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The Italian transition to mass higher education is a good illustration of two generalizations well known to students of university systems. The first is that differentiation, commonly considered the solution to problems posed by mass or generalized university access, does not come about spontaneously or effortlessly. In contrast to biological systems, where it is the predetermined outcome of nature at a given level of growth, in social systems differentiation is always problematic: to be successful, it needs “bearers”, powerful supporters who can overcome the resistance of those who are in favor of the status quo and against diversification. Second, the Italian experience is a good example of how, once established, higher education systems develop systematic resistance to change: beliefs and interests predominant in the university become deeply institutionalized and often preclude the very perception of possible alternative structural arrangements. As, among others, Margaret Archer (1979) and Burton Clark (1983) have pointed out, the original structure of higher education systems may severely limit their adaptive capacities and largely determine their future.


It is therefore fitting to start this presentation with a brief sketch of the origins of the Italian academic system and its basic structural features.

1.The basic structural features of the Italian university system

In 1861, at the time of national unification, the Italian political elite was faced with the problem of reorganizing the universities located in the various Italian regions. It consciously opted for the centralized French model over the decentralized German one, despite the fact that many intellectuals and politicians considered the latter the best in Europe
. In part, this choice was due to the precarious condition of most existing universities: some were very small and had serious economic problems; others, like the university of Naples, were large, but poorly organized; everywhere, except in a few universities situated in Northern Italy, there was a climate of intellectual stagnation. The Italian government felt that, if these weak institutions were left to themselves, their situation would become even worse. The government’s plan was to reduce the number of universities (there were twenty, more than in any other European country) to six or seven, to place them under the control of the state and to endow them with sufficient intellectual and financial resources to make them able to compete with the best European research centers. 


A further argument favoring centralization was of an ideological nature. The Italian political elite wanted to break the long-standing link between knowledge and the Catholic church and promote secularized rationalism in science and scholarship, free of church influence and loyal to the new state. The nationalization of the universities was conceived as part of the state effort to modernize Italian society (Porciani 2001).  


Thus universities were thus transformed into state institutions, directly financed and managed by the state; rectors were nominated by the government and new teaching positions or the posting of vacancies subject to government approval; curricula were established at the national level. Since all important decisions about budgeting, personnel and teaching programs were made in Rome, individual universities had very little autonomy. Together with centralization went uniformity. All the universities had equal status, being the units of a single public system whose aim was to prepare an elite for the learned professions, the civil service, and scientific or scholarly research. They conferred only one degree, the laurea, which attested professional and scientific competence and which had equal value all over the country, because it was considered issued by the national system rather than by the individual universities – after all, in order to get their certificate students had to follow the same curriculum everywhere. 


To be sure, in this respect Italy was not an exception: centralization and lack of differentiation also characterized several others European university systems, in particular the French, on which the Italian system was patterned. The peculiarity of Italian centralization, however, was twofold. First, it was not backed by a determined political leadership, capable of planning and implementing a coherent university policy. For instance, the attempt to close several small universities rapidly failed because of the strong opposition of the towns where they were located (for which they were major economic assets), an opposition which enjoyed strong backing in Parliament. More generally, higher education was never an important priority for politicians. The universities were controlled by the Ministry of Public Education, which also managed elementary and high school education, and it is the latter two which mainly captured the Minister’s attention - partly because of the salient importance for nation-building of elementary education in a country which had just reached political unification and was plagued by a high rate of illiteracy, and partly, especially in the second part of the twentieth century, because of sheer numbers: there were, at times, almost one million elementary and high school teachers, representing an important electoral asset.  

 
As a result of this lack of interest on the part of politicians, higher education policy was mostly run by the bureaucracy in the University Department of the Ministry of Public Education. But central bureaucracy was equally unsuited for the task of effectively governing the national university system. The ministerial staff was formed mainly by legal experts, who were trained to pay attention to the formal aspects of laws and regulations rather than to the substantive content of decisions. Moreover, the authority line between the Ministry in Rome and the peripheral structures and actors in the system, i.e. the facoltà,  the institutes and individual academics,  was too long and, in the absence of intermediate structures, too thin. As a result, central bureaucracy was to a large extent powerless, a paper tiger producing a plethora of directives regulating university life in the minutest detail, but commanding a questionable level of compliance. In this power vacuum the academic oligarchy flourished.


In opposition to central authority based on bureaucratic rules, academic authority was based on strict personal control. Like in many other European continental systems (Neave and Rhoades 1987), the elementary unit of academic organization was the chair system, centered on a Master-apprentice relationship between the full professor, who often headed a mono-chair institute, and the assistants who worked under his supervision. The relationship was not specific, but diffuse and informal. The academic boss  recruited his disciples with an eye not only to their intellectual qualifications, but also to their personal traits, attitudes and, in some disciplines, ideological preferences. Rather than a mere scientific mentor, he was for them a Master in the broad sense of the word; in turn, they owed him the respect and deference due to a pater familias
. More than filial reverence, however, the crucial mechanism which kept together the chair system was the control of the full professor over the academic careers of his disciples. Without his support, it would have been extremely hard for them to proceed along the cursus honorum and ultimately obtain a chair for themselves. 


In turn, chairholders were integrated into larger units, often of national size, generally called “schools”, held together by scientific orientations and interests, but also by ideological and political loyalties, and, especially in the professional schools – for instance Medicine – by material interests. 


This traditional model of academic organization had several consequences. On the positive side, the highly integrated and “light” structure of the chair system permitted the professor to dispense with the sluggishness of bureaucratic apparatuses and the rigidities of large and formally organized research settings: for instance, the use of informal recruitment channels and the preference given to in-house training rather than to the acquisition of formal degrees in other scientific institutions allowed an academic boss rapidly to bring together the intellectual and human resources crucial for advancing his intellectual or scientific project (Giglioli 1979, 47-48)
. On the negative side, however, the chair system favored the horizontal fragmentation (as opposed to the vertical integration in “schools”) of the academic community. Local faculties were only loose federations of academic “barons” whose control over their disciplinary field was considered absolute and could not be intruded upon by colleagues. Like a medieval lord, a chair holder was a roi dans son domaine. His subordinates were strictly dependent on his scientific authority and could work only along the scientific lines he dictated – to follow other directions was equivalent to betrayal. Of course, all this was bound to generate particularism and scientific isolation.


To summarize: from its beginning, the Italian academic system was governed by two different, indeed opposite, authority systems. The central bureaucracy of the Ministry of Public Education tried to run Italian universities on the basis of formal rules and regulations, while academic oligarchy relied on personal control. But, as several observers of the Italian university system have remarked (e.g., Clark 1977, Giglioli 1979, Capano 1998), these two authority structures were intimately intertwined  and actually depended on each other. In a system where all the crucial resources – funds, new academic posts, the approval of even the smallest curricular  innovation - were located at the center, the individual chairs and especially the schools were indispensable mechanisms of resource allocation between center and periphery (a chair holder who did not belong to a school found it extremely difficult to get funds or posts for his disciples). The  chair and school structures, however, were also useful to the central bureaucracy, because their personal and particularistic ties provided some cohesion and coordination to an organization that, had it been governed by bureaucratic rules only, would have run the risk of looseness and lack of integration. 

Extreme bureaucratic formalism and tight personal rule were thus the two faces of the same organizational arrangement. The only way to break this unholy alliance would have been to decentralize the system - that is, to confer a large amount of autonomy to the individual universities in financial, personnel and curricular matters - and to promote competition among the several institutions. But this was exactly what the national bureaucracy and the academic oligarchy did not want because it would have brought an end to their power. Thus, despite some minor changes and adjustments
, the two characteristic features of the Italian university system – centralization and lack of differentiation – have remained basically unaltered for more than a century. Only in the last fifteen years have some steps toward decentralization been taken, but the results, as we shall see, are ambiguous.


