Directorate-General for Education and Culture

European Commission

PROFILE of ...

Key topics in education in Europe

VOLUME 2

Financing and Management of Resources in

Compulsory Education

TRENDS IN NATIONAL POLICIES

EURYDICE

This document is published by the EURYDICE European Unit with the financial support of the

European Commission (Directorate-General for Education and Culture).

Available in German (Kurzfassung: Schlüsselthemen im Bildungsbereich in Europa – Band 2:

Schulfinanzierung und Ressourcenverwaltung im Schulwesen im Bereich der Schulpflicht.

Bildungspolitische Entwicklungen), English (Profile of ... Key topics in education in Europe, Volume 2:

Financing and Management of Resources in Compulsory Education – Trends in national policies) and

French (L’essentiel de ... Questions clés de l’éducation en Europe, Volume 2: Le financement et la

gestion des ressources dans l’enseignement obligatoire – Évolution des politiques nationales).

D/2001/4008/7

ISBN 2-87116-317-0

This document is also available on the Internet (http://www.eurydice.org).

Text completed in December 2000.

© Eurydice, 2001.

The content of this publication may be reproduced in part, except for commercial purposes, provided

that the extract is preceded by a complete reference to ‘Eurydice, the information network on education

in Europe’, followed by the date of publication of the document.

Request for permission to reproduce the entire document must be made to the European Unit.

Cover photograph: © Photo: 2000 age fotostock, Aplicaciones de la Imagen, S.L.

EURYDICE

European Unit

Avenue Louise 240

B-1050 Brussels

Tel. +32-(0)2 600 53 53

Fax +32-(0)2 600 53 63

E-mail: info@eurydice.org

Internet: http://www.eurydice.org

Printed in Belgium

The Profile series comprises overviews of the studies carried out by the EURYDICE European Unit (EEU) in close collaboration with the National Units of the EURYDICE Network and, in certain cases, external experts. These summaries are drafted by the EEU which is exclusively responsible for their content. They are made available in accordance with a policy for publicising the output of EURYDICE in a way that meets a wide variety of information requirements on the part of many different users. This summary refers to the study: Key topics in education in Europe, Volume 2: Financing and Management of Resources in Compulsory Education – Trends in national policies, on sale at the Office for Official Publications of the European Communities in Luxembourg and its national sales points. (2000, 410 p. - ISBN 92-828-8540-2. Catalogue number C2-23-99-605-EN-C. Price (excluding VAT) in Luxembourg: EUR 28).

Financing and Management of Resources in Compulsory Education

CONTENTS

Country codes 4

Introduction 5

Methodological markers and scope of the analysis 6

Key topics covered by the analysis 7

I. How can responsibility for financing and budgetary management be distributed among the different levels of authority? 7

II. What techniques should be used to determine the amount of resources awarded to each school in particular? 11

III. How can one take account of the needs of schools with target populations requiring special support? 14

IV. Should fund-raising by schools themselves from non-public sources of finance be prohibited, encouraged or regulated? 15

V. Should the amounts of public resources earmarked for grant-aided private education be the same as those for public-sector education? 17

VI. Is competition deliberately generated between schools in the European Union and EFTA/EEA countries? 19

Conclusion 22

Annexe 23

Contents of the study:

Key topics in education, Volume 2: Financing and Management of Resources in

Compulsory Education – Trends in national policies.

