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NOTE:  8 SLIDES ARE MARKED ‘IMPORTANT’ 
2 

Part 1:  Changes in Financial Resources 
at American Research Universities

3 

To set the context, we attempt to answer the following 
questions: 

1)How have the financial resources available to
select US universities changed over the past 14
years?

4 

Universities included in the analysis 

Public Private Private – Large Endowment 

•  Michigan 

•  Ohio State 

•  UC Berkeley 

•  UCLA 

•  U Texas Austin 

•  Virginia 

•  CalTech 

•  Carnegie Mellon 

•  Cornell University 

•  Dartmouth 

•  Duke 

•  Johns Hopkins 

•  Northwestern 

•  Rochester 

•  U Chicago 

•  U Penn 

•  USC 

•  Vanderbilt 

•  Wake Forest 

•  Washington U/St.Louis 

•  Harvard

•  MIT 

•  Princeton

•  Stanford

•  Yale 

5 

 Changes in Financial Resources Over Time 

* Depending on legal and accounting relationships, may include all consolidated hospital and clinic revenues, revenues transferred from hospitals to university, or nothing at all 

Notes on Methodology: 

• All financial data is adjusted for inflation using Higher Education Price Index 
(HEPI); all dollars reflect 2014 value 

• Each year reflects a 5 year rolling average to smooth volatility (except 
where noted) 

• Growth rates calculated as “CAGR” (compound annual growth rate) 

Collected from Outside Data 
Source: Collected from Schools: 

Sponsored Research 
Gifts 
Investment Income 

Student Income 
State Appropriations 
Healthcare Revenue* 
Other Resources 
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Student Income 
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Public Private Private - SHYMP 
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Student Income per Student (net of financial aid) 
2001-2014 

HEPI-adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

• Student income per student has increased more quickly at public schools 
than private schools, and has actually decreased at large endowment 
schools 

CAGR = 2.0% 

CAGR = -0.7% 

CAGR = 0.9% 
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State Appropriations 
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Average State Appropriations for Public Universities 
1976-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

This chart represents the aggregate data of 5 public universities submitting complete data for this category from 1972-2014 

• Since their most recent maximum in 2002, State Appropriations to public 
universities have dropped, leaving inflation adjusted resources today at a 
level much lower than in the 70’s, 80’s, and early 90’s 

1976-2001 CAGR = 0.4% 
2002-2014 CAGR = -3.7% 

10 

• All public universities in our data set have seen significant declines 
• UC Schools have seen some of the sharpest declines, but UCLA 

maintains the highest absolute level of State Appropriations per student 
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State Appropriations per Student by School 
2001-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

11 

• IMPORTANT SLIDE #1 ---   Student Income and State Appropriations per 
student have had an inverse relationship, but the growth in Student 
Income has not fully offset the decline in State Appropriations 
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Sponsored Research 
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Average Sponsored Research  
1972-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted 

 Federal State and Local Business Other 

Note: 2014 data is projected based on data available in the AAUDE database 

• CAGR from 2008-2014 was 1.0%.  Universities saw strong growth in 
Federal Research funding in 2009-2011, but federal funding has declined 
from 2011-2014 at about 4.1% per year 

2008-2014 
CAGR 
=1.0% 

1972-2007 CAGR =2.8% 

14 

Note: 2014 data is projected based on data available in the AAUDE database 

• Over the last 30 years, Vanderbilt and Duke have grown their funding most 
quickly, thereby gaining Sponsored Research share 

• Large endowment privates have grown at a rate well below average 

Sponsored Research Funding for Science & Engineering  

0.5% 
1.6% 

1.9% 
2.0% 
2.1% 
2.1% 
2.2% 

2.4% 
2.4% 
2.6% 

2.8% 
2.8% 
2.8% 
2.8% 
2.9% 
3.0% 
3.1% 
3.2% 

3.4% 
3.6% 
3.6% 

4.3% 
4.6% 

6.0% 
6.2% 

MIT 
Cornell 

Rochester 
Stanford 

UChicago 
Carnegie Mellon 

Harvard 
UT Austin 
Princeton 

UC Berkeley 
CalTech 

Johns Hopkins 
Yale 

Peer Group Mean 
UPenn 

USC 
UVA 

UCLA 
Michigan 

Ohio State 
WashU 

Northwestern 
Dartmouth 

Duke 
Vanderbilt 

30 year CAGRs – 1984-2014 
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

0.2% 
0.3% 

0.7% 
1.1% 
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Carnegie Mellon 
UCLA 