2. The impact of mass higher education


As in other European countries, university expansion began in Italy in the ‘60s: student numbers grew swiftly from 1965 to 1975, continued at a slower pace during the next ten years and then again increased very rapidly from 1985 to 2003 (fig. 1). Overall, despite a remarkable demographic fall – about 30% - of the relevant age cohort in the last 15 years,  the total number of students passed from 268,000 in 1960 to 1,800,000 in 2003 and the percentage of 19th-year olds entering the university grew more than six times, from 9% in 1960 to 60% in 2003. This robust growth had many consequences.


The demographics of the student body.  First, it affected the composition of the student body. The most significant change concerned  gender. Female students, who in 1960 were only 25% of all the students, at the beginning of the ‘90s reached 50% and today (2003) they are the majority, 56%. In addition they are much better students than their male counterparts: they have more regular academic careers, better grades and graduate earlier than boys.  


The social origin of students changed as well, though less than one might expect. Students with a working class background, who accounted for only 7% of the student body in 1964, grew to 23 per cent among the freshmen of 1973, while the children of the upper middle class decreased from 22% to 17%. This, however, does not mean that expansion produced a wide democratization of access to higher education. In fact, after 1973 the percentage of working class students remained stable, while that of upper middle class students grew again (table 1). In the last decade, despite the much larger access to higher education, the probability that a member of the age group will go to university remains much higher for children of the upper middle and middle classes than for the children of lower class and less educated  families
 (Istat 2003 a and 2003 b, Cobalti and Schizzerotto 1994; Pisati 2002). Moreover, the rate of attrition is much stronger for students of lower socioeconomic and educational background: table 1 shows that, while the percentage of  working class students  among first years students in 1998 is 23%
, it falls among those graduating in 2002 to 15%, whereas the corresponding figures are 21 and 37% for upper middle class students. 


The transition to a mass university did not affect the various disciplinary fields in the same way (tab. 2). Percentually, the hard sciences and engineering experienced a slow but steady decline from 1970 to 2000, medicine, after introducing  numerus clausus in the ‘80s,  had a rapid contraction and today comprises only about 3% of the student body
, and law  shrank considerably in the past five years; on the contrary, economics and the social sciences had a spectacular growth between the ‘70s and the ‘90s  and today account for over ¼ of the freshmen, and the humanities have been constantly expanding since the ‘80s.


Even from the point of view of the social characteristics of the students, disciplinary fields were affected in different ways. Table 3 shows that in the traditional professional schools – law, medicine, and engineering, but also veterinary medicine and pharmacy – there is a significant percentage of students with “liceo” high school education
 and coming from  upper middle class highly educated families. At the opposite end, the students of education, psychology and foreign languages are predominantly females from petty bourgeois or working class families with low cultural capital who went to vocational schools rather than “licei”. The two most relevant exceptions to this pattern are the students of sciences and of letters and philosophy, whose social origins are low, but who tend to have an elite secondary education. In general, then, the “new” students brought in by expansion are much more numerous in the social sciences and the humanities than in the professional fields. With a somewhat excessive simplification, it can be said that the traditional professional sector was able to a considerable extent to control its student intake, which continued to be characterized by high social and cultural capital; at the opposite pole, there is a group of fields, the most extreme case of which is education, which had to accommodate a much larger percentage of students with a vocational high school education and coming from economically and culturally modest families
.


Thus, mass higher education has meant different things to different fields and, it should be added (even if there is no space to discuss this matter here), to different universities. For both students and teachers the experience of the mass university was very different in, say, the education curriculum of enormous universities like Rome and  Naples, or in some “protected” medical school or classics department of a mid-sized university.


The performance of the system. Structurally, the Italian higher education system was particularly ill-equipped to deal with expansion because of its lack of differentiation. It was a single public system
 with only one institutional form, the university, which included both professional schools and liberal arts and sciences; the system had only one tier and conferred a single degree; and there was no formal distinction between teaching and advanced research. When student numbers were small enough – in 1960 there were less than 250,000 students – it could cope reasonably well with its traditional function, the training of an elite for the professions and the civil service. But it was completely inadequate to face a hugely increased and, to a certain extent, demographically and socially heterogeneous set of “customers”, a significant part of whom did not have the habitus once traditionally required of university students. 


However, political authority and central bureaucracy were not able to react quickly to the new circumstances. There was no attempt to channel the student flow: on the contrary, in the political climate of the ‘60s university access was considered a social right of citizenship and, at the end of the decade, admission to higher education was granted in every academic institution to everybody who had any sort of high school degree. There was no rational plan to create new establishments in order to rebalance the uneven territorial distribution of the existing ones and to avoid the overcrowding of some of them
: the universities founded in the last forty years of the twentieth century were created more to answer local pressures than to satisfy national needs. Despite the fact that for a large part of the “new” students it proved very difficult to satisfy the traditional academic requirements, there was no move to reform or differentiate curricula, which therefore remained those of an elite university. To all this must be added that student growth was severely underfinanced  - since 1970 the Italian expenditure for higher education as a percentage of GNP has been among the lowest in Europe (Capano 1994: 133-136, Trellle 2003: 81-84). 


The only way in which the Italian university system reacted to the transition to mass higher education was the recruitment, in the early ‘70s, of a considerable number of junior faculty, most of whom were offered yearly contracts and faced precarious career perspectives, a fact which, as we shall see, would become the cause of much resentment and alienation among the lower ranks of the professorate a few years later.


As a result of this lack of response, the impact of expansion on the Italian university system was overpowering. To cite just a few data: at the end of the ‘90s the percentage of fuori corso, that is, of students who continue to be enrolled after failing to complete their course within the prescribed time, was 36%; the drop out rate between the first and the second year was 22%, and between the second and the third 10%; the students who abandoned the university without getting a degree, which had reached the appalling figure of 70% in the mid ‘80s,  was about 60%; two thirds of the remaining students who did graduate took at least three years longer than the statutory duration of the degree, and the average age at graduation was 27; finally, the percentage of university graduates in the population between 25 and 34 years of age was just 12% versus an average of 29% in the EU
.


The academic staff. Students’ growth was particularly rapid in the first period of expansion, between 1960 and 1972, when the percentage of the age class going to the university increased from 7% to 28%. As noted before, in order to face this enlargement, during the same period there was a corresponding robust enlargement of the teaching body, which took place both at the level of full professors (who more than doubled, passing from 2,000 to 4,400), and, especially, at the level of junior teachers, who passed from 3,000 to 21,000, more than a fourth of whom hired with year-to-year contracts (Giglioli 1979: 34)
.  This measure, which was common throughout continental Europe, allowed the university system to maintain a relatively acceptable student/teacher ratio; even later, on average the numbers of teachers remained adequate, especially if we take into account the fact that more than a third of Italian students, the fuori corso, are nominal students, because they do not attend courses (table 4). And if, among the students who take courses, we consider only Full Time Equivalent (FTE) students, the Italian student/teacher ratio becomes rather good for European standards: for instance in 2001 it was 11:1
. 

Although this rapid growth of the junior teaching staff in the late sixties and early seventies provided some kind of response to student expansion, it created problems of its own, particularly for the traditional model of academic organization. The chair system was based on a rather low junior/senior faculty ratio. Under these conditions, an academic boss could safely secure a chair for his disciples and thus legitimize their long period of dependence on him; in turn, they internalized the time cycles of academic life and their expectations were adapted to the opportunities provided by the academic system. But when the number of junior teachers became five or six times larger than that of the senior staff, the situation changed radically: for a “master” it became very difficult to take care of the careers of his “apprentices”. Thus, while their entry into the academic profession, because of the strong demand for junior teachers, became “easier”, at least on the basis of traditional standards
, their upward mobility was blocked. For many of them, the junior positions which until a few years before had been considered temporary steps in the career, risked to become permanent ones; others, who were hired with temporary contracts, were even less fortunate, and had to struggle every year to get poorly paid jobs with heavy teaching loads. 