COUNTRY CODES

EU European Union

B Belgium

B fr Belgium – French Community

B de Belgium – German-speaking Community

B nl Belgium – Flemish Community

DK Denmark

D Germany

EL Greece

E Spain

F France

IRL Ireland

I Italy

L Luxembourg

NL Netherlands

A Austria

P Portugal

FIN Finland

S Sweden

UK United Kingdom

UK (E/W) England and Wales

UK (NI) Northern Ireland

UK (SC) Scotland

EFTA/EEA European Free Trade Association/

European Economic Area

IS Iceland

LI Liechtenstein

NO Norway

Financing and Management of Resources in Compulsory Education

Introduction

The future financing of education systems and the way those systems will have to adjust is a concern shared by all European educational policy-makers. For debate on this topic to be productive, it is essential to promote sound mutual understanding of existing methods of funding and how they have evolved in the recent past. This has been the premise leading Eurydice to examine how compulsory education is financed. The study entitled Financing and Management of Resources in Compulsory Education: the development of national policies deals with school funding from a primarily structural standpoint. National systems for the award and management of resources are the outcome of long historical development, a definite measure of pragmatism and economic and political trends affecting countries to a greater or lesser extent. They amount to implicit de facto responses to questions of principle, such as the basic aims of the education system and the purpose of financing it. Is it about catering for the needs of schools that already exist? Should parents be offered the convenience of a service ready to hand by increasing the number of schools available? Should a given level of quality be achieved at the lowest possible cost, etc? The responses to these different questions are in principle interrelated and may be conditioned by a fairly general political strategy. In certain cases, this strategy extends well beyond the field of education and relates to public-sector services as a whole. It governs the relationship between the State and civil society. Some models have continued to comply with the principle of a high degree of central government involvement and opted for policies such as the retention by the government of all responsibility for the acquisition of goods and services, refusal to allow schools to obtain funds from non-public sources, and the development of grant-aided private education on a very modest scale. Other models have been significantly or far less state centralized and have followed very different policies. These have included the decentralization to local authorities of certain responsibilities for financing and management, the transfer to school boards (with parent representatives) of responsibilities for acquiring staff and operational goods and services, support for fund-raising from non-public sources, freedom of parental choice of school and the development of grant-aided private education.
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The general political approach adopted has to address the issue of equality of educational opportunity. Strictly speaking, equality of this kind is reflected in the removal of any restrictions that prevent pupils from attending a particular school, or in guaranteed identical provision for all. This may correspond to a system for the even distribution of resources which is entirely consistent with centralized arrangements for their funding and management. However, two more recent conceptions of equality have combined to alter resource allocation procedures. The first of them involves pursuing the aim of ‘equivalent’ education which seeks to take account of individual needs, and upholds the idea that two pupils with the same needs but enrolled in different schools will receive identical provision. The other conception of equality hinges on the principle of positive discrimination which tends to give more (resources) to pupils with less (chance of doing well at school), in order to promote equality of attainment. In practice, these two dimensions (the role of the State and the type of equality at issue) cannot be comfortably reconciled without some degree of tension. While the model of the omnipresent State and evenly distributed resources is consistent in itself, it is clearly being called into question. Yet fresh approaches give rise to tension in that a gradual move towards stronger involvement in decision-making by local interests and users may make the principle of equality hard to achieve.

Methodological markers and scope of the analysis

The study was written by the Eurydice European Unit on the basis of detailed reports prepared by the National Units and by national experts in the economics of education. It covers the 15 countries of the European Union and the three EFTA/EEA countries. The comparative analysis was subjected to critical re-reading by these national partners whose contact details are to be found at the end of the book. The study contains six chapters each dealing with an aspect of the financing or management of resources for schools, from the standpoint of the situation in 1997/98 (the book’s year of reference) and from the historical angle. The analysis of the reforms carried out by countries in the various areas concerned deals with the last 30 years. An explanation of the social, political or economic context is provided wherever it may underlie decisions to reform the system. Reforms that have occurred since the reference year are referred to in the text and in notes.
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The General Introduction to the study defines the scope of the analysis, and provides macroeconomic statistical indicators and diagrams describing the financial flows for each country dealt with. The statistical indicators were prepared in close collaboration with Eurostat using data taken from the annual Unesco/OECD/Eurostat data-gathering operation, and they round off the comparative analysis. In an annexe to the book, summary tables for each country set out the reforms carried out in the last 30 years, detailing their aims and the specific circumstances in which they occurred.

