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The article highlights the European funding stragsgof higher education. The financial autonomy higher
educational establishments as the most efficieatiamic instruments for the implementation of thmirposes has been
considered. The article proves that the implemémtadf strategic growth plans by the universitiesynmafluence on the
amount of public funding. Public funding of highregtucation that is performed in two ways: main fagdand competitive
funding as the dominative mechanism of higher etitucéunding has been studied.
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Y cmammi oxpecneni esponeiicoki cmpameeii @inancysanns suwoi oceimu. Busnaueno, wo ¢hinancosa agmonomis
BUWUX HABUANILHUX 3AKNA0I6 € HalleheKMUBHIUUM aKAOeMIYHUM THCIMPYMEHMOM 6nposaddcenus ix yinei. /Josedero, wo
peanizayiss cmpameziuHux NIAHIE PO3GUMKY YHIGEPCUMEMIE MOodJice GNIUGAMU HA PO3MID 0epiicagno2o (DiHAHCYB8AHHSL.
Buesueno, wo oepowcasne inancysanna euwyoi oceimu — ye npoeionull Mexanism QiHaHcy8anHs, w0 30iliCHIOEMbCA 080MA
WIAXAMU. OCHOBHE (iHAHCYBAHHA MA DIHAHCYBAHHA HA YMOBAX 3MA2ATLHOCIII.

Knrouogi cnosa: suwa ocséima; cmpamezis pinancysanns; oepicashe inancysanns;, inancosa agmonomis; gopmynu
Qinancysanns.

B cmamve obo3nauenvt esponeiickue cmpamezuu @QuHaHcuposanusi evicuieco obpasosanusa. Onpedeneno, umo
QuHaHCO6AA ABMOHOMUSL 8LICULUX YHEOHBIX 306€0eHUll ABNIAEMCA CAMBIM IPPEKMUBHBIM AKAOEMULECKUM UHCIMPYMEHMOM
eHeOpenus ux yenet. JJokazano, umo peanu3ayus cmpamecuieckux niaHoe paseumus YHUGepCUmenos Mojicem 6usms Ha
pasmep eocyoapcmeentoz2o Quuancuposanus. Mzyueno, ymo 2ocyoapcmeennoe uHancuposanue blicuieco 00pasoeanus —
oMo 6edywull MexXaHusmM QUHAHCUPOBAHUS, KOMOPbIL OCYWECMEIAemcs 08yMs NYMAMU. OCHOBHOe @QUHAHCUPOBAHUE U
@unancuposanue na ycrosuax coCMA3AmeIbHOCMU.

Kniouesvie cnoea. evicuiee obpazoganue; cmpameeusi @QUHAHCUPOBAHUS, 20CYOapCmMEeHHOe (QUHAHCUPOBAHUE,
@unancosas asmoromust; hpopmynvl uHAHCUPOBAHUS.

Problem statement The issue of funding is a key one in the develepnof educational
strategies. Nowadays governments of EU countriegige higher education institutions with
a greater autonomy in budget execution. As eduaalipolicy is closely related to the
economic national policy looking for the appropei@ducation policy model is aimed at the
formation of the strategy of countries™ developméiitrainian higher education exists in the
conditions of a lack of sufficient funding. The exignce of European countries in the
implementing of the efficiency funding models coblel important base for the improvement
of the national education policy of Ukraine.

Last research and publications analysisThe scientific works of Ukrainian scholars are
devoted to the theoretical and practical analysspproaches to higher education funding in
Ukraine, in particular by V. Andrushchenko, V. Bbagych, T. Bogolib, B. Grishnova,
E. Libanova, V. Lugovy, K. Korsak and others. Fgreianalytical studies conducted by the
European Observatory for Public Finances and thgdice Network, as well as by J. Salmi
and S. Vincent-Lankrina, contribute to the analysisinternational experience in higher
education funding in the EU.

Allocation of previously unsettled parts of the man issue.Nowadays the majority of
European national policies tend to encourage higitleication institutions to increase the
private sources of funding. However, direct pulfilicding continues to be a considerable part
of the higher education budget. The need for lotgen planning and development of
strategies for higher education is widely recogaiaeross Europe. The countries investigated
in this paper implement specific policy documetist toutline national strategic priorities for
ensuring the financial sustainability of the higkducation sphere.
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The aim of the article. The main purpose of this work is to highlight tkssue of public
funding of HEIs based on their performance; Eurapaablic authorities’ grants for specific
higher educational projects; accountability for public funding.

The main part of the article. Higher education plays the key role in the modston of
economic because of the potential to provide thedwprogress by the powerful complex
country's development. Development of higher edonais the investment in the increasing
of the quality of human capital is one of the caiotis of economic growth. The state has the
decisive role in this process. The possibilitiegoblic impact on the educational sphere are
wider and more efficient comparing with the otharstitutions. Such an impact is in the
usage of the complex of the mechanisms. One of teehe financial one.

