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THE IMPACT OF HIGH FEE-LOW-SUBSIDY AND
LOW-FEE-HIGH-SUBSIDY HIGHER EDUCATION
FUNDING MODELS ON HIGHER EDUCATION
ACCESS IN EUROPEAN UNION COUNTRIES

Introduction. Higher education funding is relevant topic
and widely analysed by scientist all other the world.
Nowadays there is very big difference between higher
education funding models across European Union countries —
students have to pay very high fees for their studies in one
countries, while in other countries — students have no
obligations to pay for their studies at all, or have to pay very
low tuition fees. All EU member states declare importance of
HE for the future of economic, individual and society
wellbeing. With respect to cost-sharing principle in higher
education funding, higher education funding models can be
divided into four models: Low-fee-High-subsidy; Low-fees-
Low-subsidy; High-fees-High-subsidy and High-fee-Low
subsidy.

Aim and tasks. The aim of this article is to perform
comparative analysis of two extremely different higher education
funding models, which are applied in European Union states —
Low-fee-High-subsidy higher education funding model
(LFHS model) and High-fee-Low-subsidy higher education
funding model (HFLS model).

Results. The results of scientific research shows, that
LFHS and HFLS models, which were analysed, have a
different impact on access to higher education (i.e. gross
enrolment rate (GER), GER male, GER female and HE
graduation rate (HEGR) in EU countries.

Conclusions. Tuition fees (max., min., net, normative)
have a statistically significant, but not only positive or
negative impact on enrolment to HE and graduation of HE, as
well as for women and men enrolment to HE (GER male,
GER female) — it depends on funding model EU state applies.
Max. need-based grants have positive impact only in LFHS
model case as well as min. need-based grants. In addition, the
results of research show, that there is gender inequality —
women enrolment to HE exceed men enrolment at most in
HFLS model. Men are more likely to study in countries with
higher need-based grants (for instance, in LFHS model
countries). Counties with higher GDP per capita are more
likely to apply LFHS model, than countries with lower GDP
per capita.

Keywords: higher education, funding model, higher
education access, tuition fees; grants, subsidy.
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BILIMB MOJIEJIEM ®IHAHCYBAHHS 3
BUCOKHUMH TA HU3bKUMHU CYBCUJISIMHU HA
JOCTYI BUIIIOI OCBITH B KPATHAX
€BPOIEMCBKOI'O COI03Y

Beryn. ®inancyBaHHS BHUINOI OCBITH € aKTyaJbHOIO
TEMOI0 1 IIUPOKO aHANli3yeThCS BYEHUMH YChOTO CBIiTY. Ha
CHOTOHIIIHIN I€Hb ICHYE JTy’KE€ BEIHWKA PI3HUI MIX MOJEIAMHU
(iHaHCYBaHHS BHIIOi OCBITH B KpaiHax €Bponeiicskoro Corozy —
CTYACHTH TOBHHHI IDIATUTH AY)X€ BUCOKI 300pH 3a HaBYaHHS B
OJTHUX KpaiHax, TOJli AK B iHIIUX KpaiHax - CTyIeHTH B3araji He
3000B’si3aHi TUIATUTH 32 HaBYaHHS a00 MOBHHHI IJIATUTH AYXe
HU3BKY IJIaTy 3a HaB4YaHHA. Yci kpaiHu-uwienn €C 3agBISIOTH
npo BaximBicte BH3 s MailOyTHbOro e€KOHOMIWHOTO,
IHIUBIAYaJIBHOTO Ta CyCHiIbHOTO A00podOyTy. Illo cTocyerhes
MPUHINITY PO3IMOAITY BUTPAT NMpH (iHAHCYBAaHHI BHIIOI OCBITH,
Mojaeni (iHAHCYBaHHS BHINOi OCBITH MOXKHA pO3IUTHTH Ha
YOTHPH MOJIETIi: HU3bKa IIaTa - BUCOKA CyOCHIisl; HU3bKI 300pH-
HU3bKI CyOCHil; BHCOKa KOMicCis - BUCOKa CyOCHisl Ta BHCOKa
KOMICIisT — HU3bKa CyOCHIis.

