mais la simple application de
cette solution 2 I'enseignement supérieur a tendance A créer des problémes
particuliers. L’ enseignement supérieur joue de toute évidence un réle i important
dans le développement des cultures et des traditions historiques distinctives des
entités constituantes. La pression sera donc toujours trés forte pour que
Penseignement supérieur soit contrdlé par les gouverncments constitutifs, en
particulier dans les fédérations multilingues ou multiculturelles. Mais
I’enseignement supéricur ayant une fonction clé pour ce qui est de la formation
des ressources humaines et de la recherche dont les Etats ont besoin pour
demeurer compétitifs sur la scéne cconomlque internationale, il y aura
également des pressions pour que I’Etat fédéral y joue un rdle. En d’autres
termes, le réle fédéral est lié aux besoins en main d’ oeuvre hautement qualifiée
nécessaire & la compétitivité internationale du pays, 2 son développement
économique et 4 son bien-8tre. Il est également lié aux investissements.
considérables que requitrent la science moderne et la forimation dans une
société fondée sur le savoir. L'enseignement supérieur est donc 1'un de ces
domaines des systémes fédératifs ol existent des tensions quant & la meilleure
facon de partager les pouvoirs entre le gouvernement central et les

-gouvernements des provinces ou états.

Autrefois, 1'enseignement supérieur était généralement considéré comme
appartenant au domaine de I’éducation entendue au sens large. Il est donc trés
fréquent que dans les fédérations plus anciennes la juridiction dans ce domaine

~‘ait ét€ confie aux provinces ou états. Mais avec le temps, dans presque tous

les cas, I'Etat fédéral a ét6 amené i utiliser son pouvoir de dépenser pour
intervenir en faveur des états (ou provinces), des établissements ou encore des
€tudiants. Par contre, dans bon nombre des fédérations d’origine plus récente,
la responsabilité constitutionnelle pour I’enseignement supérieur est attribuée
séparément des autres domaines de I’éducation. Le plus souvent, on en a fait
une compétence constitutionnelle concurrente, et dans quelques cas méme, une
compétence fédérale exclusive. On voit donc clairement que dans la pratique
et quels que soient les arrangements constitutionnels formels, I’ enseignement
supérieur est un domaine obl les deux ordres de gouvernement doivent col-
laborer et coopérer, autant dans les anciennes fédérations o l’enseignement
supérieur n’est pas distingué de 1’éducation en général et est une responsabilité

. des états ou provinces, que dans les pius nouvelles olt la juridiction est souvent

concurrente.
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DiFFERENCES ENTRE SYSTEMES FEDERATIFS

Cette assamon tres génera]e étant faite, j’aimerais maintenant parler des
différences importantes qui. existent entre les divers systémes fédératifs,
différences qui ont une incidence sur le foncuonnemcnt de leurs systémes-
d’enseignement supérieur. :
Parmi elles, il y a- d’abord les différences dans les COHdlthnS sociales
ambiantes, ¢’est-3-dire, les différences dans le niveau d’homogénéité et de
diversité sociales. La relative homogénéité linguistique et culturelle des Etats-
Unis, de I Australie, de I’ Allemagne ou de |’ Avtriche par exemple — cela sans
nier qu’il existe également des facteurs de diversité liés aux conditions
historigues ou autres — les démarque nettement de pays comme le Canada, la
Suisse, I'Inde, 1a Malaisie, le Nigéria, I’ex-URSS ou la Yougoslavie, qui sont
des fédérations multilingues, multiculturelles ou méme multinationales ol se-
trouvent réunis des groupes sociaux fortement différenciés. Le degré de
diversité a une grande influence sur la nature et Vampleur de 1'intégration
politique .qu’il est possible de.réaliser et, en conséquence, sur les politigues
relatives 4 I’enseignement supérieur. L'enseignement supérieur est un facteur
trés important pour le développement culturel. C’est donc un domaine auquel
s’intéressent de fagon particuli¢re les- différents groupes culturels,
linguistiques, ethniques ou nationaux présents dans ces fédérations, ce qui ne
mangque pas de constituer une source de tension quant aux roles que ‘devraient |
jouer le gouvernement fédéral et les gouvernements des états ou provinces. I1
y a également des différences quant au nombre et 2 1a taille relative des groupes
linguistiques et quant & I'importance méme des questions linguistiques. La

~ polarisation semble plus forte dans les pays od ’on compte seulement deux

groupes principaux -— comine au Canada, en Belgique et au Pakistan (avant la
partition) — que dans les fédérations multilingues comme la Suisse. Une autre:
source. de différences entre les fédérations est la mesure dans laquelle les
clivages sociaux ont ou n’ont pas des effets cumulatifs, Dans le cas de Ia Suisse
par exemple, on a pu soutenir que, historiquement, 1'un des facteurs ayant
permis au pays-de demeurer uni malg_re sa diversité est le fait que les divers
clivages sociaux — langues, religions, etc. — ne coincident pas mais
s’entremélent. .C’est du moins ce que pensent des observateurs étrangers.
Certains cantons sont frangais et catholiques, d’autres frangais et protestants,.
alémaniques et catholiques, alémaniques et protestants, et ainsi de suite. Les
alliances entre cantons ont donc tendance A varier selon les enjeux des différents
débats politiques, ce qui diminue d’autant les risques de polarisation cumula-
tive. Dans d’autres fédérations par contre, les caractéristiques distinctives des

" entités constituantes ont tendance  se renforcer les unes les autres plutdt qu’a

s"équilibrer, ce qui accentue les divisions et rend plus ardue la recherche de
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solutions aux problémes communs. L'histoire du Canada et celle du Pakistan
en sont peut-&tre les meilleures illustrations. _

. En plus des différences dans le tissu social, les différences structurelles ont
aussi une incidence sur les orientations que 1’on peut imprimer aux politiques
publiques dans une fédération. 1l y a tout un éventail de différences, dont par
exemple le nombre des entités constituantes, la taille de leur population et leur
richesse. Ily a d’énormes différences entre les Etats-Unis (50 Etats) et la Suisse
(26 cantons}, d’une part, et 1’ Australie (6 Etats) et le Canada (10 provinces)
d’autre part quant au poids relatif et & I'influence de chacune des entités
constituantes sur la scéne nationale ou dans les relations inter-
gouvernementales. Les Canadiens, habitués au cours des quelques années

- antérieures & 1990 i ce que le premier ministre fédéral et ceux des dix provinces

se réunissent trois ou quatre fois par an, ont donc été fort surpris de lire dans la
presse ’année dernigre que la conférence qui réunissait alors le président des
Etats-Unis et les gouverneurs des Etats — pour discuter d’éducation — était
seulement la troisiéme rencontre semblable jamais tenue dans toute 1’histoire
américaine. On peut facilement voir qu’avec 50 gouverneurs, pareille réunion
risque d’&tre plus laborieuse qu'une conférence des sept premiers ministres
australiens ou des onze canadiens. Si le nombre des entités joue sur le type et
la nature de leurs rapports, il en va certes de méme pour leur population et leur

‘tichesse respectives. Il y 2 en effet d’énormes différences dans la taille des

entités constituantes. La Californie, par exemple, est plus peuplée que le Canada

 tout entier, alors que la province de 1’Ontario a une population bien plus grande

que la Suisse. Si on compare le plus petit des cantons suisses 2 a Californie,
qui se classe sixiéme ou septidme au monde pour ce qui est du produit intérieur
brut, il est évident qu’on se trouve en face d’entités constituantes trés
différentes. Ce que j’essaie de dire, c’est que le type dactivités que des unités
constituantes peuvent entreprendre ou maintenir peut varier énormément selon
qu’il s’agit de 26 cantons relativement petits comme en Suisse, ou d’un état
comme la Californie. Il y a quelques années, Martin Trow, qui est I’un des
participants au Colloque et qui vient lui-méme de Californie, a décrit les
différents ordres du systéme d’enseignement supérieur existant A I’intérieur de
la Californie et montré le caractére fédératif de ce systtme. Cela est trés
différent de la situation des provinces de certaines fédérations ou de certains
des cantons suisses qui n”ont ni la population ni les ressources pour maintenir
ne fusse qu’une seule université. Il est évident que ces différences de population
et de richesse ont un effet direct sur le rdle que le gouvernement fédéral et les
gouverncments des entités constituantes sont appelés 2 jouér en matiére
d’enseignement supérieur..
En plus de différences dans la taille absolue des entités constituantes, it exxste

€galement des variations frappantes dans certaines fédérations quant i la taille
et & la richesse relatives des entités. La Californie, pour reprendre cet exemple,
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est1’un des plus grands états mais sa population ne représente que 10% de toute
la population américaine. Au Canada, 37%. de la. population se trouve en
Ontario, et si on ajoute A cela les 25% ‘qui:habite le Québec, on peut voir
comiriént l¢ poids démographique relatif de ces deux provinces peut affecter la
dynamique politique du systéme fédéral canadien et influer sur la nature des
négocnauons interprovinciales et sur les arrangements qui peuvent en découler.

-On constate aussi des différences entre les fédérations représentées ici pour
¢e qui est des compétences attribuées 2 chacun des ordres de gouvernement. Au
Canada, T’ accord constitutionnel original de 1867 (articles 91 et 92) a été congu
de telle manigre que la plupart des domaines soient de compétence exclusive
de ‘I’un ‘ou de 1'autre ordre de gouvernement, et sculs les domaines de
V'agriculture et de I'immigration y-sont reconnus comme étant de juridiction
législative concurrente. En conséquence, dans les nombreux domaines ol les
juridictions fédérale et provinciale sont nécessairement interreliées, nous avons
di en arriver 2 des accords de fait quant au partage des responsabilités. Dans
d’autres fédérations par contre de nombreux domaines sont formellement
reconnus comme étant de juridiction concurrente, Les Etats-Unis et I Australie
sont les e_xemples les plus souvent cités & cet égard, mais peut-étre 1’ Allemagne
est-elle le cas de ce type le plus extréme. En Allemagne, en fait, il y a plusieurs
variétés de juridictions concurrentes, dont entre autres des domaines oll sont
définies-les «tiches communes» du gouvernement fédéral et des laender. Plus
encore, en Allemagne, comme en Suisse d’ailleurs, il existe de vastes domaines
ol la juridiction législative est fédérale, mais ol la responsabilité administra-
tive, établie constitutionnellement, appartient aux laender (ou aux cantons). Un
tel aménagement des compétences a des répercussions sur la nature des ententes
qu’il est possible de conclure et sur les rdles que ies différents gouvernemcnts
peuvent jouer par rapport & I’enseignement supérieur.

- Une autre caractéristique importante du mode d'attribution des compétences
est soh degré d’asymétrie, ¢’ est-a-dire, la mesure dans laquelle toutes les entités
constituantes’ se voient attribuer la méme autonomie ou les mémes
responsabilités. L’exemple le plus extréme d’asymétrie est celui de la Malaisie,
ol Sabah et Sarawak, deux états situés sur I’ile de Borneo, ont des

Tesponsabilités trés différentes des autres états de la fédération. Je mentionne

cette caractéristique, I’asymétrie, en particulier parce que I'une des questions
les plus britlantes au Canada ces dernitres années, surtout au cours des débats
sur I’ Accord du lac Meech et encore aujourd’hui, a été de savoir sila répartition
des pouvoirs devait &tre identique: pour tous les membres de la fédération.

Certains an Canada croient que c’est une caractéristique fondamentale du
fédéralisme que le partage des pouvoirs soit identique dans toutes les provinces
et que toutes les provinces soient égales entre elles. Il est certain que le partage
uniforme des pouvoirs est plus fréquent que le partage asymétrique. Toutefois,

on'ne peut pas dire que c’est lﬁ une caractéristique constituiive des fédérations
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puisque, en effet, il existe des syst®mes fédéraux passablement asymétriques.
La Malaisie est le cas le plus patent, maisil yen a beaucoup d’autres, quoique
a un moindre degré. L’Inde est un bon exemple. Lexistence d’asymétries dans
le- partage des responsabilités a pour corollaire qu’il n’ y pas nécessairement
uniformité ni dans les roles respectifs des deux ordres de gouvernement, ni dans
les rapports qu’ils entretiennent entre eux.

