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1. Introduction

The paper synthesizes major changes in Polish heghecation in the last two decades. It
focuses on changes in governance, managementnfyradid the academic profession and
links them to social, economic, political, and dgmaphic drivers. In particular, a recent
wave of reforms (2008-2013) is analyzed, with iseptially deep impact on further
structural transformations. The paper discuse$allmving five themes: the divided,
privatized, expanded/contracting, stratified anllegial university: (1) the disciplinarily
divided university (with divergent academic rules, norms and coddsebavior in hard and
soft academic fields and the ensuing deinstitutination of the research mission of the
university in soft fields), (2) thprivatized university (with massive external and internal
privatization, or with a fully fee-based privatewe and fee-based tracks in the nominally
free public sector, and the changing public-privédteamics under declining demographics),
(3) theexpanded/contracting university (with a period of massive system expansion in the
decade and a half after the collapse of Communisi®89, followed by abrupt current and
future system contraction), (4) teeatified university (with the increasing differentiation of
institutional “haves” and “have-nots” in researamding, following the recent wave of
reforms with a new competitive and individualizedearch funding regime), and (5) the
collegial university (with an unprecedented, from a European comparaevspective, power
of collegial bodies in university management arghoization). The paper explores the extent

of changes in each of the themes and locates thieftybn comparative European contexts.



Polish higher education has changed fundamentalte 9989, both quantitatively (higher
participation rates, numbers of students, facutty iastitutions) and qualitatively (regained
institutional autonomy and academic freedom, shgoernance, emergent public-private
duality, new competitive research funding and feggmes). The scope of changes and their
speed are not easy to comprehend outside of thextaf the overall postcommunist
transition to an open, market-driven economy, fultggrated with European Union’s (EU)
economies. The gradual political, economic andadaeiegration of Poland with the EU has
been accompanied by the deepened, gradual integnaiih \Western European higher
education and research systems, themselves iredpeded European integration processes
(Maassen and Olsen 2007, Kwiek and Maassen 20&Rk3hmhigher education became a dual
(public-private) highly differentiated, strongly nkatized and hugely expanded system, with
all ensuing consequences of fast changes for bethutions and the academic profession.
Since 1989, the system has witnessed the phenomsmah the number of public and private
institutions, the rise and fall in the number afdgnts (from 0.40 million in 1989 up to 1.95
million in 2006 and down to 1.67 million in 201#)e rise in the number of doctoral students
(from about 2,000 in 1990 to about 40,000 in 2CirR) in the number of academics (from
40,000 to 99,000 in the same period). The unpretedeexpansion of the system and
stunning growth in its accessibility and affordapihave led to the increase in the share of
the labor force with higher education credentialathiout the European average (24 percent in
2012). As often in the case of large-scale instin#l change processes, the impact of a large
number of expansion-driven gradual and incremeaaftahges were transformational and
consequential changes (Mahoney and Thelen 201ée&tand Thelen 2005). University
management, organization, governance, fundingtl@dcademic profession have been in
the eye of the storm for two decades, as elsewhdtarope (Stensaker, Valimaa and Sarrico
2012). Now, when the processes of contraction @fthole system (and of the private sector
in particular) are in full swing, a fresh look intee past, linking it to the future, is needed.
The paper provides an overview of past changediskgithem to current and future system-

level policy challenges.

2. Thedivided university

The first theme links gradual changes in acadeasearch productivity in various academic

fields to changes in the academic profession ingely (until 2005) expanding system.



Traditional academic rules and norms in top pulbitversities according to which research
was of key importance to the academic enterprisib@sh 2007)) were gradually weakening
throughout the 1990s in the expansion-related,aszftiemic fields. As we have shown
elsewhere in more detail (Kwiek 2012a), the pritéhis process in soft (as opposed to hard)
fields for top public universities was high, thoughwas the prolonged institutional (as well
as individual academic) focus on the teaching missat the expense of the research mission.
In the postcommunist expansion period (1989-20@®)stigious public research universities
in Poland became much more teaching-oriented, edlyeio soft disciplines, than could have
ever been expected judging from their traditionalije and Humboldtian character. In the
current a nd future contraction era, under dedjrlamographics, and with new legislation in
force since 2010-2011 which changed the publicaresefunding architecture, the more
teaching-oriented segments of public universitiesexpected by policymakers to become
much more research-intensive. The expansion péasded to internally divided top public
universities: between research-oriented facultigsard fields and teaching-oriented faculties
in soft fields. Low research engagement in the pagtdecades in such areas as social
sciences and humanities may be a substantial ébstaihe implementation of current

reforms which link public research funding to measle research output, though.

We view the 1990s and mid-2000s as the periodeofthdual deinstitutionalization of
traditional academic rules and norms in public arsities, with growing uncertainty about
which academic behaviors were legitimate and whiele not (Olsen 2010: 128), and what
the core of the academic identity in research usities was. The deintitutionalization
processes were concentrated mainly in soft acadislds, in particular those which were in
high social demand and which provided additionaltiple employment opportunities to the
academic faculty in the expanding private sectbe Migher education legislation of March
2011 reinstitutionalizes these temporarily suspdrdalitional rules and norms. It introduces
new governance and funding principles, redefinesattademic career ladder and presents
new rationale behind public support for both teaghand research. It finally makes full-time
multiple employment hardly possible as of Octohe2d13. Current government-produced,
instrumental views (Olsen 2007, Kwiek and Maass&t?? are intended to bring the research
and teaching missions in top public universitiesk@ a healthy balance, much needed in
knowledge-driven economies in which academic kndg#eproduction increasingly matters
(Bonaccorsi et al. 2007, Kwiek 2011, Kwiek 2013a).