Rochester 
CalTech 

MIT 
Stanford 
WashU 

UVA 
UC Berkeley 

Princeton 
Dartmouth 

UPenn 
Cornell 

Michigan 
UT Austin 

Harvard 
Peer Group Mean 

Wake Forest 
USC 
Yale 

UChicago 
Johns Hopkins 

Ohio State 
Northwestern 

Duke 
Vanderbilt 

10 year CAGRs – 2004-2014
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 
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Healthcare Services 

16 

• Healthcare services has grown more quickly than any other revenue 
stream over the past 4 decades at 5.8% over inflation 
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Average Healthcare Services Income 
(for universities with any) 

1976-2014 
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

17 

Gifts 

18 
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Average Gifts 
2003-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

•  Large endowed privates have managed to maintain some growth over the 
past decade; other private schools have been nearly flat 

Public CAGR = 0.5% 

Private-Large Endowments 
CAGR = 1.2% 

Private CAGR = 0.3% 

19 

Investment Income 

20 

This chart represents the aggregate data of 18 universities submitting complete data for this category from 1972-2014 

• Investment Returns are by far the most volatile source of income for 
Universities 
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Average Investment Return (%) 
1976-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 
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Average Investment Return ($) 
1976-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

21 This chart represents the aggregate data of 24 universities submitting complete data for this category from 2001-2014 

• Private-Large Endowment schools maintain a clear advantage in this 
category

$0.0 

$0.5 

$1.0 

$1.5 

$2.0 

$2.5 

$3.0 

$3.5 

$4.0 

20
01

 
20

02
 

20
03

 
20

04
 

20
05

 
20

06
 

20
07

 
20

08
 

20
09

 
20

10
 

20
11

 
20

12
 

20
13

 
20

14
 

20
01

 
20

02
 

20
03

 
20

04
 

20
05

 
20

06
 

20
07

 
20

08
 

20
09

 
20

10
 

20
11

 
20

12
 

20
13

 
20

14
 

20
01

 
20

02
 

20
03

 
20

04
 

20
05

 
20

06
 

20
07

 
20

08
 

20
09

 
20

10
 

20
11

 
20

12
 

20
13

 
20

14
 

Public Private Private - SHYMP 

Bi
llio

ns
 

Average Investment Returns 
2001-2014 

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 
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Observations 
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Average Total Resources per Student by Source 
2001-2014 

HEPI-adjusted; 5 year rolling averages 

Investment Return 

Other Income 

Gifts 

Healthcare 
Services 

Sponsored 
Research - Total 

Student Income 

State 
Appropriations 

This chart represents the aggregate data of 24 universities submitting complete data for this category from 2001-2014 

IMPORTANT SLIDE #2 ---   On a per student basis, public universities are at a distinct 
funding disadvantage compared to their private peers 
We’ve seen little growth on a per student basis, net of inflation, in the past 10 years 

CAGR (excl. Investment 
Income) = 1.0%  

CAGR (excl. Investment 
Income) = 1.4%  

CAGR (excl. Investment 
Income) = 1.0%  
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2010 
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Sources of Revenue as % of Total Revenue 

Other Income 

Investment Income 
for Operations 

Current Year Gifts 
+ Net Assets 
Released for 
Operations 

Total Health Care 
Services 

Total Sponsored 
Research 

Total Student 
Income 

Stanford is exposed to sponsored research risk, but 
generally more diversified across sources than peers 

Moderate 
research 
exposure 

Moderate 
investment 
exposure 

High 
research 
exposure 

Moderate 
investment 
exposure 

High 
investment 
exposure 

25 

STANFORD, SPECIFIC:  Investment and Healthcare Income have grown as a 
% of revenue, while Sponsored Research has decreased 

26 

To Summarize 

27 

• Public universities increased tuition to offset falling state
appropriations; expanded fund raising; tried to add
endowment

• Privates expanded their Health Care revenues, but do
not have sufficient endowments to compete with the
wealthier universities
• most of the Health Care revenue likely stayed in their

medical schools

• Large endowed universities are using enhanced
investment returns to widen the gap