Il existe egalemcnt des différences dans la nature des institutions centrales
de nos fédérations. A ce chapitre, je crois qu’il faut particulitrement noter la
différence qui existe entre les fédérations a régime parlementaire, ¢’est-3-dire
14 ou les membres du cabinet sont responsables devant le parlement, et celles
qui ont un exécutif présidentiel ou collégial. Cette différence est importante &
cause des répercussions différentes de ces régimes sur la discipline de parti, sur
le rle des partis politiques et sur 1a mesure dans laquelle les intéréts régionaux
trouvent 4 s’exprimer plus ou'moins adéquatement au moment de 1’élaboration
des grandes politiques nationales. Ce qui est particulierement important ici ce
sont les répercussions qu’un régime oll le cabinet est responsable devant la
premiére chambre peut avoir sur le rdle et I'influence de la seconde chambre,
dans ce sens que la discipline de parti peut dominer dans la seconde chambre

.€galement alors méme que 1’une de ses fonctions est de représenter les intéréts

.

régionaux. Les fédérations & régime parlementaire représentées ici sont le
Canada, 1’ Australie et I’Allemagne. Toutefois, le Bundesrat allemand est une
institution fédérale unique puisque, en effet, il réserve une place au fédéralisme

- exécutif & intérieur méme des institutions nationales en permettant aux

représentants des gouvernefnents des entités constitnantes d’y avoir voix aun
chapitre : .

La nature de |’arbitre constitutionne! supréme varie aussi dans nos
fédérations. Dans certaines fédérations, en particulier A cause du fait qu’il est
trés ardu de modifier une constitution, on en est venu 2 dépendre énormément
des tribunaux pour- faire "examen de la constitutionnalité des lois et pour
adapter le pacte constitutionnel aux nouvelles réalités. A cet égard, la Suisse
est peut-étre, parmi les pays représentés ici, celui dont la procédure
d’amendement constitutionnel est Ja plus ouverte et la plus souple. De plus, sa
procédure de référendum 1égislatif confére le réle d’arbitre. & I’électorat Iu1-
méme plutdt gu’au pouvoir judiciaire.

Finalement, la maniére dont la collaboration intergouvernementale est
institutionnalisée differe ¢galement. Dans les fédérations A régime
parlementaire, les relations entre gouvernements ont tendance i &tre prmcnpalc-
ment des relations entre les exécutifs. Il est vrai que le fédéralisme exécutif a
été séveérement critiqué au Canada au cours des derniéres années, mais il n’en
demeure pas moins qu’ici, comme en Australie et en Allemagne, ¢’est le modéle
typique des relations intergouvernementales. Dans le cas allemand, le
fédéralisme exécutif a été institutionnalisé dans le Bundesrat. Par contre, dans
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des pays & régime présudennel comme les Etats-Unis ol il existe plusieurs

centres’ de décision dans chacun des ordres de gouvernement, les relations

mtergouvemementales revétent  un caractére trés différent. La plus grande-'
partie des rapports entre les gouvernements se forgent & la suite non pas de

négociations entre les exécutifs, mais par le truchement du Congres, de ses

comités et du ]obbymg des intéréts intergouvernementaux au ‘Congres. Etil y

a aussi Ia tradition suisse des consu]tatlons frequentes et variées sur les ques—

tions: mtergouvememenlales ) :

En étudiant ces différences mstltutlonnelles entre les fédérations, il vaut la
peinedes ’attarder A dcux grandes questions que nous trouvons particulierement
importantes as- Canada, mais qui ne sont pas’ uniques & notre ‘situation. La
premigre est celle de-la variation dans le degré de centralisation ou de
décentralisation dansdes fédérations. Méme si je suis entidrement d’accord avec

- Daniel Elazar pour considérer que la «non-centralisation»-est la caractéristique

constitutive des fédérations, on se référe souvent aux notions de centralisation
et de décentralisation pour déerire les variations dans le degré de concentration
des pouvoirs dans I'un ou I’ autre ordre de gouvernement. Et de toute évidence,
il'existe des variations entre nos fédérations dans 1’étendue des pouvoirs conférés
4 un ordre de gouvernement donné. Ces variations reflétent les caractéristiques
géographiques des fédérations de méme que leur plus ou moins grande diversité
sociale. Par exemple, I'un des facteurs qui Jouent sur la situation du Canada est
I’alignement des provinces d’est en ouest, comme un collier de perles, et le fait
que la vaste majorité de la population se trouve concentrée dans une mince
bande d’au plus 150 kilométres de large lelong de la frontiere américaine. C’est
une situation trés différente de celle des Etats-Unis ol les éiats ne sont pas
placés en rang d’oignons,-si.j'ose dire, mais forment plutét une immense
mosaique. On ne devrait donc pas s’étonner qu’au Canada il soit si souvent
question du'centre et de la périphérie, parce que les habitants de la Colombie-
Britannique et de Terre-Neuve se sentent véritablement a la périphérie et bien
loin d’ Ottawa. C’est ainsi que, dans ce pays, 'on pense généralement que le coeur
de la fédération se trouve également dans son.centre géographique, sentiment

‘renforcé par le fait que dans le centre se trouvent les deux plus grandes

provinees; alors que les plus petites sont aux extrémités est et ouest. C’est certes
1a une situation trés différente de celle d'autres fédérations ol les entltés
‘constltuantes ne sont pas alignées de 1a sorte géographiquement.

' La deuxigme question est celle de la symétrie (ou de " asymétrie). La plupart
des auteurs postulent que la symétrie est la norme. Et dans les faits, c’est bien
la norme, mais ce n’est pas une régle absolue. C’est ainsi que dans toutes les
fédérations, il existe une grande asymétrie en ce qui concerne la richesse des
différentes entités constituantes et les caractéristiques de leurs populations
respectives. La mesure dans laquelle les asymétries économique et
démographique doivent trouver leur reflet dans les institutions politiques et
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dans le pacte constitutionnel est certes 1'une des questions dont on débat
actuellement au Canada. Et c’est une question dont il est important de tenir
compte quand on étudie 1’enseignement supérieur, puisqu’en effet la question
se pose de savoir si enseignement et recherche peuvent étre maintenus 4 un
méme niveau dans chacune des entités constitutives. Si cela n’est pas possible,
il peut alors y avoir nécessité pour le gouvernement fédéral d’intervenir afin de
venir en aide aux provinces ou états qui n’ont pas les moyens de maintenir un
systéme d’enseignement supérieur ou de recherche qui soit de méme calibre
que celui que I’on trouve chez leurs voisins. Il peut méme arriver, si les entités
sont vraiment trés petites, comme certains des cantons suisses, que certains des
gouvernements ne puissent pas eux-mémes financer ne fusse qu’une seule
université ou un seul grand centre de recherche. Dans de telles situations, la
‘seule solution pourra étre des établissements nationaux ou encore des institu-
- tions financées conjointement par plusieurs gouvernements.

Au sujet des différences entre les fédérations, j*aimerais dire quelques mots
sur P'importance des nouvelles formes de fédéralisme et des régimes hybrides.
Je I’ai dit déja, les bitisseurs de pays et les gouvernants ne se préoccupent pas
beaucoup des catégories formelles établies par les politicologues ou les cons-
titutionnalistes. Dans notre époque post-moderne, il est bien évident qu’avec
I’érosion de P’Etat-nation (par le haut et par le bas), la place de plus en plus
grande des organisations internationales, et les pressions pour que les identités
et la diversité soient mieux reconnues, de nouvelles structures politiques sont
en voie d’élaboration. Je crois qu’il sera trés important que nous portions
attention 2 certaines de ces mutations et 4 ces nouvelles idées, de manigre 4 ce
que nous soyons mieux en mesure de faire face aux problémes avec lesquels
les fédérations traditionnelles sont aux prises.

Il reste mainienant 4 nous demander comment les nombreuses configurations
différentes dont je viens de parler peuvent affecter les politiques publiques en
matiére d’enseignement supéricur. En premier lieu, le degré de centralisation
ou de décentralisation existant dans une fédération affectera les politiques qui
pourront étre adoptées relativement 3 1’organisation de ’enseignement
supérieur. Par exemple, on peut s’attendre 2 ce qu’il y ait des différences entre

le Canada et I’ Australie quant aux politiques et A I’organisation de
I'enseignement supérieur, considérant que parmi les fédérations représentées
ici, ces deux pays sont peut-étre les deux cas extrémes sur 'échelle de Ia
centralisation oun de la décentralisation relative. C’est ainsi que dans un exposé
qu’il faisait I’année derniére lors d’une conférence semblable a celle-ci, Robert
Smith (qui est avec nous aujourd’hui) a pu parler de fédéralisme «dur» et de
fédéralisme «mou» pour caractériser les différences qui existent entre le Canada
et 1’ Australie pour ce qui concerne le réle joué par le gouvernement fédéral dans
le domaine de I'enseignement supérieur. Ces différences ne tiennent pas seule-
ment & des facteurs intrinséques 2 I’enseignement supérieur: elles reflétent le
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caractdre méme du fédéralisme ambiant. C’est dire que si nous.voulons com-
prendre les différences qui existent entre nos fédérations en matiere
d’enseignement supérieur, il nous faut comprendre les différences
fondamentales qui existent entre les fédérations elles-mémes et tenir compte
des facteurs sociaux et politiques qui ne peuvent manquer d’influer sur les
politiques de 1’enseignement supérieur,

Deuxidmement, le caractére méme d’une fédération influera sur I’intensité
de la collaboration ou la concurrence qui pourra exister entre les divers ordres
de gouvernement. A ce titre, c’est peut-&tre en Allemagne et en Suisse que la

- collaboration intergouvernementale est la plus étroite. Il existe dans ces deux

pays un type de collaboration intergouvernementale qu’on pourrait appeler
«fédéralisme interdépendant», cela tenant en partie au fait que I'un des ordres
de gouvernement y détient les pouvoirs législatifs alors que I’autre est respons-
able de la gestion de I'enseignement supérieur. Dans le cas allemand, il y a

“également des responsabilités communes et des lois-cadres. Cela illustre de

quelle manigre la configuration générale de 1a répartition des pouvoirs dans une

_fédération influe sur le type de collaboration qui pourra exister entre les
. différents ordres de gouvernement.

LE FEDERALISME DANS LE CONTEXTE CONTEMPORAIN

Je concluerai avec un bref commentaire sur la fagon dont le fédéralisme
s’adapte aux conditions contemporaines. Comme toile de fond pour le reste de

“nos débats, j’ai parlé des caractéristiques communes 2 nos fédérations, mais
aussi des différences entre elles qui influent sur le fonctionnement et

’organisation des syst®mes d’enseignement supérieur. Dans la conjoncture

- actuelle, cette dernigre question revét de plus en plus d’importance. En fait, elle

me semble 2 la fine pointe du développement de nos fédérations.
Dans un article paru en 1939, «The Obsolescence of Federalism», Harold

‘Laskey déclarait que I'ere du fédéralisme était révolue. Il croyait que le
- fédéralisme traditionnel — rigide, 1égaliste, conformiste et aux fonctions bien

compartimentées — serait incapable de s’adapter au capitalisme géant et de
fournir aux Etats les moyens d’intervention massive dont ils auraient besoin &
I’avenir. Les tendances historiques a celte époque semblaient aller dans le sens
d’une concentration des pouvoirs entre les mains du gouverncment central des
Etat_s-nations, ce qui paraissait incompatible avec 1’essence méme du
fédéralisme. C’est ce qui ressort également des écrits publiés par Kenneth
Wheare dans les vingt années suivant la Seconde Guerre mondiale.

Mais en fait, au cours des 40 dernidres années, on a vu proliférer les
expériences fédératives en Europe, en Afrique, en Asie et dans les Amériques.