This situation generated much discontent and resentment among the lower academic strata. My study of Italian academics in the mid-seventies (Giglioli 1979) found that the feelings of respect and deference of the young teachers toward their academic boss, which had characterized the chair system, had turned into hostility and resentment. The great majority of the junior staff considered the domination of an oligarchy of full professors, especially their control of financial resources and of promotions, as one of the major inconveniences of the Italian university system, which stifled the intellectual creativity and research autonomy  of the younger members of the academic community. Interestingly enough, these views were shared by almost half of the full professors, which meant that the legitimacy of the chair system had largely eroded even among chair holders. In this situation, teachers unions, which, up to then, had never played a significant role in Italian universities,  flourished and, in the Seventies and early Eighties, the problem of the status of the junior teaching staff was perceived to be the chief university problem. In the end, with a series of laws and Ministry decrees, almost all temporary teachers were permanently hired by the mid-80s
. As could easily be predicted, such a massive collective recruitment had perverse effects on the age of the academic body. Fig. 2 shows that, in 16 years, from 1985 to 2001 the age structure of academics remains substantially unchanged, simply moving toward older ages - the modal age passes from 38 years to 54 years and the average age increases by 7 years. Today, the Italian academic body is among the oldest in Europe, remarkably older than in Germany and the UK and, although to a lesser extent, in France (table 5).  

I concluded my study saying that the impact of mass higher education favored “exit” rather that “voice” behavior among academics. Exit did not mean that they resigned and looked for other jobs, but simply that, although remaining at the university and enjoying tenure, stipend, prestige and power, they tended to reduce their commitment toward the institution. Many, especially in the professional fields, increasingly dedicated themselves to professional and consulting activities. Others, including some of the most prestigious researchers, tried to find some research niche - sometimes abroad - isolated from the turmoil of mass university, and to eschew teaching, which they delegated to their junior staff – thus, ironically, a university system which did not contemplate any formal differentiation between teaching and research, accepted it de facto in a more rigid way than would have been necessary. Others still, especially in the social sciences and in public law, oriented their activities towards the political domain, becoming advisors to politicians and labor leaders. The easy availability of these exit options deprived “voice” of the support of some of the more prominent and quality conscious members of the academic community and mainly left to it to the lower strata of the profession who, as we have seen, were more interested in obtaining job stability than in increasing the overall capacity of the institution to face the challenge of mass higher education.  

Underfinanced, undifferentiated, with some of its largest universities congested by excessive student numbers, with a rather low productivity rate, with a sizeable part of its teaching staff either demoralized or less and less committed to intramural matters, the Italian university reached its lowest point in the mid-eighties. However, towards the end of that decade there was an important turning point.

3. The reforms of the ‘90s and their implementation
Between 1989 and 1999, a series of government measures changed the Italian higher education system in depth. Just to mention the most relevant of them, in 1989 universities were granted autonomy in financial, personnel and curricular matters. From 1993, state funds, which accounted for about 80% of university budgets, were given to the universities in a lump sum instead of being already allocated in pre-determined rigid categories, as was done before. In 1998, the system of recruitment and promotion was changed in order to be more responsive to the autonomy of the universities. Finally, in December 1999, in part as a consequence of the Sorbonne and Bologna declarations
, curricula were differentiated into a 3 year undergraduate course leading to the laurea (Bachelor)and a graduate one leading after 2 years to a laurea specialistica (Master) and, after 3 additional years, to a doctorate, and the universities were asked to formulate the new curricula within the bounds of broad government guidelines.

Doubtlessly, these were important innovations which injected a robust dose of decentralization and autonomy into a hitherto tightly centralized university system. Their aim was twofold. On the one hand they introduced a vertical differentiation by tier, distinguishing between graduate and undergraduate curricula and degrees; on the other, by conferring to the universities financial, personnel and curricular autonomy, the reformers tried to create the conditions for a situation of quasi-competition among institutions, which, it was hoped, would eventually lead to their differentiation. In some respect, the innovations were successful. In particular, on the basis of the first available data (CNVSU 2004), the curricular reform seems to have reduced the rate of drop-outs and of late completers considerably. However, the transition from a centralized national  system to one based on the autonomy of the individual universities has been inevitably difficult because of the resistance of beliefs, behaviors and interests deeply institutionalized within the university system and, in particular, within the academic body. Two examples will suffice. 

The first concerns the new recruitment system established in 1999 for associate and full professors. This system replaced a previous one according to which professors were appointed on the basis of a national public competition, a concorso, called every 5 or 6 years, that evaluated all candidates in a given field and selected a number of them equal to the total vacancies existing in that field in the whole university system. The main inconvenience of that system was that the election of the members of the evaluating committee was a big “political” affair which mobilized both the universities which posted the vacancies and the various national “schools” of a given disciplinary area, which wanted to be represented in the committee. The universities which were not strong enough to be on the selection committee did not have any control over the outcome and ran the risk of being obliged to hire a candidate that they did not want, which was clearly going against the principle of university autonomy.

In the late nineties some proposals were made to abolish concorsi entirely and to let the universities make the appointments they wished. But, of course, this would have  threatened one of the major power sources of the academic oligarchy at the national level, its control over recruitment. Thus the academic establishment strongly objected to the abolition of concorsi, arguing that without the control of the relevant national academic communities, individual universities would be exposed to the danger of inbreeding. Finally, a compromise was found. The new law states that a university which has a vacancy calls a local concorso, whose evaluating committee is composed of five members, one appointed by the university and the other four elected by all the professors belonging to the relevant discipline across the country. The committee selects three (since 2001, two) idonei (i.e., people considered qualified to fill the vacancy), among whom the university makes its choice. The other two idonei can be appointed by other universities during the next three years.

After more than three years, the results of the new procedure appear disappointing
: 89.3% of the 6,681 academics appointed to full professors vacancies from 1999 to July 2003 belonged to the same universities where they were already teaching. The percentage of in-breeding was a little lower, but still rather shocking, in the case of concorsi for associate professors, where it reached 74,8% (CNVSU 2003). Thus concorsi proved to be an instrument not to select and hire new people, but to promote insiders: the presence of external members on the committees did not prevent inbreeding in any way, but simply gave powerful academic “schools” the possibility of  negotiating and exchanging  favors
.  

The second example concerns the recent curricular reform, i.e. the creation of a 3-year undergraduate and 2-year graduate curriculum, linked to a credit system which should make students’ qualifications more transparent to perspective employers and therefore more “transportable” within the EU
. Despite the vehement protests of a sizeable minority of academics, who considered the reform a degradation of higher education ideals and a fraud for the students, in principle the innovation was relatively well accepted. By 1999, many professors had understood that the elite curricula of Italian university (many exams, long and difficult courses, the obligation to write a final thesis in any discipline) were too demanding for a mass audience and should be reformed. But the implementation of the reform was far from satisfactory. Although there has not yet been a comprehensive analysis of the new curricula, it is well known to insiders that they reflect more the interests of the academic estate than a genuine reconsideration of the structure and content of university teaching in the context of mass higher education. Corporate academic interests influenced the curricula at two levels, nationally and locally.

Since, as a consequence of the 1989 autonomy law, the central bureaucracy had lost much of its previous power, at the national level the definition of the broad disciplinary classes within which individual curricula were to be articulated before asking for accreditation was mostly left to the academic elite. For about a year its major corporate bodies (the National Association of Faculty Deans, the National University Council, the Conference of Rectors) met and negotiated how to classify academic knowledge. Each disciplinary area wanted to have its own class and also to be  represented in as many other classes as possible, because that meant having more courses to teach and thus more posts to claim. For instance, sociology got its own class (“Sociological sciences”), but was also present in several other classes, such as in geography, philosophy, law, economics, education, political sciences, etc. The consequence of this long bargaining was the extremely high number of classes (42 in the undergraduate curriculum and as many as 104 in the graduate one) and, especially, their rigidity. In fact, despite formal statements in favor of the autonomy of individual universities, in order to accommodate the requests of the various disciplinary fields two thirds of the total 180 credits of the undergraduate curriculum were allocated and specified in detail at the national level, in a way, paradoxically, not much different from the old centralized curricula.

