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A questionnaire was sent on 10 September 2003 to Member countries by the Statistics Directorate of OECD on the issue of implementation of SNA93 in the field of classification of universities. This followed an initiative of Statistics Canada who is about to revise its own classification.
This paper is a first analysis of the survey, raising also a few questions on the classification criteria. There  will be a follow up in the following weeks. 
I. Summary of replies
Twenty-three OECD Member countries (out of thirty) have replied, providing information on the sector classification of universities in each country. The annexed table “Universities in OECD countries” summarises this information.

To the question “Do you assign universities to one sector or to more than one sector?” 10 countries replied that they classify all universities in one sector (9 to the general government, 1 to the NPISH), while 12 countries classify them in more than one sector (9 to 2 sectors, 3 to 3 sectors).

Before considering the SNA93 sector preference of Member countries, it is worth to quote the remarks made by some countries.

Important remarks on coverage and interpretation of the results:

1. What do we call universities?

Some countries (Sweden, USA …) have mentioned that they considered universities in a broad sense, covering all post-secondary institutions (and including, in the case of Sweden, colleges for adult education). New Zealand on the contrary mentioned having covered only universities stricto sensu. 

The Swedish reply notices that universities in a narrower meaning are all classified in Sweden in the general government sector (the central government).

2. Assessment of the “proportion of universities” classified in the various sectors

Having referred to the “number of” universities in each sector may be misleading. The US reply, covering also a broad concept of universities (including all post-secondary institutions), underlines that the number of postsecondary institutions allocated to each sector should not serve as a good indicator of the level of economic activity. Institutions allocated to the non-financial corporations sector (S.11) in the USA are very small compared to the others. The amount of revenue associated with universities included in S.11, S.13 and S.15 in this country is mentioned to be, very roughly, around 1%, 50% and 50%, respectively.

Therefore, Sweden and the USA are shown in the annexed table with two lines. In our view, the second line is more comparable to other countries’replies.

SNA93 sector classification of universities

The survey provides the following rough image:

· In about half of the OECD countries (13, or 14 if we consider the Swedish universities in the narrow sense of the word), universities – at least 75% of them - are classified in the general government sector (S.13). These countries are: AUL – BEL – CAN – BK – FIN – FRA – GER – GRE – ITA – NL – NZ – NOR – SWI (and SWE). 

· This sector classification is challenged in 4 countries by a preference for the NPISH sector (S.15), for at least 75% of universities: IRL – JAP – KOR – UK. In addition, the USA classify a significant number of universities in the NPISH sector (in light grey in the table).

· At last, 3 countries classify a majority (or close to majority) of universities under non-financial corporations (S.11): CZE, POL and MEX (and the USA if only the number of postsecondary units, regardless of their economic importance, is considered).

The objective of the present discussion is to assess whether these differences between the three groups of countries reflect actual differences in the economic situation of universities or simply differences in the interpretation of the national accounts conventions.
The sector classification of universities is an interesting test of our classification rules. In particular the criterion of control is often used to classify universities under NPISH and not government, even though government financing may be by far predominant.

Summary of countries’ replies to the questions on the main classification criterion for universities:
· Control only: IRL – KOR – JAP -  SWE

· Main financing only: CAN – CZE - SWI 

· Both financing and control: NZ – POL – NOR – GRE – AUL – FRA – FIN - DK – GER – ITA - NL – BEL – MEX – UK – USA

II. Classification criteria: a few questions

Here are a few questions for discussion on the decision-tree to be used for classifying universities.

1. Universities as institutional units

This is straightforward. Only those units having sufficient autonomy of decision and the ability to produce a complete set of accounts have to be considered. One will consider that this would exclude of the coverage those training/educational units strongly dependant of another unit (Ministry, enterprise etc.), usually providing professionals only or mainly to the parent unit.

Question 1: do you agree with this approach?

2. The issue of control

This issue is essential for departing NPISH from general government.

What is exactly to be put under the concept of control in the field of education?