_Et nombre de ces nouvelles fédérations étaient multinationales. Contrairement

i ce que 1’on avait prévi, I’évolution dans les pays développés comme dans les
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pays en voie de développement a été telle que les changements en matidre de
transports, de communications sociales, de technologie et d’organisation in-
dustrielle poussent  la création non seulement d’Etats plus grands, mais aussi
d’Etats plus petits. En effet, on peut soutenir que, dans le monde contemporain,
il existe deux grandes tendances «lourdes», fonciérement interdépendantes,
mais parfaitement distinctes et souvent opposées. L'une est la volonté de
construire un Etat moderne efficace et dynamique, et I’autre fe désir d’affirmer
son identité, La premitre reflete des objectifs et des valeurs que I’on trouve
aujourd’hui dans la plupart des sociétés, occidentales comme non-occidentales:
recherche du progrés, d’un meilleur niveau de vie, de justice sociale et d’une
place sur la scéne internationale, de méme qu’une conscience de plus en plus
vive de l'interdépendance des nations dans un monde od les innovations
technologiques rendent possibles autant la destruction de la civilisation qu’une
collaboration & I'échelle planétaire. Développement économique et recherche
de la sécurité poussent donc 2 constituer de grandes entités politiques. Mais le
désir d’entités politiques plus petites, souveraines, plus sensibles aux besoins
de chacun, qui permettent de mieux exprimer I’ attachement de 1’individu 3 une
communauté par des liens religicux, linguistiques ou culturels, ou par des
traditions ou des pratiques sociales communes, est une tendance tout aussi
puissante et influente dans notre monde contemporain. En d’autres termes, tout
"ce qui pousse une communauté i affirmer son identité et & vouloir se gouverner
clic-mé&me. Si on voulait résumer tout cela en une seule phrase, on pourrait dire
que la perfection dans le monde d’aujourd’hui consisterait & pouvoir étre a la
fois grand et petit.
Ce qui caractérise les dernieres années de ce sigcle, ¢’est que ces tendances
 lourdes, apparemment contradictoires, se sont toutes deux renforcées. Il semble
bien que nous soyons soumis a des pressions d’intégration et de désintégration
tout 2 la fois. On voit s’établir des associations et des entités supranationales
— la Communauté eurupcenne en est un bon exemple — mais en méme temps,
le nombre des petits Etats s*accroit alors qu’augmentent les pressions menant
a la désintégration des grands ensembles. L’histoire récente en Europe de 1’Est
et dans ce qui fut I'URSS et la Yougoslavie montre bien la force de ces
tendances. Ce que la solution fédérative offre, et c’est ce qui explique sa
popularité, est une méthode d’organisation politique permettant de réconcilier
ces pressions apparemment contradictoires. Le fédéralisme permet 3 un
gouvernement commun d’agir pour certaines fins, et aux gouvernements des
entités régionales d’agir de fagon autonome dans d’autres cas, ¢t cela dans un
cadre d’interdépendance des deux ordres de gouvernement. Tout cela est d une
grande importance pour l’enseignement supérieur, puisque les politiques dans
ce domaine sont elles-mémes soumlses aux pressions qui affectent les systémes
-fédératifs.
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11 existe une seconde caractéristique .du monde contemporain que ce
Colloque ne doit pas non plus perdre de vue. Il s’ agit des effets de la globalisa-
tion par I’information, ¢’est-a-dire, du passage d’une économie industrielle 2
" une économie fondée sur le savoir. Aujourd’hui, la plus grande partie des
nouveaux emplois sont créés dans les secteurs du transfert et de 1" utilisation de
I'information plutdt que dans celui du traitement des matitres. Nous vivons
donc 2 une époque ol les sociétés s’inquitent de leur position concurrentielle
internationale (le mot 2 la mode des années 90) et se préoccupent de plus en
plus de productivité et de prospérité, productivité et prospérité devenant sans
cesse davantage tributaires de la manigre dont chacun de nos pays saura utiliser
I'intelligence du savoir et de la technologie, plutt que les muscles des
travailleurs et la puissance des machines. L enseignement supérieur, qui produit
le savoir et ceux qui sont capables de s’en servir, est donc devenu encore plus
important dans chacune de nos fédérations. Par leur contenu, bien siir, savoir et
enseignement supérieur ont toujours eu un caractére international: la con-
naissance est universelle. Mais sur le plan du rapport avec les institutions
politiques, on a traditionnellement considéré que le savoir était une activité
individueile pouvant étre pratiquée localement ou peut-étre bien dans le cadre
d’une région donnée. Il ne faut donc pas s’étonner qu’au XIX® sigcle on ait
pensé que I’ enseignement supérieur était ’affaire du secteur pnve et que la

" responsabilité pouvait en &tre laissée aux états ou aux provinces. Mais
aujourd’hui, enseignement et recherche sont devenus des facteurs économigues
clés, et les universités 1’outil ou le moyen principal grice auquel nos sociétés
acquidrent Ie savoir et, grice a lui, confortent leur capacité de faire concurrence '

" aux autres et garantissent leur prospérité. Comment s’étonner dés lors que
toutes les questions relatives aux ressources humaines prennent dorénavant tant
de place dans les relations entre le gouvernement fédéral et les gouvernements
des provinces ou des états. La situation dans ce domaine est en fait typique des
nouvelles directions que prennent les rapports intergouvernementaux dans nos
fédérations. \

On peut résumer en disant que, autrefois, on pouvalt laisser le domaine de
I"enseignement supérieur i la compétence des provinces ou des états, en faisant
ici et 12 les exceptions nécessaires pour permettre au gouvernement fédéral de

" contribuer financiérement au développement de la science, une entreprise sans

cesse plus complexe et cofiteuse, ou de fournir aux états moins nantis Ies
moyens d’offrir un enseignement supérieur de qualité comparabie.
Aujourd’hui, I’enseignement supérieur est une question de premiére import-
ance pour chacune de nos fédérations, puisque c’est leur position con-
-currentielle et leur bien-étre comme entités qui sont en jeu.

Mais quelle que soit I'importance prise par I’enseignement supérieur, il serait
simpliste de dire qu’il faut maintenant en donner toute la responsabilité au
gouvernement fédéral. En effet, on ne peut ignorer cette autre dynamique qui
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anime nos sociétés contemporaines, et dont j’ai déja parlé: le désir d’exprimer
son identité a travers des entités politiques plus petites. Je ne pense pas
seulement aux communautés locales, mais également aux gouvernements des
provinces ou des états dans la mesure ol ils peuvent mieux refléter I’identité
propre des groupes ou des communautés distinctes. Pour ces communautés,
I’enseignement supérieur est un moyen important de manifester leur identité.
L’enseignement supérieur est donc plus qu’un facteur de bien-étre national.
C’est un facteur clé pour le maintien de la culture et de I’identité distinctives
des entités constituantes des fédérations. Au Canada par exemple — pour le
Québec, ou pour les Acadiens, ou pour les anglophones de Montréal ou pour
les différentes communautés i travers le pays — I’enseignement supérieur est
important non seulement en tant que entreprise servant le pays dans son
ensemble, mais aussi parce que c’est une entreprise qui permet aux
communautés de maintenir une place distincte dans 1a fédération.

Dans le domaine des ressources humaines; dont I"enseignement supérieur est
une composante clé, on voit bien comment dans les fédérations existent et
interagissent les diverses forces qui, dans le monde d’aujourd’hui, favorisent
autant'intégration que la diversité. Ces observations devraient amener Jes deux
ordres de gouvernement non seulement & collaborer davantage entre eux mais
aussi' 2 reconnaitre jusqu’a quel point ’enseignement supérieur dans une
fédération est important autant pour le gouvernement fédéral que pour ceux des
entités constituantes. Je dirai pour conclure que les questions dont nous
débattrons au cours de ce Collogue ont non seulement un grand intérét pour la

communauté universitaire de chacun de nos pays, mais sont aussi d’une import-
-ance capitale pour ce qui est du caractere distinctif, du bien-&tre et de I’équilibre

de nos fédérations en tant que systémes politiques.
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Les participants commencent par se demander si le gouvernement fédéral ne
devrait pas jouer un role plus actif en matitre d’enseignement supérieur et de
recherche. Le cas échéant, quelle forme devrait prendre son intervention? Ron
Waits préconise une forme de collaboration qui prenne en considération autant
les intéréts nationaux que régionaux dans le domaine de 1’enseignement supé-
rieur. Au Canada, I’électorat s’inquidte de plus en plus du fait que le systéme

‘éducatif ne prépare pas convenablement les Canadiens % affronter la concur-

rence, ni A faire face & I'interdépendance croissante des économies résultant de
la mondialisation des marchés. On ne va toutefois pas jusqu’a demander que
I’enseignement supérieur devienne une compétence fédérale, Sc pose aussi la
question de Pefficacité des subventions fédérales a 1’enseignement supérieur,
étant donné que le Canada est I'un des pays qui dépense le plus en ce domaine. -
. Conférer I’entitre responsabilité de 1’enseignement supérieur au gouverne-
ment fédéral ne réglerait pas tous les problémes, car cette solution ne tient pas
compte des intéréts provinciaux et régionaux, ni de I'importance de I’ensei-
gnement supérieur pour I'identité culturelle locale. 11 faut plutét tenter

. d’instituer une collaboration efficace entre tous les intervenants dans les

domaines des programmes d’études et de la recherche universitaires.

Un universitaire australien, Clifford Walsh, affirme qu’on ne doit pas cher-
cher a trop différencier les intéréts économiques du fédéral, d’une part, et les
intéréts culturels locaux, d’autre part, étant donné que les questions

~ économiques intéressent aussi les pouvoirs locaux. Dans quels domaines et dans

quelle mesure les deux ordres de gouvernement doivent-ils collaborer (p. ex.
en matiere de financement), compte tenu de leur intérét commun face aux

" questions économiques? Suit une discussion sur I’importance de la compétiti-

vité économique pour les gouvernements des provinces et des Etats, ainsi que
sur les conséquences des différences linguistiques et culturelles, dans un méme

* pays, sur les questions économiques. Le fédéralisme peut exacerber ces diffé-

rences, si elles sont localisées. Au Canada, jouent 3 la fois les intéréts
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économiques et culturels. D’autres pays fédératifs ne présentent pas de telles
différences culturefles entre les régions.

Stefan Dupré parle de 1a nouvelle Commission canadienne de mise en valeur
de la main-d’oeuvre, considérée comme une formule de collaboration in-
novatrice entre le gouvernement fédéral et les collectivités locales. Cet organe
bipartite compte des représentants des travailleurs et du patronat. Avec 1’aide
d’autres organismes, il a pour objectif de voir a la création de comités sembla-
bles au nivean local dans tout le pays, capables de faire appliquer leurs décisions
et d’engager des dépenses. Cette initiative {)rocéd_e de la constatation que le
marché de la main-d’oeuvre demeure en grande partie local, donc que le
gouvernement fédéral doit suivre les initiatives locales en matiere de placement
ct de formation de la main-d’oeuvre. Jusqu’a maintenant, le gouvernement
fédéral a cherché i orienter la formation technique en subventionnant les
établissements d’enseignement dans des domaines déterminés par ses fonction-
naires locaux. Résultat: la formation technique ne se donne plus qu’en établis-
sement, au détriment de 1a formation en entreprise et en cours d’emploi.

On aborde ensuite les questions d*ordre constitutionnel, plus précisément les
conséquences d’une charte des droits sur 1’enseignement supérieur, sur le
partage des compétences et sur les ententes de financement. On discute aussi
de la procédure de modification 2 la constitution utilisée par différentes fédéra-
tions. On observe des différences entre les chartes des fédérations. Au Canada,
la Charte des droits et libertés est une innovation récente, qui domine et
transforme le paysage politique depuis peu, tandis qu’aux Etats-Unis, les dix

premiers amendements & la Constitution font partie du tissu politique depuis
~ toujours. Pas de charte en Australie, bien qu’on discute de I"opportunité d’en

établir une. _ :

" L’'uniformité des droits garantis par une charte est une source de tensions,
Cette uniformité peut porter atteinte 3 la capacité d’un systéme fédéral de
concilier les divers intéréts et de favoriser la coexistence de différents groupes
en son sein. Au Canada, les aspirations du Québec & un statut spécial, inscrit
dans la Constitution, vont & I’encontre de la Charte, Une charte a aussi une
incidence sur la mobilité des citoyens et sur I’enseignement supérieur. Elle peut

 limiter le traitement de faveur accordé par une province ou un Etat 2 ses propres

citoyens. Les effets d’une charte dépendent bien évidemment de sa teneur. Au
Canada, le Premier ministre de 1’Ontario, Bob Rae, aimerait que soit élaborée
une charte des droits économiques et sociaux. On disposerait ainsi de normes
nationales applicables par les tribunaux, Certains participants estiment que ce
n’est pas souhaitable. Il pourrait de plus s’avérer difficile de faire accepter par
les provinces des normes nationales sur I’enseignement supérieur.