 At the level of individual universities, the same thing occurred. Every academic wanted his or her turf recognized and protected by the new curricula. Thus, although many courses had new labels (and the flashier the better), they were substantially similar to the old ones, or mere bonsai reductions of them - the old material squeezed in fewer hours of teaching. Others were included in the curriculum simply because of the power of their proponents within the faculty. Others still were introduced because their subject was fashionable and thus could attract students. In addition, the undergraduate and the graduate degrees were considered by many academics not as two distinct curricula, each of them with its own distinct profile, but as the continuation one of the other, reproducing the same integrated sequence of courses and exams which once led to the traditional laurea. In sum, the curricular reform was adopted by the academic staff obtorto collo, respecting its letter, but often betraying its spirit.

These two examples (it would be easy to cite others) seem to show that, although in the last fifteen years the formal structure of the Italian university system has significantly changed - centralization has been largely dismantled and universities manage their own budgets, personnel and curricula – to a considerable extent universities continue to behave on the basis of patterns inherited from the past. Decentralization, far from producing competition and differentiation among institutions, seems to have favored the particularistic and collusive interests of the academic estate.

The solution to this problem, however, is not to go back to centralized management of higher education, as some observers suggest. Autonomy is indispensable, but, to be effective, it must be backed by accountability. If academics were to bear the consequences of bad appointments, they would resist the temptations of familism and cronyism more easily; and if institutions were rewarded for their excellence, they would be motivated to act “virtuously” and to specialize in the areas in which they perform better. In a university system driven by public funds, the best way to provide incentives for responsibility is to make sure that “money follows quality”, that is, that good research and teaching within and across institutions are rewarded, while unsatisfactory performances are negatively sanctioned
. In order to do this, an accurate system of evaluation is required. Unfortunately, at present, the Italian university system is wanting on both counts. 

First, university funding is hardly linked to performance in research or teaching. According to the last available budget, 70% of the total revenues of all state universities (€10,500 million in 2002) comes from the Ministry of Education, 11% from student fees and the rest from other sources (CNVSU 2004). Most of the financing from the Ministry – around 70% - is channeled through the Fondo di Finanziamento Ordinario (FFO), the largest part of which (92%) is allocated on a historical basis, while the rest is distributed to the universities via an “equalization component” aimed at reducing cost imbalances across institutions and disciplinary areas
. Although the formula on which the “equalization component” is calculated refers to the teacher/student ratio, its connection to teaching quality is rather vague, and research quality does not influence the allocation of FFO in any way. The only type of state financing where research quality is taken into consideration directly is the allocation of funds for individual research projects of national interest (Prin), which are peer-reviewed by three experts per project, one of them usually foreign. These, however, account for no more than 2% of the total state funding for higher education. 

Second, evaluation remains problematic. Actually, in recent years some attention has been paid to the question: two national committees were created in 1999 (the National Council for the Evaluation of the University System and the Committee for the Evaluation of Research, the first mainly concerned with evaluating teaching, the second research) and, more recently, the Conference of the Rectors and the National University Council established their own evaluation bodies. Nonetheless, the elaboration of criteria for assessing research and teaching has not gone beyond a tentative preliminary and exploratory stage
. 

4. Conclusions


It is uncertain whether the present situation of autonomy with little accountability is going to be a permanent condition of Italian universities or just a momentary stage in the transition to mass higher education. If the first outcome prevails, the consequences would be clearly disastrous. For one, any attempt at institutional differentiation would be blocked. Universities would differ in size, but would be the same in any other respect. This is what is occurring now. In Italy there currently are 74 universities. The 10 largest ones
 have an average student population of 76,000 and comprise 40% of all university students; the 10 smallest have an average of 1,100 students and represent 0.6% of the national student body; the remaining 54 have 20,000 students each on average. In the academic year 2002-03, the largest university, Rome, had 137,008 students, the smallest, Aosta, just 341. These few numbers suffice to show how different Italian academic institutions are: some are enormous and overcrowded, some minuscule; some are full fledged universities, others are simply small or middle-sized teaching colleges. Formally, though, they are all the same: they confer degrees which have the same legal value all over the country, and all but three – even the smallest and most peripheral – have their own doctoral programs and their own doctoral students. To use Durkheim’s terms, the division of academic labor is based not on differentiation and organic solidarity, but on likeness and mechanical solidarity. Academic institutions do not stress their specificity and their particular mission, but their similarity. Clearly, this produces an enormous waste: it is absolutely meaningless to invest in research at institutions not dissimilar from a California community college
. Italy does not need 74 “generalist” universities, all built on the same pattern: rather, it needs different classes of institutions with specific vocations. 


If, on the contrary, the allocation of state financing were based on performance and universities were competing for funds on the basis of their teaching and research quality, differentiation would ensue. Some institutions would concentrate on research, some on teaching, some would focus on specific fields or projects rather than on the entire gamut of academic knowledge.   Only such a diversification of the university system could accommodate the different and, to some degree, contradictory goals and values of mass higher education – undergraduate teaching and advanced research, access for all and selection of the most gifted, equality and competence. 
But on what forces can institutional differentiation count in Italy?


Of course, within the professorate, research minded academics are strongly in favor of concentrating financial and human resources in a few institutions. For instance, just a few months ago, Gruppo 2003, which gathers the 30 Italian academics who appear in the ISI lists of top-cited scientists, issued a manifesto, which in addition to stigmatizing several bad practices of the academic world, stated that modern scientific research thrives only if it reaches a “critical mass” – i.e., if it is carried out in large structures that on the one hand share basic services, sophisticated and costly labs, and efficient data banks and informatic systems, and, on the other, facilitate face-to-face interaction among scientists. The time in which research was conducted by founding small institutes in peripheral universities, they added, has passed forever. These views are shared by many academics – the youngest, the more scientifically active, the more oriented toward the international scientific and scholarly community. But they are resisted by as large, if not larger, a portion of the professorate, which either continue to cling to the elite university model, or think that institutional differentiation will breed inequality and  discriminate among students.


Support for quality university research and institutional differentiation also comes from the economic world. In recent years, Confindustria, the association of industrialists, has repeatedly organized symposia and issued proposals asking the government to invest more in R&D and to promote more basic and applied research in the university. These demands, however, often appear more formal than substantial. The recent decline of large manufacturing firms, especially in the automobile industry, and the fragility of the Italian high-tech sector have made small- and medium-sized business, which does not need significant investments in advanced research, the backbone of the Italian economy. In brief, the relative backwardness of the country’s productive structure implies a low demand for a highly educated workforce and leaves large parts of the economy unaffected by the performance of higher education institutions. For instance, a recent survey of 100,000 firms operating in the industrial, service and professional sectors (but excluding the public bureaucracy), found that only 8% of the work force firms predicted to hire in 2004 required a university degree. These data also showed a large imbalance between supply and demand for university graduates: many graduates, especially in the humanities and law, face a long period of unemployment before finding a job, and often get an occupation for which a university degree is not necessary (Checchi and Jappelli 2004, Excelsior 2004, Istat 2001).


The situation of the labor market helps to explain student attitudes toward institutional differentiation. Many students, of course, are interested in a good university education and willing to move in order to get it. For instance, 50% of the students at the University of Bologna come from outside Emilia-Romagna (the region where the university is located) and 79% of the students of Università Bocconi, a small institution specialized in economics and located in Milan, come from outside Lombardy. But these students are not only quality-conscious: they also possess the economic resources to live away from home (in Italy student fees are low
, but student aid is minimal). Those who cannot or prefer not to move stay at home and enroll at the nearest university, because the equal legal value of academic degrees sets them on the same level with those who went to better universities in applying to public sector and elementary or secondary teaching posts (the two sectors where graduates in law and the humanities who cannot find other jobs typically end up). As a consequence, although quality differences among universities are roughly known to students, they do not orient their choices as much as they do in other countries. In Italy, there is no academic institution which has the “signaling” power on the labor market of, say, Oxford, Princeton or Harvard. The students who are interested in that type of credentials in order to access top international jobs are usually students who have the possibility to go study abroad in the first place. In general, then, the demand for institutional differentiation from the student body is weak – indeed, student associations, which are mainly left-wing, are explicitly opposed to it.