Mera i 3aBganHsi. MeToro IIi€l CTAaTTI € MOPIBHSUTbHUI
aHaJTi3 IBOX HAI3BHYAMHO Pi3HUX MO (iHAHCYBaHHS BHUIIOT
OCBITH, 5IKi 3aCTOCOBYIOThCS B KpaiHax €Bpomnencskoro Corozy —
Mojeni (iHAHCYBaHHS BHIOi OCBITH 3 HU3BKUM PIBHEM OILIATH
(BuCOKa Momenb cyOCcHIil) Ta MOJEINi 3 HU3bKUM PIBHEM OIUIATH
mpari Mojaess (GpiHaHCyBaHHS BHIIOI ocBiTH (Momeas HFLS).

PesyapTatn.  PesymbraTm = HayKOBHX  JIOCII/IKEHb
MOKa3yIoTh, 10 aHajiizoBani mojeni LFHS ta HFLS mo-pizHoMy
BIUIMBAlOTh Ha JOCTYH JO BHIIOI OCBITH (TOOTO BaJIOBHUH
koedimient 3apaxyBanHs (GER), GER cepen uomosikiB, GER,
*iHOK Ta piBeHb BHIIOi ocBiTH (HEGR) y kpainax €C.

BucnoBku. Ilnara 3a HaByaHHs  (MakcHMaJbHa,
MiHIMaJbHA, YHCTa, HOPMAaTHUBHA) MA€ CTATHCTUYHO 3HAUYIIIWA,
aJjie He JIMIIe O3UTUBHHUN Y1 HeTaTUBHUI BIUIMB Ha 3apaxyBaHHS
1o 3BO Ta 3akinvenns 3BO, a Takok Ha 3apaxyBaHHS JKIHOK Ta
40710BiKiB /10 3BO (401I0BIKIB, )KIHOK) — II€ 3QJICKUTH BiJ MOJCII
¢inaHcyBaHHS, Ky 3acTocoBye aepkaBa €C. MakcumanbHi
IPAaHTH HA OCHOBI MOTPe0 MAaKOTh MO3UTHUBHHUN BIUIMB JIUIIE Yy
Bunaaky monem LFHS, a Takox MiHiManbHI TpaHTH Ha OCHOBI
notpe6. KpiM Toro, pesynbraTH JOCHTIHKEHHS MOKa3yIOTh, IO
iCHy€ TeHIEpHa HEPIBHICTh — KITBKICTh JKIHOK, SIKI BIJBIAYIOTH
3BO, mnepeBumiye KimbKicTh 4YoNOBikiB 3a Momemmo HFLS.
YosloBikM dWacTille HaBYAIOTBCS Yy KpaiHaX 3 BUIIUMH
CTUNCHIISIMA Ha OCHOBI MOTpeO (Hampukiam, y KpaiHax 3
mozensimu LFHS). Okpyru 3 Bumum BBII Ha nymry HaceneHHs
gacTime 3acTocoBYIOTh Monxeiab LFHS, Hik kpaiHm 3 HUXYAM
BBII na nynry HacesieHHS.

KarouoBi cioBa: Buma ocBita, MOaenb (iHAHCYBaHHS,
JOCTYI JI0 BUIIIOI OCBITH, IJIaTa 32 HABYAHHS; TPAHTH, CYOCH/Iis.
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Introduction. The objectives and
motivations for writing this article arose from
the view of the problem, which has place to
be in the field of higher education (HE)
funding. Nowadays there is very big
difference between HE funding models across
European Union (EU) countries — students
have to pay very high fees for their studies in
one countries, while in other countries —
students have no obligations to pay for their
studies at all, or have to pay very low tuition
fees. All EU member states declare
importance of HE for the future of economic,
individual and society wellbeing. HE is
recognized as a major driver of economic
competitiveness in an  increasingly
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knowledge-driven global economy. Widening
of access to HE education is the key moment
to achieve this objective. However, the
accessibility of HE is highly dependent on
financing [24].