" La procédure de modification de la constitution est plus souple dans certains

pays, en particulier en Allemagne et en Suisse. Au Canada, le fédéral s’est servi
de son pouvoir de dépenser pour accroftre sa présence dans I’enseignement
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supérieur, ce qui lui a permis d’agir sans modifier la constitution. Et ce qui Ini
laisse aussi la possibilité de se retirer de ce secteur 4 son gré. D’ailleurs, en
vertu d’un programme actuel de réduction du déficit, le gouvernement fédéral
a réduit ses paiements de transferts aux provinces, sous prétexte qu’il n’a
aucune responsabilité constitutionnelle en matigre d’éducation. Le fédéral
consideére que les ententes actuelles («Financement des programmes é&tablis»
ou «FPE») ont trait & des questions financigres, non & I’éducation. Un fonction-
naire fédéral affirme que si I’enseignement postsecondaire devenait une compé-
tence concurrente, le gouvernement fédéral serait plus enclin 4 participer 2 son
financement. On réplique que le fédéral ne se géne pas pour intervenir dans de
nombreux domaines qui ne relevent pas de sa compétence.

En Australie, ’enseignement supérieur est essentiellement une compétence
concurrente. Bien que cette compétence ne releve pas de lui sur le plan
constitutionnel, le gouvernement fédéral a pris en charge la plus grande partie
du financement des universités par le jeu de ’article 96 de la Constitution et
par I'usage de son pouvoir de dépenser. Les autres établissements d’enseigne-
ment postsecondaires sont subventionnés et dirigés principalement par les
Etats. Cette dichotomie entrave la mise sur pied d’un systéme intégré. On se
demande aussi quels rbles, responsabilités et structures administratives
institutionnaliser, de manitre 4 ce que tout Ienseignement postsecondaire
devienne de facto une compétence concurrente.

L’enseignement supérieur est aussi une compétence partagée en Suisse, ol
I’on trouve huit universités cantonales et deux fédérales. Il en est résulté une
asymétrie dans les ressources des universités, selon P’ordre de gouvernement
ou le canton dont elles relgvent. Comme le financement est majoritairement
assuré par les cantons, 1'établissement d’une nouvelle université doit étre

approuvé par les citoyens des cantons, par voie de référendum, selon une
“procédure rigide. Ces référendums se soldent habituellcment par une réponse

négative, m&me si les gouvernements fédéral et cantonaux y sont favorables,
étant donné que les contribuables ne sont pas désireux de payer la note,
Ron Waits demande lequel des trois modes de financement de 1'ensei-

“gnement supérieur employés par le Canada, les Etats-Unis et I’ Australie pour-

rait €tre considéré comme le plus efficace. En Australie, pour la plus grande
part, le gouvernement fédéral subventionne directement les établissements. Au
Canada, le fédéral accorde une certaine aide aux étudiants. Mais en vertu des
ententes de Financement des programmes établis (FPE) la majeure partie de
I'argent est remise aux provinces sous forme de transferts inconditionnels. Les
provinces distribuent ensuite ces fonds aux établissements, Cette entente est
une source de friction entre les gouvernements fédéral et provinciaux. Aux
Etats-Unis, le financement provient principalement des étudiants. C’est un

- facteur important dans un systéme ol les établissements sont dirigés par le

secteur privé ou les Etats. Martin Trow un universitaire américain, soutient que
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cette dépendance des universités envers le marché favorise les consommateurs
plutdt que les fournisseurs et confére un pouvoir politique important a 1’aide
accordée aux étudiants. _

La discussion seé termine par un retour i son point de départ, ¢’est-a-dire 4
I’opposition entre décentralisation et centralisation. Ignaz Bender, un uni-
versitaire allemand, affirme que les intéréts politiques prennent souvent le pas
sur la constitution, quel que soit son esprit, ce qui peut entrainer le renforcement
du pouvoir central ou, au contraire, une plus grande décentralisation. C’est ce

«qui s’est produit quand les forces centralisatrices ont placé ’enseignement au

rang des priorités nationales aux Etats-Unis et en Europe aprés le lancement du -
premier satellite soviétique. Il semble que ce tour de force technologique ait eu
un effet centralisateur sur 1’enseignement dans ces pays.

On fait remarquer que dans le contéxte canadien, toute réforme constitu-
tionnelie touchant 1’ enseignement supérieur serait vraisemblablement de nature
décentralisatrice ou asymétrique. Un systéme d’enseignement centralisé est peu
probable au Canada, i cause de ses profondes différences culturelles et linguis-
tigues. Ron Watts prédit que 1’évolution se fera plut6t dans le sens d’ententes
de coopération entre les gouvernements et au sein d’'un méme ordre de
gouvernement, '
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L'enseignement supérieur dans sept
systemes fédératifs: une synthése

David M. Cameron

LE FEDERALISME ET L'ENSEIGNEMENT SUPERIEUR

Le présent exposé se veut une synthése des communications présentées au
Colloque sur I'enseignement supérieur dans sept systemes fédératifs. Notre
démarche consistera & tenter de dégager les caractéristiques et problémes
communs aux différents systémes d’enseignement, tout en signalant leurs
institutions et mécanismes distinctifs. Les exposés offrent certainement une
abondance de données et d’analyses dont on peut tirer parti.

Premigre constatation qui ressort de la lecture des sept exposés: le
fédéralisme, en particulier dans ses rapports avec 1’enseignement supérieur,
revét une muliitude de formes. Ulrich Teichler est le plus explicite & ce sujet.
11 estime que I'étude de I’enseignement supérieur dans les systémes fédératifs
doit partir de trois principes. Premiérement, chaque systéme fédéral est unique,
ce qui implique qu’il est difficile, voire impossible, de formuler de grandes
- généralisations & propos de I’enseignement supérieur dans les systmes
fédératifs, si ce n’est que, par rapport aux systémes unitaires, au moins deux
ordres de gouvernement interviennent. Deuxi®émement, le fédéralisme n’est pas
que l’affaire des gouvernements. En conséquence, une coordination des
établissements & I’échelle nationale est possible au travers d’autres instances
que le gouvernement central. Troisiémement, A cause de la diversité des régimes
fédératifs, il n’existe pas de critréres évidents pamr desquels on pourait juger
de leur efficacité relativel.

Martin Trow renchérit en faisant remarguer les dlfférences qm existent au
sein méme d’un systéme fédératif donné, en I’occurrence les Ftats-Unis. Ses
exemples démontrent des écarts non sculement entre les Etats américains,
«mais aussi entre les secteurs d’enseignement supérieur d’un meme Etat, et
méme entre des établissements dans le méme secteur»2
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Par ailleurs, chacun des exposés établit clairement que les régimes fédératifs
sont loin d’étre statiques. Les rfles respectifs des gouvernements central et
régionaux3 en matiere d’enseignement supérieur peuvent se transformer en
profondeur avec le temps dans un systdme fédératif donné. Dans certains cas,
comme en Allemagne, 1’évolution découle dune modification & la Constitution.
Dans d’autres, comme en Australie, de profonds changements sont survenus,
méme sans modification de la Constitution®.

C’est la Belgique qui a connu I’évolution 1a plus marquée. Depuis vingt ans,
ce pays s’achemine graduellement vers un régime de plus en plus fédératif. Et
ce n’est pas fini. La fédération belge est trés certainement unique, 4 cause de
sa structure enchevétrée de communautés linguistiques et de régions ter-
ritoriales®.

L’Europe elle-méme est en voie de se fédéraliser, processus dont I'un des
axes d’articulation est de toute évidence |’enseignement supérieur. On nous
présente deux apergus tout aussi fascinants de ce phénomene, tout d’abord dans
I’exposé de Pierre Cazalis sur la Communauté elle-méme5, puis dans ceux
d’ Augustin Macheret et d’Ignace Hecquet sur les conséquences de I'intégration
européenne sur 1’enseignement supérieur et sur le fédéralisme en Suisse’ et en
Bfelgic;luf:8 respectivement. Quant au Canada, il est en pleine crise. La nature et
I’avenir méme de son régime fédéral sont en jeu. Quelle que soit la tournure
des événements au Canada, les changements seront sans nul doute profondsg.
Les innovations entreprises par les autres systémes fédératifs, notamment la
Communauté européenne, et 1’étude de leurs programmes actuels
d’enseignement supérieur peuvent étre riches d’enseignements pour le Canada.
" De tout ceci découle qu’il serait vain d’essayer d’élaborer une classification
simple des systemes fédératifs, selon une échelle allant de la centralisation 4 la
décentralisation par rapport 4 F’enseignement supérieur. Ils sont trop complexes
et trop diversifiés pour que cela soit possible.

1l r’empéche que d’intéressantes caractéristiques communes peuvent &tre
dégagées. Comme c’est la tendance en Europe, la Suisse et 1'Allemagne
appliquent toutes deux des normes nationales dans des domaines comme
I’administration, le transfert des crédits, la reconnaissance des grades eic.
Méme si ces deux fédérations ont mis au point des mécanismes uniques et
innovateurs de coordination et de normalisation qui ne font pas simplement que
concentrer 1’autorité entre les mains d’organismes fédéraux, leurs
gouvernements centraux jouent tout de méme un rdle plus actif et important
dans 1’enseignement supérieur que ceux du Canada ou des Etats-Unis. La
Belgique, par contre, cherche encore & mettre au point un mode de coordination
centrale adapté & sa diversité régionale et culturelle. _

Aux FEtats-Unis et au Canada, on favorise depuis toujours la diversité entre
les établissements d’enseignement, méme si cette tradition est plus évidente
dans le premier de ces pays que dans le second. Dans ni I'une ni I'autre
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fédération, cependant, la coordination de I’enseignement supérieur ne reléve
du gouvernement central aux termes de la loi.

L’ Australie offre I’exemple fascinant d’un systéme fédéral apparemment en
voie de passer d’une tradition semblable 2 celle du Canada et des Etats-Unis, 2
une centralisation encore plus poussée que ce qui serait acceptable en Europe.
Robert Smith et Fiona Wood qualifient ce processus de passage d’un
fédéralisme «souple» A un fédéralisme «rigide». Le gouvernement central s’est
surtout servi de son pouvoit de dépenser pour transformer son réle.