In addition to all this, an ideological factor plays a key role.  Differentiation can flourish only in a setting where competence, quality and excellence are valued and rewarded. If equality is considered a very important value in society, every effort to differentiate people or institutions becomes suspicious because it can be construed as an attempt to introduce inequality. While competence and excellence  in the field of education are, of course, valued, in Italy, equality is valued more. For instance, a large national survey carried out in 2003 found that for 75% of the respondents an important function of primary and secondary school was to make sure that nobody was left behind, even at the expense of the more gifted students (Istituto Cattaneo- Associazione Treellle 2004). According to the same survey, a large majority of the population (81%) believed that all families, whether they have children of school age or not, should support the financing of public education equally. In other words, in Italy there is the widespread and deep-seated conviction that education is a public good that should be financed by the entire national community, offered by the state to everybody, and specifically aimed at reducing differences of intellectual capacity. For instance, tracks for particularly gifted students are strongly opposed. Similar attitudes with regard to the university are common. The idea of student selection is resisted, open access to any academic institution is taken for granted, and proposals to raise student fees, which are very low by international standards, are contested, especially by left-wing individuals and parties (even if, of course, low fees equate to a transfer of funds from the working class to the middle classes, which are disproportionately represented in the student population).  


Given the divided views of the principal stakeholders – the economic community, the professoriate,  the students – and the prominence of equalitarian values in Italian society,  the social support for a competitive differentiation of academic institutions is problematic. Ultimately, only a strong political choice can tip the balance one way or the other. In fact, the Government, not society or the academic world, was the prominent force behind the curricular reform, which, despite the difficulty of its implementation, has introduced a significant amount of vertical differentiation within universities. Given the current budget strictures and the challenges created by the European higher education space, no one better than the Government can appreciate that in order to avoid the waste of public money, invest in research and innovation generously but wisely, and compete with other European university systems universities should be financed according to their research and teaching quality. Actually, the recent (July 2004) decision of the Minister of Education to allocate the FFO for one third on the basis of the number of FTE students,  one third on the basis of teaching quality, and one third on the basis of research quality is a positive step in this direction, which allows us to conclude this presentation on a moderately optimistic note. 

Fig.1

Students expansion from 1960 to 2003
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Table 1

University students (1964, 1973, 1998) and graduates (2002) by social origin

%

	
	1964


	1973*
	1998*
	2002 (graduates)

	
	
	
	
	

	Upper middle class

(professionals, administrators, officials, large

 proprietors)


	22
	15
	21
	37

	Middle class 

(white collars)


	41
	33
	33
	30

	Petty bourgeoisie (artisans, small proprietors, etc.) 


	18
	22
	22
	16

	Working class


	7
	23
	23
	15

	NA
	12
	7
	1
	2


* First year students

Sources: Istat data; AlmaLaurea, Profilo dei laureati 2002, Bologna, 2003.

Table 2

1st year students by year and disciplinary group

	
	1970
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000

	Sciences


	14.7
	13.0
	12.3
	11.7
	11.6
	11.5

	Medicine


	11.7
	9.3
	5.6
	2.6
	2.9
	7.1

	Engineering*


	14.7
	13.1
	14.4
	17.1
	13.9
	12.1

	Agriculture**


	1.8
	4.2
	2.7
	1.7
	2.9
	2.1

	Economics and social sciences


	17.5
	22.3
	25.7
	29.9
	25.7
	26.5

	Law


	10.7
	16.2
	17.7
	16.4
	18.7
	13.7

	Humanities ***


	28.9
	21.9
	21.5
	20.5
	24.2
	25.4

	Other
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	1.5


* Includes Architecture; ** Includes Veterinary medicine; *** Includes Education and Psychology

Source: Istat and Miur

Table 3

University graduates of 2002 

by parents’ education, high school degree, social origin and gender

%

	
	At least one parent with university

degree
	With a “liceo”

high school education


	Social origin:

Upper middle

class
	%

females

	
	
	
	
	

	Medicine
	41,1
	68,7
	41,7


	57

	Law
	31,2
	64,9
	42,7


	60

	Farmacy


	30,6
	70,3
	37,8
	71

	Engineering


	27,4
	60,5
	40,0
	17

	Letters and

Philosophy


	26,0
	57,3
	33,7
	77

	Veterinary

Medicine


	25,1
	61,8
	42,0
	58

	ALL


	25,1
	53,8
	36,7
	59

	Architecture
	23,2
	45,1
	42,8


	51

	Agriculture


	21,9
	50,2
	34,9
	41

	Sciences


	21,9
	63,5
	30,4
	56

	Economics


	21,1
	43,3
	37,0
	50

	Political

Science


	20,4
	45,1
	36,6
	56

	Foreign

Languages


	19,9
	35,3
	28,8
	90

	Psychology


	16,7
	44,5
	34,5
	83

	Education


	13,7
	37,8
	26,5
	90


Source: AlmaLaurea, Profilo dei laureati 2002, Bologna, 2003

Table 4

Student/academic staff ratio

	Academic year


	All students
	“In corso” students

	1964-65
	33


	

	1969-70
	27


	

	1975-76
	24


	

	1990-91
	25


	18

	1995-96
	28


	18

	1997-98


	24
	14

	1999-00
	24
	14


Source: for 1964, 1969, 1976: Giglioli (1979: 73); for 1990-91 and 1995-96: Istat;  for 1997-98 and 1999 -00: Miur-Urst 
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Table 5

Age distribution of university teachers (2001)

	Age
	France
	Germany
	Italy
	UK

	<39


	25
	54
	17
	46

	40-49


	24
	20
	25
	26

	>50


	51
	26
	58
	28


Source: Associazione Treellle 2003: 72
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� Between 1860 and the beginning of the 20th century there was a long and lively intellectual debate over the Italian university system, opposing academics, intellectuals and politicians favourable to the autonomy of the individual universities and those who wanted a centralized and state-controlled university system (for good accounts of this debate see  Caracciolo 1958 and 1960 and Porciani 1994 and 2001)


� Indeed, as has been pointed out (Martinotti 1972), the ethos of the chair system bore a striking resemblance to amoral familism (Banfield 1958), i.e. to the principle “maximize the advantages of the family and assume that all the other families are doing the same”.


� According to Holton (1974), this is an important factor in explaining the swift and extraordinary scientific success of Enrico Fermi’s group in the ‘30s. 


� The structural continuity of the Italian university system from 1860 to the last decade of the 20th century was not significantly altered by the so called “Gentile reform” in 1923. Gentile - an idealistic philosopher and friend of Benedetto Croce, who later turned to Fascism and became Minister of Education - in 1923 passed a university reform which tried to introduce some differentiation in the university system by separating the university proper – which, according to Gentile, should have be devoted to the advancement of the sciences and the humanities and to the preparation for the two traditional professional fields, Law and Medicine - from the training in the “lower” professions  such as agriculture, architecture, engineering and pharmacy which should have been located in vocational schools;  the reform also conferred some curricular autonomy to the individual universities. But these provisions lasted a very short time: during the ‘30s, the vocational schools were brought back within the university system and the Fascist government stripped the universities of any autonomy in curricular matters.  


� For instance, in 1998 two thirds of high school graduates from upper middle class and middle class families enrolled at the university as against 47% from the petty bourgeoisie and 37% from the working class; and just one fifth of high school graduates whose father had only an elementary school degree went to the university, as against 48% of those whose father had a high school degree and 75% of those whose father had a university degree. A confirmation of these data comes from a recent study of Italian families by the Bank of Italy, according to which 24% of university students come from the families of the highest income quintile, while 8% students come from the families of the lowest income quintile (the figures for Southern Italy are respectively 28% vs. 4%) (Perotti 2004).Of course, in this respect Italy is not an exception. Despite the constant growth of education levels, in all advanced societies access to education is still dependent, although to a variable extent, on ascribed characteristics (Shavit and Blossfeld 1993)


� According to the 1991 census, the working class represents 46,6% of the working population.


