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This paper's primary aim is to alert elected officials, policymakers, senior academics, 

and public figures to the serious failures extant in the regulation of higher education 

in Israel; to present the current models in various countries around the world; and to 

propose the broad strokes of several recommendations for a much-needed reform in 

Israel’s higher education system. This in the hopes that it leads to practical 

discussions among decision-makers, Knesset committees, and the Council for 

Higher Education, who should work to wisely adapt the higher education system to 

the current era and appropriate existing models, and set goals for the system that 

suit the needs of Israel's economy, society, and nation, for the good of the country. 

 

This proposal seeks to reform the oversight system of Israeli academia in a 

way that allows for better governance while at the same time, lessening 

bureaucracy and encouraging competition. 

 

Summary 

 

The current model is such that the Planning and Budgeting Committee (PBC) within 

the Council for Higher Education (CHE) has an extraordinary amount of authority in 

planning, allocating budgets and accreditation. Although Israeli law appointed the 

Minister of Education to act as Director of the Council and ordered the Council itself, 

a government decision (Resolution 666) transferred most of this authority to the 

Committee. (As the decision was made by an exiting government right before the 

opposing party took power, this was most likely a political move).  

 

The system as it operates today features several failings:  

1) Lack of governance -  In practical terms, Resolution 666 stripped the elected 

authority responsible for the budget - the Minister of Education and the 

government - of their effective ability to set general policy for institutions of 

higher education or to condition their funding on various prerequisites or goals 

tailored to the needs of the Israeli economy and citizenry. The government's 

current role is merely to allocate a budget that is transferred wholesale to the 

PBC, which does with it as it pleases, barring all government influence on its 

use. 

2) Excessive bureaucracy - The CHE's involvement in recognized institutions is 

extremely broad, even after institutions of higher education were duly 

recognized by the CHE and demonstrated compliance with all its 

requirements. This involvement touches on all areas of institutions' academic 

and administrative activity. CHE guidelines for institutions that are not public 

universities, include academic, corporate, and administrative guidelines that 

effectively bind the institutions to a very specific model of higher education, 

significantly infringing on individual academic institutions' independence and 



autonomy to manage their affairs in the manner they see fit (autonomy that is, 

in fact, anchored in law). Such an extensive scope of regulatory involvement, 

unique to Israel, is difficult to justify, especially for institutions that are not 

funded by the state.  

3) Problematic composition of the governing bodies - The Council for Higher 

Education and its Planning and Budgeting Committee were founded when 

Israel had only a few research universities. Despite the growth to more than 

56 institutions of higher learning, the Council is largely unrepresentative, 

giving a distinct advantage to the long-established universities. The situation 

is even worse when it comes to the PBC, which holds the actual power. Of its 

seven members, 5 are from the universities, 1 from the colleges and 1 is a 

public representative.  

4) Discrimination against colleges as compared to universities -  There is 

general discrimination against funded and non-funded colleges, as opposed 

to funded universities, in terms of CHE supervision, since CHE has taken 

upon itself to supervise only the academic activity of recognized institutions 

that are not universities; namely, all colleges. This becomes particularly 

problematic when dealing with non-funded colleges. Unsurprisingly, the PBC, 

most of whose members come from the universities, has chosen to maintain 

selective enforcement; that is, only on colleges (funded and non-funded) and 

on other non-funded institutions that are not universities. These have been 

forced to comply with CHE guidelines and the PBC. The clear discrimination 

between funded universities and funded colleges and non-funded institutions 

is expressed not only in this selective enforcement but in other ways as well. 

5) A problematic budget model - There is a large disparity in the tuition paid at 

non-funded institutions compared to the tuition at public institutions. While 

tuition for undergraduate studies at public institutions subsidized by the state 

currently stands at 11,653 NIS (excluding additional fees), the tuition at non-

funded institutions can be three or four times higher. The large disparity in 

tuition payments harms many students studying at non-funded institutions, 

despite the fact that non-funded institutions have several advantages: Greater 

variety in curriculum, teaching methods, staff recruitment and character; less 

academic conformity; and the potential to lower higher education costs in 

general and increase competition. 