• Stanford has a diversified mix of revenue sources

Part 2:  Stanford Management Structure

28 

Stanford’s Organizational Structure – High Level 

29 

IMPORTANT SLIDE #3  ---  The Roles of the President and 
the Provost 

30 

•  In some American universities, such as Stanford, the president is
heavily focused on fund raising and external matters, while the provost
is focused internally

•  At Stanford, the Provost serves as chief operating and academic officer

• We call this the ‘Strong Provost Model’ 

• The Deans of the Schools report to the Provost 

• The Provost is the chief budget officer of Stanford 

• This has been a long standing and successful model for Stanford 

•  This structure is not always found at other American universities
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Provost’s Reporting Structure 

31 

The Role of Boards 

32 

•  The Board of Trustees is the legal governing board of Stanford

•  The Board has 30+ members, principally from business community;
mostly graduates

• Public universities also have governing boards.  Members are elected
and/or appointed by the governor of the state

• Many universities also have advisory boards for schools/faculties/
departments and programs

• Advisory boards serve to expand the connection to businesses and 
potential donors 

Part 3:  Stanford’s Financial Structure and 
Budget 

33 

Consolidated Budget FY18 – By Line Item 

34 

IMPORTANT SLIDE #4 --- Consolidated Budget FY18 – By 
Fund Type 

35 

FY 18 Consolidated Budget – By Unit 

36 
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IMPORTANT SLIDE #5 --- Financial Management Principles 

37 

•  Financial management dispersed and decentralized 

•  Academic units (schools, departments, centers, individual faculty) encouraged to 
generate their own funds: 

• Research grants

• Gifts – expendable, facilities, endowment

• Other programs – e.g., technology licensing, executive education, affiliate 
programs, conferences 

•  Medical and Business Schools allocated General Funds by formula

•  ‘Non-formula’ academic and administrative units allocated General Funds at 
discretion of Provost 

•  All units permitted to spend funds they generate or are allocated, though they 
must comply with individual fund restrictions 

•  Central monitoring of unit financial performance and fund balances 

Stanford’s Budget Challenges and Considerations 

38 

Federal 
Research 

Investment 
Markets 

Financial Aid 

Challenges Considerations
• Outlook for federal research 

remains uncertain 
•  Diversified federal and 

overall sources of funding 

• Investment markets remain 
volatile + continued global 
uncertainty 

• Sophisticated investment 
team 

•  Greater need for aid to offset 
financial pressures on 
students and families 

•  Low tuition dependency; 
student income = 12% of 
revenue 

Housing & 
Transportation 

•  High living cost in San 
Francisco Bay Area 

•  Staff and faculty recruiting 
•  Significant expense to 

support housing subsidies 

39 

Part 4:  RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
AT STANFORD: 
- Management Culture
- Priority Setting
- Budgeting
- Consolidated (All Funds)

Budgeting

IMPORTANT SLIDE #6 --- Management Culture 

40 

• Key elements of Stanford’s management culture:
• Hire the best faculty and support them

• Incent faculty to be entrepreneurs

• Lower departmental barriers

• Provost as chief academic and budget officer

• Central funds available to president/provost for targeted
investment

• Actively engage with donors and potential donors

• Address all sources of funds in budgeting process, with a formal
link to capital planning and budgeting

Priority Setting – THREE LEVELS OF PRIORITIES 

41 

• University Priorities:
• Housing
• Transportation

• Academic Priorities:
• For example:  Enhanced presence in Neurosciences

• School and Administrative Unit Priorities
• For example, improving a department so that it ranks

more highly

Key Participants in Priority Setting 

42 

• Individual faculty members

• Executive Cabinet

• University Cabinet

• University Budget Group

---------------------

• Consultation with Board of Trustees

• Consultation with donors
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Examples of priority setting 

43 

•  Expansion of Bio-engineering, circa 2000
• Multi-school effort to improve Stanford’s position in this growing field 

•  Geo-biology in the School of Earth Sciences
• A strategic planning priority within a school 

•  Enhancements to Graduate Housing
• University-wide priority
• Interaction with a major donor 

•  Expansion of Career Services Center for students
• An administrative/university priority 

•  The role of Independent Labs—enhancing collaboration outside of
departmental structures

• The Woods Institute for the Environment 

Moving from Priority Setting to Budgeting:  Key elements of 
the annual budget process 