Key topics covered by the analysis

I. How can responsibility for financing and budgetary management be distributed among the different levels of authority? The decentralization of central government responsibility to local level is often seemingly a response to the view that all those with a stake in education should be more actively involved in it. Yet it is liable to give rise to problems of inequality. A distinction has to be drawn here between decentralization which tends to extend the scope for local authority decision-making and decentralization which tends to increase the autonomy of schools. Decentralization to local authorities of responsibility for distributing resources among schools is a necessary condition for implementing the principle of equivalence. It brings decision-making closer to the point at which needs are expressed and thus enables the requirements of schools – and hence of pupils – to be more effectively taken into account. Decentralization of responsibility for the distribution of resources is generally linked to that of their funding. Local authorities are free to decide the total amount they will earmark for education. In the interests of fairness, mechanisms for correcting imbalances in their resources can be introduced so that they all have the same potential for action. Yet local authority autonomy of this kind raises certain questions. Decisions concerned with the financing and distribution of resources among schools may lead to a situation in which pupils with the same needs in different municipalities receive different kinds of education. By complying with the principle that pupil requirements should be taken into account, one municipality may decide to earmark more resources than another to immigrant pupils and/or pupils with learning difficulties and/or the brightest pupils (to uphold the need for excellence per se). Under these circumstances, egalitarian concepts are eventually likely to be compromised.
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As regards financing – or, in other words, decisions about the scale of resources to be earmarked for schools – attention is drawn to three broad decision-making models. In the first, all decisions are taken at the centre or the top level. In the second, decisions are generally sub-divided between the central government which handles personnel (usually teaching staff but also, sometimes, non-teaching staff) and local authorities which bear other expenditure. In the third model, all decisions are taken by the local authorities. From the historical angle – and assuming that Belgium and Spain continued to display the same model of funding when their Communities became the top-level authorities for education– it may be concluded that over half of those countries which operated in accordance with one of the models in 1970 have not abandoned it. France (in the case of lower secondary education) and Iceland shifted from model 1 to models 2 and 3, respectively. The other Nordic countries moved from model 2 to model 3. A variation of model 2, which existed in 1970, has now disappeared. This involved the reimbursement by central government of the educational expenditure incurred by the local authorities. As a replacement, one of two solutions emerged. Responsibility for financing was either decentralized to local authorities (as occurred in the Nordic countries) or, alter-
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natively, central government control was strengthened (as occurred temporarily in the Netherlands). Fairness is an even keener issue in the transfer of the management of resources to schools themselves. Its very varied aims have included increased social participation, the achievement of savings through the elimination of wastage, support for initiative and motivation on the part of school staff, and a diminution in the role of the local authorities. Yet decentralization of the acquisition of goods and services to schools is liable to give rise to differences in the quality of educational provision. While managerial autonomy along these lines is often associated with a trend towards freedom to choose a school and autonomy in educational matters (as regards choice of teaching methods, content and patterns of curricular provision), it generates competition between schools, with implications for the equality principle to which we shall return shortly (topic VI).
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From the historical standpoint, transfers in the last 30 years to increase the managerial autonomy of schools have generally involved operational resources. Measures aimed at global allocations of staff resources awarded in kind have been introduced in a few countries. Scope for delegating decision-making responsibilities to schools has been granted to the local authorities in all Nordic countries whereas, in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, management responsibilities for staff and operational resources have been systematically decentralized to schools. At present, the most commonly encountered situation is autonomy in the acquisition of operational goods and services. In most cases, this autonomy extends to the purchase of capital goods (equipment and other movable assets) and, in certain instances, to some or all of the non-teaching staff. Situations in which the room for manoeuvre of schools remains very limited, because of the allocation of resources in kind, still exist in several countries (Germany, Luxembourg and Iceland and, in the case of some schools mainly offering primary education, France, Austria, Portugal and Liechtenstein). Conversely, broader autonomy, including the acquisition of staff and operational resources in the broad sense – including movables – is to be found only in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. In the Nordic countries, the situation depends on the municipality concerned. Schools are less frequently responsible for the management of fixed capital resources. In the Netherlands and Sweden, they may be delegated this responsibility by the municipalities.