�  The 2000 figure of 7.1 is deceptive because it includes paramedical students – nurses, biomedical technicians, etc.


� In Italian high school there are two basic tracks, the classic or scientific “licei”, which are the elite schools, and the vocational institutes. Until the late ‘60s, graduates of the vocational institutes could not enrol in the university.


� For a more detailed analysis of these trends in the first decade of expansion, the seventies, see Giglioli (1979: 188-194)


� Formally there were (and still are) a few private universities, but they are too few, too small and rely too much on State financing to be able to make a difference. 


� For instance in 2003, the University of Rome had 137,000 students, the University Bologna 97,000 and the University of Naples 91,000. Today, among the OCSE countries, Italy has the lowest number of higher education institutions, 1.3 per million inhabitants as against 1.4 in France, 1.8 in Spain, 3.1 in Germany, 3.7 in UK and 4.7 in Sweden (Associazione Treellle 2003, p. 50) 


� For a useful summary of data on the performance of the Italian higher education system within the comparative framework of EU and OCSE countries see Trellle 2003: 55-84.


� Also some 10,000 young university graduates were hired in the early seventies with 2- or 4-year contracts, in theory to be trained for research, but who actually engaged in a lot of teaching.


� Of course, these average figures conceal the large cross-field variety of the student/teacher ratio, which, in 2001, for FTE students, went from 5 in Medicine and 6 in the hard sciences to 36 in education (Associazione Trellle 2003:69). 


� For instance, while during the ‘50s it was virtually impossible to get a teaching job without having the libera docenza, a title patterned on the German habilitation, such a requisite became less important in the late ‘60s and the ‘70s, especially in those “new” disciplines, such as some branches of the social sciences, which  enjoyed a strong expansion, but did not have an adequate “reserve army” of people who aspired to an academic career and possessed the traditional requirements.


� First, in 1973, the teachers with yearly contracts were stabilizzati, i.e. their contracts were automatically renewed from year to year; the same thing happened to the young researchers with 2 and 4 year fellowships. Then, in 1982, with a Ministry decree, the first were promoted to the newly established rank of associate professor, after a somewhat perfunctory examination of their scientific production; the latter to the rank of ricercatore,  the equivalent of an American assistant professor: both were granted tenure. The same decree also introduced formal doctoral programs and departmental structures.


� The aim of the two declarations (the former signed in 1998 by the Ministers of Education of France, Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom, the latter a joint statement of 31 European Ministers of Education signed in 1999) was to promote the creation of a European higher education area through the harmonization of the different European educational systems.


� For a vitriolic assessment of the current method of academic recruitment in the field of economics, which, however, applies to many other fields, see Perotti 2002.


� As Perotti puts it: “University X wants to promote its own insider, and initiates a concorso. The commissioner from university Y supports the insider of X, with the mutual understanding that university X  will return the favor in the future when it comes to promoting university Y’s insider. A second way to circumvent the control over inbreeding [...] is for university X to send its insider to university Y’s concorso, and promote him when he is made idoneo there. The result is that concorsi are possibly even less competitive than under the old system” (Perotti 2002: 207-208) 


� The credit system was patterned on that of the European exchange program Erasmus, which, according to the Bologna declaration, should be adopted throughout Europe.


� Of course, that is not to say that rewards are exclusively economic: within the academic world recognition by peers and by civil society may count as much as, if not more than, money. 


� For an analysis and criticism of the allocation of state funds to the universities see Perotti 2002: 220-237


�  Perotti’s judgment is more drastic: “Despite a remarkable production of symposia, declarations, committees, subcommittees, surveys, and decrees, there is a persistent reluctance to accept the notion of competition in research, and the idea that good quality research is what is consistently judged as such by the international collectivity of peers”  (Perotti 2002: 237).


� Rome, Bologna, Naples, Palermo, Milan, Padua, Turin, Florence, Catania, Bari.


� Of course, no disparaging of the essential contribution of teaching colleges to mass higher education is implied.


� In 2004 the undegraduate fees at the University of Bologna were € 1200 per year. 
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iscritti PER ATENEO

						Studenti iscritti per ateneo . Anno 2002/03

								Ateneo

														Ampiezza		N		%

				1		MOLTO GRANDI		Roma - Università degli studi "La Sapienza"		137,008				Molto grandi		326,200		18

				1				Bologna - Università degli studi		97,681				Grandi		549,772		31

				1				Napoli - Università degli studi "Federico II"		91,511				Medie		350,224		20

				1		GRANDI		Palermo - Università degli Studi		63,466				Piccole		406,317		23

				1				Milano - Università degli studi		61,879				Molto piccole		132,905		8

				1				Padova - Università degli studi		60,399

				1				Torino - Università degli studi		59,545

				1				Firenze - Università degli studi		59,013

				1				Catania - Università degli studi		58,259

				1				Bari - Università degli studi		57,100

				1				Pisa - Università degli studi		48,504

				1				Salerno - Università degli studi		41,447

				1				Cagliari - Università degli studi		40,160

				1		MEDIE		Milano - Politecnico		39,769

				1				Milano - Università Cattolica del "Sacro Cuore"		37,902

				1				Genova - Università degli studi		35,248

				1				Roma - III Università degli studi		34,700

				1				Perugia - Università degli studi		34,213

				1				Messina - Università degli studi		31,091

				1				Parma - Università degli studi		29,497

				1				Arcavacata di Rende - Università degli studi della Calabria		28,801

				1				Lecce - Università degli studi		28,272

				1				Napoli - Seconda Università degli studi		25,454

				1				Milano-Bicocca - Università degli studi		25,277

				1		PICCOLE		Roma - Università degli studi di "Tor Vergata"		24,353

				1				Chieti - Università degli studi Gabriele D’Annunzio		23,575

				1				Torino - Politecnico		23,361

				1				Pavia - Università degli studi		22,308

				1				Trieste - Università degli studi		22,164

				1				Urbino - Università degli studi		20,247

				1				Siena - Università degli studi		19,172

				1				Verona - Università degli studi		19,133

				1				Udine - Università degli studi		16,507

				1				Venezia - Università degli studi "Cà Foscari"		16,282

				1				Sassari - Università degli studi		15,954

				1				Modena e Reggio Emilia - Università degli studi		15,853

				1				L’Aquila - Università degli studi		15,660

				1				Ferrara - Università degli studi		15,438

				1				Trento - Università degli studi		14,401

				1				Napoli - Università degli studi "Parthenope"		14,341

				1				Ancona - Università Politecnica delle Marche		14,144

				1				Milano - Università commerciale "Luigi Bocconi"		12,434

				1				Cassino - Università degli studi		12,420

				1				Brescia - Università degli studi		12,253

				1				Macerata - Università degli studi		12,051

				1				Napoli - Istituto Universitario "Suor Orsola Benincasa"		11,982

				1				Napoli - Università degli studi "L' Orientale"		11,261

				1				Bari - Politecnico		10,565

				1				Bergamo - Università degli studi		10,458

				1		MOLTO PICCOLE		Catanzaro - Università degli studi "Magna Grecia"		9,987

				1				Foggia - Università degli studi		9,567

				1				Teramo - Università degli studi		9,517

				1				Camerino - Università degli studi		9,296

				1				Vercelli - Università degli studi del Piemonte orientale "A. Avogadro"		9,229

				1				Reggio Calabria - Università degli studi Mediterranea		8,900

				1				Viterbo - Università della Tuscia		8,888

				1				Campobasso - Università degli studi del Molise		8,602

				1				Milano - Libera Università di Lingue e Comunicazione (IULM)		8,349

				1				Venezia - Istituto universitario di Architettura		7,517

				1				Varese - Università dell' Insubria		7,276

				1				Potenza - Università degli studi della Basilicata		6,863

				1				Benevento - Università degli studi del Sannio		6,432

				1				Roma - Libera Università Maria SS.Assunta (LUMSA)		6,126

				1				Roma - Libera Università internazionale degli studi sociali Guido Carli (LUISS)		5,135

				1				Perugia - Università per stranieri		2,427

				1				Castellanza - Università "Carlo Cattaneo"		2,205

				1				Bolzano - Libera Università		1,478

				1				Roma - Istituto Universitario di Scienze Motorie		1,357

				1				Milano - Università "Vita-Salute" San Raffaele		1,079

				1				Roma - Libera Università degli studi San Pio V		930

				1				Roma - Università "Campus Bio-Medico"		600

				1				Casamassima - Libera Università Mediterranea "Jean Monnet"		543

				1				Aosta - Università degli studi		341

				1				Siena - Università per stranieri		261

				74						1,765,418





iscritti 

		