44 

• “Strong Provost” management model

• 75% of revenue is restricted or designated, so all funds must be
included in development of plans

• Budget process focuses on general funds in the context of a unit’s
consolidated operations and university priorities

• Budget Group plays a key advisory role

• Emphasis on transparency and linkage of operating and capital
budgets

• Annual Stanford University Budget Plan is presented for approval to
Trustees and includes Consolidated Budget, Capital Budget,
Capital Plan

45 

• Advises Provost on all major budget issues

• Comprised of a dozen senior faculty and 3-4 senior
administrators

• Meets 20-25 times per year, so major time commitment

• Most members serve multiple years and take a
university perspective, rather than their own school

IMPORTANT SLIDE #7 --- The Role of the University Budget Group Capital Plan and Budget 

46 

•  Capital planning is integrated into budget planning

•  Stanford develops a 3-5 year capital plan and updates it annually

•  Multi year capital plan estimated at $2.9 billion

•  Annual capital budget is typically around $500 million

•  Stanford has minimal deferred maintenance on its facilities

•  Stanford budgets for the renewal and replacement of building
systems

The Stanford Experience prior to All Funds Budgeting 

47 

• We did not focus deeply enough on:
• Sponsored research (at the time approximately 30% of the

university’s expenses)

• Direct expenditures against restricted and school-controlled
funds (another 20%)

• Auxiliary and service center enterprises (just over 10%)

• Poor linkages between the capital planning and budget

• The amount and use of central and school fund balances

• Rationalized policies on reserve balances

IMPORTANT SLIDE #8 --- Essentials of All Funds Budgeting 

48 

• Understanding of all funding sources by all levels of
management

• Rules for the accumulation and use of reserves

• Budget review discussions with Deans that include
consideration of all funds available for Schools’ use

• Strong local unit financial management and systems
support

• Trustee comfort with comprehensiveness of
information being presented
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Key Conclusions 

50 

• All American universities being forced to become more
entrepreneurial and cost effective

• Investment income, fund raising, and more diversified revenue
sources will be more critical in the future, as tuition and research
will grow slowly

• Key structures and management principles that have contributed
to Stanford’s success:

• Hiring the best faculty and incenting them to be entrepreneurs 
• Engagement (in all forms) with business and other constituents 
• ’Strong Provost’ management model 
• All Funds Budgeting 
• advisory Budget Group

CONCLUSIONS 

51 

End 
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Building a Strong University (System) 

Jonn E，む. �，n.＿，』<ly
S国nfo咽Un,versity

University Mission 

Measuring Success 

Questions to answer 

• What巾le d剖括the m自主ern re剖担問h univer宮町 p也y刷出e U.S7 

• How do you rnea制re sue偶鵠ofre日開rch univ申剖t闘？

• How did U S. higher国U国tion b田orne回世間ng?

• Case Study: How did S回nfo岡t団n剖lion from a g白河regional unive悶tyto a 
global leader? 

Missie「1(s) of Modern U.S. Universities 

• U11de屯radualeed凶atlon: produce educe I出，w副I round困clllzens,

prepa陀d forworkf。rce, but also for rich句 fulfilling lives 

• Prof，回slonal training: building on UG剖U四lion, I邸時剖g吊duare同lrnng for 
profes，語聞白I car田r paths (e.g • edu曲川n，門官dicine，岨w, busln田s)

• Research rru闘on: conduct m岬st of nat,on's剖van曲d閣制tific re担割℃h and 
train next日enera11on of日,ienllsts and Engineers 

• lnnovat同門：country’sπ旧st fe附陥S叫『回of com肝10rcial Innovation and 
制憎同町血Jr由Ip

Related, synergistic, yet distinct 

Measuring Success of Undergraduate Mission 

• Gr副uation Rates 

• Pl即ement Rates 

• Student S副isfactlon

• Alumni Satisfaction 

• Employer S副sfaction

·Med聞『1 lnco町田of Graduates 

Note absence of 
direct measures of 
student learning 
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Measuring Success of Graduate Mission 

. Ap岡山田t Pools, Sel田livity, Y同Id

· International De町田nd

· Com帥1旧11 Rat田｛田d TT町

· LJoensure Rates約噛dlclne，恒.w)

・円e同』latIon In Field 

Sat,sfact回n (StudenV，刈umnVEmployer)

· Periodic Program円割lews

Applicant demand tends 
to be better informed at 

graduate level 

Measuring Success of Innovation Mission 

· Patents Issued and L間m，副

• Startups by Stud回ts, Faculty, Alumn, 

• Po悶sity of Umvet'sity/lndustry日制ndary

• Faculty Consulllng 

• lnduslrl副A何llates Progr，画ns

·C川町剖e陶C剛iling

Hardest Both 
to Achieve 

and to Measure 

How Strong is U.S. Higher Education? 