In what we can term the expansion era (1989-2008)piand, there were ever more students
in both public and private sectors, and estimatd@percent of academics (and about 70-80
percent of professors) from the public sector it Belds held parallel employment in the
private sector. The rationale was to make use pbdpnities when they arise and to be able
to maintain middle class standards of living whifeversity salaries were falling behind the
salaries of other professionals. All institutiomghat time, including public research
universities, became teaching-focused in theirfsafis departments. The traditional
academic rules, norms and codes of behavior whiessed the role of research for individual
career progression and for institutional developmeare widely questioned by the academic
community (more in practice than in theory, thoudtestigious public universities were no
longer able to provide proper legitimation for aadlished organizational practice of
academic research, and the state was not ablev@prmore than rudimentary research
funding. Social (and especially peer academic)sunes on being involved in research were
low, the “erosion of institutionalized rules” waaused by a “declining normative consensus”
(Scott 2008, Oliver 1992, Djelic and Quack 2008)wthwhat constituted the core of

academic activities in top universities.

The reinstititutionalization of the research missio universities is linked to a coherent
reform program of 2010-2011, marked by a set ofais of 2010 reforming the research
sector and a new law on higher education of 2@hihined with increasing public (national
and European) investments in research. The deafitiee research mission coincided with
social and economic instabilities of the transit@miod in Polish economy in the 1990s,
started by “shock therapies” leading to the maekeinomy, and coincided with the expansion
era in higher education. The processes of reitistitalization of this mission coincide now
with the period of well-established market econooombined with the political stability
achieved through the EU membership, and the derphgrdriven contraction era in higher

education.

The dramatic growth of private higher educatiothie 1990s was made possible by the
gradual decline of traditional academic codes dfaveor in public universities. Large-scale
multiple employment of the academic professionatoout a decade became the (academic)
norm, not the exception. The price to be paid Bysystem as a whole was high, though: it
was a growing isolation from the international ses community. Academics relieved from
“taken-for-granted” (Scott 2008: 196, Djelic andagl 2008: 301-304) research duties



eagerly focused on large-scale, profit-driven t@aghThe suspension period lasted until the
last wave of reforms which may be interpreted geveernment-inspired (rather than
academics-driven) legal call to return to a tradiél academic normative consensus about

what top public universities should be doing ang/wh

A simple bibliometric analysis (performed on theisaof the SCimago Journal & Country
Rank dataset developed from the information coethin the Scopus database, and referred
to the 1996-2010 period) demonstrates a powerfdiplinary divide between hard and soft
fields. The three strongest fields throughout t886L2010 period studied have been physics
and astronomy, mathematics, and chemistry (glolafiked 13, 13 and 14 in 2010). In 1996,
these three fields were globally ranked roughlthim same, relatively high positions (13, 15
and 12, respectively). The weak fields, in conframtiude arts and humanities, social
sciences, and economics, econometrics and fineautlegd relatively low in 2010 (39, 39 and
37, respectively). In 1996, two of the three fieldarts and humanities, and social sciences —
were ranked much higher (24, 24, respectivelythive field was 37). There are many
reasons why, in general, the natural scienceselated fields were able to maintain their
relatively high position both in the global andimewal (Central European) knowledge
production in 1996-2010 and why the social sciermcebrelated fields performed, by
comparison, much worse. One of them is the indalidiegademic and institutional focus on
teaching and the teaching mission, and the indalidaademic and institutional disregard of
the research mission in faculties of arts and hutieansocial sciences and economics in most
prestigious Polish universities. Poland in thos&lf in which massive expansion occurred
has lost significantly its international researdsibility. While in the global ranking (all

fields), Poland moved down the ladder from ranK11996) to rank 18 (2003) to rank 20
(2010), its still relatively good position is duestly to those fields in which academics had

virtually no opportunities for multiple employmeintthe private sector.

From a regional perspective, Polish chemists, pistsi, astronomers, and mathematicians
published more international papers than theireegjles from Slovakia, Hungary and the
Czech Republic combined both in 1996 and in 20b@irTpublications accounted for 55.7
percent and 54.3 percent of all publications frbenfour countries in respective years. What
is important for us here, though, is the cross-tgudifferences in national research outputs
in soft, expansion-linked fields. Research outpuhibse fields has been decreasing

systematically in Poland, compared with the redeattput of the three regional competitors.



In 1996, in soft areas, the share of Polish reseamtput in the output from the region was
relatively high in both arts and humanities (55e8gent) and in social sciences (48.8 percent)
(it was much lower in economics and related ar2a® percent). In 2010, though, in the arts
and humanities, the number of Polish internatignalible publications was only about half
of the number of publications of their colleaguesf the Czech Republic and Hungary, and
only slightly more than those from Slovakia (Polgiblications in the arts and humanities
accounted for only about 23 percent of all pubiaa from the four countries). In social
sciences, the total number of internationally \lesibublications by Polish, Czech and
Hungarian academics was about the same, and imedcsmand related areas — Polish
research output was much lower than the CzechButeat the same time, the Polish higher
education and research systems are huge by comp#&HRsland had more academics than the
three other countries combined throughout the 1B®8) period. The slide in the Polish share

in soft academic areas was from 43 percent to 2&:@nt in the period studied).

Thus, hard academic fields managed to maintaim thgh positions and soft academic fields
noted a downward slide. In particular, the sharBafsh publications in arts and humanities
and in social sciences in the pool of publicatiooming from the four regional economies
studied slid dramatically from 55.6 percent to j8e8cent; in social sciences, it slid from
48.8 percent to 30.8 percent. Research productiityss academic areas and across the four
regional higher education systems clearly showssdbf areas in Poland were powerfully
affected by the processes of the deinstitutionadinaof the research mission in universities,
given that the financial austerity in universitysvaughly equal in all academic fields. What
is important for the future is that academic noratg8tudes and codes of behavior are
changing very slowly, as empirical studies of thademic profession show (Teichler,
Arimoto and Cummings 2013). The current policy &ae is not only to increase the overall
low research productivity of Polish academics bsib &0 deal with a cultural and normative
divide between hard and soft academic fields preduw the times of educational expansion.

