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Abstract

Through the perspective of rational choice institutionalism and
the framework of institutional analysis and development,

the study compares the policymaking,
characteristics and impact of performance-based funding policies

in the Chinese
and English higher education systems.
The study mainly employs the method of comparative research ard

through various channels, collects information relevant to
formal institutions of performance-based funding,
which includes laws, government policy
papers (including white paper and green paper)
and influential research reports. The study revealed
that the formal institutions of performance-based
funding had direct and evident influence on the
adoption and development of specific models
of performance-based funding in these two
countries' higher education systems.
In accordance with the classification
of performance-based funding models
by Jamil Salmi and Arthur M. Hauptman,
the ?11 Project?and ?85 Project?
funding in China are non-formula performance set-asides,
while the Higher Education Funding Council for
England's research funding method is a typical
payment for results by formula. A comparative
analysis about the two types of performance-based
funding policies and methods shows they share
certain similarities in areas of the intentions,
processes and characteristics of policymaking,
but they display more salient differences in areas
of the units and types of funding, organization
of administration, and method of allocation
and payment, etc. The higher education
performance-based funding methods
in China and England came to their
distinctive forms today under the influence

of a series of formal policies developed

within a long period of time. The formation

and development of formal policies of higher
education performance-based funding in China
and England themselves are influenced and

shaped by their broad political and economic
environments, as well as their unique histories and sygtems

of higher education. Acknowledging the differences in their
political and economic environments and higher edugation
systems, there are still valuable experiences and lessgns that
China could draw from England's well-developed fqrmula
performance-based funding method.
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HRARATAE 1994 4E & MR E (RS HE 25 52800) + Ul #h 5
W 2REFHEFCELTRILZ P, HX — Gl EEEMEE
BLDO, 3 — 1 Uit 15 21 38 A% B - BT /R 7 T 4F (Douglas Albrecht) | il % %2
-7 #8 8 (Adrian Ziderman) . % 7 37 + B 307 (Gareth Williams) A &
37 - 24 %) 1738 (Bruce Johnstone) | fill K /R « % K (Jamil Salmi ) 1 B 55 - 3¢
4% 2 (Arthur M. Hauptman) %5 75 5 B K 5 %5 808 M BOFR & K —
FOAR . iR 4 B 0 &S 80E W BE AL R B K (R
HO) L EHE LS T M SO 6 R8T M SR Tk B
S GERE R A AS AL d EEET R T R L2 % EEkE TR

(D World Bank. Higher Education: The Lessons of Experience. Washington, D.C.: The
World Bank, 1994.

@ T FR AT I, B AR 5 b B A W O R, BR AR S A



002 | | 2 | 7 | & | o | # |t || o | | v | 5|

G KRB ERRD,

ZEMHLSRBENEEHET HRERNT RS ®HEHET AN
L EK TGRS RS SH T MBI EEFER, FERMELTR
AN, SR L EESHE T RRE KRR A R
Fr A F RS AT B E B E RN R REARAA BE 8B R
SR 0 A 2 IR 45 5 R R K B H A BE B W ORE R
AN A 25 1 [R) B o ) s k2l 35 s E R 2 3cfeh  AE 2 BF IR R LR
B S AR SR E AT ERBEHFT O,

20 HAE P AL EHEHFTAENREYT KELF ML
S B A E ERERNREERN., APEREIERNEFHFTBAE
REMiTL 50% , FPALEBEHBFTERD T 8P (Martin Trow) fli i
X AL B B, FRARAT B0 B B R B E Y R S BUE A 20 HE4E 70 4F
ATt APE R BB, 1970—1975 4F , R EN R EFH T EAF
RYEFAE 19% £ 4, 1995 4E 355 50% ,2005 4F LA E 60% . HEK
A E P 1975 4E B 732 947 AEE] 2005 4EKY 2 287 541 A,
BT 3459, 1990 48, hE M & S HE B AT 372.91 TAQ,
BASEBEE 3.4%, 2002 4, FEFHFHATEBA¥REI 15%,

@ Albrecht, D. & Ziderman, A. Funding Mechanisms for Higher Education Financing for
Stability, Efficiency, and Responsiveness. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 1992.