• 2017 Academic Ranking of World Universities (Shanghai Ji鈎Tong)

－－三 盟雲 ． -

Sol切10 I 2110 I 0110 I ot10 I 0110 ｜初日

22 ol top 30 J 4叩 I ,,30 I 問。｜附｜脚

4Bol加p ,oo I 91100 I 3/100 I 凶oo I 41100 I 111叩

This was 門ot always the case. 
How did it happen? 

MeasL」「ing Success of Research Mission 

• Awar廿s, Nation剖Ac副emy Memberships 

• Repulallon Surveys 

· Pub！回tlons, Citation R副田

• Top 1 %, Top 10%, Top 50% 

· Num国r, percent, and問r capita 

• Com問lltlve Research Grants 

· Co申四百le Funding/Re凹tation

Publication counts 
without field-specific 
quality filters are of 

little value 

Higher Education in the U.S. 

U.S. Higher Ed: A patchwork quilt with no p凶1

• System arc田with no cent同I plan 

· Rellg1血JS wave: denommall。ns esta刷，sh colleges as now land settled 

• Governm凹t w町田司副e un開店！lies, land-gr，田t colleg酷.nom祖l sch<抽Is

• Phil町、throp,c wave· research unlversili曲folio四ngGermanm<姐el

• No central control or supervis由n

・円lty制ates,s白憎刷th multiple sy剖ems

· Private Institutions 制。n。mou副y run 

• Minim剖oversight by f副首ally-recognized，岡崎teaccr，剖，tat旧n agenc闘
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U.S. Higher Ed: Federal fundi「19 post WWII 

• After WWII, dee凶叩W国deto附y on universities f田町、osl ba且C 問時arch
｛山町ks to Vann肺ar Busl時

. F，自主era! 陪田arch勾encies 田ta凶siled

·M岡町田ts同時donm朋l, determined by blind問。r review

• AfterWWII.・GI日ill" provides fin回目白la田istance for veterans lo complete
col句e

· Resull,ng infusion or rec』raldol凶rs allow剖expansion and 剖陣内glhenlng of
entrre s阿em.from Ii回叫町1s colleges lo凶ye 冊S岨rch un lversllles

• Volunl町田町副，lingag凹ci田 ＂con田rlpled” 岡田川 ify副匂lbll lty for student
a1d(curr刷ly -50 recogniz吋a日開cles)

Case Study: Stanford University 

Building a Strong Research University 

"Ample endowment may have been 
provided, intelligent management may secure 
large income, students may present 
themselves in numbers, b凶in the end, the 
Faculty makes or mars the Unive悶ty.”

�ndS回同町世
O問帽、gee惜別町田s.1891

What makes U.S. Higher Education Strong? 

• Li同1剖f回eral role 

·R国間間h funding, studenl suppo同，nofi尻島ral mini剖ry

· Highly c四n回目live

· For students, r部ully, re揖arch funding

• Institutional div官邸ty, llex1bllrty

· System excels at caplunng talei判

· Practical 1市d』l ion

Stanford in 1891-1950 

’T 

In its first 60 years, Stanford 

00.,凶凶・ tnu，ぉ..．、

。酬帽出拾剖可B
刻震＂＂商慣

。問、g申－

v 円 ＞事... .., 

司

was a regional university serving mainly 
“Children of California" 

Building a Strong Research University 

Faculty 

Facilities Funding 

199



Buildi「19 a Strong Research University 

In the period from 1891 to 1950, 
Stanford grew steadily in strength 

a「1d stature 

By 1950, Stanford was an excellent 
regional university 

but still not ranked in the top 10 

Building a Strong Research University 

g _, 

1 ’

,a 

.. 