3. Theprivatized university

The emergence of the private higher education seotdributed to the demand-absorbing
growth — but the expansion occurred throughoutwloesectors, and throughout the two

major modes of studies, full-time and part-timeléfdd has the highest share of part-time



students in Europe, 45 percent, and a highest nymabeut 800.000 in 2011, GUS 2012: 55).
The period of expansion in higher education enroksiean be viewed through the double
matrix of two major dimensions: public and privaeetors, and full-time and part-time modes
of studies, or through a single matrix in which thajor dimension is paying fees. The most
prestigious first-choice vacancies have been freaxebased vacancies in the public sector;
the second-choice vacancies have been fee-basadoies in the public sector and vacancies
in the private sector (where all vacancies arebfesed).

Polish students can be defined by sectors they ¢aomre public and private. But even more
fundamentally, they can be defined as fee-payimtax-based students. Fee-paying students
are all students from the private sector (full-tiarel part-time) and all part-time students

from the public sector. While according to the fermdistinction, 29.37 percent of students
are enrolled in private institutions and 70.63 patan public institutions, according to the
second distinction, almost exactly half of all stats, or 50.28 percent, are paying fees and
49.72 percent are not paying fees (2011). Theifmmptct of a powerful reversed

demographic trend is seen through the stagnatimytheen falling share of fee-paying

students in both sectors (combined) beginning D620 he total number of tax-based
students have been increasing throughout the éastd®, and only in the last three years for
which national data are available (2009-2011) tinalmer increased from 828.000 (43.58
percent) to 876.700 (49.72 percent). Under dedidi@mographics, there is a zero-sum game:

public sector gains mean private sector losses.

The largest growth in Polish private higher edwratn the 1990s occurred through the non-
elite, mostly demand-absorbing, type of institusigexceptions include about 10-20 semi-
elite private institutions, out of 328 in 2011/201dtated mostly in Warsaw and several other
metropolitan areas). As elsewhere in rapidly expandystems, most students were “not
choosing their institutions over other institutiasmuch as choosing them over nothing”
(Levy 2009: 18). As in other countries, demand-ahisg subsector tended to be both the
largest private subsector and the fastest growiay ©his is also the most vulnerable one in
the current setting of declining demographics. grewvth of private higher education did not
necessarily mean “better” services, or “differesgtvices: it meant most of all “more” higher
education (Geiger 1986: 10, Enders and Jongbloéd: ZD).



In the 1990s, when the first private institutioppeared throughout Central and Eastern
Europe, Polish higher education policy was focusedtly on educational expansion. Private
(called “non-public”) institutions in Poland andeWwhere in the region were mushrooming;
there were limited quality assurance mechanismsaaockditation procedures in place at the
time. In the two decades between 1990 and 2009pB2&te institutions materialized in
Poland and about 700 in Central and Eastern Eufidpeexpansion of the system was
closely linked to economic policy that encouragettmnal privatization (the emergence of
new private providers) and internal privatizatitime(emergence of fee-based part-time
studies in the nominally free, or tax-based, pusdictor; on the distinction, see Kwiek 2009
and Kwiek 2010). Student numbers in Poland wereasliketing: the peak of enrolments
came in 2005 (1.95 million), and since then evexgrytotal enrolments in both public and
private sectors were slightly lower, reaching In@Rion in 2010 and 1.67 million in 2012.
The peak of enrolments in the private sector cameeyears later, in 2007 (660.000), and they
have been decreasing ever since, to 580.00 in 20d0518.00 in 2011, with powerful
consequences for the public-private dynamics aeditiancial stability of the private sector.

As we have studied elsewhere in more detail (KWi@ék3b), the expansion was accompanied
by hierarchical differentiation: much of the growtias absorbed by public and private
second-tier institutions and by first-tier publrstitutions in their academically less
demanding and less selective part-time studiesafsipn also took place in specific fields of
study, in particular such as social sciences, eanicgand law. The expansion was supported
by both public and private sources. The inflow oblc funding to the public sector in the
expansion period was significant but equally sigarfit was the inflow of private funding

from fees to both sectors. While the private seist@averwhelmingly reliant on tuition fees,
the public sector during the peak of the expangspecially in 2000-2005) was also heavily
reliant on tuition fees from part-timers which we@meviding 16-20 percent of its operating
budgets.

While the communist-period higher education in 29890 in Poland could be termed
unified, following V. Lynn Meek, Leo Goedegebuuredacolleagues (Meek et al. 1996) and
Yossi Shavit, Richard Arum, and Adam Gamoran (Shetval. 2007), the recent period of its
expansion (1990-2005) showed a transformation framified to a diversified system.
Higher education under communism was not inclirmeericourage expansion, either of

existing elite universities or through the formatiaf new, especially non-university



institutions. The number of students in the twoadiss of 1970-1990 was strictly controlled
and, in general, was not increasing (it was betvd8$n000 and 470.000, with a peak in 1975-
1980: in 1965 the number of students was 252.000970 — 331.000, in 1975 — 468.000, in
1980 — 454.000, in 1985 — 341.000 and in 1989 -0®0J, and the strictumerus clausus

policy, restricting access to particular studydgelnd institutions, was the rule across Central
European countries. While Western European systens already experiencing the
processes of massification in the 1960s, 1970<.860s, higher education in Central Europe
was as elitist in 1990 as in the decades pastoDtie major reasons of the phenomenal
growth of private higher education following thdlapse of communism in 1989 in (some)
Central European countries, and in Poland in pdei¢cwas heavily restricted access to
public higher education under communism combinegtl wew private sector employment
opportunities. Increasing salaries in the emergeuate sector were widely socially
recognized, which gradually pushed more young eiopb higher education. The biggest
increase in both student numbers and in the nuotheewly created private higher education
institutions was in the first 7-10 years of thengidion period (the number of private
institutions increased from 0 in 1989 to 80 in 1898 195 in 2000, and the number of
students increased from about 400.000 in 1990aat®00.000 in 1995 and about 1.6

million in 2000).