A recent measure introduced in the United Kingdom provides for the systematic delegation of some capital resources to schools in the form of a per capita allocation. II. What techniques should be used to determine the amount of resources awarded to each school in particular? Methods of determining the volume of resources awarded to schools and the decentralization of responsibility for the management of schools are two very closely related issues. The autonomy of the bodies concerned and the way in which the amounts of resources are fixed, have indeed been two mechanisms used by the political authorities in order to improve the performance of education, ensure its satisfactory development and reduce its cost.
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The historical analysis reveals that certain countries (such as the Nordic ones) have tended to devote greater attention to the autonomy of local authorities. This rules out any systematic analysis of methods for establishing the volume of resources awarded to schools, for 
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the very reason that systems resulting from a multiplicity of decision-makers are so varied in nature. Other countries have ensured that decisions about the amounts of resources remain relatively centralized, and their reforms have focused on the methods used to calculate them. This applies to Belgium, the Netherlands, Ireland, Italy and the United

Kingdom. Extensive decentralization of decision-making, in which local players are entirely free to determine the amount of resources awarded to schools, provides for policies relatively wellgeared to the schools’ needs because of the proximity of those that take decisions and the schools themselves. But this kind of system which, by its very nature, implies numerous centres of decision-making is not conducive to transparency and comparisons between schools as far as the allocation of resources is concerned. Conversely, relatively centralized systems associated with specific procedures, such as reliance on norms or the use of conversion tables or mathematical formulas, almost certainly have the advantage of ensuring that all processes are transparent and that all schools will, as far as possible, benefit from the same treatment. However, the disadvantage of such systems is that they do not encourage the growth of new projects within schools or take account of particular local circumstances. The per capita method of funding in the strict sense also runs counter to the principle of equivalence which requires that some pupils, and thus some schools, should receive more resources than others, in line with an analysis of their needs. From this angle, a method of funding which takes account of certain characteristics of the school population is more appropriate (see topic III). With regard to indicators taken into consideration for the award of staff resources, the number of pupils (or classes) is currently the most commonly adopted criterion. In most cases, this is combined with the use of other indicators, such as social characteristics of the school population, the presence of foreign pupils or pupils who experience difficulty at school and characteristics of the teaching staff. Decisions about indicators for fixing the scale of operational or capital resources are more often left to the discretion of the authority in charge of distributing those resources (whether this is a local authority or decentralized department of the ministry).
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III. How can one take account of the needs of schools with target populations requiring special support? The funding of schools that enrol pupils comprising special populations displays variations that may be grouped into three main models. These models take account of the form in which special funding is awarded and the room for manoeuvre of schools when it comes to distributing the resources concerned. Depending on the country in question, schools requiring additional resources are identified in accordance with one or other of two methods which may be combined. The first involves identifying the presence in them of target populations. The second involves considering the residential areas in which schools are situated, as these areas are defined by the socio-economic characteristics of their residential population. This latter method of financing special educational requirements is critically relevant to the principle of equality where there is increased financial autonomy for local bodies (schools or municipalities), since it is intended to compensate for the income level of the municipality and the socioeconomic level of its population. The award of additional resources for target populations (children from disadvantaged social backgrounds, foreign children, etc.) is a practical example of positive discrimination which tends to give more to those who have less. Yet this view of equality comes up against the pitfalls always involved in identifying and labelling a difference in needs which is associated with socio-cultural characteristics. The risk is twofold. On the one hand, the desire of some people to give more to these groups, in order to promote equal social and career opportunities for all, may eventually run into opposition from those who want to end such preferential treatment on the grounds of its cost to society. On the other, where identification is based on the area in which the school is situated or from which it draws its intake, each parent or pupil concerned is aware that they may be identified with that  area and suffer the stigma that goes with it. From this angle, incorporating consideration of the specific requirements of schools within the general method used to calculate the volume of their resources (for example, by adopting a per capita system weighted in accordance with the socio-economic requirements of each pupil) avoids this sort of stigma and thus seems preferable. Resource allocation which takes indicators of needs into consideration may be dealt with at central level or, no doubt more easily, be entrusted to the discretion of a local body. Yet the latter option may compromise transparent distribution, with the result that schools

