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•  Founded by 8 scientists (hard/social science, humanities) 
•  14 editors (HS, SS, Hum + students, librarian)  
•  About 200 contributors  
•  In five years 4000 articles (1-2 articles per day) 
•  More than 40,000 comments 
•  More than 17 millions visits  
•  Average 10,000 visits/day -  peak value 35,000 visits/day  
•  About 5,000 followers on Twitter  
•  About 15,000 members in the  Facebook group   



•  Its aim was to make the EU “the most competitive and 
dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable 
of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs 
and greater social cohesion”, by 2010 

  
•  Raise overall R&D investment to 3% of GDP by 2010. 

The Lisbon Strategy  (March 2000) 
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Impatto della crisi economica sulla spesa 
per istruzione: Italia, Ungheria, Irlanda e 
Estonia hanno diminuito la spesa  
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La contrazione dell'universita' italiana 
(variazioni rispetto ai valori massimi del 2004-2008) 

Immatricolati -20% 
Docenti -17% 
Personale tecnico amministrativo -18% 
Corsi di studio  -18% 
FFO (valori reali) -22% 

Fonte: rapporto RES 



Fonte:	Fonte	

Finanziamento pubblico al sistema universitario 
Finanziamento  
(milioni di euro)  

2014 

Quota  
PIL  

2014 

Variaz. del finanziamento  
al netto dell’inflazione 

(2008-2014) 

Francia 20.120**  0.99** + 23.9** 
Germania 26.800* 0.98* + 23.0* 
Olanda 3.295 0.54* - 00.6 
Regno Unito 8.690 0.51* - 35.0 
Spagna 7.405 0.73* - 15.0 
Italia 6.576 0.42* - 21.0 
* Dato al 2013 (2014 non disponibile) 
** Dato al 2012 (2013 non disponibile) 

Fonte: Porta et al, Scuola democratica 172015 



Fonte:	Fonte	

Fondo di Finanziamento Ordinario per circoscrizione territoriale, 2008 e 2015 
(milioni di euro) 

FFO 2008 % FFO 2015 % Variazione var. % 

Nord      2.895       39.7      2.770       42.1     - 125 - 04.3 
Centro      1.978       27.1      1.746       26.6     - 232 - 11.7 
Sud      1.556       21.4      1.376       20.9     - 181 - 11.6 
Isole         860       11.8         681       10.4     - 178 - 20.8 
Italia      7.289     100.0      6.572     100.0     - 717 - 09.8 

Fonte: Rapporto Res 



National University  
Budget: -20% 
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CUN – dichiarazione per l’università e la ricerca,  le emergenze del sistema, gennaio 2013 

La formazione universitaria 

Diminuzione delle immatricolazioni. A fronte dei dati precedenti, è particolarmente 
preoccupante la tendenza, emersa negli ultimi anni, a una non trascurabile flessione 
delle immatricolazioni. Secondo i dati MIUR (Anagrafe Nazionale degli Studenti), gli 
immatricolati sono scesi da 338.482 (nel 2003-2004) a 280.144 (nel 2011-2012), ciò che 
significa un calo di 58.000 studenti pari al 17% degli immatricolati del 2003, come se in 
un decennio fosse scomparso un Ateneo grande come la Statale di Milano con tutti i 
suoi iscritti. La diminuzione degli immatricolati è solo in minima parte compensata dalle 
iscrizioni di studenti stranieri, il cui numero, nel periodo 2003-2012, ha conosciuto una 
crescita costante, passando da 8.252 a 11.510. 

diminuzione delle immatricolazioni 

9 

CUN – dichiarazione per l’università e la ricerca,  le emergenze del sistema, gennaio 2013 

Numero di studenti immatricolati 

Fonte: MIUR – anagrafe nazionale degli studenti 

Number	of	enrolled	students	(-20%	in	10	years)	

MIUR DATA 





ITALY	

%
 P

o
p

u
la

ti
o

n
 w

it
h

 t
e
rt

ia
ry

  
e
d

u
ca

ti
o

n
 a

tt
a
in

m
e
n

t 
(3

0
-3

4
 y

rs
)	

h<p://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/educaBon/data/database	