The processes of both internal privatization artéreal privatization are currently in retreat,
though: under declining demographics, the numbéeefpaying students in the public sector
decreased dramatically by 30 percent in the 2003-2@riod (from 530.00 in 2005 to
439.000 in 2009 to 369.000 in 2011, GUS 2012: 85)id the share of income from fee-
paying students in the public sector, from 16.&eetin 2005 to 12.9 percent in 2011 (GUS
2012: 342-346). The private sector has been smgnéirtamatically in the 2007-2011 period,
by almost 25 percent (from 660.000 to 518.000). Min@sterial projections show that private
sector enroliments will shrink from 34.21 percenfD08 to 12 percent in 2022, and the
number of institutions may shrink by 80 percente ecline of the private sector is
fundamental, and cannot be reversed: Poland willess another decade of its gradual
demise, especially that declining demographic®mhlined with expanding pool of tax-free
vacancies in the public sector. Increasingly (madly and externally) privatized higher
education of the expansion period is becoming swxae public, with increasing reliance on

public funding.
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4. The expanded/contracting univer sity

Thus dramatically changing demographics becomem#jer parameter of higher education
policy: enrolments, expected to fall from aboutslifillion students (2005) to about 1.2
million in 2025, introduce new dilemmas relategtlic funding and admissions criteria.
We expect public policy for higher education in times of expansion to be fundamentally
different from public policy in the times of contt&gon, as we have explored the issue

elsewhere in more detail (Kwiek 2013b).

The expansion of Polish higher system slowed ddven &fteen years (1990-2005) and since
then the system has been gradually contractingcdht&action has far-reaching
consequences for the future differentiation ofdiqgtem, public-private inter-sectoral
dynamics, and the selectivity of public and priviatgitutions and their admission criteria.
Powerful demographic shifts may thoroughly chargestructure of the system, and the
remonopolization of the system by the public sectamot be excluded, due to the gradual
(spread over the next decade) decline of the misattor. The processes of inter-sectoral
differentiation of the expansion era may be replasih the processes of the inter-sectoral

de-differentiation (or homogenization) of the caitron era.

In the first decade of the expansion (in the 199@s)}based places in metropolitan elite
institutions were scarce and available on rigiditoeratic selection criteria. The number of
tax-based vacancies was increasing throughoutaf@s] though. Elite metropolitan
universities were trying to retain their high gtyabf teaching in the times of ever-increasing
student numbers through channeling the newcomerstlyrfrom lower socio-economic
classes, to their paid study offers, of considgr&der academic quality. Elite universities
became as open to the newcomers as never beferghdine of students from lower socio-
economic classes to the tax-based studies reakbbé&Dtpercent ceiling in the last decade,
and in the fee-based studies it was higher thgmebfent.

The quality of higher education provided in botiblpziand private institutions, and the
differentiation of institutions and academic crettkds, became a public issue only in the
second decade of expansion, in the early 2000smids¢ valuable vacancies — those in elite

metropolitan public universities in full-time modéstudies — were scarce and competitive.
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They were socially precious not only because thegewax-based but also because they were
academically demanding. All other vacancies, mesks kocially precious from a larger
perspective, and conceived as much less socialyiqus by the intelligentsia-turned-middle

classes —have been offered to all, in fee-basedmaddroughout the two decades.

During the times of expansion, questions aboutteljld access and fair selection criteria
were not asked, and issues of social justice wetr@ublicly raised, either in official policy
documents, or in the scholarly discourse. Expansias viewed as public good in itself, and
its details related to fairness and inclusion wggreerally both under-researched in academia
and under-debated in the public domain. Higher atlme statistics and labor force statistics
were showing a highly positive picture of the enestgwell-educated society with increasing
share of the workforce with higher education creidés The national and regional statistics
were not differentiating between types of instdog attended and modes of studies. But the
system expansion stopped about 2005 and the ctatr@ontinues, with an increasing share
of students enrolled in the tax-based public seetod shrinking enrolments in the private

sector.

The demographic shift will determine new admisgaiterns in both sectors and may still
increase access of lower socio-economic classagher education throughout the system.
The number of 19-years old was increasing througtieu1990s and until 2002. Since then,
for a decade, the number has been decreasingcaadiang to demographic projections, it
will be decreasing for another decade (until 20822020, there will be about 360.000 of 19-
years old, compared with about 612.000 in 200558#1000 in 2010. Also the pool of
potential students (traditionally the age bracl8£4 in Poland) will be steadily decreasing
every year until 2020, from about 3.4 million in120to about 2.3 million in 2020 (decrease
by 31 percent within a decade). At the same tireey igh entry rates, participation rates,
and part-time student rates and very low drop-atgsrand international students rates in

higher education preclude counterbalancing demdggdpends through traditional strategies.