become suspicious that some of them have obtained more resources than others (see previous topic). At the present time, the model most often used by the European Union and EFTA countries to take account of the needs of schools that enrol target populations is the financing of spe-
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cial resources for activities under schemes drawn up in detail at a higher level (central government or local authority). This method of funding special resources is adopted even in those countries in which the financing of general staff or/and operational and capital resources is decentralized to local authorities. Among countries which have tended to prefer the use of indicators based on the area in which a school is situated, some implement a catchment area system and others grant parents the freedom to choose a school. In this latter case, the area criterion raises the awkward problem of reaching target pupils, in so far as the characteristics of school populations may differ from those of the area in which it is located. IV. Should fund-raising by schools themselves from non-public sources of finance be prohibited, encouraged or regulated? Beyond the financial allocations emanating from public authorities and the State, schools may have the possibility of drawing on an additional category of resources, namely those which they derive from a wholly private source and which they seek on their own initiative. Analysis of the options open to schools in this regard takes account of the extent to which schools are free to raise funds from private sources and to use the resources so obtained. These two variable factors depend on the degree of national regulation. When central government allows schools to seek private funds from various sources, their freedom may be limited by regulations governing access to some of these sources. For example, schools authorized to raise funds through advertising may only promote products considered to be of educational benefit.
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However, the extent to which schools are free to use the funds they raise does not necessarily correspond to their scope for acquiring them. Thus compared to other countries, France (lower secondary education), Italy, Austria, Portugal (second and third stages of ensino básico) and, above all, Spain grant schools considerable room for manoeuvre in the acquisition of private funds, but limit financial autonomy as regards their use. It appears that one way in which schools can increase their financial autonomy is by seeking funds from outside the public sector. As currently viewed at least, the resources so obtained do not affect the general budget that schools are allocated by the public authorities. Theoretically, the lack of any regulation of the acquisition or use of private funds means that schools are better placed to pursue the competitive advantages to be gained from differentiating their educational product (in terms of quality, educational content,etc.). In practice, such channels are not exploited, or not exploited to the full. This may

stem from the view that the involvement of private finance is dangerous because of the threat of the undue influence of private interests on the nature of education, or because of fear of the abdication of the State’s responsibility. School custom also influences how far a country has made inroads into the private resource question. In some countries, there isan absence of legislation in the matter rather than express prohibitions because there is no tradition in this area.

Clearly, as in the case of local authorities, schools succeed in raising funds whose amount varies depending on their local environment (characteristics of its population, the presence 
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of nearby firms, etc.). At the same time – and in contrast to what occurs at local authority level – there is no mechanism for correcting imbalances between schools. As a result, an independent search by them for their own sources of funding may immediately lead to inequality in the amounts of funding they receive, with possible repercussions in turn for currently minor aspects of educational provision. V. Should the amounts of public resources earmarked for grant-aided private education be the same as those for public-sector education? The existence of the grant-aided private sector reflects the principle of freedom in education. Its funding, on the other hand, raises a great many questions. The freedom to choose a school is identified with this sector. It is thus important to address the principle of freedom of choice in the public sector before envisaging development of the grant-aided private sector, otherwise the inequality of a system in which freedom is available to some but not others will be blatant. In line with the same logic, the acceptance of grant-aided private education ought to lead to its public funding on a scale enabling anyone to secure access to it without paying fees, failing which some people will, once more, be better off than others. In most countries, the position of the grant-aided private sector has hardly altered in the last 30 years. In many countries, it has long been accepted that grant-aided private schools have just as much a part to play in educational provision as do public-sector schools. In a few cases, the financing of private education gave rise in the past to major conflict between supporters of public-sector schooling and the advocates of grant-aided private education. France, in particular, reached an agreement in the 1980s, while Italy has very recently enacted legislation enabling educational provision by private entities to be officially recognized. Finally, in a third group, education has long been regarded as a public-sector responsibility alongside the freedom, however, to arrange for private educational provision which has not developed to any significant extent, given the lack of any legislation to encourage its financing from public funds. Nevertheless, a few countries in this group have introduced significant amendments into their legislation regarding the funding of the private sector.Thus in Sweden, since the 1992 law, private schools have received exactly the same funding as public-sector ones. Following this law, the grant-aided private sector has undergone considerable development, although it still accounts for less than half of all enrolments. 
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Yet the scale of funding still varies substantially from one country to the next. At present, only three countries finance private education to the same extent as public education, namely the Netherlands, Sweden, and the United Kingdom (in the case of the voluntary controlled schools). In the other countries, large subsidies (sometimes the same as the amounts paid to public-sector schools) may be awarded for staff and operational resources, whereas expenditure on capital which of course remains the property of the private body concerned is covered to a far lesser extent.
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VI. Is competition deliberately generated between schools in the European Union and EFTA/EEA countries? Three main models for the management of schools have been identified, each with its own distinctive logic as follows: the model of regulated competition, that of non-regulated competition and the model of organized planning by the public authorities. They serve as theoretical benchmarks in analysing the systems in operation in the various countries. The logic of the model of regulated competition assumes that the ‘market’ for education should move as closely as possible to a state of perfect competition regarded as an ideal situation. In education, this means, amongst other things, that the public authorities ensure that curricula are compatible and consistent, and that there are enough schools to guarantee