UE-28:	%	LAUREATI	(30-34	anni)	





0"

2"

4"

6"

8"

10"

12"

14"

16"

US
A"

FR
AN
CIA

"

GE
RM

AN
IA" NL

"
UK
"

SPA
GN

A"

ITA
LIA
"

Altri"is<tu<"

Solo"università"

UNIVERSITÀ ED ALTRI ISTITUTI DI FORMAZIONE  
TERZIARIA PER MILIONE DI ABITANTI 

Fonte	dei	da*:	“Malata	e	denigrata	:	l’universita	italiana	a		
confronto	con	l’Europa”	(a		cura	di	M.	Regini,	Donzelli	2009)	



chapter D THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLS

D2
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Countries are ranked in descending order of students to teaching staff ratios in primary education.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (World Education Indicators Programme). Table D2.2. See Annex 3 
for notes (www.oecd.org/edu/eag.htm).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for list of country codes for country names used in this chart.
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Chart D2.3.   Ratio of students to teaching staff in educational institutions, 
by level of education (2011)

1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932851706
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Countries are ranked in descending order of students to teaching staff ratios in primary education.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (World Education Indicators Programme). Table D2.2. See Annex 3 
for notes (www.oecd.org/edu/eag.htm).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for list of country codes for country names used in this chart.
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26 countries 

6 4 2 5
INDONESIA CZECH REP. ITALY BELGIUM SLOVENIA 

3 
SAUDI ARABIA 

Rapporto studenti/docenti: su 26 
nazioni solo 5 stanno peggio di noi 
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HOW MUCH DO TERTIARY STUDENTS PAY  
AND WHAT PUBLIC SUPPORT DO THEY RECEIVE? 

OECD and G20 countries differ significantly in the amount of tuition fees charged by their tertiary 
institutions. In eight OECD countries, public institutions charge no tuition fees, but in one-third 
of OECD countries with available data, public institutions charge annual tuition fees in excess of 
USD 1 500 for national students.

Countries with high levels of tuition fees tend to be those where private entities (e.g. enterprises) 
also contribute the most to funding tertiary institutions.

An increasing number of OECD countries are charging higher tuition fees for international 
students than for national students, and many also differentiate tuition fees by field of education, 
largely because of the difference in the public cost of studies.

An average of 21% of public spending on tertiary education is devoted to supporting students, 
households and other private entities. In Australia, Chile, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway 
and the United Kingdom, grants/scholarships and loans are particularly developed, and public 
support to households account for at least 27% of public tertiary education budgets.

How to read this chart
This graph shows the relationship, at the tertiary-type A level of education, between annual tuition fees charged by educational 
institutions and public support to households for students’ living costs. Arrows show how the average tuition fees and the 
proportion of students who benefit from public support have changed since 1995 following reforms (solid arrow) and how 
they may change due to policy changes that have been planned since 2008-09 (dashed arrow).

1. Average tuition fees from USD 190 to 1 309 for university programmes dependent on the Ministry of Education.
2. Tuition fees refer to public institutions but more than two-thirds of students are enrolled in private institutions.
Source: OECD. Tables B5.1 and B5.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/edu/eag2012).

Chart B5.1.   Relationship between average tuition fees charged 
by public institutions and proportion of students who benefit from public loans 
and/or scholarships/grants in tertiary-type A education (academic year 2008-09)

For full-time national students, in USD converted using PPPs 
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Tasse universitarie 



Spesa	per	laureato:	meno	della	metà	che	
in	Svezia	e	Germania	



Italia:	7°	per	citazioni	di	arJcoli	scienJfici	



ODene	più	citazioni	chi	più	spende		per	R&D	accademica	(=	
HERD)	



Source of bibliometric data: Scopus 
HERD = Higher education Expenditure on R&D (source: OECD) 

Productivity: articles !
per million dollars!