While demographic factors are well defined, pddititactors are not. Political factors depend
largely on policy choices: one policy stance kndvam the political economy of reforms is
to leave things as they are. A less obvious anchmuare contestable policy stance is to
intervene, especially intervene through changirmgfitmancial architecture of higher

education, relatively stable in the last two desadepossible policy intervention is either in



12

the private sector only (public subsidization @&deing in the private sector) or in the public
sector only (introducing universal fees in the pribéctor), or in both sectors (the
combination of both policy interventions). The segof higher education with strong
interests in new policy choices is the private @eaxpected to be desperately seeking
survival strategies at the macro-level of natigraicies. What seems theoretically possible is
politically complicated, though; lobbying for onelwoth of the two policy choices is in
progress. Given the stability of demographic fagttine unstable, unpredictable political
factors are therefore extremely important for thghér education system as a whole. In
Poland, the projected demographic decline is furesdah rather than limited in duration.
Poland does not seem to be politically preparedhi® introduction of universal fees in the
public sector and for the introduction of publidsigies in the private sector (both
interventions might slow down the processes thduabdisintegration of this sector in the
coming years). It is also unclear to what exteatgtirvival problem of the private sector may
become a major policy problem to be solved by pdibs. The introduction of universal fees
seems also politically difficult in the climate thfe economic crisis. Whatever policy choices
are made, though, the contraction is going to defiming feature of the Polish system for at

least another decade.

5. The stratified university

Demographics have been fundamentally changingitieheducation system and politics

led to comprehensive reforms of both higher edooadind research systems. Their major part
was the 2010 law on a new national research cooaltdd the “National Science Centre” (or
the NCN). The rationale behind its establishmerg tmaofold: to leave decisions about
research funding for fundamental research to thdemic community and to increase the
overall competition for research funding (as elsexehn Europe, Enders, de Boer and
Westerheijden 2011, Stensaker, Valimaa and Sa2fi¢@). Until the recent wave of reforms,
a large proportion of research funding was distetduhrough an (almost non-competitive)
“statutory research” funding. It was allocated toversity units based on periodic
(institutional only) research assessment exercised.for about two decades, it was the
major source of research funding. According tortee law, at least 50 percent of all research
funding will have to be awarded on a competitiveibdrom 2020 onwards. The NCN, as a

new independent research council, is a major pliawy#ris change of funding regime: away
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from non-competitive (and institutional), statuteegearch funding and towards increasingly
competitive (and individual) grant-based reseatwtding. The other new funding agency,
the National Centre for Research and Developmernh@NCBIR) supports applied research
and university-business links. The research funditagated through the NCBIR in 2012 was
about five times higher than that allocated byNi@N (4.5 billion PLN and 900 million PLN,
or about 300 million USD and 1.5 billion USD, resjpeely).

A gradually changing formula of research fundingtrlution is leading to the “haves”

having more competitive research funds and theéheots” having less. New funding
mechanisms lead to the emergence of new familigsstfutions: strongly and moderately
research-oriented on the one hand and those witesgarch mission on the other. During its
first two years of operation (2011-2012), the NGMNded over four thousand grants (4,360),
with budgets totaling roughly a half billion USDh& NCN (focused on fundamental
research) is a Polish equivalent of the extremeatgsssful European Research Council
(ERC) that provided 7.5 billion EUR to Europeandaaics in the 2007-2013 period for what
it terms “frontier research”. The rationale foratieg both agencies (an independent agency,
academics making decisions), the division intocastre of funding and the structure of
disciplinary assessment panels is almost idenfidad.results of calls for proposals in all
categories (starting grants, postdoctoral granid;aareer grants, and established researchers’
grants) have been stunning. They reflect a newrgpby of knowledge production as well as

the growing stratification of the Polish higher edtion system.

The two largest national universities—the Jagieflariniversity in Krakow (UJ) and
Warsaw University (UW) are in fierce competitiontlveach other, earning over 400 grants
each. These are the only institutions ranked ir2012 Academic Ranking of World
Universities, in the 301-400 ranks. UJ and UW thgeteceived about 20 percent of all
research grants and of all research funding availabm the NCN. The second cluster of
universities are Poznan University (UAM), AGH Unisity of Science and Technology in
Krakow, Wroclaw University, and Warsaw UniversitiyTechnology. The number of their
grants is considerably lower, though, with UAM neagg 212 grants and the other three
universities receiving 114-145 grants each.

While the research dominance of the two largestarsities is clear, what also emerges from

the distribution of NCN grants are national rankiis¢s: the Top 10 universities have won 42
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percent of all grants and the Top 20 institutioagehwon 55 percent of all grants. The
statistics for the most prestigious grants (calNtkstro) offered to top-level researchers
follows the same pattern. There were 99 Maestrotgravarded in the period studied and 30
percent of them went to UJ and UW, 45 percentéolibp 5, 60 percent to the Top 10, and 80
percent to the Top 20 institutions. Slightly mdnart a half of all 40 Maestro-grant recipient
institutions, at the other end of the spectrumeirexd only one Maestro grant.

The growing concentration of research funding,nisl@nd opportunities has been clear
throughout the last two decades. With new resefamding mechanisms, with the increasing
effect of competition, further stratification ofsearch seems unavoidable and is consistent
with developments across Europe (Kwiek 2012c¢, Kvia@k3a).

Who are the losers under a new research fundinmegThe list of recipient institutions
includes slightly more than a half of higher ediaratnstitutions (only 250 in a system of
about 450, including 328 private) and several dez#nesearch institutes of the Polish
Academy of Sciences. The list of non-recipientstimeludes about 200 institutions. The
winners are top metropolitan universities while libgers are middle-level and low-level
institutions where knowledge production is only giaally competitive. Among the recipient
institutions, there are over 100 institutions (boat 40 percent) that received only 1-3 grants

and 71 institutions (or about 30 percent) thatikeszbonly one grant.

Competitive research seems not to be performeueiptivate sector at all: there are only two
private institutions among the first 100 recipigrgtitutions and among top 200 institutions
there are only four of them. There are only twoegtions (which might be termed “semi-
elite” private higher education institutions), bdtarsaw-based — University of Social
Sciences and the Humanities (SWPS) and the Leomitski Academy, with 29 and 13
grants respectively, and with total funding of gilion USD and 1.2 million USD (each
institution received also one Maestro grant). Ftbenpoint of view of prestige, the NCN data
are disastrous to the whole private sector. Theynat surprising, though. The private sector
in Poland is almost entirely teaching-oriented andble to participate in a competition for
national (or international) research funding. T$®ue of research-linked prestige is of
marginal importance, though, in the context of ok demographics and systematically

falling revenues from fees.
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The competitive funding made available througha national research council will
gradually lead to the emergence of a new clas®lighPresearch-intensive universities. This
category is expected to enter Polish public pdlisgourse with more intensity, accompanied
by an ever higher concentration of research fundimjever growing stratification of

institutions in the coming years.