Salmi, J. & Hauptman, A. M. Resource Allocation Mechanisms in Tertiary Education: A
Typology and an Assessment. In GUNI. Higher Education in the World 2006 : The Financing of
Universities. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, 60 —81.

Williams, G. Financing Higher Education: Current Patterns. Paris: OECD, 1990.

AEWWE DB, WA, A (S BH W E: WSS ), N REH R,
2004 4F i

® Salmi, J. & Hauptman, A. M. Resource Allocation Mechanisms in Tertiary Education:
A Typology and an Assessment. In GUNI. Higher Education in the World 2006 : The Financing
of Universities. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, 60 — 81.

® World Bank. Edstats: Global Country Data. http://devdata. worldbank. org/edstats/
cd5.asp. 2007 —04 - 21.

@ ERLEERSRIEEE % O EBE 50T 4F % (1990 4)) : A REUH AL,
1991 4 1R, 5% 2—3 B,
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HEAKXRREHBED, 2003 F, BEHEHEHBERE A PES LS
HEBABLET 1900 27 A, B KA S HEL E o € BKE it 758
—o 2006 F, PEERFHHFHT LMEEL 2500 7N, EA¥ELE
22% @, 1990—2006 4, F E FH EH F BB T 7 %5,

20 e 70 EREK TR, KERSHEFRELRWI ) EFERKE
B R B 2 36 B B F BH B ARG T H A R F R 8 B K AR
OLLUKENEF R IHEMBERERT R M. PESSFH
FRERERNZ ) EERAREFREEF MM SBERITEUALE
ROBRT HEOR . HERFHF RN AR ERA K,
48 B R BOHE SRR R K O FE 1. AETEIA N & SR E R A
HRAEA W B ZE T, T L b A R R R Y — R i R R K Y
HEFEREMABFRO, A@IENHREARTEHFTRA LA
HHEMFEEA = — R R LN RN Lok B R AR &,
TR AR A T AR5 B AER F B SRS . R B R A
B BT BRhECE MBI AR B BT, AN K RT RE FH B AR T 9 AR
PEEAR BB RA S —Z T BB, BT DAL A B T %M E
Bk Bk, SRARBEARABRRKKERGTHEHE W HME,H
& H A I K

BT EEHERALTZH,20 e 70 R LUK, KB LK
I % 0 3 IX. BT % e T I A SR B R A M TE A B E . % 70
SERBI AWM EIL N, P Rk E R AT R E, SR AR
ERETF MK HELSEALMBURABARKRDR. ES5ALT A,
By fER A KRR MR F FA LT B SIS A S
S, B R O S R R R W Hb (5 R BT R A0 AR . 3

O HEF R A G (P EEF G IHF % (2005 48)), AR EH I, 2006 417,
#1S T,

@ #HEW 2006 FLEHEEFF W KBS A M. hitp: //www. moe. edu. en/edoas/
website18/level3. jsp? tablename = 1068 & infoid =29052. 2007 — 05/2007 — 07 — 12.

® AWWHE D.B. ¥, WA, ZabkiF: (MEHTVE: MESHE), A\REHF IR
#, 2004 4F i .
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BT TR 70 AEAHI W BL B B, 2 I K — BE RS AT, A 3%
B A B A SRR . ARSESEEON b A R R BUK — FR 51 0 B S
Hy A A R 5 4 B R R R R S L 2 B . 70
AR K SR , R E 20— B A TR KR BRI 1 A&
5 2 B — R, A % W B TR W O A5 25 28 A L R R W R I R
HE K. B 5 AR B EL A B A A 3R 6 e R AR BRI SR8
EEZ RIS BB E 5 H A LI L TE S (L5 Wi 5
R bk 2 B 7 28 S BO A K B BL T, b [ A R Sy
12 [ o A BRI, 6 s 58 4 W JE 8 4 0 L R R T R Y 2 T B
Ao 5 L 7RG 2 A B A ) R K e W S B T