 

Comparative research of other models around the world reveals three main models:  

 

1) The federal-decentralized model (US and Germany): This model includes 

general involvement in policy-setting and less involvement in specifics, and has 

advantages in terms of creating competition among higher education institutions, 

strengthening institutional autonomy, and reducing bureaucracy. It does also feature 

the possibility of indirect government intervention through withholding federal budgets 

from universities that do not comply with the rules set by the government. 

In this model the higher education system has two regulators: the federal government 

and the state government. The federal level in the US is authorized to establish 

policy guidelines, programs, and accreditation, but is not not involved in the day-to-

day operations of institutions. Higher education institutions in the United States have 

a high degree of autonomy. The composition of senior officials in the Department of 



Education dealing with higher education is a combination of politicians and 

academics. 

 

In Germany, the federal government is involved in supporting and budgeting various 

areas of higher education, but is not directly involved in what happens at universities, 

though it can fund designated programs it wishes to promote. 

 

2) The centralized model (Japan and Singapore): In this model, the government is 

very involved in higher education affairs.  

In Japan, the ministry in charge consists primarily of politicians and government 

officials, and is authorized to operate in public and private universities, setting the 

standards for curricula, approving new universities, and establishing the rules for 

accreditation and evaluation. The minister has the authority to make changes, or to 

cancel a department or higher education institution if it does not meet requirements. 

Autonomy was granted to national universities as far as self-management, but the 

government still determines the budget and budget objectives and controls the 

curriculum.  

In Singapore, the Ministry of Education formulates and implements education policy 

in everything related to structure, curricula, and assessments. Universities are 

required to sign a policy agreement with the government, shaping the boundaries of 

university autonomy and allowing the ministry to set strategic guidelines and 

objectives directed toward achieving national goals and the economy's needs. 

Universities that fail to uphold the policy agreement face sanctions and the 

withdrawal of budgets. 

 

3) The mixed model (UK, Sweden, the Netherlands and Denmark): This model 

balances institutional autonomy with the education ministry's governance.  

The UK established an independent public body (OFS) subject to the ministry's 

guidance and appointed by the Secretary of State for Education. OFS handles 

accreditation and implements the details of the ministry's broad policy planning and 

budgeting guidelines. The OFS's 15 Board members are appointed by the Secretary 

of State for Education and represent a mix of politicians, academics, industrialists, 

finance professionals and businessmen, unlike the majority of university professors 

as in Israel. The Secretary further exercises comprehensive oversight of OFS by 

maintaining regular contact with OFS leadership; having a representative attend all 

board meetings; issuing mandatory guidance letters and regulations (at least 

annually); and requiring OFS to report on progress toward departmental goals. The 

ministry sets the annual budget which the OFS implements, subject to the 

Secretary's general and specific guidelines.  

Two separate bodies complement the OFS – the Quality Assurance Agency for 

Higher Education, responsible for assessing the quality of institutions and advising 

the OFS and students; and the UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), a 

multidisciplinary body that provides research grants, quality-based grants, and 

support grants for innovation to researchers, businesses, universities, industry 

bodies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), non-profits and more. 

 

Israel would be best served by adapting the British model.  

 



Recommendations: 

 

A) Reduce bureaucracy and the Council for Higher Education (CHE)'s 

oversight: 

1. Significantly reduce the CHE's oversight on recognized institutions, aside 

from outlier cases that necessitate intervention. CHE should be focused on 

strengthening Israeli institutions of higher education and promoting their 

academic excellence; removing barriers and unnecessary bureaucracy, and 

increasing healthy competition in the higher education market in Israel. 

2. The CHE should publish general academic and administrative guidelines, 

giving institutions the option to decline adoption per a reasonable 

explanation. 

3. Unfunded institutions should have no corporative restrictions imposed, 

unless a specific issue arises. 

 

B) Adapt the British model: 

1. A further step than merely reducing the CHE's expansive authority would 

be to establish a new authority altogether to replace the CHE and PBC 

and promote students and higher education. This body would be 

responsible for implementation of the Minister of Education's guidelines, 

accreditation, and budgeting, and be run by a board that includes 

politicians, academics, businesspeople, industrialists, financiers and 

others, all appointed by the Minister. 