6. The collegial university

Finally, we shall explore briefly changes in gowatoe and management. How can the Polish
system be located on the professional/ academianagerial/ bureaucratic axis or on the
autonomous — managerialist — open market axis Birm 1988, Becher and Kogan 1980,
Olsen 2007)? There are two useful typologies ovensity/state relationships and university
organization and governance: Robert Birnbaum’sJamtéin P. Olsen’s. Birnbaum (1988: 83-
174) distinguished between four major models oflanac organization: “collegial”,
“bureaucratic”, “political”, and “anarchical”. Oleg2007: 30), in turn, argued for four

7w

“stylized visions” of the university: “a rule-goweed community of scholars”, “an instrument

for shifting national political agendas”, “a repeesative democracy”, and “a service

enterprise embedded in competitive markets”.

Exploring the current level of collegiality in Psii universities, we start with the applicability
of Olsen’s first model (the university as “a rulevgrned community of scholars”, related to
Birnbaum'’s “collegial model”). The university inithmodel is an institution with the
following characteristics: it has its own consiitetand normative and organizational
principles; it shows shared commitment to scholarahd learning, basic research and search
for the truth (irrespective of immediate utilitycaapplicability, political convenience or
economic benefit); it is supposed to benefit sgcast a whole and not specific “stakeholders”
or those able to pay; neutral competence is the smirce of legitimate authority; it shows
collegial organization, has elected leaders anciisary organization; its activities and
results are assessed by the internal norm of sdingpa(peer review); truth is an end in itself,
and the system evolves through internal, orgarocgsses (rather than external design)
(Olsen 2007: 30-31). To what extent does the Paltstdemy manifest the characteristics of
Olsen’s “rule-governed community of scholars™? Wi his ideas presented above to the

selected EUROAC dataset variables to see how thehPystem can be located among other



European systensBased on research literature, the initial hypdthess that Poland should

be a “community of scholars” type of system to ghler degree than most European systems.

In particular, we assumed that the current dynamitisat the collegial model is still very

powerful today but it has been gradually erodinfpre of the ongoing structural reforms in

the last few years.

We analyze here several clusters of statementditiggt Olsen’s first model: these are views

on scholarship, views on research, the characteriwiary research being done, and views on

research funding. The following eight views arelgrned below (percent “agreeing” or “very

much”; we refer to percentages of answers 1 armhthined, on a scale of answer 1=

strongly agree to 5= strongly disagree and a sifad@swer 1= very much to 5 = not at all):

Scholarship is best defined as the preparatiorpaeskentation of findings on original
research: Poland is about the average (69 pergesetiag vs. the European average of
71 percent).

Scholarship includes the application of academmedge in real-life settings:
Poland, together with Austria, ranks the lowest§dfcent agreeing vs. the European
average of 74 percent).

Faculty in my discipline have a professional oalign to apply their knowledge to
problems in society: Poland ranks the lowest (4@gr@ agreeing vs. the European
average of 57.3 percent).

Emphasis of your primary research: applied/pratiticoriented: Poland ranks the
lowest (55 percent very much vs. the European geenf63.7 percent).

Emphasis of your primary research: commerciallgraed/intended for technology
transfer: Poland is about the average (18 peraanytmuch vs. the European average
of 17.1 percent).

External sponsors or clients have no influence aweresearch activities: Poland
ranks very high as the third from the top, follogiiNorway and Austria (54 percent
agreeing vs. the European average of 50.1 percent).

Interdisciplinary research is emphasized at mitirigon: Poland ranks the lowest (32
percent agreeing vs. the European average of pg2cgnt).

Your institution emphasizes commercially-orientecpplied research: Poland ranks
the second lowest, following Austria (33 perceneagg vs. the European average of
40.1 percent).

! The data used in this section are drawn from el@&wopean countries involved in the CAP and
EUROAC research projects (Austria, Finland, Germ#émyand, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Switzerland, and the United Kargll The total number of returned surveys was
about 17,000 and included between 1,000 and 1,7@@ys per country. We used the final data set
dated June 17, 2011 and created by René Kooij lnidufr Léwenstein from the International Centre
of Higher Education and Research — INCHER-Kasdet. EUROAC research team included also Dr.
Dominik Antonowicz. Research conducted in Polangdf9-2012 was coordinated in Europe by
Ulrich Teichler of Kassel University and fundeddbgh the European Science Foundation within its
EUROCORES EuroHESC scheme.
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Thus the Polish system differs substantially fromstfEuropean systems in most of the items
related to “the community of scholars” model. ihka the lowest in Europe in several
categories in which the lower the rank, the clasersystem to the model: the application of
academic knowledge to real life, the applicatiokmdwledge to social problems, the applied
or practically-oriented character of their primaggearch and the emphasis on
interdisciplinarity. Poland ranks the third in ttese of the lack of influence of external
sponsors on research (the higher the rank, therctbe system to the model). Poland is also
the second from the bottom in the share of acadeagoeeing that their institutions
emphasize commercial or applied research. It isiaie European average in the case of
scholarship viewed as original research and irethphasis on commercial and technology
transfer in academics’ primary research. Althoughdamergent picture of the Polish academy
is not fully following all major parameters of Otss model, it seems to be the closest to it

from among the European countries studied.