Literature review. The expansion of
HE is an issue that is high on the agenda of
many national and international HE
policymakers [16]. The sociologist Trow M.
[25] identified three basic stages of HE
development worldwide — elite, mass, and
universal access. He argued that most nations,
at varying times, will move toward mass or

universal participation in postsecondary
education, and this is indeed what has
happened.
66
46 48,7 45 45
a0 40 4p4042
34 3433 28 £

C\,lp FLUS ——

Latyig ———
Maltg H—
Alstria  —
POlJnd ]
|

o
=
=
=
o

Lithuanig =———
Hur‘gaw I
Romania  me—

|
Slovenia SE——
Sweden mEE——

Slovakiz —————

Portugal

Luxemb OUrg I

Netherlands - —

Fig. 1. HE educational attainment by age group 30-34, national targets 2020 (%)
Source:[prepared by authors according to Eurostat]

Note: UK is not available data

In 2008, the Council adopted an EU-wide
benchmark on HE, stating that by 2020 at least
40 % of 30-34 year-olds should have a tertiary
or equivalent level qualification [4]. This
officially established the priority to EU member
states to have mass HE systems. Although,
some EU member states (for instance,
Luxemburg, Ireland and France) selected
target2020 to achieve more then 50 per cent
(66, 60 and 50 per cent) of 30-34 year-olds will
have tertiary or equivalent level qualification
and become owners of universal HE systems
(see Fig. 1).

Obviously, expansion of access to HE,
growing demand for studies in HE institutions
leads to higher costs of HE. One of the rational
decision was to implement cost-sharing
principle to the HE funding models. Cost
sharing in HE has become relevant and
important question in scientific discussions in
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theoretical and practical point of view, recently.
Cost sharing in higher education is particularly
analysed by Orr. D. [22], Goksu A., Goksu G.G.
[13], Payne B., ef al. [25], Johnstone D.B. [15]
and etc. On the one hand — it has theoretical
background with regard to conception of
education as a “public”, “private” and “mixed”
good and on the other — the practical economic
aspect that beneficiaries of HE (students,
society, government, etc.) should contribute to
the cost of HE (sea also Santiago et al. [23].
Goksu A. & Goksu G.G. [13] noted, that three
different reasons lie behind cost-sharing
method: one of them is the raising costs for
students and departments; another reason is the
significant increasing number of student
enrolments as a result of the growth in
university-age population in last years; many
countries’ having insufficient public revenues is
the last reason.
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HE funding impact on access to HE was
investigated in Kane [17], Kaiser & O’Heron
[16], Baumgartner & Steiner [1], Hemelt &
Marcotte [19], Hiibner [20], Clancy &
Goastellec [3], Falch, Oosterbeek [11], Dearden
et al. [5], Payne et al [25], Orr [22], Geven
[14], Bennetot, Estermann, Kupriyanova [2],
Kuc¢aidze [18]. When the topic is about HE
studies funding, tuition fees are the most
common method to cover HE cost from private
sector side, and the student support systems —
from public sector. Tuition fees on the one hand
and student support systems (which include
grants and student loan systems) on the other —
led to a number of discussions and development
of new researches in which different relevant
questions of cost sharing are analysed. OECD
research suggests that charging a moderate level
of tuition fees — while simultaneously giving
students  opportunities to benefit from
comprehensive financial aid systems — is an
effective way to countries to increase access to
HE, make efficient use of limited funds, and
acknowledge the significant private returns that
students receive from HE; well balanced mix
between public and private funding is becoming
increasingly important [21].