European universities were granted full autonomyhe management of their financial
resources. Nowadays the greater institutional autgnhas been resulted in a considerable
increase in HEIS’ responsibility for institutionpblicies and closer involvement by students
and staff in the institutional governance. Althougk majority of European national policies
encourage higher education institutions (HEIs)adise the private sources of funding, direct
public funding continues to represent a major pathe higher education budget [1].

The important dimension of government interventisnthe creation of a regulatory
environment that encourages innovations at thel lefzendividual institutions as well as
private-sector initiatives to expand access toagrieducation. Key dimensions of regulation
are the rules for establishment of new institutigpsvate and virtual), quality assurance
mechanisms, financial controls on public institnoip and intellectual property rights
legislation. In a lifelong learning perspectiveyd#nt mobility can be encouraged by open
systems based on the recognition of relevant mqrerience, degree equivalencies, credit
transfer, tuition-exchange schemes, access tonadtszholarships and student loans, as well
as a comprehensive qualifications framework. Thied ttmodality of state intervention
involves the funding mechanisms and financial itiees applied to steer tertiary education
institutions toward quality, efficiency, and equigpals. These include allocation formulas
linking resources to measures of institutional @emnance, encouragement of resource
mobilization by institutions, competitive funds fomvestments in quality improvement, and
student financial aid [2, p. 2-3].

Government establish funding mechanisms aimeadhkinly results allocated of the future
public funding as it is highly interested in optsimg the balance between the financial
resources they invest in higher education and titeomes of the sphere. This is usually
possible through the budget negotiations betweels ld&d the relevant Ministry, as well as
by using the funding formula that include performaimdicators.

Policy measures in the area of partnership betw#els and society are aimed at the
promotion of the scientific results. However, thklbetween research and national economic
(including specific regional needs) is a prioritfhe European authorities promote co-
financing and the creation of the partnerships ‘$4Eésearch institutes-regional authorities-
business”. Moreover, in some countries (Estonisgn€e, Italy, Portugal, Finland and
Sweden) they provide financial and other mechanisnssipport such cooperation [3, p. 10].

The block grant is divided between the categoriesxpenditure of the institution. In
Belgium, Ireland, France, Lithuania, Hungary, Pdlamd Slovenia, institutions receive block
grants and they must spend them in compliance thighbudget headings submitted to the
funding body. In France, HEIs must submit the badgeposal to the authority. HEIs in
Poland have to submit their proposed financialvaats to the Ministry of Finance but there
IS no institutionalised authority for their appravn Hungary, institutions have to send an
annual draft budget proposal to the supervisor. stipervisor may initiate amendments, if he
considers that the proposal does not allow théturisin to achieve its basic goals. The block
grants are intended to cover learning process pedational expenditure. In rare cases, staff
salaries may be covered. In half of the countbésck grants may fund research expenditure.
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The block grants do not constitute the only sowfeublic funding. In all countries, HEIs
receive public funding for specific purposes, sashnational programmes, social purposes,
particular research, etc. [4, p. 48].

Many countries use performance indicators whiclugoon student success rates. The
most common performance indicators for teachingvities focus on student success rates
that are measured through the number of gradubigisators in the Czech Republic, Italy
and Austria have special importance to complianitle twe standard period of time needed to
complete courses. Some countries use other indscagbated to student success rates (in
addition to the number of graduates for some casjtr In Denmark, Austria and
Liechtenstein, the number of students who pass tha&ms is considered. The number of
credits earned by students is considered in SwaddNorway. In the United Kingdom, the
number of students registered is not consideretienfunding formula; only those students
who complete their year of study. The number isgivd according to field and type of
study. For institutional performance, Italy and tietherlands consider the failure rate at the
end of the first year and the number of students allandon their studies, respectively [4].

Almost everywhere, funding formulas rely on inptiteria, which refer to the institutional
activity. Funding formulas promote the increasirigthee transparency of public funding. It
helps to avoid potential political pressures. m#tnal activities may be estimated according
to the resources (number of staff and studentff, stéaries, campuses and buildings, etc.)
available to HEIs. In many cases, the funding fdasialso include performance criteria,
which are related to the outputs achieved by atitutisn over a previous period. In the
funding formulas, the input-related criteria deped countries. The most commonly used
criterion is the number of students registered rdurithe previous or current year.
Characteristics other than those relating to theaber of students, which may sometimes
guarantee certain stability in the allocation mopde¢ considered much less frequently. They
include, for example, variables associated with ¢bet of college (Finland), the area of
buildings (France), number of employees (Greecende, Poland - public institutions - and
Portugal) and criteria related to educational miovi (France and Slovakia), etc. [5, p. 52].

The mechanisms of public funding for higher edwratin Europe represent levers
through which central governments pursue theitesgia objectives in the sector. The usage
of funding formula is very widespread. Various agpeof these models are discussed.
Funding formula based on the number of students actayas a drive to rationalize the usage
of resources. According to Salmi and Hauptman, ‘twthe costs per student are based on the
average costs at the national level or on the niwenaosts established by considering
various parameters that are used to calculate dbe af research, it should be in an ideal
situation, rather than what they really are” [660].