2. The Minister would have authority over the new higher education body, 

and be responsible for articulating general guidelines, strategic planning, 

annual budget, goals, priorities and standards.    

3. As in the British model, a separate independent authority should be 

established for research budgeting. 

  

C) Create a new model for regulating non-funded academic institutions  

1. Promote competition between institutions, particularly by encouraging the 

advancement and development of the non-funded ones, thus breaking 

the monopoly of established public universities, lowering prices, and 

leading to a reduction in the public funding of higher education in Israel. 

2. Regulate accreditation such that while CHE provides general guidelines, 

the actual process is carried out by various independent accreditation 

agencies (including approved private agencies), as is customary in most 

countries. These agencies will offer different accreditation tracks, 

including alternative procedures developed by the institutions 

themselves, provided they meet required quality standards. Each 

institution will be entitled to choose an accreditation agency and track as 

it sees fit. 

3. Make accreditation voluntary, subject to set standards. Institutions 

without accreditation will be required by law to ensure the certificates 

they issue upon graduation clearly state the institution is not recognized 

by the CHE. No institution should be prevented from operating on 

grounds of planning, economy, or CHE corporate guidelines, but 

institutions can be incentivized to undergo an accreditation process via 



withholding budgets or non-recognition of their certificates by accredited 

institutions. 

4. Non-funded institutions must be properly represented in the CHE and 

PBC. 

5. After due recognition, CHE's supervision of non-funded institutions 

should be greatly reduced, as is customary around the world, and their 

institutional autonomy should be impaired only in exceptional cases. The 

PBC should not deal with them at all. 

6. The CHE should publish recommended general guidelines for all types of 

institutions - universities, funded colleges, and non-funded colleges – 

without discrimination. The British model of granting institutions the ability 

to opt out of some or all recommendations, subject to the provision of an 

explanation for such, should be adopted. 

7. Non-funded institutions should be allowed maximum flexibility in their 

corporate conduct, including board composition, size, and presidential 

tenure, as is customary in most countries. The CHE may only intervene 

and limit a founder's control if it can demonstrate a real concern of harm 

to the institution's independence or subordination of academic interests 

to other interests. 

8. The British model should be adopted regarding the authority of 

recognized institutions to grant academic degrees. For the first three 

years, institutions would need to obtain specific authority from the CHE 

for each new degree. Afterwards, they may request full and autonomous 

authority to grant degrees, subject to meeting requirements at different 

levels, an authority that would become unlimited after three years. 

9. Non-funded institutions that meet established criteria should be allowed 

to be called "university," "university college," or any other approved 

name, rather than being restricted to "college" only. Similar to the 

process that unfolded in the UK, private institutions should be 

encouraged to develop academically and attain university status, as they 

offer specialized programs that meet state needs. The transition to 

"university" status should be according to clear, set standards and not at 

the discretion of the CHE or PBC. Recommendations for such standards 

include the requirement to have at least 55% full-time students, and an 

allowance for specialization. 

10. While extra-budgetary institutions should generally not be fully funded, 

indirect public funding should be permitted, and fields of national interest 

(such as STEM) should be funded regardless of institution type. Similar 

to the British model, non-funded institutions should be allowed to become 

funded institutions, subject to planning considerations and state needs. 

Subsidies for recognized programs should be uniform, with the PBC able 

to condition full funding on institutions' tuition staying below a maximum 

threshold. 

11. The Japanese model should be adopted, wherein more universities are 

privatized, with the state subsidizing private universities at up to 30% of 

costs in exchange for them lowering tuition. This trend could ultimately 

significantly reduce the higher education budget, since the state would 

be partially supporting existing institutions and assisting in their 



development rather than establishing new fully-funded public universities 

and colleges. 

12. Funding of academic research should be done on the basis of academic 

excellence and proven capability of institutions to conduct research at a 

high level. As is customary in all the countries surveyed, no distinction 

should be made in this regard between funded and non-funded 

institutions. 

13. Uniform criteria should be established for student tuition assistance 

regardless of institution type. The recommended method is to give each 

student a voucher for a fixed amount, usable at any CHE-recognized 

institution, funded and non-funded, thus reducing tuition disparities, 

strengthening competition, and supporting students in fields of national 

and economic importance.  
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