In scientific literature, we have examples
of different HE model classification (for
instance, models by market type, by control
scale, etc.). In this research, the classification of
HE funding model according to cost-sharing is
suggested. It is based on idea of “Four Worlds
of  Student  Finance”,  presented by
Garritzmann J.L. [12] and practically applied by
Eurydice [6]. Due to this classification, the main
types of models can be distinguish:

(1) High-fees-Low-subsidy model;

(2) Low-fees-Low- subsidy model,

(3) High-fees-High-subsidy model,

(4) Low-fees-High-subsidy model.

Eurydice gives the main definition of
tuition fee: “a fee is understood as any sum of
money paid by students, with which they
formally and compulsorily contribute to the cost
of their HE. This may include, but is not
restricted to, a registration fee, tuition fees,
graduation fees, administrative fees, etc.
Payments to student unions are not taken into
account” [6].

In Figure 2 the main fees, which students
pays for their studies are presented.
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Fig. 2. Most common annual fees in first-
cycle HE, 2018/19
Source: [6]

Researchers use different research
designs, methods and indicators to evaluate the
impact of tuition fees and financial aid on
access to HE (participation, enrolment and
etc.). For example, difference-in-difference
strategy, which allows to identify a causal
effect by comparing trends before and after
fees or grants are introduced and HE funding
model’s changes are implemented [1; 14; 20].
Semi-experimental research design identifies
the causal effect of price changes on student
enrolment, using treatment and control groups
[14; 20]. Panel data analysis — in order to
examine the association between funding model
and access among EU member states, OECD
countries and other cross countries analysis;
Fixed effect model — in order to examine the
relationship between the change of HE funding
models and related outcomes (e.g., entry,
participation,  enrolment rates) between
different groups of countries (EU, OECD and
etc.) [18; 24; 30].

The rate of participation has become an
important indicator for the progress towards the
knowledge-based society [16]. However, it is
surprising to find that there is no common and
clear understanding of how the rate of
participation is defined and calculated and how
differences in scores between countries or
trends within countries may be interpreted. In
order to facilitate cross-country comparisons
scientists are looking for more accurate index
for better evaluation of HE access. For example,
Clancy & Coastellec [3] has developed Higher
education  participation  index.  Firstly,
researchers used three types of measures to
study comparative trends in participation in HE:
entry measures, enrolment measures and output
measures [3].
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In many respects entry measures are the
least ambiguous measures and indeed at
national level they provide the best lens by
which authors monitor change. However,
Clancy & Coastellec [3] note, that it is no longer
possible to use entry data in comparative studies
— and authors should rely on enrolment data and
output measures to develop comparative
indicators. Gross Enrolment Rate (GER), based
on the number of students enrolled, regardless
of age, expressed as “a percentage of the
population In the 5-year age group
following on from the secondary school leaving
age” [27]. As it is determined by UNESCO
Glossary: “a high GER generally indicates a
high degree of participation, whether the
students belong to the official age group or not.
A GER value approaching or exceeding 100%
indicates that a country is, in principle, able to
accommodate all of its school-age population,
but it does not indicate the proportion already
enrolled. The achievement of a GER of 100% is
therefore a necessary but not sufficient
condition for enrolling all eligible students in
school. When the GER exceeds 90% for a
particular level of education, the aggregate
number of places for students is approaching
the number required for universal access of the
official age group. However, this is a
meaningful interpretation only if one can expect
the under-aged and over-aged enrolment to
decline in the future to free places for pupils
from the expected age group. The purpose of
this indicator is to show the general level of
participation in HE. It indicates the capacity of
the education system to enrol students of a
particular age group” [28]. Net enrolment rate
(NER) is also an indicator, it is determined in
UNESCO glossary of indicators [see 28]. NER
means total number of students in the theoretical
age group for a given level of education
enrolled in that level, expressed as a percentage
of the total population in that age group.
However, for HE, this indicator is not pertinent
because of the difficulties in determining an
appropriate age group due to the wide variations
in the duration of programmes at this level of
education.