- AR FNEEA—FAREN BEMFEAZFFHOMN

W T B T O R R S U B 38 G i R A A LR R, 20 HiED
70 AR A TF UG TETE 7 YA £ X 5K o 4% 3 W A BT B |l LB
(neo-liberal thoughts) F1i i #2852 (new classic economics ) th X /& 5§
AR E A T E R . B A b E SRR RN
SR E . EBEAAAE L BT HET 8 SR | HE R U
FHMBEHBOES, B0 B S AT R RE 4 T ERNEENE
W, EHTE O SCEAR R i S T W R, 1979 F R E R SF
BBJE ST 20 T 16 76 /A 53811 5247 723 35 7 (new public management)
TS T R T 24w b 3 ) B K ek A B 3k 2 O 4 O T Y v
+ . ©E /R - JB 5 (Guy Neave ) 1A a4 Hi ke 1t B i € (= BUR T 28 0 “9F
fEFIBRF” (the evaluative state) @, Hhe—miEsh AT LTS
A AR o B, 3R A R 3 SRR R 5 5 — O T B SN PR AL A
B R ML B T ST, SRV AT R o o SR BB T B, VRAS B BUR 2 F K

@ AtkinsonGrosjean, J. & Grosjean, G. The Use of Performance Models in Higher
Education: A Comparative International Review. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 2000, 8
(30). http://epaa. asu. edu/epaa/v8n30/. 2000 — 06 —29/2006 — 03-27.

@ Neave, G. The Evaluative State Reconsidered. European Journal of Education, 1998.
33 (3): 265 — 284.
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AL FERZENHEREEHETLABRN LR B
BETHETREEROFHT A LERRERSERFTRIT EHFE
YEFI R R L (OECD) 5 [E 28 &) #1 %% & F (Think Tank) B FUAR HET
T, % & e o [ 5% (R B 7 A B R e, Ottt AR AT 7E 1994 4F ) & W it
E(RFYF 2R 58000 P I, & B R S8 F R E bRk —
PR I SBCH K ) A2 A R 55 N4 Y 4 22 IR 5 S5 4R 4 SR AR R R A L L
BUNK KX GG ERN REMLHRAEEEEMEZHEAD, R
BRAT S A B 3% [ i R A ORI, 20w A R S5 B0 R A AR
e, 58 X B PR il Y ik B A — BB R I I BOURVE N X R S HEAA L
BENHEE OHARTHREHTREMNSR LA ERES AL E
REMEFRERY RRAMERBEDRMERINEEEFTRALE.
1998 4¢ ,OECD £ — 3 X F AL & [ & % 205 M il o 1 F 95 45
g B A 36 [ Y R A5 B AR L A M ke A ASE B i D i L R A
I | (instrumental approach) , %t 117 3% # [z 7 58 il R fif . @ B R 4R 45 F
B B R A AL AT A o ) B 3 5 A4, (H R A B B 2 R
BUux s b R¥EHEER WM RRE. FESRETHEREM
BEA A BRI, B A W A R HEAT B9 B e B 5 R T S B T &
B s S BURCE = A AR/NY W . b RS EHES X E AL E
PR | B BUR T8 X 28 B 0 8 i L BR 1 T2 A . © [ bRtk 4
215 [ E) A0 B L HE B B T Ak A0 B AR A ol A B o B T L A

@ Currie, J. & Vidovich, L. Privatization and Competition Policies for Australian
Universities. International Journal of Educational Development, 2000, 20: 135—151.

@ World Bank. Higher Education: The Lessons of Experience. Washington, D.C.: The
World Bank, 1994.

@ Currie, J. & Vidovich, L. Privatization and Competition Policies for Australian
Universities. International Journal of Educational Development, 2000, 20: 135 — 151.