Productivity: citations!
per million dollars!

from “Internat. Comparative Perform. of the UK Research Base”  
by  the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills 



Budget for 
curiosity driven 
research projects 



Variazione personale dipendente 



30 

Number of professors+researchers: -20%  



Number of professors+researchers (physics): -40%  



Variazione del numero dei docenti:  

Fonte: Rapporto Res 
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Present day higher 
education and 
research policy
“The rich gets 
richer and the 

poor gets poorer” 
(competition, 
evaluation, 

meritocracy) 



‘Harvard Here’ Model
•  “World-class university as the panacea for  
      ensuring success in the global economy.  

•  Continuous evaluation of global capacity and potential 

•  To conform to indicators set by global rankings:  
  

•  governments and institutions make profound changes to their 
higher education systems,  

•  pursue more elite agendas, 
•  alter their education programmes,  
•  privilege some disciplines and fields. 



‘Harvard Here’ Model



GOVERNING 

BY 

NUMBERS 



•  All criteria used are only loosely connected with what they 
intended to capture. 

•  Several arbitrary parameters and many micro-decisions  that are 
not documented.  

•  Flawed and nonsensical aggregation method 
•  «any of our MCDM (Multiple Criteria Decision Making) student 

that would have proposed such a methodology in her Master’s 
Thesis would have surely failed according to our own standards»  

Should you believe in the Shanghai ranking?
An MCDM view

Jean-Charles Billaut • Denis Bouyssou • Philippe Vincke

Received: 26 May 2009 / Published online: 2 December 2009
! Akadémiai Kiadó, Budapest, Hungary 2009

Abstract This paper proposes a critical analysis of the ‘‘Academic Ranking of World
Universities’’, published every year by the Institute of Higher Education of the Jiao Tong
University in Shanghai and more commonly known as the Shanghai ranking. After having
recalled how the ranking is built, we first discuss the relevance of the criteria and then
analyze the proposed aggregation method. Our analysis uses tools and concepts from
Multiple Criteria Decision Making (MCDM). Our main conclusions are that the criteria
that are used are not relevant, that the aggregation methodology is plagued by a number of
major problems and that the whole exercise suffers from an insufficient attention paid to
fundamental structuring issues. Hence, our view is that the Shanghai ranking, in spite of the
media coverage it receives, does not qualify as a useful and pertinent tool to discuss the
‘‘quality’’ of academic institutions, let alone to guide the choice of students and family or
to promote reforms of higher education systems. We outline the type of work that should
be undertaken to offer sound alternatives to the Shanghai ranking.

Keywords Shanghai ranking ! Multiple criteria decision analysis ! Evaluation models !
Higher education

This paper is an abridged version of Billaut et al. (2009)
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•  Harvard operating expenses = 44% founds of all Italian universities 
•  Harvard has 21,000 students " 130,000 euro/student  
•  Typically EU: 10,000 euro/student   

66	Italian	universiBes	
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Technological leading countries  
 

beyond having the largest production of scientific 
papers and the largest number of citations, do not 
specialize in few scientific domains. Rather, they 

diversify as much as possible their research system 



Diversification  
 

thus represents the key element that 
correlates with scientific and 

technological competitiveness



Science can be effective in the national welfare only as a 
member of a team, whether the conditions be peace or 

war. But without scientific progress no amount of 
achievement in other direction can insure our health, 

prosperity  and security as a nation in the modern world   

Science The Endless Frontier  
A Report to the President by Vannevar Bush, Director of the Office 

of Scientific Research and Development, July 1945 





The invisible hand is visible and working hard ! 
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Innovation requires risk
  

The key role of the visible hand is to build the 
infrastructures that are necessary but not sufficient 

for the economic development



Risk in research and innovation requires  

•  Diversification 
•  Adaptability 
•  Cooperation 
•   Long times 

How can I reach the long term 
if I do not survive in the short 
one? 



The sacrifice of new 
generations on the 
altar of austerity is 
the loss of a 
common heritage 
 

Long term 
problem ! 

The modern Ifigenia  



! There is no effort to cure the R&D lag neither at the 
national level nor at the European level 

 
! There is a net transfer of human and financial 

resources from South to North  

! Austerity measures make things worst both                
on the short and long term  

!  Human resources  
!  Infrastructures  



“If you think education is 
expensive, try ignorance” 