Aim and tasks. The aim of this research
is to perform comparative analysis of two
extremely different higher education funding
models, which are applied in European Union

states — Low-fee-High-subsidy higher education
funding model (LFHS model) and High-fee-
Low-subsidy higher education funding model
(HFLS model). The tasks of this research: (1) to
distinguish all EU member states to four groups
according to HE classification by cost-sharing
principle; (2) to determine which financial
indicators of HE funding models (fees, grants
and etc.) has statistically significant impact on
HE access indicators (enrolment and
graduation); (3) to compare the results of LFHS
model’s and HFLS model’s impact on access to
HE.

Taking into account the aim of the
research, it is important to describe the
methodology of research in detail. The methods
of the research: systemic analysis, review and
generalization of the scientific literature,
statistic data analysis, comparative analysis.
Firstly, it should be noted, that the material for
research was selected according to the relevance
of the topic of HE funding models and impact
on access to HE.

The selection of research period is based
on data accessibility. The main sources of
statistical data for this research are from
Eurostat,  Eurydice, UNESCO  UIS.Stat
databases. For specific data for EU states” HE
funding were used the latest data of Eurydice —
Student’s fees and support systems in EU HE
(see Eurydice 2016, 2015, 2014, 2013, 2012,
2011).

There are two extremely contrast types of
HE funding models — two extremely different
»Worlds of Student Finance” — the first one is
Low-fees-High-subsidy model and the second —
vice versa — High-fees-Low-subsidy model. The
decision to take these two types of models relies
on the fact of these two models significant
contrast and difference. It is interesting and
useful to investigate how these two models
influence the participation in HE among EU
countries.

Scientific methods, which were applied in
this research, are systemic analysis, review and
generalization of the newest scientific literature,
statistic ~data analysis (comparative and
statistical analysis). The empirical research
relies on econometric methods of correlation
and regression analysis. The main indicators for
panel data analysis (fixed effect model) were
selected: gross enrolment rate (GER), GER
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male, GER female and gross graduation ratio)
and indicators of a student, which pay max. and
min. tuition fees (%), students, which receives
max. and min. needed based grants (%) and
etc.). The panel data analysis method was used
in order to evaluate the impact of two selected
HE funding models on HE access and compare
the obtained research results.

With respect to different economic status
of EU countries k-mean clustering method was
used in order to distribute all EU countries to
four HE funding methods (High-fees-Low-
subsidy model; Low-fees-Low-subsidy model;
High-fees-High-subsidy model; Low-fees-High-
subsidy model). The main indicators were used
for this analysis (tuition fees, need-based grants,
share of students, paying max./min. tuition fees
(%), share of students, benefiting from need-
based grants (max./min.) (%), GDP per capita,
Public expenditures for omne student, Public
expenditures for HE as a percent of GDP) [18].
Further analysis is intended to compare two
models — High-fees-Low-subsidy HE funding
model (hereinafter HFLS model) and Low-fees-
High-subsidy HE funding model (hereinafter
LFHS model).

Results. With respect to results, which
were received after the k-means clustering
method was applied to group 27 EU member
state four groups of countries were
determined. In this research, two HE funding
models were analysed. As it is shown in Table
I, nine EU countries (Denmark, Sweden,
Finland,  Austria, Germany, Malta, the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg) apply
LFHS model and five EU countries (Lithuania,
Latvia, Estonia, Romania, Hungary) apply a
opposite HE funding model.

Table 1. LFHS models’ and HFLS models
EU countries

HE EU member states by HE funding
funding model
model
LFHS Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Austria,
1 Germany, Malta, the Netherlands,
model .
Belgium, Luxembourg
HFLS Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Romania,
model” Hungary

Source: prepared according to [18]

! Low-fee-High-Subsidy higher education funding model
? High-fee-Low-Subsidy higher education funding model
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The LFHS models’ countries max. tuition
fees are EUR 1984, max. need-based grants —
EUR 9492, about 100 percent of students
receive need-based grants, and from 0 to 100
percent of students must pay for their studies.
It should be noted, that these EU states has
better average GDP per capita indicator (134
PPS (min. 95/max. 260) and the expenditures
for 1 student indicator is highest among all HE
funding models (15174-43944 PPP dol.). The
average of Expenditures for HE as percent of
GDP is the highest as well (1,57). In the
general context, countries of this model are
economically stronger, then countries of next
HE funding model.