@ OECD. Redefining Tertiary Education. Paris: OECD, 1998.

® Sklair, L. Sociology of the Global System (2nd Ed. ). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1995. Wheelwright, T. The Complicity of Think Tanks. In: Rees, S. &
Rodley, G. (Eds). The Human Costs of Managerialism. Leichardt, New South Wales: Pluto
Press. 1995, 29— 37.
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o [ 7E P B 2 o B K7 AR BRI R W . 20 142 80 AEARLIR, P E
Y H RGN RS R E W T, 20 T H#EREZTTA A
B R ERMERZ AR ERE SN SR E RO

S REHERREH L ENER

L E I J 20 42 90 FEAR A VEE N B EFHE MBS B
B A L A DL, b P A BORT 3R T8 WA TR b BUR I B
BRI R S S 08 W BUA B B S BRI AR A AR
MEARERF QO RBRFHWFET - /KB HEREEETLEN
B HRAHEEBAT S EHEEXMFUFEAER.O
TE I 0 B AL, 45 6 v 45 80 O B Ak ol o5 i K D e 4 31
BRGNS EEOr e . REEE A LA RS
ERUBEELRNT U R ERBERRBEHFTLOAILHARNE
B BRXEREEENEHRRA RN, A —ERBIFIAIZLHY
WD, RO A TR e S R W BUE AL I e B B BURT 4 K 07 SR RO, A
B 1R A 28 B 14 43 O RN I ARRCR AR AR o R SF R SRR U TR
G AR ER B AT A ik A JE % A JE U AR — B, BP A S sk LR
e G BA B R R gk o Bl /R A7 5 1R 0 5 0 B K B B e L
U AR 5 R B 7 1, 32 B R R A BT B S L B /R B 1 T 5 R
R R A B A BUE SEERUE B, Sk SOy MR R Rk
A [7] B, S O30 ) 2 A A R T 0 | R AR | O 8 o SR
HARA LB ERRBA S BB EEFRR . A0Sk
AR IEAEE AR 2, Bl A RS E Rk .
B L9 BUOR AL T 5 S 80F 7™ Hh I BORORT /B R, B A BUR H AR

@O Mok, K. H. Marketizing Higher Education in Post-Mao China. International Journal of
Educational Development, 2000, 20: 109 —126.

@ D.B.ABMWHEE WA, FAFE: (AEEFME: MESHE) , AREHF K
4, 2004 Ko

® Wik ). HURE, BEEIIF(HFRE—RAMFENEXORMA), FRINE
K RRAL, 2002 4R
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9 SE B (L BN Hh 8 0 S5 B A R R R R s A TR ) .
(C)B_FHFHAEGEKF X

BEHUBTHRZT R BREM LR A 1992 4 BT /R 1 &5
55 78 & 19 43 2 OF1 2006 4F Bk B FF & 1 KO, XPIBIFEL
B RS E R B K2 H 24k 3K (direct funding) 1 [] 42 & 5Kk
(indirect funding) . B ¥k #2185 BUN ¥ W B 28 9 B 82 0 B 48 R R 5 T
V6] 432 K 3K 8 BURFHE W B 22 9% 43 B 45 2 A8 5% A B9 K , 3l 5 o A2 1]
BEXMMARK. XFHIFREEREXPHODE ETMEARER
A 1 G ik 307 2,8 H R 3K b 1 G 38t 3K ) 8 S0 O
Ak Ko

BT/R A TR AT R &, 5 PRk R 5038 4% & X B kX AW 0 €
ABARWER. F/RAERMFESHBEB/SRAOFEMRER ¥
BENEZEHT LD X5 =2 8 X (negotiated funding) & A
R (input funding) . F7= K (output funding) , F P = A A X8k
MAEGE R Pk T Ko