				Gruppi		Anno 2002-2003*

				x		Iscritti						In corso						Fuori corso						Immatricolati						Laureati**

						M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT				% F sul tot iscritti		%fuori corso su iscritti		% f su tot in corso				% f su tot f.c.				% f su tot immatric.		% f. su laureati

				Agrario		23866		19081		42947		15875		12227		28102		7991		6854		14845		4820		3081		7901		2619		2185		4804				44		35		44				46				39		45

				Architettura		43188		39923		83111		27150		25599		52749		16038		14324		30362		8330		7594		15924		4602		4664		9266				48		37		49				47				48		50

				Chimico-farmaceutico		21075		36488		57563		14691		25965		40656		6384		10523		16907		4283		7067		11350		2254		4066		6320				63		29		64				62				62		64

				Difesa e sicurezza		488		102		590		487		102		589		1		0		1		301		50		351		961		0		961				17		0		17				0				14		0

				Economico-statistico		123849		108891		232740		77270		66672		143942		46579		42219		88798		24607		21279		45886		16405		15825		32230				47		38		46				48				46		49

				Educazione fisica		11505		7733		19238		10506		6921		17427		999		812		1811		3271		1800		5071		2192		2355		4547				40		9		40				45				35		52

				Geo-biologico		29885		46727		76612		20997		32623		53620		8888		14104		22992		7139		10750		17889		2643		4727		7370				61		30		61				61				60		64

				Giuridico		103954		147812		251766		52038		70553		122591		51916		77259		129175		17083		22544		39627		11080		15105		26185				59		51		58				60				57		58

				Ingegneria		177443		36525		213968		113514		24614		138128		63929		11911		75840		30996		6197		37193		20987		4212		25199				17		35		18				16				17		17

				Insegnamento		8554		79684		88238		5856		51637		57493		2698		28047		30745		2148		15615		17763		668		7410		8078				90		35		90				91				88		92

				Letterario		51768		117554		169322		31710		65273		96983		20058		52281		72339		11166		20890		32056		4463		13121		17584				69		43		67				72				65		75

				Linguistico		15830		79654		95484		10377		49788		60165		5453		29866		35319		3942		16630		20572		994		8482		9476				83		37		83				85				81		90

				Medico		44937		75110		120047		32557		57088		89645		12380		18022		30402		8382		16159		24541		6068		12218		18286				63		25		64				59				66		67

				Politico-sociale		77430		118460		195890		54301		85662		139963		23129		32798		55927		18755		28472		47227		6521		11125		17646				60		29		61				59				60		63

				Psicologico		12199		52432		64631		8959		38365		47324		3240		14067		17307		2571		8823		11394		859		4388		5247				81		27		81				81				77		84

				Scientifico		38061		15210		53271		26053		9239		35292		12008		5971		17979		9570		2845		12415		3391		2115		5506				29		34		26				33				23		38

				Totale		784032		981386		1765418		502341		622328		1124669		281691		359058		640749		157364		189796		347160		86707		111998		198705				56		36		55				56				55		56

				* dati al 31-01-2003		** laureati 2002

				Dati relativi a :

				Corsi di laurea

				Corsi di laurea specialistica a ciclo unico

				Corsi di studio del vecchio ordinamento

				x		Iscritti						In corso						Fuori corso						Immatricolati						Laureati**

						M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT

				Agrario		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		2

				Architettura		6		4		5		5		4		5		6		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5

				Chimico-farmaceutico		3		4		3		3		4		4		2		3		3		3		4		3		3		4		3

				Difesa e sicurezza		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0

				Economico-statistico		16		11		13		15		11		13		17		12		14		16		11		13		19		14		16

				Educazione fisica		1		1		1		2		1		2		0		0		0		2		1		1		3		2		2

				Geo-biologico		4		5		4		4		5		5		3		4		4		5		6		5		3		4		4

				Giuridico		13		15		14		10		11		11		18		22		20		11		12		11		13		13		13

				Ingegneria		23		4		12		23		4		12		23		3		12		20		3		11		24		4		13

				Insegnamento		1		8		5		1		8		5		1		8		5		1		8		5		1		7		4

				Letterario		7		12		10		6		10		9		7		15		11		7		11		9		5		12		9

				Linguistico		2		8		5		2		8		5		2		8		6		3		9		6		1		8		5

				Medico		6		8		7		6		9		8		4		5		5		5		9		7		7		11		9

				Politico-sociale		10		12		11		11		14		12		8		9		9		12		15		14		8		10		9

				Psicologico		2		5		4		2		6		4		1		4		3		2		5		3		1		4		3

				Scientifico		5		2		3		5		1		3		4		2		3		6		1		4		4		2		3

				Totale		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

						Iscritti				In corso				Fuori corso				Immatricolati				Laureati

						% M e F		% femm.		% M e F		% femm.		% M e F		% femm.		% M e F		% femm.		% M e F		% femm.

				Agrario		2		44		2		44		2		46		2		39		2		45

				Architettura		5		48		5		49		5		47		5		48		5		50

				Chimico-farmaceutico		3		63		4		64		3		62		3		62		3		64

				Difesa e sicurezza		0		17		0		17		0		0		0		14		0		0

				Economico-statistico		13		47		13		46		14		48		13		46		16		49

				Educazione fisica		1		40		2		40		0		45		1		35		2		52

				Geo-biologico		4		61		5		61		4		61		5		60		4		64

				Giuridico		14		59		11		58		20		60		11		57		13		58

				Ingegneria		12		17		12		18		12		16		11		17		13		17

				Insegnamento		5		90		5		90		5		91		5		88		4		92

				Letterario		10		69		9		67		11		72		9		65		9		75

				Linguistico		5		83		5		83		6		85		6		81		5		90

				Medico		7		63		8		64		5		59		7		66		9		67

				Politico-sociale		11		60		12		61		9		59		14		60		9		63

				Psicologico		4		81		4		81		3		81		3		77		3		84

				Scientifico		3		29		3		26		3		33		4		23		3		38

				Totale		100		56		100		55		100		56		100		55		100		56

						% F sul tot iscritti		%fuori corso su iscritti		% f su tot in corso				% f su tot f.c.				% f su tot immatric.		% f. su laureati

						44		35		44				46				39		45

						48		37		49				47				48		50

						63		29		64				62				62		64

						17		0		17				0				14		0

						47		38		46				48				46		49

						40		9		40				45				35		52

						61		30		61				61				60		64

						59		51		58				60				57		58

						17		35		18				16				17		17

						90		35		90				91				88		92

						69		43		67				72				65		75

						83		37		83				85				81		90

						63		25		64				59				66		67

						60		29		61				59				60		63

						81		27		81				81				77		84

						29		34		26				33				23		38

						56		36		55				56				55		56





immatricolati trend

		

						Immatricolati negli anni '90 (corsi di laurea e diploam)

												1995/96		1996/97		1997/98		1998/99						1999/00						2000/01						2001/02						2002-2003								% f 1999		% f 2000		% f 2001		% f 2002		% f 2003

						Gruppi												M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT

						Agrario						8,490		9,839		8774		4487		3417		7904		3,999		2923		6,922		3392		2912		6304		2701		4334		7035		4820		3081		7901				43		42		46		62																		46		62		0

						Architettura						7,883		8,498		8745		4157		4339		8496		4,138		4396		8,534		3390		3848		7238		6125		6851		12976		8330		7594		15924				51		52		53		53																		53		53		0