a real choice. Regulations are introduced to improve and increase the parental choice of schools, and to encourage competitiveness between them. In its ‘purest’ form, this model displays the following characteristics: • schools are separate unrelated entities, which is reflected in the fact that they possess some degree of managerial autonomy, as well as in a free parental choice of schools from among a reasonable selection. In particular, this implies the existence of transport facilities making it possible to attend more distant schools, helpful information about the performance of schools and, where fees exist, fee levels that are the same in all schools and/or cause parents no financial difficulties;

• homogeneity of the ‘product’ or, in other words, relatively strict regulations regarding the subjects that should be taught, as well as general educational principles with which all schools are expected to comply; • a system that encourages schools to enrol the maximum number of pupils. One way of achieving this may be per capita funding. This is because funding whose amount is directly proportional to the number of pupils provides schools with an incentive to enrol as many as possible and make optimal use of all its available resources to enhance the attractiveness of its image. The model of non-regulated competition also embodies the idea that schools should be made competitive, primarily because this is liable to heighten the sense of responsibility of those most closely associated with the work of schools and thus encourage them to fight all forms of wastage in the use of resources. However, rather than viewing education as a regulated ‘market’, this model gives priority to the strategy of non-regulation, or the absence of legislation obliging the structure of the market to remain geared to perfect competition and limiting differentiation between schools. 
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Finally, in the model of school planning by the public authorities, it is often necessary – though not a compulsory requirement – for enrolments to be planned so as to achieve what are felt to be optimal enrolment levels given the particular characteristics of each school. Regulations may, as a result, limit parental freedom of choice. School autonomy is also severely restricted. Where there is differentiation between schools, this is at the wish of the public authorities and not the result of a choice or decision taken by the former. With reference to the characteristics of the model of perfect competition, the study considers how far the state of education systems corresponds to the implementation of an educational market complying with these criteria. The extent to which schools are unrelated independent entities may be measured in relation to several variable factors such as managerial autonomy (already referred to in topic II) and parental freedom to choose a school Freedom to choose a school is illustrative of the tension that exists between the principle of equality and the freedom of users. If parents can choose their child’s school, is there not a risk that their preferences – governed sometimes by the wish to retain their social standing and sometimes to improve it – may lead gradually to a segregation of schools on socio-cultural grounds? And is not segregation of this kind discriminatory? Clearly, urban segregation has always existed prior to school segregation and schools can do little to resolve it. Nevertheless, whenever schools located relatively close to each other are free to expand and enrol increasing numbers of pupils, parental freedom of choice may lead to considerable competition between them. The twofold mechanism of competition and social segregation has an impact on the demands made on pupils in schools and therefore on levels of school achievement. It is a fact that schools which enrol relatively large numbers of pupils from more privileged socio-economic backgrounds tend to raise their standards and obtain on average better results. It is at this stage that the principle of the same education for all pupils is open to question. At present, in the majority of countries, parents are entitled to choose a school for their child. However, it is not very common for them to exercise this right without some degree of intervention by the public authorities. Such intervention may be of several kinds: it may involve devising a catchment area system (in which each pupil is delegated a particular school) following which requests for changes are considered or enrolments subsequently regulated where the demand for places exceeds the supply. This may be attributed to the existence of a potential conflict between the intention that parents should be able to choose a school freely and ensuring effective management of the school places available. Increasing the number of places in an attractive school to comply with the wishes of parents may mean that places are not filled in a neighbouring school. Where grants are not 
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awarded strictly in accordance with enrolments, pupil flows of this kind may raise unit costs (costs per pupil) in schools that are lagging behind. As a whole, regulations regarding freedom of choice have changed little in recent years. Only a few countries (Denmark, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom) have changed their legislation during the period covered by the study. These reforms gave parents greater freedom to choose a school, but intervention by the public authorities remained significant. Furthermore, inter-school competition that is unregulated as far as the ‘homogeneity’ of educational provision is concerned may give rise to substantial differences between schools in terms of what their curricula offer. Is such differentiation desirable? In its own right, yes, as long as it corresponds to the concern that schools should be responsive to their environment, and take greater account of the wishes of families and pupils (particularly as regards philosophical or religious beliefs), as well as those of the local community. Nevertheless, where differentiation exists alongside competition, it may result in school heads (or management) devising curricular provision not in response to the wishes of theirpupils, but in order to recruit other pupils who exhibit particular social characteristics, orto enhance the school’s public image. As regards the homogeneity of educational products which draws a distinction between models of regulated and non-regulated competition, this does not exist, in the strict sense,