It should be noted, that LFHS model
usually is called Scandinavian model — in this
case the costs of students’ studies are covered
by the state budget (i.e. from taxes), students
do not pay or only a few students pay tuition
fees (with the exception of the Netherlands,
Belgium and Luxembourg).

In addition, most students receive grants,
the amounts of which are usually adjusted
according to the individual socio-economic
situation of the student [18]. Given that the
state budget relies on significant investments to
support student participation in HE, this
provides students with a high level of
economic independence. It should be noted,
that countries, which prefer to apply this HE
funding model usually, are dominated by a
progressive tax system and students face high
income taxes after graduation.

According to OECD data [21], LFHS
model countries have high rates of entry into
HE institutions (hereafter — HEI) (about 74
%), and more than 55% students received
grants, loans, or a combination of these two
types of state financial aid. In LFHS model,
HE funding reflects the deep-rooted social
values of these countries, such as equal
opportunities and social justice, with free HE
provided by the state as part of their culture
[21]. In countries with this funding model,
HEI are a right, not a privilege. Although
these countries (e.g. Denmark and Sweden)
have decided to apply tuition fees to students
from abroad, which has led to reduced
admissions from other foreign countries.
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Next model is HFLS models, in this case
max. tuition fees countries have are
EUR 14241, and max. need-based grants —
EUR 3308 (it is the smolest among all four
models), max. need-based grants — EUR 9492
and maximum 29 percent of students can
receive need-based grants. In this model
countries 13,849 percent of students must pay
for their HE. It should be noted, that these EU
states has the smallest average of GDP per
capita (68 PPS (min. 59/max. 77) and the
expenditures for 1 student are 4252—-11098 PPP
dol. The average of Expenditures for HE as
percent of GDP is the smallest (0,85).

It should be noted that in the countries of
HFLS model a higher percentage of students
(up to 50%) pay tuition fees — these students
study in non-state subsidized study places. In
countries applying this model, a quarter or less
of all students receive grants. For example, in
Lithuania (45%) and Romania (49%) students
pay tuition fees, while needs-based grants are
received by 3% in Lithuania and 29% in
Romania (according to the statistical data
2016).

Attention should be paid to the case of
Lithuania, as here students who are from a
socio-economic disadvantage do not receive
needs-based grants, as students studying in
state-funded places can only receive grants
(scholarships). Although the burden of paying
tuition fees in the group of this model falls on a
minority of students, and they are not
necessarily those who are able to pay the set
tuition fees [18]. In most cases, students,
especially those studying in paid study places,
are financially dependent on their family or
work income [29].

With respect to research results, applying
panel data analysis (fixed effect method), the
comparative analysis of two HE funding
models is shown in Table 2.

In LFHS model case, positive impact on
enrolment to HE have: GDP per capita, and
public expenditures for HE - when these
indicators increase — enrolment in HE tends to
increase too.

In HFLS model -case these two
indicators has no impact (statistically are not
significant).

Table 2. LFHS models’ and HFLS models’
impact on HE access research results

HE funding LFHS model | HFLS model
model indicators
Max. Tuition Fee | No impact No impact
3
Min. Tuition Fee HEGR” - No impact
positive
Net max. Tuition | HEGR — .
.. No impact
Fee positive
c o HEGR - GER, GER male,
Net min. Tuition .
F negative GER female and
ee impact HEGR - negative
GER male,
Max. need-based | GER female No impact
grants and HEGR — P
positive impact
. GER - positive
Min. need-based HEGR — No impact
grants .
negative
Share of students,
paying max. No impact No impact
Tuition fees
Shal:e 'of students, GER female — GER, GER male,
receiving max. ositive impact GER female —
need-based grants p p positive impact
Etu.dy price HEGR — No impact
SCISSOrs negative
Expenditures for | GER - GER, GER
. female, GER
1 student negative .
male — negative
Public expendi- . .
tures for HE GER — positive | No impact
GDP per capita GER — positive | No impact
Time trend GER, HEGR = | 1p6R - negative
positive
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Source: prepared by authors