Olsen’s second model of the university (the unifgi@s an “instrument for shifting national
political agendas”) does not fit. Compared to otBeropean systems, it is the least applicable
to the Polish case. In contrast, the analysis@ttirrent Polish reform agenda indicates that it
is a dominating model in the policy-making communithe clash between the two visions in
the coming years seems therefore unavoidable rgddipossible powerful backlash on the
part of the academic community to ongoing and rrtieforms. The two remaining Olsen’s
instrumental models (the university as “a serviceprise embedded in competitive

markets” and as a “representative democracy”) ddinthe Polish case either. Polish
academics view both of them as largely irrelevant(the same applies to the policy-making
community). Only Olsen’s first, collegial modelpsrceived as relevant for Poland. The
second, instrumental model — massively promotedriew wave of Polish reforms and
perceived as irrelevant by the academic commuadgy — may be gaining influence in the
coming years through various state-supported clsingeinding and governance

mechanisms, though.

Who are the most influential actors in decision-mghkn Polish higher education

(government or external stakeholders; institutionahagers; academic unit managers; faculty
committee/ boards; or individual faculty)? Elevestidions taken by actors were studied in
detail: selecting key administrators; choosing f@sulty; making faculty promotion and

tenure decisions; determining budget prioritiesedaining the overall teaching load of
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faculty; setting admission standards for undergagéelstudents; approving new academic
programs; evaluating teaching; setting internat¢@esh priorities; evaluating research; and
establishing international linkages. We focus twer¢he role of collegial bodies and
individual faculty in academic decision-making. Tlesponses indicating faculty
committees/boards and individual faculty (both aesacombined) to the question of actors
having primary influence in eleven above items ataRd were the following: for 4 items,
Poland ranked very high, for 4 it ranked very ldov,2 it ranked exactly the average, and for
1 it ranked low. We have also construed an “indecotlegiality” by aggregating and
averaging answers indicating “faculty committeeafids” as the actor of the primary
influence in decision-making given by full-time tdty for all eleven European countries.
Collegiality as seen through the lenses of thigxid very high in Poland (and it is the

second only to Switzerland). Again, the Polish eystvas perceived as a highly collegial.

Following Robert Birnbaum (1988) and adapting bisrfmajor models of university
organization (collegial, bureaucratic, politicatdaanarchical), we used selected variables to
assess collegiality in academic organization (searivhg 2013:40-48). The following six
statements refer to collegiality in his accountr¢eet “agreeing”; we will refer to percentages

of answers 1 and 2 combined, on a scale of answstrangly agree to 5= strongly disagree):

° Good communication between management and acastedtand ranks about the
average (22.2 percent agreeing vs. the Europeaage/ef 25.7 percent).

° Collegiality in decision-making processes: Polaatks exactly the European average
(25 percent agreeing).

) | am kept informed about what is going on at th&itution: Poland ranks below the
average (34.7 percent agreeing vs. the Europeaage/ef 41.7 percent).

) Students should have a stronger voice in detengipolicy that affects

them: Poland ranks the third from the bottom, felltg the Netherlands, the lowest,
and Switzerland (27 percent agreeing vs. the Eamop&erage of 31.5 percent).

° A top-down management style: Poland ranks ex#éladyEuropean average (54 percent
agreeing).
° Lack of faculty involvement is a real problem: &ud ranks the lowest (16.9 percent

agreeing vs. the European average of 40.4 percent).

The emergent picture is not unequivocal but thésRaystem seems more collegial than most
other European systems studied. It representslgithetEuropean average in “collegiality”
and “top-down management” issues, and about thepean average in “good
communication” between management and academalsaltindicates that the lack of faculty

involvement is not a real problem to a highest degn Europe and that students already have
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strong voice in universities. Polish academicska less informed about what is going on at

their institutions, though.

Thus Polish higher education is still operatingading to the traditional collegial model of
the university as a “community of scholars”. Thémag feature of Polish universities is
powerful collegiality. The influence of collegiabtlies on academic decision-making is the
highest in Europe, and that of the governmentpimtrast — is the lowest in Europe. Polish
higher education is one of the last remnants otthliegially-coordinated “republic of

scholars” in Europe, albeit exposed to ever inéngaeform pressures.

7. Conclusions

There are several conclusions to be drawn. Fitsigvin the expansion era (1989-2005),
Polish higher education was integrating slowly Wiflestern European systems, in the last
few years of the contraction (2006 and beyond) pe&o integration processes have been
much deeper. Current changes in governance, maeagamd funding bring Polish reforms
in line with an array of reform initiatives takemthe last decade across European countries
and linked to the changing state-higher educagtationships. Second, the major emergent
parameter of higher education policy in the futwik be demographics: its negative impact
on future public funding, admission and selectioteda in top public institutions, the
stratification of the academic profession, its agsk productivity and its morale, as well as on
the overall public-private dynamics is still undgrmmated. The remonopolization of the
system by the tax-based public sector and the gtatheline of the private sector in the
coming decade will transform the system beyondgeitmn. Third, powerful systemic
changes in university governance and managemealy(Blam the “collegial university”, or
from the power of academic collegial bodies, avdatals centralized and top-down
management in institutions) and changes in fundiodes (away from largely evenly
distributed institutional research funding and to¥gaever more competitive and
individualized grants-based funding) will shattee stability of the academic profession.
Processes of institutional differentiation will draver clearer lines between “haves” and
“have-nots” in research funding in terms of ingtdns, departments, and research groups.
Internationally visible research activities will benducted in ever smaller number of

institutions and departments, and by ever smalietber of academics — which will also be
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the end of the enduring myth of the teaching-reseanity in Polish universities. The
stratified academic profession will be employedhicreasingly stratified institutions with
diversified missions: mostly teaching-focused aglédively research-intensive. And finally,
fourth, after two decades of being fundamentalffedent due to the communist legacy (i.e.
being “postcommunist”), Polish higher education Aahance to become a standard
European system, with similar governance and funoegimes and, hopefully, ever growing
knowledge production.