To what extent the following elements may be taken into consideration, in particular to decide if public control is significant:

· public training of the teachers (and government remuneration?) 

· definition and control of the educational programs

· national character of degrees and diplomas

· designation of university managers

· existence of a supervisory body, established by the Ministry of Education, for evaluation of the whole system

· annual report from universities to Minister or supervisory body.

Question 2: which elements do you put forward to assess the relevance of control?

Question 3: Can control be taken as a unique criterion or should it be associated with the financing criterion (in particular when all teachers are remunerated by the government)?

3. The issue of financing
This criterion is usually used to depart market units and non-market units.

Using this criterion here leads to question whether universities charge economically significant prices or not.

Question 4: do you agree that “financing” is equivalent to the criterion of “charging economically significant prices”?

The ESA95 50% rule: it is reminded that, to the general – and a little vague – SNA93 principle (“charging economically significant prices”), ESA95 has provided additional and clearer guidance, according to which a unit is considered a market producer if the produce of its sales covers more than  50% of its production costs (see the background paper with the questionnaire).

Adoption of the ESA95 50% rule: this suggestion is quoted mainly by European countries. The USA reply expresses a balanced appreciation and is not ready to endorse this rule.

Question 5: would you support the reference to the 50% rule (in the SNA framework) to classify institutional units? Or do you consider the risk of undesirable effects (like threshold effects)?

Direct and indirect financing:

· in determining the degree of financing of universities, most countries mention direct funding only. Exceptions are: MEX – CZE

· in determining economically significant prices, most countries mention supply side only. Exceptions: CAN (demand side only) – POL - MEX– NL – GRE – CZE (mention “both”).
Question 6: to what extent indirect financing (through financial support to students for instance) can be taken on board?
Most of the time, universities are considered non-profit institutions (about NPIs, see SNA93 §4.54, 4.56,  4.6o and following). They can be market producers when they charge economically significant prices, but still be market NPIs, to the extent that they are not supposed to distribute profit to units that established, control or finance them.

Question 7: do you agree that, to be classified as non-financial corporations (S.11), universities should: 1) charge economically significant prices AND 2) make profit and be in a position to distribute it?

	Countries
	S.11
(NF Corp.)
	S.15 (NPISH)
	S.13 

(Gen. Gov.)
	Other

	
	
	
	
	

	Australia
	5%
	
	95%
	

	Austria
	
	
	
	

	Belgium
	
	
	100%
	

	Canada
	
	
	100%
	

	Czech Republic
	
55%
	
	45%
	

	Denmark
	
	
	100%
	

	Finland
	
	
	100%
	

	France
	
	
	100%
	

	Germany
	2%
	6%
	92%
	

	Greece
	
	
	100%
	

	Hungary
	
	
	
	

	Iceland
	
	
	
	

	Ireland
	
	100%
	
	

	Italy
	10%
	10%
	80%
	

	Japan
	
	77%
	23%
	

	Korea
	
	85%
	15%
	

	Luxembourg
	
	
	
	

	Mexico
	49,9%
	
	50,1
	

	Netherlands
	5%
	
	95%
	

	New Zealand
	
	
	100%
	

	Norway
	
	
	100%
	

	Poland
	67%
	
	33%
	

	Portugal
	
	
	
	

	Slovak Republic
	
	
	
	

	Spain
	
	
	
	

	Sweden
	
	50%
	50%
	

	bis
	
	
	100%
	

	Switzerland
	
	
	100%
	

	Turkey
	
	
	
	

	United Kingdom
	1%
	99%
	
	

	United States
	50%
	25%
	25%
	

	bis
	
	50%
	50%
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• 1: do you agree that only full institutional units

can be classified independently?

• 2: which elements determine control?

• 3: can control be a unique criterion?

• 4: is « financing » equivalent to « charge 

economically significant prices »?

• 5: do you support the use of the ESA 50% rule?

• 6: to what extent indirect financing should be 

used?

• 7: necessary conditions for classifying under 

S.11?
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