La legon a tirer de I’étude de ces systdmes fédératifs, c’est que la recherche
d’un équilibre satisfaisant entre coordination et diversité n’a pas de fin. Pour-
tant, cette recherche est le fondement méme des politiques sur I’enseignement
supérieur dans les systtmes fédératifs. La croissance économique des nations
et le maintien de leur position concurrentielle semblent exiger plus que jamais
une gestion mieux coordonnée de ’enseignement supérieur et de la recherche
universitaire, en fonction d’objectifs établis dans I'intérét public. Mais, en
méme temps, la grande marge d’autonomie dont bénéficient les établissements

‘continue d’8tre considérée comme une condition essentielle dans la poursuite
de I’excellence académique. L’équilibre entre ces valeurs concurrentes est
délicat, autant dans les régimes unitaires que fédératifs. Mais les régimes
fédératifs ont ceci de particulier que deux ordres de gouvernement aspirent au
role de coordinateur, et qu’ils n’ont pas nécessairement les mémes objectifs ni
les mémes priorités en vue. Et que dire de la Communauté européenne ol une
troisiéeme palier de gouvernement cherche lui aussi 4 coordonner
Penscignement supérieur. 1! n’est pas étonnant, donc, que tous ces systémes
fédératifs aient produit une telle variété de méthodes d’organisation et de
gestion de I’enseignement supérieur. :

L'ORGANISATION ET LA GESTION DE
L’ENSEIGNEMENT SUPERIEUR

Meéme si I’organisation et la gestion de tous les systémes étudiés ici se fonde
sur une idée commune de ’université, leurs structures et orientations présentent
~des différences considérables, dont 1'une des plus importantes a trait aux
universités privées. Des universités privées existent dans quelques pays seule-
ment, principalement aux Etats-Unis!?, 11 est intéressant de noter la similitude
d’attitude envers les universités durant les temps coloniaux au Canada et aux
Etats-Unis, et en particulier la facilité avec laquelle on assimilait les
établissements officiellement «privés» a 1"intérét public. Le Canada n’a cepen-
dant pas connu de révolution. Ses tribunaux n’ont pas nen plus protégé les
chartes des universités contre I'ingérence du législateur, comme dans la
fameuse affaire du Dartmouth College aux Etats-Unis. Le résultat en est que
les universités canadiennes contemporaines, méme lorsqu’elles sont privées en



34 David M. Carheron

droit strict, sont pratiquement toutes considérées comme publiques dans les
faits. Au contraire, les universités américaines se répartissent encore entre
établissements publics et privés.

Martin Trow souligne avec justesse cette distinction fondamentale, mais il
fait aussi remarquer qu’elle n’est qu'un élément de 1’incroyable diversité du
systdéme d’enseignement supérieur américain, élément dont il ne faut d’ailleurs
pas exagérer I'importance. Il signale; par exemple, que toutes les universités
privées recoivent des fonds publics, tandis que toutes les universités publiques
sont financées en partie par des sources privées: «Ce mélange de financement
public et privé, de fonctions et d’autorités constituantes est demeuré P'une des
principales caractéristiques du systdme d’enscignement supérieur américain
jusqu’a ce jour, ce qui n’est pas sans brouiller la distinction entre établissements
privés et établissements publics»!l.

Dans chacun des systémes fédératifs considérés, 1’enseignement supérieur
rel2ve en premier lieu de la compétence constitutionnelle des gouvernements
régionaux, méme lorsque le gouvernement central joue un réle important. Les
exposés nous présentent une étude fascinante des nombreux moyens,
quelquefois complexes, qui sont utilisés pour gérer ou concilier les impératifs
pratiques et les dispositions d’ordre constitutionnel.

Les Ftats-Unis ont probablement le systéme d’enseignement supérieur le
plus décentralisé. Le gouvernement central n’a pratiquement aucune prise
directe sur les orientations ou la gestion des établissements. I1 ne contribue qu’a
hauteur de 13 ou 20% au financement total de 1’enseignement supérieur, selon
qu’on inclue on non les préts aux étudiants. Naturellement, ceci doit
s’interpréter dans le contexte global du systéme américain, dans lequel les
gouvernements central et régionaux ensemble fournissent moins de la moitié

-des revenus globaux des universités. Il n’est donc pas surprenant que, dans ce

systéme décentralisé, -les conseils d’administration et les recteurs aient
traditionneilement détenu un grand pouvoir de gestion,

La décentralisation est toujours un concept relatif. 1l faut se rappeler que les
systémes d’enseignement de certains Etats américains sont plus vastes que ceux
de certains des pays étudiés ici. On compte plus d’étudiants dans les universités
et colleges de Californie que dans tout le Canada. De plus, comme le souligne
Martin Trow, les systemes d’enseignement des Etats américains varient
énormément 2 la fois pour ce qui est du niveau de financement public et de la
coordination. Mesurée en termes de contribution publique par étudiant ou par’
tranche de 1 000 $ de rentrées fiscales, I’aide des Etats affiche des écarts de
I’ordre de 5:1. De méme, les instances étatiques de coordination, dont la mise
sur pied est exigée comme condition du financement du gounvernement fédéral,
vont de celles qui dirigent dans les faits tout le secteur de I’enseignement
postsecondaire public de 1’Etat a celles qui jouent principalement un réle
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consultatif et de recherche, et qui sont elles-mé&mes dirigées par des
représentants des établissements publics qu’elles «coordonnent»!2,

Le systéme d’ enselgnemcnt supérieur du Canada est Iui aussi décentralisé,
mais pas autant qu’ aux Etats-Unis. On remarque par exemple un écart beaucoup
moins grand entre les provinces quant aux niveaux de financement. En 1986-
1987, le rapport entre le financement le plus élevé par éudiant (7 356 $CDN
en Alberta) et le plus bas (5 619 $CDN en Ontario) n’était que de 1,3:113, La
recherche d’un niveau Lcomparable entre les provinces semble plus déterminante
au Canada qu’aux Etats-Unis pour ce qui concerne I’ étabhssement des
politiques de financement public.

On remarque aussi que le gouvernement central canadien a joué un plus grand
role dans le financement de I’enseignement supérieur, role dont I’importance
diminve cependant. Le programme actuel de transferts inconditionnels anx
provinces va tout bonnement disparaitre de lui-méme d’ici dix ans si rien ne -
vient modifier I’orientation de la politique fédérale.

Tout comme les Etats américains, les provinces canadiennes ont mis sur pied
des organismes intermédiaires ou de coordination. Ces organismes n’ont
cependant pas acquis la position centrale qu’occupent leurs homologues
américains les plus puissants. Plusicurs provinces les ont méme éliminés
completement. Pour faire en sorte que les établissements se conforment 2 leurs
priorités, les gouvernements provinciaux ont de plus en plus recours 2 un
financement «orienté» ou limité & des activités particulidres.

Augustin Macheret insiste sur le fait que les cantons suisses défendent
vigoureusement leurs cultures et politiques culturelles distinctives. Le
gouvernement central suisse occupe tout de méme une place beaucoup plus
importante dans le champ de 1’enseignement superleur que ce n’est le cas au
Canada ou aux FEtats-Unis. Cela est dii en partie 4 la Constitution, laguelle
confére au gouvernement central la maftrise directe de certains établissements
et programmes dans le systéme d’enseignement supérieur et qui lui en impute

~ la responsabilité. Ce plus grand role découle aussi en bonne part d’une loi

fédérale qui autorise les subventions aux universités cantonales. C’est par cette
méme loi qu’ont été créés un conseil de la science et une conférence uni-
versitaire nationale!®. Enfin, il semble qu’en Suisse, on comprenne
différemment le besoin d’une coordination de I’enseignement supérieur pour
faire face & la mondialisation de la concurrence €conomique et i la
régionalisation du commerce international. A propos de I’organisation et de la
gestion des universités, Macheret touche aussi une corde sensible, du moins

- chez ceux qui étudient l¢ fédéralisme canadien. Faisant remarquer que les

universités se caractérisent par la loyauté des professeurs envers leurs facultés
et départements, Macheret affirme que i'université en soi constitue une struc-
ture fédérative, une véritable communauté de communautésl®!
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L’ aménagement constitutionnel allemand est passablement différent de celui
des autres systémes fédératifs, Il s’ articule autour de compétences concurrentes,
d’un cadre législatif central et d’une grande marge de manoeuvre dans son
application au niveau régional. C’est ce qui a permis au gouvernement central
de réglementer des aspects de I'activité universitaire qui, dans d’autres
systémes fédératifs, releveraient des gouvernements régionaux ou des
établissements cux-mémes.

Mais comme le souligne Ulrich Telchlcr cela ne signifie pas que toute
résistance régionale face 4 la coordination centrale a été éliminée, pas plus que
cela n’a assuré Vefficacité totale de la réglementation centrale. Il en veut pour
preuve que la coordination par le centre a raisonnablement bien fonctionné en
période de croissance, mais pas autant quand la croissance a fait place a la
stabilité. Qui plus est, il fait remarquer qu’an moins un ministre fédéral de
P"enseignement et des sciences a tenté de diminuer 1'importance de la coordi-
nation centrale par la réglementation au profit d’une différenciation des
établissements par la concurrence. La réussite d’une telle politique
rapprocherait le systéme allemand du systtme d’enseignement supérieur
américain. I est intéressant de remarquer que cette ligne d’action a aussi été
recommandée récemment par une commission d’enquéte ontarienne de trois
personnes, dont faisait partic le président du Collogue, Ronald L. Watts!6, 11
s’agit sans doute d’une question dont il faudra tenir compte en permanence dans
la recherche de 1’équilibre entre la décentralisation et la gestion centrale,
particulirement dans les systémes fédératifs.

C’est I’ Australie qui a connu 'évolution la plus spectaculaire de son systéme

d’enseignement supérieur. Etant donné les dispositions de la constitution aus-

tralienne, qui attribue trés clairement la responsabilité de I’enseignement aux
gouvernements régionaux, la prépondérance actuelle du gouvernement central
en cette matidre et 1’orientation qu’il imprime au sysime, de méme que
I’ampleur de Iunification en cours, sont rien de moins qu’étonnantes. Cette
évolution, que Robert Smith et Fiona Wood ont fort bien décrit, a éé rendue
possible par la prédominance financi¢re du gouvernement central. Mais il est
tout aussi intéressant de remarquer que les arguments 2 1’appui de cette cen-
tralisation massive sont trés semblables & ceux mentionnés par Macheret pour
1a Suisse et I'Europe. :
Smith et Wood touchent 3 un poml particuliérement sensible de
I’organisation des systémes fédératifs, soit que la responsabilité du
développement économique incombe généralement au gouvernement central,
alors que la responsabilité de 1’enseignement supérieur reléve le plus souvent
des gouvernements régionaux. La solution & I"enchevétrement politique qui en
résulte en Australie vaut la peine d’étre citée. Elle rend compte de I'un des plus
grands défis auquel sont confrontés pratiquement tous les systémes fédératifs.
D’aprés Smith et Wood, I noeud du probléme se trouve dans «les interrelations
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devant exister entre capacité technologique, revenus d’exportation et
compétences intellectuelles (connaissances et savoir-faire)»:

C’est tout un défi que d’exploiter de fagon créatrice cette interrelation qui met en
cause  la fois I’éducation et la formation, le recyclage, la recherche, I’ amélioration
du transfert de technologie, ainsi que le développement des compétences
scientifiques et technologiques.

Cela exige également une perspective plus large des rapports internationaux [...]
Nulle part le défi — et Poccasion — ne sont plus grands que dans le systéme
d’enseignement supérieur, parce que c’est 1a que se trouve en grande partie le

- potentiel de recherche et de développement de I’ Australie. Or, la recherche et le
développement constituent e secteur d*activité par excellence pour exploiter cette
interrelation.!’

Smith et Wood établissent la chronologie des mesures prises par le gouverne-
ment central en vue de rationaliser et de coordonner I'enseignement supérieur
en Australie, particuliérement dans la foulée du Livre blanc de 1988. Comme
nous I’avons dit plus haut, ils décrivent cette évolution comme le passage d'un
fédéralisme «souple» a un fédéralisme «rigide», distinction marquée es-
senticllement par la volonté d’empiétement trés nette du gouvernement central.

Les gouvernements centraux de la Suisse et de I’ Allemagne occupent une
place nettement plus grande dans 1'enseignement supérieur qu’au Canada ou
aux Etats-Unis. Mais ceci n’explique pas entidrement comment on est arrivé 4
une coordination aussi poussée dans la premidre de ces deux fédérations.
Premigrement, étant donné la structure bicamérale de 1’assemblée législative
de I’Allemagne (le Bundesrat), les gouvernements régionaux participent
directement & I’élaboration des lois fédérales, comme la Loi-cadre de
I’enseignement supérieur. Les autres fédérations, par contre, seront sans doute
plus intéressées par les organismes non gouvernementaux ou quast
gouvernementaux qui, dans ces deux pays, exercent une grande influence sur
les politiques publiques autant que sur les politiques des établissements

- d’enseignement. Les ententes contractuelles concrétes enfre les gouvernements

régionaux, qui mettent en place une coordination interrégionale et méme
nationale dans certains domaines, sans nécessairement faire appel 2 la partici-
pation du gouvernement central, sont d’une portée peut-tre encore plus grande.