By 1966, Star可ford's faculty were among 
the strongest in the country 

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1959 

＂＂＂隊司 ... 和制町。岨，略担 鴻向 M固有問、Ct噛G旬。向台E・a開 剛回 鼠荷刊o,d

h・..、陶H’.凶，...-o・h陶�－咽向胴’・dl11h“‘・司d.. ，司・・a

Buildi「1g a Strong Research University 

11 

団

15 

’3 

•• 

Beginning roughly in 1955 
Wallace Sterling and Fred Terman 
set out plan to transfo打n Stanford 

Faculty: build steep！田of excell町田

Facilities: tap post-war expansion of federal 
「田earch in什astructure

Funding ：‘ rely on faculty's ability to compete for 
P田r-reviewed r,回開rch funding 

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1925 

白虫剤”Ho,四M Col叩制a V由 棚田 胸骨－相川耐喝w、 ... 貧国町 湖町＊同

... 園側健司，闇司＇＂＂冒＂A旬崎dO岨�・�al�回・

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1966 

B・＂＂町 ＂＂＇首司 州E M回喝戸、 －他団 v剖. c晶，惜由 a-le笥伊向量官－

8・画 制組断面圃.，，，，，.＿，官官alo...l均 fl():;i,.l.ol,・＂＂＇岨m•
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Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1970 

9 -

11 ・・

’3 

•• 

... 柚町 出向・＂＇ s .. n他岨 YAHi M耐噌舶C川崎戸開問制加 M灯 叫礼A

ー.，a、伽附酬ca'ICon::ilr:J�偽 ＂A�r:10--f"lltlVMぜ

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
2α)6 

3 ー『

II -

園田且．．．．．．
－

－

 

目ー

15 

51，.相官， ... 回.， 出岡崎 帥＂＂縄問 MIT M耐骨an UClA h陥 Chic司。

箇・・Offl‘.＆I•刷・a羽前陶唱凶陶p加3・切断・穐2白色圃G陶瓜鳳旬... ・e・噌

SlAC 

HEPL 

阿明同

震調

＂＇＂＂下酬
(EansSoot噛幼

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1鎚2

II 

、3

•• 

島町困.， .... 幅制咽 γ醐 """"" UClA 向旬制強国 C拍国F MIT M固有田

画岨JG"II位置凶陶岨厳罰血m由・畑相・・”＂＂陶岨置割阻回国・剛司，m・11-u.s.·

Faculty Reputation Rankings 
1925, 1966, 1982, 2α)6 

15 

銅剣.，.・ 8制官絹句 俳句tvatd 肉付冶割削 岨Y M除制gan 凶:u, 噛. C附創喝。

Buildi門g a Stro『19 Research University 

How do you bring about a transition 
that you know will take 
decades to complete? 

Vision: provide clear, compelling vision that will 
outlast you 

Culture: create a culture that will permeate institution 
a1「1d perpetuate itself 

Process: establish processes that suppo社goal and 
m剖＜e ,t d1何cult to stray 
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Faculty 

Tenu晴’闇uirE誕s b闘11n b同副ly

Vision: defined field; nol Just同計
car岨Id剖e or be91 lo coho同；

"Ha刊a帽。， theW酎r’

Toi圃merit問団;y;

Culture: 
U岡田TIP悶刊隠ing s岡市da同副

ex。elence; p冊fe帽。ca f肝
)umor剖副'S,Wail t町同白川

candidale 

Bil胎t system W冊sitions,

Process: 
appoinm暗nlS only In 

由同同m凹ts. appolntm四回
& tenu聞聞qui『唖ok副

町国γlev・l

End 

Funding 

U川崎市ily p同vld曲
山1剖団副ng colle司ues,

sp剖珂．剖ud樹、IS;
facutty gen制ヨtes fund帥由

An”hlngp。詰lb拘，
制同p暗n剖同h.，時ward剖，

。eat what you kill"; 
P国d記剥a印Ilea！剛市valued

Resean:h admm国rat，。nas
fac訓也to陪；加dep町、dent旭bs

f町也E冒e, lnte同i回pl同叩
問団arch; Offl巳a of Tech『叫ogy

Uc園田ng

Building a Strong Research University 

Long-term Transformation 

Long・term transformation cannot 
depend on individual leaders, 

since leaders will change 

To initiate this kind of change 
leaders must provide seeds (vision), 

soil (institutional culture), and 
trellis (administrative process) 

that will survive leadership change 

202



Toward Frontier-pioneering University
–Challenge of Kyoto University
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1970    2000    2020    1970 200000 2020

PhD

10

10
NEJM 2012

PNAS 2002

10

EMBO J 1992EMBO J 1992EMBO J 1992
Inventions
Game-changing inventions

Invention Innovation

Game changing inventions

,
)

?