1. Bk K 48 w5 BUR AR 98 I s PR 228 5 b i ok Ak 3K B
WHFR, WIS BERONBTAEMESBRAEENEKR, B
RS = KK B TR B AT

(1) 48 W (incremental budgeting) : 45 & B 7E b — 4F 7l & #4) 3
M ERE -G, HEIEEEMNEXL EARFBNAFN
HFHARER, BREMMMSKIEE -3, HREZETAREE
B9 AE 1k 22 5 (Eb G2 A2 AN B84 38 o F03 & ol 435 57 ) F R AS A2 4k GE
MK AR BURA LK) o B4R T AR LR 1 A U 5 o

(2) & 1THHY (ad-hoc negotiations) : 1 & A i 5 BUF &R 1] 2#k

@ Albrecht, D. & Ziderman, A. Funding Mechanisms for Higher Education Financing for
Stability, Efficiency, and Responsiveness. Washington, D.C. : The World Bank, 1992.

@ Salmi, J. & Hauptman, A. M. Resource Allocation Mechanisms in Tertiary Education:
A Typology and an Assessment. In GUNI. Higher Education in the World 2006: The Financing
of Universities. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, 60 — 81.
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HHLHIR A R L . RAFWBIAFREZRENHUNER
HE, FTENATF-EEMNERK,

(3) EEUWAPYL (fixed revenue agreements) « 48 BT ¥ W BOKCA
B 3 G L BRSO AR o bt AR T BURT i BN S 6%
] 52 K2R K. 2 BLBURK — & BBl i EnE B A R a4 R A o

2. BARBZ: REBUFRBARR SRR SHFT LN RERK
AHEZARR, BAR B SHEF R TE LT -

(1) B4uAt H HiE (line-item budgeting) : # 48 i 1 3 tH 26 51, HE
W0 T 9F B4 R Al S5t 0 2 A IR 55 56 4 1) U o

(2) Tl H Hi% (program budgeting) : #R 4 A 4< H 0> (cost centers) 4
TR, T A o0 LR O B (B SE i —2e N ) A R B R
B (LLmER) .

(3) AR HHE (formula budgeting) : 2 35 5 £ 76 3 B FF14E , b 05
A SR BT ARAE , 4k IR — B A R B B . BW WA AKX R
He NBCR ST TR LB R A , 3 B A 2E AR B 26 51 % MR R IR AL
B, RABEZEFE AR A RAE R RN BUF i H AR E#E TR,
B T TR T LA S 5 3 R R R M A O ER AR i AR L b Y 2 A L
B, DA ABN R A A R BIE AR U RO AW B K )T =2
(e

5% K 35 3% A B 0 B B AT 2 B SR & B i B R KT 4y
AT A8 . B RIEAT 4 % 0 H B R K A P RS B A SRR
=k TIRHBFZ 209 BB R KA R BE MBI & 45 A Bk R
SRR ik AL H 2 R R = KK

3. HEMB TR EERNK

(1) YhRTHE 2K (negotiated budgets) : 43 B 4R} B M L5 & & BH Fh
BAnAL Bk 207 X, BUR RSB S AL S 28 51, e an T8 (Bt R
Bt 2 A IR 45 45 0 AR R R . I DL T, BUR M R K ) 8 S
B, B LSRRI ROR A%, AR ETTREA
KB ZRMZBRE R, SR T, BUNK TR 2 5% LR
R TE R Ak AT A B AR, RV R R B AT IR E I R A 2 BLBUE & %o
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GREEBRRITRAENRER XM IEBATEREZHRERLMA
FEB

(2) &K 3K (categorical funds) : K&+ BUF LA 5 Fh 455k R R A —
Bl —H mAR M E TR K, KEEIEN T LTk KR —Fhh Bk
T, BIFE T Y E S E — SR W B A KA B R 5L, b 4%
PR B2 S 3 X F) R A B RO SRR IR S R . EE M IERE
SCE & Uk K R MR 5, 38 I KR BORF B2 T % 4 %% (Title 111
program ) ¥¥ B ¥4 5 L6 0 BOGR BT 2 AR AL o B AR % 5L & Tk K
BE B AR 95 K 0 B A B B B R A