Le Conseil des ministres de I'Education du Canada, et son sous-comité des
minisires responsables de ’enseignement supérieur, a été constitué en partie
sur le modele de la Conférence permanente des ministres de 1’Education et de
la Culture de I’ Allemagne, mais il ne dispose pas d’un pouvoir semblable de

-coordonner les politiques régionales. Dans un méme ordre d’idée, Robert Smith

et Fiona Wood font remarquer que méme si les Etats australiens ont pris des
mesures en vue de coordonner I’enseignement supérieur i I’intérieur de leurs

_fronti¢res, «la coordination en matiere d’enseignement supérieur entre les Etats
- est demeurée limitée» '8, Les Canadiens, en particulier, voudront peut-&tre
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étudier les avantages possibles d’un renforcement des mécanismes de coordi-
nation interprovinciaux comme solution de rechange 3 une action fédérale-
provinciale on méme unilatérale fédérale,

Plusieurs exposés mettent en lumigre un autre aspect de I’ organisation et de
la gestion de I'enseignement supérieur: I’autonomie des établissements. II
s’agit en effet d'un trait commun 2 tous Ies systémes d’enseignement supérieur
étudiés ici. 11 est évident, toutefois, que 1’autonomie n’est pas I'apanage d’un
régime partlcuher de gouvernement. Les Etats-Unis et le Canada, par exemple,
laissent aux établissements une liberté presque totale pour ce qui est d’établir
les salaires et les conditions de travail. Dans les deux systémes, les professeurs
d’un certain nombre d’universités et de colleges ont choisi de négocier col-
Jectivement en vertu des lois du travail de la province ou de I’Etat. En Al-
lemagne, au contraire, ces questions sont largement régies par des lois
fédérales!?, _

A cet égard, I’ Australie a adopté une ligne de conduite radicale par
I’introduction, en 1986, d’un régime national de négociation et d’arbitrage. Les
professeurs sont représentés par I Australian Association of Academic Staff et
les universités par I’Australian Higher Education Industrial Asseciation. Fait
révélateur, le gouvernement central ne se considére pas tenu d’accorder le
financement au niveau décidé par 1’arbitre. Robert Smith et Fiona Wood
affirment que méme si les conséquences de la négociation centralisée ne se
feront pas sentir avant quelque temps, elles s’avéreront tout aussi importantes
sur le milien universitaire que 'intégration et 1’unification forcées des
établissements d’enseignement supeneur qui ont suivi le Livre blanc fédéral de

198820,

Pierre Cazalis souligne 4 quel point la recherche de la coordination dans un
cadre d’autonomie repose sur la mise en oeuvre d'une planification et gestion
stratégiques au niveau des établissements. Il fait toutefois remarquer que les
dirigeants des établissements méconnaissent les méthodes de planification -
stratégique?l.

Il convient de laisser le dernier mot sur le sujet de 1'autonomie des
établissements au recteur de I'Université de Fribourg, Augustin Macheret. Ses
remarques pleines d’humour sur la suspicion des facultés & I’endroit des
desseins inutilement centralisateurs et son rappel qu’une bonne organisation
universitaire est nécessairement décentralisée et participative rendent
élégamment compte du grand paradoxe de I’autonomie des établissements,
savoir qu’elle est source de dynamisme et de créativité, mals aussi de
désagrégation et d’inefficacité?2,
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LE FINANCEMENT DE L'ENSEIGNEMENT SUPERIEUR

Dans tous les systémes fédératifs étudiés ici, le financement de 1’enseignement
supérieur est une responsabilité conjointe des gouvernements centraux et
régionaux, Cela dit, on note de grandes différences entre les réles respectifs des
deux ordres de gouvernement. Exemple extréme, I’ Australic. Son gouverne-
ment central a entirement pris 4 sa charge le financement des universités et a
supprimé du méme coup les droits d’inscription des étudiants en 1974. Le
gouvernement central a pris avantage de son pouvoir de dépenser pour orienter

-la nature et le développement du systéme de I'enseignement supérieur, de
maniére 2 inciter les universités constituées en vertu d’une loi de I'Etat 2 se
joindre au systéme national unifié mis sur pied en 1988. Au cours des derniéres
années, cependant, des mesures ont été prises pour diminuer le monopole quasi

-total du gouvernement central sur le financement. Non seulement les Etats
ont-ils refait leur apparition dans le paysage de 1’enseignement supérieur, 3 Ia
poursuite de leurs propres objectifs de formation, mais les droits d’inscription
ont ét€ rétablis.

A P’opposé de I'Australie se trouvent les Etats-Unis. Le gouvernement
‘américain ne finance 1’enseignement supérieur qu’a hauteur de 20% environ,
dont la presque totalité est consacrée i la recherche et 3 1’aide aux étudiants. A
remarquer toutcfois que le choix de ces objectifs de financement et les
mécanismes d’attribution qui les régissent servent aussi un objectif de politique
stratégique. En finangant les étudiants et les chercheurs, plutét que les
établissements, le gouvernement central favorise la concurrence entre les
établissements pour obtention des fonds, ce qui encourage la diversité entre
les établissements et 1'excellence dans la recherche. Autre caractéristique

" notable du financement de 1’enseignement supérieur aux FEtats-Unis: la
dépendance relativement forte des établissements 2 1’égard des droits
d’inscription. Ceci est en partie le reflet de la dichotomie entre 1’enseignement
public et privé, Les établissements privés tirent environ 40% de leurs revenus
des droits d’inscription, comparativement & moins de 15% pour les
établissements publics??. Soulignons que le pourcentage pour les
établissements publics américains est pratiquement le méme que celui des

- universités canadiennes, oil les droits d’inscription ont compté pour environ
14% des revenus de fonctionnement en 1986-1987.

-Au Canada, le rble que joue le gouvernement central est plus amblvalent que
dans tous les autres pays €iudiés. Le gouvernement fédéral canadien soutient
largement la recherche mais son financement indirect des universités par le
' biais de transferts inconditionnels aux provinces n’a pas d’objectif précis, autre
que la péréquation entre les gouvernements, Par ailleurs, les gouvernements .
fédéral et provinciaux aident tous deux les étudiants. L’ aide provinciale prend
la releve une fois que I'étudiant s’est prévalu des préts garantis et financés par
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le fédéral. Le Québec, quant a lwi, dispose de son propre programine, pour
lequel il regoit du gouvernement fédéral un transfert fiscal équivalent.

Le financement du systéme d’enseignement supérieur dans les systémes
_fédératifs éuropéens est conjoint, mais la part du gouvernement central n’est
pas toujours aussi importante gu’on pourrait le croire. Pour ce qui est de
I’ Allemagne, Ulrich Teichler évalue la participation du gouvernement fédéral
3 17%, ce qui inclut les immobilisations, I’aide aux étudiants, le soutien aux
innovations en enscignement, la recherche et les échanges internationaux?*
Augustin Macheret estime la part du gouvernement confédéral suisse & 16% du
coiit de fonctionnement des établissements. Les subventions aux in-
vestissements s'échelonnent de 35 & 60% des coflits de construction, selon la
capacité financidre de chacun des cantons®?, La situation de la Belgique est bien
sfir unique. Le gouvernement central continue d’assumer la plus grande part du
financement public. Il subventionne les universités selon le nombre d’étudiants.
"En outre, les communautés linguistiques commencent tout juste 4 assumer leurs
responsabilités en mati¢re de financement de 1’enseignement supérieur. Ignace
Hecquet fait cependant remarquer que toute la structure des mécanismes de

financement est actuellement remise en quest10n26

L’exposé d’ Augustin Macheret attire notre attention sur ce qui semble &tre
une tendance grandissante dans le financement de 1’enseignement supérieur:
1’ octroi de subventions pour la réalisation d’ objectifs particuliers. En Suisse, le
gouvernement confédéral a recours A cette pratique pour promouvoir des
objectifs nationaux. An Canada, les gouvernements provinciaux influencent de
la sorte les politiques et priorités des établissements. Il semble qu’en Australie
les-deux objectifs soient visés,

. Peut-&tre que la remarque la plus importante pour ce qui est du financement
-de I’enseignement supérieur reste A faire. Les données présentées dans les
exposés n’autorisent pas un jugement définitif mais elles laissent croire
néanmoins 2 une assez forte diminution des niveaux de financement au cours
des années 80 en Australie, en Belgique, au Canada, en Allemagne et en Suisse.
C’est assurément le cas au Canada, ol le financement est demeuré an méme

_niveau en dollars constants, alors que les inscriptions ont augmenté de quelque
20%. De la méme fagon, pour la Belgique, Ignace Hecquet signale que les
niveaux de financement par étudiant sont tombés a 29% aprés 197527, Par
contre, Martin Trow indique qu’aux Etats-Unis, le financement des Etats a
augmenté de 23% en dollars constants au cours de la décennie. Il faut en
conclure que I'importance relative de I’enseignement supérieur aux Ktats-Unis
s’est accrue par rapport aux autres sysiémes fédératifs, importance qui se
manifeste dans les décisions de financement des Etats, p}utot que du gouverne-
ment central.
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L' ACCESSIBILITE DE L"ENSEIGNEMENT SUPERIEUR
ET LA MOBILITE DES ETUDIANTS

Dans tous les systémes fédératifs étudiés, le gouvernement central participe &
des programmes d’aide aux étudiants dont l’obgcctnf est de faciliter I"acces a
I’enseignement supérieur. On remarque toutefois une différence évidente entre
les systemes des pays les plus vastes (Australie, Canada et Etats-Unis) et ceux
des pays européens. L'acces des étudiants, et en particulier leur mobilité,
préoccupent davantage en Europe. Sans doute est-ce en partie une simple
question de distance, la mobilité entre régions étant plus fréquente. Cette
dimension revét donc une plus grande importance aux yeux des pouvoirs
publics des systemes fédératifs européens. Dans les autres pays, P’acces est
principalement une question d’admission aux établissements dans I’Etat ou la
province ol I’on réside.

En partie aussi, cette différence peut étre le reflet des cultures politiques.
L’Allemagne en offre I’exemple le plus frappant. La Constitution a été
interprétée de manitre A interdire les barritres régionales ou le contingentement
- des étudiants selon leur licu de résidence. Cette interprétation de la Constitution
Jouit aussi d’un appui populaire évident. Ulrich Teichler fait la remarque
“suivante: «[...] on reconnait la valeur d’une certaine diversité culturelle, mais

on estime généralement qu’il n’est pas souhaitable d’ériger quelques barrigres
inter-régionales que ce soient qui pourraient entraver le libre accés aux études
supérieures ou i I’emploi»28, 7

1l ne faut pas pour autant en conclure que la question de I’acc2s et de la
‘mobilité ne se pose pas dans les pays les plus grands. De toute évidence, pour
certaines provinces canadiennes, I’afflux de nombreux étudiants d’ autres prov-
inces implique de lourdes charges financidres. Aucune province n’impose
toutefois des droits d’mscrlptlon plus élevés aux étudiants des autres provinces,
méme si légalement rien ne s’y oppose. Certams Etats américains ont recours
a une telle pratique.

Dans les grands pays fédératifs se pose également la question de
I'amélioration de ’accés & I’enseignement supérieur pour les groupes
traditionnellement sous-représentés. L'un des objectifs de la politique fédérale
d’aide aux étudiants aux Etats-Unis est d’accroitre Ia participation des Noirs et

" - des Hispaniques. Au Canada et en Australie, on se préoccupe de plus en plus
de la situation des autochtones.