in any country so schools are able to develop a specific outlook, image and reputation. In this respect, therefore, it would appear that educational policy is tending to encourage systems displaying some measure of diversity among schools. The two axes representing ‘schools that are independent entities’ and ‘homogeneity of educational provision’ clearly reveal a relation between these two factors. The more schools are formally related in some way, the greater the homogeneity of provision. The more they are separate and unrelated, the more likely it is that the education they provide will be diversified and heterogeneous. Contrary to what is often claimed, the countries have not generally incorporated within their education systems to any radical extent the principles of economic liberalism that extol the virtues of competitive markets. Educational policies which, as a whole, steadily increase the educational and organizational autonomy of schools rule out any tendency to develop models of perfect competition. Nevertheless, non-regulated competition is always a possibility. However, as any conclusions in this respect depend on the benchmarks adopted, it is entirely reasonable for some to claim that liberalization as such is far from complete.

Conclusion

The study on the financing and management of resources for schools providing compulsory education is not limited solely to a detailed description of the mechanisms established in the various countries and to the reforms undertaken in this area in the last 30 years. It also raises a number of questions concerning the results of the decisions underlying them. Examination of the reforms carried out in the different countries indeed reveals growing involvement in education on the part of civil society. While this increased participation by the interests concerned undoubtedly reflects respect for democratic principles, it constantly challenges the principle of equality. From this standpoint, education appears to be a real battleground for the principles of freedom and equality. 
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EURYDICE, the information network

on education in Europe

The EURYDICE Network produces reliable, readily comparable information on national education

systems and policies. EURYDICE also acts as an observatory, highlighting both the

diversity of systems and their common features.

Working on behalf of policy-makers and the world of education, EURYDICE prepares and

publishes:

• regularly updated descriptive analyses of the organization of education systems;

• comparative studies on specific topics of European interest;

• indicators on the various levels of education from nursery to higher education.

EURYDICE also has its own database, EURYBASE, which constitutes a further highly detailed

reference source on education systems in Europe.

By circulating the results of its work, EURYDICE promotes better mutual understanding of these

systems and the common issues that run through them.

Established in 1980, EURYDICE has been an integral part of Socrates, the Community action

programme in education, since 1995. The Network comprises National Units and a European

Unit. National Units set up by the corresponding education ministries now exist in 30 countries,

namely the 15 EU Member States, the three EFTA/EEA countries, ten central and eastern

European countries, Cyprus and Malta. These Units provide and check the basic information

needed to sustain network activity. The Brussels-based European Unit set up by the European

Commission is responsible for management of the network, coordination of its activities, preparation

of the comparative analyses, and database design and administration.
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