On HE graduation positive impact have:
min. tuition fees, net max. tuition fees and
max. need-based grants. It means that students
become more motivated to finish their studies
when they have to pay for their studies in the
case of LFHS model, when it is usual thing
not to pay for the HE from the private sources.
Max. grants also positively affect HE
graduation, because students has high level of
economic independence and can devote all
their time and attention to studies, not for
search of funding sources for their studies.

What about HFLS model — in this case
net min. tuition fee has negative impact on
both — enrolment and graduation rates. In this
case grants are relatively small, and amount
of tuition fees is more sensitive indicator for

? Higher education graduation rate
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students in HFLS models countries, than in
LFHS model. Tuition fees negatively affect
GER (general, male and female) and HEGR —
when the net minimum tuition fee increase,
the enrolment and graduation rates of HE
decrease. Maximum need-based grants in
HFLS models’ counties statistically are not
significant, because not all students receive
grants. In addition, as it was mentioned,
need-based grant in HFLS model are
relatively small in comparison to LFHS
model.

Minimum need-based grants has positive
impact on enrolment to HE in LFHS model,
but negative — on graduation of HE. It can be
explained by facts, that in this model students
usually receive grants, and if students receive
not max., but instead — min. need-based grants
— they have less motivation and at the same
time — possibilities to finish their studies.
Compared to the HFLS model — need-based
grants have no statistically significant impact
on enrolment or graduation rates of HE,
because they can be received by students on
rare occasions.

Share of students paying max. tuition
fees has no impact on GER or HEGR. In case
of LFHS model it is because of the fact, that
students generally on rare occasions have to
pay tuition fees (actually only in Netherlands,
Belgium and Luxembourg). In addition, in
case of HFLS model it is because of the fact,
that usually students pay lower tuition fees
rather than max. tuition fees.

Share of students receiving max. Need-
based grants has positive impact on GER for
women in LFHS model and for GER (general,
male and female) — in HFLS model. When this
indicator increases, the enrolment to HE
increases too.
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Expenditures for 1 student has negative
impact on GER. This indicator usually is
called “normative” tuition fee, or the price of
study place. So if this “price” increases, the
GER - decreases. This is relevant for LFHS
model cases, where countries still have to pay
for studies (e.g. Belgium, Luxembourg and
the Netherlands) and in all countries of HFLS
model.

The time trend shows a statistically
significant effect on the overall participation
in HE — the enrolment in HE increases by
1.32% every year in the case of LFHS model,
and it is significant change compared to the
results of other HE funding model. In the case
of HFLS model time trend shows that HE
graduation rate is negative. Analysing this
case in detail, it can be seen, that in fact
compared to 2011 the graduation rate in 2016
decreased in 3 of the 5 EU states in HFLS
model countries. In Romania, Latvia and
Hungary, the graduation rate decreased, while
in Lithuania and Estonia it increased.

Conclusions. In conclusion, the results
of research show, that tuition fees (max., min.,
net, normative) have a statistically significant,
but not only positive or negative impact on
enrolment to HE and graduation of HE, as
well as for women and men enrolment to HE —
it depends on HE funding model, which EU
state decides to apply. Grants have positive
impact only in LFHS model case. In addition,
the results of resecarch shows, that there is
gender inequality — women enrolment to HE
exceed men enrolment at most in HFLS
model. Moreover, men are more likely to
study in countries with higher need-based
grants. EU counties with higher GDP per
capita are more likely to apply LFHS model,
than HFLS model.
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