En Europe, enseignement supérieur et professions libérales sont de toute
évidence étroitement liés. Ulrich Teichler fait remarquer, par exemple, que c’est
le droit des Allemands au choix de leur profession, garanti par la Constitution,
qui a motivé les décisions prohibant les barridres régionales 2 la mobilité et 2

‘I"accés. Certaines décisions de 1a Cour de justice de la Communauté européenne
pourraient avoir des conséquences d’une plus grande portée encore. Un recent
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arrét en particulier permet de considérer 1’enseignement supérieur comme
appartenant au domaine de la formation professionnelle, donc sujet aux dispo-
sitions du Traité de Rome. Augustin Macheret fait remarquer que méme si la
Suisse n’est pas membre de la Communauté curopéenne, les questions de
mobilité et d’acces y sont débattues dans le cadre plus large de I’intégration
économique de I’Europe et de lalibre circulation de la main-d’ oeuvre. Pour sa
part, Ignace Hecquet décrit quelques-unes des difficultés posées aux
communautés linguistiques belges par 1’afflux d’étudiants-d’ autres pays de la
Communauté européenne.

11 est important de remarquer dans quelle mesure les politiques concernant
1’accés et la mobilité dans les systémes fédératifs européens sont le produit
d’ententes interrégionales, de programmes du gouvernement central ou

_d’ententes entre le centre et les régions. Le cas de la Suisse est particuliérement

instructif. Une entente entre les cantons est en vigueur depuis 1979, qui garantit

 des transferts de fonds calculés par téte d'étudiant inscrit dans un autre canton.

Plus impressionnant encore, du moins potenticllement: ’entente entre les

_ établissements élaborée en 1989 par la Conférence suisse des recteurs, congue

pour faciliter la mobilité en normalisant la reconnaissance des études partielles
et des diplémes. Une telle normalisation n’existe pas au sein d’une méme
province canadienne, méme si en toute justice on doit dire que les
établissements accordent généralement une valeur cquwalente aux études
terminées ailleurs.

Une étude comparée de 'accés et de la mobilité des étudiants doit
nécessairement aborder la question des droits d’inscription, A savoir s’ils
constituent un obstacle important & Faccés & I'enseignement supérieur. Les
données ne sont pas concluantes sur ce point. I semblerait que les droits

- d’inscription jouent tout au plus un réle mineur dans la décision d’aller a

I’université., Les systdmes fédératifs étudiés ont d’ailleurs connu des
cheminements trés différents en ce qui concerne les droits d’inscription. Les

_Européens, dans 1’ensemble, ont supprimé les droits, tandis que les nord-

américains en ont fait une partie intégrante de leurs programmes de financement
de ’enseignement supérieur. Sans vouloir établir un lien de cause 2 effet, il
convient de relever que les taux de participation au Canada et aux Ftats-Unis
sont substantiellement plus élevés qu’en Eurcpe.

L’ Australie présente un portrait tout 2 fait fascinant & cet égard. On y a aboli
les droits d’inscription en 1974, pour finalement les rétabliren 1989. Ce qu’il
y a de particulierement intéressant, ¢’est la manigre dont les droits sont pergus
en vertu du nouveau Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS). Un
étudiant peut payer ses droits d’inscription au moment de s’inscrire ou en faire
reporter le paiement aprés la fin des études, auquel cas le remboursement se fait
sous forme de prélévement fiscal supplémentaire sur le revenu personnel,
réparti sur dix ans & partir du moment ol ce revenu atteint la moyenne du
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marché?®, On discute depuis longtemps d’un programme semblable en

Amérique du Nord. Au Canada, plusieurs commissions gouvernementales
récentes en ont fait la recommandation, mais rien n’a encore €té mis en oeuvre
jusqu’ici. La plupart des propositions vont dans le sens d’un prét direct a
I’étudiant, prét dont le remboursement serait 1ié aux revenus éventuels des
diplémés. Le mécanisme australlen semble offrir I’avantage d’une plus grande
simplicité.

L'aide aux étudiants est I'un des deux domaines ol les gouvernements
‘centraux jouent effectivement un réle important dans tous les systdmes
fédératifs. L’ autre est la recherche,

LA PLANIFICATION ET LE FINANCEMENT DE LA RECHERCHE

Chaque systeme fédéral fait face au méme dilemme: comment coordonner la
recherche en vue de promouvoir des priorités nationales dans un systéme
universitaire décentralisé? Comme le démontrent les exposcs les réponses a
cette question sont multiples et variées.

Une méthode employée uniquement en Australie vaut la peine d’étre
mentionnée brievement. Il s’agit de la création d’une université nationale,
spécialisée dans la recherche et appelée 2 servir de modéle et de leader dans ce
domaine. La Australian National University a certainement joué un role
significatif & cet égard. Martin Trow nous apprend que la tentative avortée,
‘beaucoup plus anciennement, de mettre sur pied une «Université des Etats-
Unis» a privé la fédération américaine d’une institution qui aurait chapeauté
toutes les autres, qui aurait régi, faconné et sirement limité la croissance des
(tablissements d’enseignement supérieur et de recherche aux Etats-Unis3,

La pratique la plus courante dans les systémes fédératifs consiste 2 distinguer
la recherche, du moins jusqu’a un certain point, des autres aspects de
- Penseignement supérieur, ce qui facilite 'intervention du gouvernement central
dans ce domaine. C’est la méthode employée en Suisse et en Allemagne, od la
recherche fait partie des compétences dévolues au gouvernement central par la
constitution. En Belgique, lc gouvernement central a gardé une position
prédominante, ce qui lui assure le premier réle en recherche. D’ailleurs, dans
tous les systemes fédératifs étudiés ici, la recherche est d’abord et avant tout
une question qui releve du gouvernement central. Il n’en demeure pas moins
une certaine équivoque en cette matidre. En Allemagne et en Belgique, par
exemple, ot 1'autorité des gouvernements centraux est sans ambiguité, une
grande partie du financement gouvernemental de la recherche passe par des
subventions générales de fonctionnement aux universités.

Ceci nous améne 4 la question des cofits directs et indirects de la recherche.
Le gouvernement américain a comme ligne de conduite de payer les coiits
indirects aux établissements, en sus des subventions directes aux chercheurs.
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Martin Trow fait cependant remarquer que cette pratique a ét€ remise en cause
par la révélation récente que I'une des plus prestigieuses universités
américaines, Stanford, «gonflait» ses dépenses. Le gouvernement fédéral can-

_adien n’accorde aucune compensation pour les coiits indirects de recherche,

avec pour conséquence que les universités les plus actives en recherche sont en
quelque sorte défavorisées sur le plan de leur fiscalité. Plusieurs provinces se
sont récemment attaquées & ce probléme“. En réponse 2 cette préoccupation
canadienne, Ulrich Teichler a fait remarquer qu’un tel probléme ne se pose pas
en Allemagne, ol les budgets des établissements sont censés englober les frais
généraux de recherche32, Ces différentes pratiques pourraient faire 1'objet de
recherches plus approfondies.

Sur le théme du traitement distinct de la recherche apparait une variation
commune: la création d’instituts de recherche autonomes, ou n’ayant que des
liens trés laches avec les universités. Un tel aménagement permet au gouverne-
ment central de poursuivre ses propres priorités de recherche sans risque
d’entrer en concurrence avec celles des établissements . Mais cela in-
stitutionnalise par le fait méme ces priorités, ce qui en réduit la souplesse et
1’adaptabilité€ futures.

L’ Australie s’est lancée sur une voie radicalement différente, en séparant les
fonctions de recherche et d’enseignement au sein méme des universités. Il s”agit
14 surtout du résultat de la dissolution du systeme postsecondaire & deux volets.
Auparavant, la recherche était la responsabilité de certains établissements
postsecondaires (les universités), alors qu’elle est maintenant confiée a des
professeurs en particulier, oeuvrant dans des établissements plus grands et plus
complets3, La situation vaut certainement la peine d’&tre suivie.

La planification et le financement de la recherche sont généralement décidés
par des commissions ou conseils nationaux, dont un grand nombre des membres
sont des professeurs ou des chercheurs. Dans certains cas, des conseils
spécialisés s’occupent de groupes de disciplines en particulier. Ces conseils de
recherche semblent bien s’acquitter de 1’administration de programmes de
subventions basés sur 1’évaluation des demandes par les pairs. Mais ils ne
connaissent pas autant de succés pour ce qui est de promouvoir des actions
coordonnées ou d’élaborer des orientations stratégiques pour la recherche. Ii
est évident que les Etats fédéraux étudiés ici sont encore aux prises avec le
probiéme de la formulation et de la gestion efficaces de tels objectifs. Martin .
Trow souligne la concurrence qui doit nécessairement exister entre les
demandes apparemment sans limite de la «mégascience» et celles des
scientifiques ordinaires dans les universités. Robert Smith et Fiona Wood font

" remarquer, dans le méme ordre d’idée, «la sensibilisation graduellle au fait que,

pour une population relativement réduite comme celle de 1’ Australie, il est
essentiel que la politique nationale de recherche tende vers la concentration et
la sélectivité.»3*
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L'Australie et le Canada ont récemment adopté des démarches trés sembla-
bles en vue d’en arriver & cette plus grande concentration. Dans ces deux pays,
on a mis sur pied des organes consultatifs spéciaux sur les sciences, qui ont un
acces direct au Premier ministre. Et dans les denx cas, on a créé des réseaux de
centres d’excellence, congus pour faire collaborer & des projets d’importance
stratégique nationale des chercheurs de plusieurs universités et de I’industrie.

LES QUESTIONS D*ACTUALITE

Coordonner et orienter la recherche demeure peut-gtre le probléme le. plus
épineux de I’enseignement supérieur dans les systéms fédératifs. Mais ce n’est
pas le seul, et de loin. De nombreuses autres questions préoccupent les
universités et les responsables de ’action gouvernementale.

Dans certains des systemes étudiés ici, le régime fédéral lui-méme est
controversé. C’est le cas du Canada, ol I’entente constitutionnelle est remise
en cause. Certaines considérations plus pratiques gravitent autour de cette
question centrale, dont en particulier le besoin d’en arriver & un arrangement
fédéral-provincial qui soit plus satisfaisant que le simple transfert fiscal in-
conditionnel, appelé «Financement des programmes 6tablis».

Le fédéralisme est un objet de débat partout ailleurs aussi. Il est au coeur des
préoccupations en Belgique, au fur et 4 mesure que le pays s’achemine vers un
régime complexe et asymétrique. Bien entendu, I’avenir de la Belgique se fera
dans Ie cadre plus vaste de I'intégration de I'Europe, elle-méme une fédération

_naissante. La perspective de systémes fédératifs imbriqués les uns dans les
- autres pose véritablement un défi 3 la gestion et au financement de
I’enseignement supérieur,

Deuxime point a considérer, en particulier compte tenu des évolutions des
systemes fédératifs européens: la possibilité d’une collaboration et d’une coor-
dination plus efficaces entre les régions, voire entre les établissements. Les plus
vastes des pays fédératifs €tudiés ici n’ont pas connu de grand succes 2 cet
égard, méme si les mécanismes de base sont en place au Canada. .
- La question de la coordination souleéve, i son tour, la problématique

-fondamentale des avantages relatifs de la réglementation et de la concurrence:

faut-il coordonner par la réglementation ou diversifier par la concurrence?
L’expérience de I’ Allemagne prouve que la coordination par la réglementation
engendre un haut degré de normalisation, souligne Ulrich Teichler, mais ceci
au risque de laisser s’installer une certaine inertie dans les établissements.
Méme aux Etats-Unis, bastion de la diversité et de la concurrence entre les
€tablissements, Martin Trow se montre trés préoccupé par la croissance de la
réglementation bureaucratique associée aux interventions du gouvernement
central qui visent & protéger et A promouvoir le droit i I’égalité.
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Ceci nous ameéne i la question des méthodes employées par les deux paliers
de gouvernement pour atteindre leurs objectifs en matiére d’enseignement
supérieur et de recherche. A systémes fédératifs différents, moyens différents,
Mais il semble indiqué d’étudier de prés les avantages de dissocier l’aldc
destinée & la poursuite d’objectifs particuliers du soutien général des
établissements. Une telle approche cadre plutbt bien avec les principes du
fédéralisme. Elle facilite la réglementation et le financement des établissements
par les gouvernements régionaux, tout en permettant au gouvernement central
de travailler avec ces mémes établissements & la réalisation de ses propres
objectifs. Si les actions qui intéressent le gouvernement central sont
entidrement financées par Iui ou presque, alors les priorités régionales ne seront
que trés peu affectées, et les établissements seront dans la meilleure position
possible pour faire les choix qui les avantagent le plus, Bien entendu, la récente
affaire des frais généraux de recherche aux Etats-Unis souldve Ie probléme
constant de la responsabilité des établissements.