Acknowledgements

The author gratefully acknowledges the supporhefitiational Research Council (NCN)
through its MAESTRO grant DEC-2011/02/A/HS6/00188%2-2017).

Bibliography:

Altbach, Philip G. (2007)Tradition and Transition: The International |mperative in Higher
Education. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Becher, Tony, Maurice Kogan (198®r.ocess and Sructure in Higher Education. London: Heinemann
Educational Books.

Birnbaum, Robert (1988How Colleges Work: The Cybernetics of Academic Organization and Leadership.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Bonaccorsi. Andrea, Cinzia Daraio and Léopold Si(@an7). “Efficiency and Productivity in European
Universities: Exploring Trade-offs in the Strategimfile”. In: Andrea Bonaccorsi and Cinzia Daraio
eds.Universities and Srategic Knowledge Creation. Specialization and Performance in Europe.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 144-207.

Djelic, Marie-Laure and Sigrid Quack (2008). “Instions and Transnationalization”. In: Royston Grgeod,
Christine Oliver, Roy Suddaby, and Kerstin Sablis., The Sage Handbook of Organizational
Institutionalism. London: Sage. 299-323.

Enders, Jurgen, Ben Jongbloed, eds (20Ralic-Private Dynamics in Higher Education. Expectations,
Devel opments and Outcomes. Bielefeld: transcript Verlag.

Geiger, Roger L. (1986Frivate Sectorsin Higher Education. Sructure, Function, and Change in Eight
Countries. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

GUS (2012)Higher Education Institutions and Their Financesin 2011. Warsaw: GUS (Main Statistical
Office).

Kwiek, Marek (2009). “The Two Decades of Privatiaatin Polish Higher Education. Cost-Sharing, Eguit
and Access”. In: Jane Knight (eds)pancing Access and Equity in Higher Education.
Rotterdam/Boston/Taipei: Sense. 149-168.

Kwiek, Marek (2010). “Creeping Marketization: Whd®elish Private and Public Higher Education Sectors
Meet”. In: Roger Brown (ed.}igher Education and the Market. New York: Routledge. 135-146.

Kwiek, Marek (2011). “Universities and KnowledgeoBuction in Central Europe”. In: Paul Temple, ed.,
Universitiesin the Knowledge Economy. Higher Education Organisation and Global Change. New
York: Routledge.

Kwiek, Marek (2012a). “Changing Higher Educatiorli€les: From the Deinstitutionalization to the
Reinstitutionalization of the Research Mission ali$h Universities”.Science and Public Policy. Vol.
39. 641-654.

Kwiek, Marek (2012b). “Universities, Regional Despinent and Economic Competitiveness: the Polish
Case”. In: R. Pinheiro, P. Benneworth and G.A. (etlmiversities and Regional Development. A
Critical Assessment of Tensions and Contradictions. New York: Routledge. 69-85.



21

Kwiek, Marek (2012c). “The Growing Complexity ofe¢tAcademic Enterprise in Europe: A Panoramic View".
European Journal of Higher Education. Vol. 2. Nurel#3 (June-September 2012). 112-131.

Kwiek, Marek (2013a)Knowledge Production in European Universities. Sates, Markets, and Academic
Entrepreneurialism. Frankfurt and New York: Peter Lang.

Kwiek, Marek (2013b). “From System Expansion tot8gs Contraction: Access to Higher Education in
Poland”.Comparative Education Review. Vol. 57. No. 3 (Fall). 553-576.

Kwiek, Marek and Peter Maassen, eds. (20ia).onal Higher Education Reformsin a European Context.
Comparative Reflections on Poland and Norway. Frankfurt and New York: Peter Lang.

Levy, Daniel C. (2009). “Growth and Typology” in: Bjarnason et al. (edsA,New Dynamic: Private Higher
Education. Paris: UNESCO.

Manning, Kathleen (2013Drganizational Theory in Higher Education. London: Routledge.

Meek, Lynn V., Leo Goedegebuure, Osmo Kivinen arsidRRinne, eds. (1996yhe Mockers and Mocked:
Comparative Per spectives on Differentiation, Convergence and Diversity in Higher Education. Oxford:
Pergamon/IAU Press.

Maassen, Peter., Johan P. Olsen, eds. (200R)ersity Dynamics and European Integration. Dordrecht:
Springer.

Mahoney, J., K. Thelen, eds. (201B¥plaining Institutional Change. Ambiguity, Agency, and Power.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Oliver, Christine (1992). “The Antecedents of Déitgionalization”. Organization Sudies. Vol. 13. No. 4.
563-588.

Olsen, Johan P. (201@3over ning through Institution Building. Ingtitutional Theory and Recent European
Experimentsin Demaocratic Organization. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Olsen, Johan P. (2007). “The Institutional Dynantitthe European University”. In: Maassen, Peter dohan
P. Olsen, edsUniversity Dynamics and European Integration. Dordrecht: Springer. 25-54.

Scott, W. Richard (2008)nstitutions and Organizations. |deas and Interests. Third edition. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Shavit, Y., R. Arum and A. Gamoran, eds. (2007atBication in Higher Education. A Comparative &ju
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Stensaker, Bjgrn, Jussi Vélimaa and Claudia Siceards. (2012Managing Reformin Universities.

The Dynamics of Culture, Identity and Organizational Change. New York: Palgrave.

Streeck, Wolfgang, K. Thelen, eds. (20@gyond Continuity. Institutional Change in

Advanced Palitical Economies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Teichler, Ulrich, Akira Arimoto, William K. Cumming(2013).The Changing Academic Profession. Major

Findings of a Comparative Survey. Dordrecht: Springer.