The funding formula based on the number of studemmsolled makes institutions
vulnerable to fluctuations in student enrolmentjolihinevitably has a direct impact on their
revenue. Some basic institutional costs cannoetieaed from one year to the next. In order
to deal with this situation, institutions may ad#pe types of programme offered to match
students’ preferences in order to attract moreesttad Although this strategy may guarantee
that the courses correspond to the short-term nekedsciety in terms of education, it may
also lead to a limited diversity of courses anddlsappearance of certain important but less
popular academic disciplines. In light of this, dumg formulas could include incentives to
preserve vulnerable academic disciplines [7].

According to the signed below there are the reconuagons to improve higher
education public funding:

- Public authorities, as the universities’ firstdanain funder, have a special responsibility
in ensuring that their higher education systemnarifcially sustainable over the long term.
This includes providing a stable regulatory amdhficial framework for universities to fulfil
their missions. It also means taking into consiti@enathe possible long-term impact on
universities of changes brought to funding modssiti
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- Diversifying income sources is a way for univees to mitigate risks but this cannot
replace nor compensate for declining public funding

- Targeted funding mechanisms should not determsigeificant parts of the public
funding received by universities; it should be prably used for additional funding made
available to institutions.

- Simplification should be a guiding principle fpublic funding mechanisms. The overall
objective should be to strike the right balanceween accountability and institutional
autonomy and thus keep reporting duties to the ssacg minimum in order not to create
additional layers of bureaucracy taking up resasuifo@m universities.

- The inclusion of a “performance” dimension in diimy formulae should be done and
designed in full consultation with the sector ts@me the fithess for purpose of the selected
criteria; the development of performance agreemerits specific targets should be a joint
process between universities and public authorifidgs also applies to the selection of
criteria used to measure the progress towards taughts, in order to ensure coherence with
the university’s strategy and institutional profile

- Public authorities are responsible for designing “public funding mix” suitable for
their system; however, a guiding principle shouédsimplification, in order to avoid overly
burdensome and costly processes.

- The extent to which it is in the universitiespe&ity to act upon the selected criteria is
an important matter to consider, in order to créla¢eappropriate incentives. Where it appears
that the universities’ influence is limited, a pwrhance agreement without direct impact on
funding might be more appropriate.

- Monitoring processes should be set up in orddulty assess the impact of the funding
mechanisms on institutions, including possible tended consequences and provide the
possibility for adaptation.

- Mergers are only one of the concentration andabolation phenomena occurring in
higher education. There is a whole range of comagah measures currently being
experimented in Europe, including university cotisoand strategic partnerships; both
mergers and concentration measures can be highiplea processes for which institutions
need to receive adequate support.

- Public authorities tend to engineer such proessth a view to restructuring the higher
education landscape.

- Cost transparency helps to create awarenessdtbarnuse of resources in the institution
and helps to generate data for benchmarking inséetor. Public authorities have many
steering levers at their disposal to shape theindr education systems. It should, however,
be kept in mind that measures such as performaasedofunding, mergers and concentration
measures as well as excellence schemes can al@uhimtended consequences at system as
well as institutional level. In the coming mont&sJA will release specific reports dedicated
to each of the measures considered in the studyfuatiter explore their impact on higher
education institutions.

- Large-scale, system-shaping initiatives focusomgexcellence remain the exception,
although when resources are available, public aitidg® quite commonly set up funding
schemes fostering the emergence of specific “exgedl” clusters.

- When designing these schemes attention shoutcideto the overall funding flows and
the potential restructuring effects on the system.

- The capacity of universities to act strategicdtlyincrease cost efficiency depends at
least partly on their degree of institutional auory and on their organisational structure.

- Policies aiming at enhancing competition in tleetsr can undermine collaboration
processes seeking to achieve efficiencies.
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- Economies of scale created by sector-level agpexa should be balanced against the
need for keeping a certain amount of flexibilitythe system [8, p. 17-18].

For the practical usage of such recommendationsonyt state demand but also real
needs of customers of educational services shautdken into consideration.

Conclusions and recommendationsNational investment in higher education is an
important function of EU governments. Public furgliof higher education is the dominative
mechanism of financing of higher education. Pufiieding of higher education is performed
in two ways: main funding and competitive fundidg.the same time EU governments create
conditions for motivation higher educational esttithents to fundraising and collaboration
with business structures. Financial reporting anditaof higher educational establishments
includes also reporting for the usage of privateding costs. Motivating higher educational
establishments to the enhancement of private fgndimd to the partnership building with
business companies at the same time governmeriit) afountries express concerns on the
potential negative consequences. That is why tioeifyris the defence of academic freedoms
and prevention of business’s domination in therdeitgation of research directions.
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