Spring 8 )

Core Journals
requirements
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Japan

China

Japan

China

IR

The German Excellence Initiative: Three Funding Lines

Graduate Schools(GSC)
• Establish internationally competitive research training centres
• Strengthen universities’ research activities/priorities
• Apply a multidisciplinary approach according to the needs of participating 

disciplines, faculties, departments, etc
• Receive between  € 1.0 and € 2.0 million per year

Clusters of Excellence(EXC)

Institutional Strategies(ZUK)

• Establish internationally visible, competitive research and training facilities
• Enhance cooperation among the participating institutions
• Raise the profile and reflect the research priorities of the universities
• Receive between to € 3.0 and € 6.0 million per year

• Promote top-level university research at an international level
• Employ long-term measures to enhance the development and expansion of the 

universities’ areas of international excellence
• Receive € 12.0 million per year (
• Administered by the German Council of Science and Humanities(Wissenschaftsrat)

by  Dr. Wiegner

• The second phase (2012~2017): total budget € 2.7 billion ( 3,600

ASEAN
IR, URA

Collaboration across departmental boundaries and
reform to create a flexible organizational structure 

Faculty consorts
based on academic 

disciplines 

Societal needs

Emerging  Emerging  
research areas

Academic  Academic  
innovation

Education and research 
organizations

Institutional Institution
ReformsTransparent and effective 

personnel management

Education and research 
collaboration and 
cooperation

3000

63 40

3000

3000
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Universities
Research institutions
Industries
International organizations

Junior faculty

Undergraduate

Senior faculty

Graduate (Master’s)

Post doctoral

Circulation

Outbound

Inbound
y

lltP t d

International Academic Hub (KUIAS 2016~)

WPI
Overseas Overseas
graduate ggraduate
students

OverseasOvers
On
vers

On-
easevers

n siteOOnnnnnnn-------- teitsi
Laboratories

Joint Laboratories

McGill
Michigan 

MIT

Columbia
Vanderbilt

Bonn

Copenhagen 
Business School

Non-university Noonnnnnnnnnnnnnn---- niversitynu
research earcheres

organizations

ICL
Inst. 
Pasteur

Strasburg
Bordeaux

Mainz
Zurich MMMM

VVVVVV

WPI

Joint Laboratories

International Intternationaler
Interdisciplinary teerdisciplinadteerdisciplinad

Course

WPI

Mathematics 
Theoretical Physicsy

Anthropology and 
Cognitive Sciences

Basic Biology
Human Health

l

Energy Science
Chemical Engineering

Major foreign Majoor oreignfo
partner

Copenhagen 

pppppa tnerartn
universities

With more to With moreWitWith

Prof.Morirof.MoriP
(algebraic algebra(aalgebraic(a
geometry

aic aic
yyyyyyyyyryyyyyyyyyyryy)

(primatology)
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(inorganic (inorganic((inorganic(inor
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21

Overseas Partner’s
On-site Lab.-site Lab.

KU On-site Lab.KU On-site

Milan Bangkok

Research collaboration
Education of students
Overseas experience for
researchers

Research collaboration
Education of students
Increased number of 
international students

Total applications : 3,888 (1,022 from overseas)

125 researchers accepted (30 from overseas)

Foster outstanding young researchers

Hakubi bi communityKyoto University
faculty members

Tenure-track

to Univers

2009

2016

Global

Hakubi centerrrrrrr
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Institute for 
Research in 
Humanities

1949~

Institute of Economic 
Research

1962~~1949

Schools/Faculties 
in humanities and 
social sciences

1897~
Academics

Fusion ofFusion of
Sciences

Social impact

The Kyoto to Schoolhe Kyotto chooSc

The Kyoto School of Philosophy
Joint degree in transcultural studies with 

Heidelberg University
Evidence-based human science projects 

(aging, poverty, social disparities, etc.)

Imanishii Kinji

Takeo

Nishida da Kitaro
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