(3) A KKK (funding formulas) : EXAXE K I AN L F T E
ETFHEA R HE R IR, B0 LR -

O ETHIPTHEE MR E K (inputs) - 215 H 9 5 K 0 2R R
TABRTHEER, BAE RN RBERRAAE L EAHEEZHA
Bk, —SRRER R E T RBGX MR TR . AT HmA
RO P KT LLFIIE T2 A ABU SR a4 A o Ho 2 0 22 A 08 v e
ol R AR e e E L P €% 0

@ T NBR A B RA ) 25 53 3K (enrollment and costs per
student) , HR#EBLA 1A [6) /] DL 43 A«

a. SEBRAE Y AR (actual costs per student) : AR IE K LR W
SERRAE AR R EEHKZEMBUFERFAR PR ALRAEY
A

b. WA ¥ A (average costs per student) : 3 M IE T A BB 1
-2 A 3 A R 3K o

c. FRUEA Y BA (normative costs per student) : MR B BN B T A1
S I B A H ) DA B AR HE RO AR AR T SR G o SR PR AR v 2R 38 R A
TE BB A RERBBCROERE, H e BRSO R 8RS .
P LB FE R BB RN PR T b A B A

d. A3 A 5 #E (benchmarking ) : /2 B ¥ A2 3 BUAS B9 — R =,
Hot 507 R e Hs MR A B K4 28, 45— B 8 — M AE R
AKEWE o 5 [ fY — ke ) TBRCJRF ) D Al ) K 75 AR ) A 1 AR 3 e S AR
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% 28 R A F A 1 LA B

e. &K E &% HE (chargeback arrangement) : FiR AR KK
F 2 e N BN A 2 AR K AR R AR B8 b — 2% 4F Al 1 A0 T B 08 3 S
o KB R L HE ARVFBUNFE B B P s 2 5, o A% 1000 B8 B
HER M , 44 IE 7 1E B 6 T 2 A= A B0R0 AR 38 AR, 9 [ R A A i 3k
o TR L HE W] LA 280k 08 /0 8 B AE b 4 I 2 A2 N B8OR A 2 R
A EFRIT R

® kK (priority-based funding) : 418 FK Ay #H M 3K, B A
HEZMMXMMERREBRHXEEBRSN &K ERMBEREHE
WX ERB K, KRR BT HEM# X ke kRS
K, mES MG T/WAAF. KR WEFNPBHER XA A
B P etk B AR AE :

@ 24 FFETR 3K (Student-based funding) - f& ¥8 MR 38 22 4= M R 1L,
MARFEMABRMES B ALK EXURTEFTER,BHER
SRR R R IR 55 B S A M AR IE B R AT A R A .

4. P a kT H:

(1) FHIFF B2 & R AHSS & 3Kk 3K J5 3 (instruction and research
funded together) : KZEEFH KRB M B =L R S WK ZR T
K, BEEPHEF TS ERMBEMBEITEEHLE BRI T3,

(2) RFERBFZ K 3K F7 K (block grant funding for research) : B
kRS KERFIW TR ERRMaEK, ARk E ke
BABE R AR TR KRR 5 AT 453 R i = B 2Lk
B BF B8 R (specific research proposals) . 5 % B Bt #F A% B (institution
demonstrated capacity) ( Fb W13 [E ) .58 & 5 BB H .0 (research centres
of excellence) (kb 41 7 P4 2 1 fif 2% ) i %€ Bl #F & 2% 1 801 %5 = b o BT
HEb

(3) BT H £ 3% #k 3K 7 3 (project funding) : & 38 B AR $E &5 1%
FOMSRHEA R IR AR B & BE AT IR S5 R, 4 R o & 2%
R, EERPBBUFHORPE RS K EHOBFRZE A2 E &0
PHOF B 4 50 R T o AL g BL B 0 H 28 %% 43 i 07 Ko