Le rapport entre la recherche et les politiques des gouvernements pose un
ensemble patticulier de problémes. Plusieurs exposés soulignent les tensions
possibles qui risquent de surgir entre I’objet de la recherche de haut niveau et
I'objet de la recherche en tant qu’instrument des pouvoirs publics. Cette
controverse ne se régle pas facilement. Et comme le secteur privé occupe une
place de plus en plus grande dans le paysage, la question de savoir quels intéréts
sont promus et qui fixe les objectifs et les priorités semble destinée & prendre
plus d’importance. Ces questions sont difficiles & résoudre en soi. Elles sont
rendues encore plus ardues par la participation de deux ordres de gouvernement.
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LE FEDERALISME CANADIEN

Le fédéralisme canadien est en crise et nul ne saurait encore prédire I’issue de
cette crise. Tout ce que 1’on peut affirmer, c’est que le fédéralisme au Canada
est soumis 3 d’énormes pressions qui devraient encore s’accentuer. Le )
fédéralisme a bien peu de chances de survivre dans sa forme actuelle. En fait,
il se peut qu’il soit tout bonnement voué  disparaitre.

La crise que nous connaissons actuellement a été déclenchée par I’échec de
la proposition de Modification constitutionnelle de 1987, communément
appeiée 1"Accord du lac Meech!. D’abord approuvé par les onze premiers
ministres, ce programme ¢’ amendements constitutionnels n’ avait &té ratifié que
par neuf assemblées 1égislatives  I’expiration du délai prévu de trois ans, soit
le 23 juin 19902, Cet échec a porté un dur coup au fédéralisme canadien®. Ce
qui est venu peut-&tre assombrir davantage le tableau a été le rejet évident des
exigences minimales du Québec en échange de son adhésion i la Constitution,
de méme que I’échec du processus de négociation intergouvernementale par
lequel on en était arrivé 4 un premier accord. La conséquence immédiate a ¢té
la résurgence du sentiment nationaliste au Québec, Ia province exigeant, d’une
méme voix, plus de pouvoirs, si ce n’est la souveraineté pure et simple. Au
méme moment, le gouvernement du Québec manifestait son refus de participer
i toutes nouvelles discussions constitutionnelles, & I’exception de négociations
bilatérales avec le gouvernement fédéral.

La constitution canadienne repose sur le mariage fragile du fédéralisme et
du parlementarisme. Or, ces deux régimes sont diamétralement opposés: le
parlementarisme favorise la concentration des pouvoirs dans les mains d’un
organe exécutif central, tandis que le fédéralisme partage les pouvoirs entre
deux ordres de gouvernement sur la base des compétences Iégislatives propres.
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A l'origine, le modéle constitutionnel accordait la primauté au
parlementarisme, sous la forme d’nn gouvernement extrémement centralisé que
K.C. Wheare est allé jusqu’a qualifier de «quasi fédéral» tout au plus*. Mais la
formule d’un gouvernement centralisé ne correspondait guére & la diversité
linguistique, culturelle et économique des provinces canadiennes; aussi, la
centralisation des pouvoirs dut-elle reculer devant la maturité grandissante des
provinces dans un processus de transformation aussi profond que graduel. Les
tribunaux, notamment le Comité judiciaire du Conseil Privé du Royaume-Uni,
n’ont pas ¢ étrangers A cette évolution.

La concentration du pouvoir exécutif dans le cabinet, qui est]’essence méme
du régime parlementaire, est donc devenue la caractéristique de deux ordres de

_ gouvernement coordonnés. N'ayant pas 4 se préoccuper d’une Chambre haute

comme celle qui représente les provinces au sein de la 1€gislature fédérale’, les
cabinets et les premiers ministres provinciaux, généralement en parfait contrdle

~de leur propre assemblée législative, se sont peu & peu imposés comme de

puissants représentants des intéréts des provinces. C’est & ce titre qu’ils sont
appelés A négocier avec leurs homologues fédéraux les questions relevant des
deux niveaux de gouvernement, de méme que les questions d’intérét mutuel.
C’est ainsi qu’est apparu le «fédéralisme exécutif», comme 1’appelait le regretté
Donald Smiley, c’est-a-dire les relations entre les deux ordres de gouvernement
par I’intermédiaire de leurs représentants, élus et non élus®.

La Loi constitutionnelle de 1982 a modifié 1a nature du fédéralisme canadien.
En dépit d’une opposition véhémente de la part du Québec, on y a ajouté une
Charte canadienne des droits et libertés qui, en vertu de la protection qu’elle
accorde 2 la mobilité des gens et aux droits des minorités en matigre
d’éducation, allait directement & ’encontre des politigues d’unilinguisme
officiel et de francisation mises de I’avant par le Québec. Ces politiques
illustrent 1a détermination du Québec & préserver son caractére linguistique et
culture] distinctif, De surcroit, le nouveau programme constitutionnel cédait a
la Cour supréme, dont les membres sont nommés par le gouvernement fédéral,
le pouvoir ultime de révision judiciaire. Pour ce qui concerne I’interprétation
des droits accordés par la Charte, la Cour a donc prépondérance sur le Parlement
fédéral et sur les assemblées législatives provinciales. En outre, la nouvelle loi
a mis au rancart la procédure de modification utilisée jusqu’4 ce jour. Elle donne
un caractere officiel a la participation des deux ordres de gouvernement au
processus d’amendement de la Constitution, mais refuse aux provinces, y
compris le Québec, tout droit de veto sur le transfert de responsabilités des
gouvernements provinciaux au gouvernement fédéral. Enfin, elle rend ob-
ligatoire la ratification par les assembliées 1égislatives des amendements
proposés. C’est la dynamique de cette derni¢re modification qu'on a vue a
I’oeuvre et dont on a pu apprécier les redoutables conséquences dans la débécle
du lac Meech’. ' o
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Ce serait folie que de prétendre que 1’échec de 1I’Accord rend le
démembrement de la fédération canadienne inévitable. Cependant, on ne
saurait écarter cette éventualité. Il y a, bien siir, d’autres possibilités, dont un
transfert de pouvoirs législatifs du gouvernement fédéral 4 I'ensemble des
provinces dans une mesure suffisante pour satisfaire aux exigences distinctes
du Québec.

On peut également envisager une structure asymétrique dans laquelle le
Québec assumerait des pouvoirs exercés ailleurs par le gouvernement fédéral.
Le régime fédéral canadien comporte déji un certain degré d’asymétrie. La
question n’est pas de savoir si I’asymétrie est réalisable mais plut6t si I’on peut
en arriver 4 un €quilibre qui, tout en tenant compte du caractére distinctif du
Québec, assure, sur-une plus vaste échelle, la préservation d’ un lien avec la
collectivité nationale qui serait suffisamment robuste pour soutenir un régime
fédéral. o

L'une et I'autre de ces deux éventualités ne seraient pas exemptes d’une
certaine ironie, puisque Ies adversaires de I’ Accord du lac Meech, et notamment
I'ex-premier ministre P.E. Trudeau, avaient deux arguments principaux 2 faire
valoir, soit: que les amendements proposés avaient un effet trop décentralisateur
et qu’aucune province ne devait jouir d’un statut particulier. Il pourrait bien y
avoir d’autres possibilités. Si tel est le cas, elles seront sans doute scrutées 2 la
loupe au cours des mois & venir. L’effondrement du processus de négociation
intergouvernemental représente sans doute un probléme plus grave.

La question de 1’enseignement supérieur n’a pas émergé du présent débat
constitutionnel. Mais lorsqu’on parle du fédéralisme canadien, cette question
est toujours en filigrane. En fait, on peut méme avancer que, dans une trés large
mesure, la politique en matiére d’enseignement supérieur au Canada et la
politique du fédéralisme se confondent, et cela depuis longtemps, '

LE FEDERALISME ET L'ENSEIGNEMENT SUPERIEUR

Le premier é€tablissement d’enseignement 4 décerner un dipléme dans ce qui
est aujourd’hui le Canada, King’s College en Nouvelle-Ecosse, a été fondé en

* 1789 et a regu sa charte royale en 18028, Plusieurs autres, dont les universités
Queen’s, McGill, Laval, ainsi que les deux King’s College (dont 1'un fut 2
Porigine de 'actuelle University of Toronto tandis que I'autre devait devenir
University of New Brunswick), ont été institués dans la premitre moitié du
dix-huitieéme sidcle, toujours en vertu d’une Charte royale. Ces établissements
étaient modestes, surtout si on les compare A ceux d’avjourd’hui. A I’époque
de la Confédération, en 1867, il n’y avait en tout et partout au Canada que
quelque 1 500 étudiants de niveau universitaire, et seuls cing établissements
comptaient plus de 100 étudiants®,
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A 1’époque, la grande question était de déterminer qui, des pouvoirs publics
ou de I'Eglise, devait avoir la mainmise sur les colléges et universités et en
assurer I’existence. Cette controverse fut 1a «béte noire» de toutes les provinces
pendant une bonne partie de la seconde moitié du dix-neuvieme siecle, et il
n’est gudre étonnant que 1’Acte de I"Amérigue du Nord britannique leur ait
confié I'entidre responsabilité en matidre d’éducation, de méme que
I’administration des hopitaux, des asiles d’aliénés et des établissements de
bienfaisance?,

Axu tournant du sigcle, I’essor de la science et, dans son apphcanon prathue
de la technologie a transformé le caractére local et privé de I’enseignement
supéricur. Les universités ont acquis une nouvelle importance sur le plan de la
politique officielle, ce qui a soulevé de nouvelles questions en ce qui concerne
le fédéralisme canadien. Dés 1874, le gouvernement fédéral créait le Royal
Military College & Kingston. On invoquait, & I'appui de cette initiative, la
responsabilité du gouvernement fédéral en matiere de défense nationale; mais,
du méme coup, le gouvernement se trouvait a établir le principe selon lequel
I’enseignement supérieur, bien que de compétence provinciale, pouvait
également servir d’instrument 3 la politiqgue gouvernementale daps les
domaines de compétence fédérale.

Dans les premigres années du vingtidme siecle, ¢’est ce principe qui a été au
coeur méme de la controverse ayant entouré la question de la responsabilité de
la formation technique. S’agissait-il d’un domaine relevant de I'éducation et,

~ done, de compétence strictement provineiale? Ou plutdt d’un domaine relié au

développement économique et aux responsabilités fédérales? Dans la plus pure
tradition canadienne et avec 1’assentiment de tous les premiers ministres pro-
vinciaux, le gouvernement fédéral créait, en 1910, une commission royale
d’enquéte chargée de lui présenter des recommandations®!, Deux ans plus tard,
et avant méme que la commission royale ne déposit son rapport, le gouverne-
ment fédéral décidait d’accorder une aide & la formation en agriculture, En
I’ occurrence, plusieurs provinces avaient déja créé des écoles d’agriculture, de
sorte que la voie qui avait &t suivie pour assurer la formation de spécialistes
du génie militaire était ici impraticable. Aussi a-t-on vu apparaitre une nouvelle
arme dans I’arsenal de la diplomatie fédérale-provinciale: le programme 2 frais
partagés. Le gouvernement fédéral a offert aux provinces des subventions
totalisant 1 million de dollars par année” pendant dix ans pour venir en aide &
T'industrie agricole et en favoriser "essor grice 4 la formatlon12

La Premigre Guerre mondiale a donné un nouvel essor & la science et 4 la
technologie. Cette fois-ci, le gouvernement fédéral fut plus audacieux. En 1916,
il créaijt le Conseil national de recherches {CNR), auquel on confia alors la

*  Note: Sauf avis contraire, tous les montants en dollars ($) auxquels il est fait mention

" dans ce chapitre le sont en dollars canadiens.
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