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Background 
 

All Japanese national universities were incorporated in FY2004 under the New Public 

Management (NPM) concept. They have had six-year business cycles under the law, and before each 

cycle begins, universities have to determine their Medium-Term Objectives (MTOs) and Medium-Term 

Plans (MTPs). At the end of each cycle, the Ministry of Education (MEXT) conducted a thorough 

assessment of their performance based on MTOs and MTPs. The outcomes are then reflected on the 

block grant in the next cycle. This cycle-end assessment is called the “National University Corporation 

Evaluation (NUCE).” 

However, the results of the NUCE are not sufficiently differentiated among the universities. 

Additionally, the NUCE has influenced just a small portion of the block grant every six years. To cope 

with these problems, the MEXT additionally launched the following new assessment schemes in the 

third cycle: the university categorization (research-led, strong in specific fields and regionally 

contributing) and the common performance metrics. Both schemes have redistributed the block grant 

partly among the universities. 

Research Questions 

Japanese national universities have increasingly been pressurized by the continuous 

implementation of performance-based funding schemes since their incorporation. At the end of the third 

business cycle (FY2021), we would like to clarify the following research questions: 

 

1. What are the benefits and drawbacks of the performance-based funding schemes of Japanese national 

universities from the institutional viewpoints? 

2. Are the concepts of the NPM properly implemented by these schemes in Japanese national 

universities? 

Data Sources & Methods 

We conducted a series of questionnaires in 2006, 2008, 2011, and 2014 on the national 

universities’ management. We mainly use the 2014 data for their responses to the NUCE. Additionally, 

we conducted interviews with 10 national universities on their reactions to the categorization and the 

common performance metrics in 2021. We use their outcomes as well. 

The 2014 data are cross-tabulated by institutional types of Japanese national universities, and 

the results are statistically chi-square tested. Regarding the interviews with 10 national universities, we 

used their outcomes qualitatively. 

Findings 

From the 2014 questionnaire, we draw the following findings. 

For the satisfaction with the NUCE results, Figure_1 demonstrates a difference among the 

institutional types; however, no statistically significant difference was observed. Those satisfaction rates 

reflect how much their institutional efforts had been fairly and accurately evaluated under the NUCE. 

However, as we mentioned earlier, the NUCE was unable to differentiate the results. Regarding the 

ratings of Teachers College on “Education” and “Research,” all the institutions received “Fairly Good” 

rating in the first business cycle; therefore, their block grant was not cut back. This is probably why this 

type showed their satisfaction rates differently. 

Figure_1 Averaged Rates of Satisfaction with the NUCE Results (from 1 = Unsatisfied to 5 = Satisfied) 

For the usefulness of the NUCE results, Figure_2 shows a statistically significant difference 

among the institutional types (p<.01). Science and Engineering Colleges, Humanities and Social Science 

Colleges, Medical Colleges, and Graduate Schools, which were relatively small institutions, tended to 

regard the results of the NUCE as less useful than the other larger-scale types did. Relatively larger 

institutions commented that they had decided to establish new organizations, reform existing 

organizations to enhance their strength, or recover their weakness mentioned in their comments. 

Figure_2 Averaged Rates of Usefulness of the NUCE Results (from 1 = Useless to 5 = Useful) 

Regarding the satisfaction with the NUCE results’ impact on the block grant (Figure_3), the 

average score of all respondents was less than 3.0, indicating that they were generally unsatisfied with the 

financial feedback of the NUCE results. Any of Teachers Colleges, Humanities and Social Science 

Colleges and Graduate Schools did not answer “Satisfied” or “Fairly Satisfied.” 

Figure_3 Averaged Rates of Satisfaction with the Block Grant Reflecting the NUCE Results 

(from 1 = Unsatisfied to 5 = Satisfied) 

Conclusion 

As in many industrialized countries, Japan carried out a deregulation of 

higher education around the turn of the 21st century. This reform was based on New 

Public Management (NPM) principles, which should have been reflected in its most 

salient step: the incorporation of national universities in 2004. Although the way that 

the NPM principles were implemented in various countries was far from uniform, the 

Japanese version was no doubt quite peculiar. For example, from the outset, the 

management by objectives approach did not work well, due to deficits in the 

mechanism of ex-post evaluations. In addition, a roll-back of ministerial regulation 

emerged over time, under the guise of performance-based funding. As a result, 

universities rarely felt favored or promoted. Particularly in resource allocation among 

the institutions, they hoped for more transparency. It is assumed that this trend of re-

regulation in the Japanese system will (in all likelihood) continue in the foreseeable 

future. 

Findings of the Interviews with 10 Universities 

 Both the categorization and the common performance metrics were harshly 

criticized by these universities. The national university sector has various institutional 

types, and each one should have its own strategy based on its strengths and weaknesses. 

However, the categorization compelled these institutional types into one of three 

categories, and common metrics compared them regardless of their variety. 

Furthermore, the common metrics suddenly began in the middle of the third business 

cycle and influenced a larger portion of the block grant each year than the NUCE, 

despite the fact that the NUCE has been far more burdensome for them. 

We can also specify their reluctant acceptance of these schemes. For 

example, they established internal strategic priorities based on their categories and 

began using common metrics in internal resource allocation. In terms of the latter, three 

of them top-slice a certain percentage of the core departmental budget and redistribute 

the proceeds among departments based on their chosen common metrics. Meanwhile, 

seven allocate additional funds from the president’s discretionary budget to departments 

in the same manner. 

The common metrics in research are frequently used in internal resource 

allocation and are advantageous for STEM-related departments while being 

disadvantageous for those in humanities and social sciences. To deal with this issue, 

some of them attempted to change their redistribution methods. 