						Chimico-farmaceutico						10,162		11,277		10936		3945		6763		10708		3,508		6030		9,538		3667		5671		9338		6123		3674		9796		4283		7067		11350				63		63		61		38																		61		38		0

						Difesa e sicurezza																								0		0		0		56		327		383		301		50		351						0		0		85																		0		85		0

						Economico-statistico						50,369		50,562		46323		24408		20803		45211		24,181		20353		44,534		23500		20244		43744		21006		24659		45665		24607		21279		45886				46		46		46		54																		46		54		0

						Educazione fisica						3,666		3,723		4028		2202		1749		3951		2,765		1710		4,475		2530		1632		4162		1660		2851		4511		3271		1800		5071				44		38		39		63																		39		63		0

						Geo-biologico						17,040		15,029		14963		6205		8587		14792		5,375		7891		13,266		5014		7516		12530		9562		6535		16097		7139		10750		17889				58		59		60		41																		60		41		0

						Giuridico						62,029		57,399		50689		19991		25167		45158		18,915		23184		42,099		17554		22016		39570		20958		17147		38105		17083		22544		39627				56		55		56		45																		56		45		0

						Ingegneria						38,363		39,155		37863		29316		6064		35380		29,366		6073		35,439		19801		7588		27389		6060		31118		37178		30996		6197		37193				17		17		28		84																		28		84		0

						Insegnamento						15,890		17,843		18324		2121		17670		19791		1,969		15379		17,348		1934		15504		17438		14133		1837		15970		2148		15615		17763				89		89		89		12																		89		12		0

						Letterario						34,851		31,593		33072		10145		21074		31219		9,290		18393		27,683		9385		16698		26083		19064		10041		29105		11166		20890		32056				68		66		64		35																		64		35		0

						Linguistico						17,767		17,779		18135		3256		14934		18190		3,076		13838		16,914		3976		13638		17614		15483		3399		18882		3942		16630		20572				82		82		77		18																		77		18		0

						Medico						13,336		15,624		15909		5254		10745		15999		13,222		12003		17,687		12511		8117		20628		14406		7290		21696		8382		16159		24541				67		68		39		34																		39		34		0

						Politico-sociale						35,707		35,425		32295		14094		18292		32386		2,390		17,194		30,416		14781		17592		32373		28646		18085		46731		18755		28472		47227				56		57		54		39																		54		39		0

						Psicologico						8,105		7,776		10723		2334		8951		11285		2,390		9246		11,636		2216		9632		11848		11492		3055		14547		2571		8823		11394				79		79		81		21																		81		21		0

						Scientifico						11,690		10,696		9637		6496		3078		9574		6,631		2710		9,341		6184		4631		10815		3165		9446		12611		9570		2845		12415				32		29		43		75																		43		75		0

						Totale						335,348		332,218		320416		138411		171633		310044		134,509		161323		295,832		129837		157237		287074		180640		150648		331288		157364		189796		347160				55		55		55		45																		0		756		0

						Fonte: Istat 1994/95, MIUR-URST per gli anni successivi																																		Agrario				38.4		7,035		2701		4,334		7035

																																								Architettura				47.2		12,976		6125		6,851		12976

																																								Chimico-farmaceutico				62.5		9,796		6123		3,674		9796

																																								Difesa e sicurezza				14.6		383		56		327		383

						Immatricolati negli anni '90 (solo corsi di laurea)																																		Economico-statistico				46		45,665		21006		24,659		45665

																														260528										Educazione fisica				36.8		4,511		1660		2,851		4511

								1990-91		1991-92		1992-93		1993-94		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98						1998-99		1999-00										Geo-biologico				59.4		16,097		9562		6,535		16097

						Agrario																								5737		2.2								Giuridico				55		38,105		20958		17,147		38105

						Architettura																								8345		3.2								Ingegneria				16.3		37,178		6060		31,118		37178

						Chimico-farmaceutico																								8867		3.4								Insegnamento				88.5		15,970		14133		1,837		15970

						Difesa e sicurezza																								0										Letterario				65.5		29,105		19064		10,041		29105

						Economico-statistico																								36250		13.9								Linguistico				82		18,882		15483		3,399		18882

						Educazione fisica																								4433		1.7								Medico				66.4		21,696		14406		7,290		21696

						Geo-biologico																								12518		4.8								Politico-sociale				61.3		46,731		28646		18,085		46731

						Giuridico																								40422		15.5								Psicologico				79		14,547		11492		3,055		14547

						Ingegneria																								30252		11.6								Scientifico				25.1		12,611		3165		9,446		12611

						Insegnamento																								16430		6.3								Totale						331,288

						Letterario																								25818		9.9

						Linguistico																								16169		6.2

						Medico																								8867		3.4

						Politico-sociale																								28687		11

						Psicologico																								10953		4.2

						Scientifico																								6781		2.6

						Totale		313452		328160		326879		340720		319450		311665		304238		289388						275216		260789

						% femmine su 100 immatricolati		49.5		50.4		51.4		51.7		52.4		52.6		53.8		55.1						56		55.1

						Fonte: Istat 1994/95, MIUR-URST per gli anni successivi

						IMMATRICOLATI (decenni precedenti)

						VEDI ISCRITTI TREND

								iscr 1° anno

																% immatricolati su tot iscritti

						1960		56547		isc1		247717				23

						1965		86397		isc1		360407				24

						1970		175249		isc1		616898				28

						1975		231075		isc1		708757				33

						1980		238479		isc1		1035876				23

						1985		253778				1106452				23

						1990		299841				1291991				23

						Fonte: Annuario Statistico Istat (1960-1980 iscritti 1° anno, 1985 e 1990 immatricolati)

												1995/96		1996/97		1997/98		1998/99						1999/00						2000/01						2001/02						2002-2003

						Gruppi												M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT

						Agrario						3		3		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		1		3		2		3		2		2

						Architettura						2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		5		4		5		4		5

						Chimico-farmaceutico						3		3		3		3		4		3		3		4		3		3		4		3		3		2		3		3		4		3

						Difesa e sicurezza						0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

						Economico-statistico						15		15		14		18		12		15		18		13		15		18		13		15		12		16		14		16		11		13

						Educazione fisica						1		1		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1

						Geo-biologico						5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		6		5

						Giuridico						18		17		16		14		15		15		14		14		14		14		14		14		12		11		12		11		12		11

						Ingegneria						11		12		12		21		4		11		22		4		12		15		5		10		3		21		11		20		3		11

						Insegnamento						5		5		6		2		10		6		1		10		6		1		10		6		8		1		5		1		8		5

						Letterario						10		10		10		7		12		10		7		11		9		7		11		9		11		7		9		7		11		9

						Linguistico						5		5		6		2		9		6		2		9		6		3		9		6		9		2		6		3		9		6

						Medico						4		5		5		4		6		5		10		7		6		10		5		7		8		5		7		5		9		7

						Politico-sociale						11		11		10		10		11		10		2		11		10		11		11		11		16		12		14		12		15		14

						Psicologico						2		2		3		2		5		4		2		6		4		2		6		4		6		2		4		2		5		3

						Scientifico						3		3		3		5		2		3		5		2		3		5		3		4		2		6		4		6		1		4

						Totale						100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100





iscritti trend

		

						DECIDERE SE SOLO CORSI LAUREA O ANCHE DIPLOMA

						ISCRITTI nel tempo (CORSI DI LAUREA E DIPLOMA)

								1995/96						1996/97						1997/98						1998/99						1999/00						2000/01						2001/02		2002-2003

						Gruppi		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT				M		F		TOT

						Agrario								23075		16946		40021								23815		18639		42454		23568		19059		42627		23236		18781		42017				23866		19081		42947

						Architettura								45928		41463		87391								39818		37446		77264		38194		36956		75150		36014		35463		71477				43188		39923		83111

						Chimico-farmaceutico								22108		33869		55977								21142		35034		56176		20631		35114		55745		20573		35367		55940				21075		36488		57563

						Difesa e sicurezza																																								488		102		590

						Economico-statistico								145558		123422		268980								134663		116087		250750		129743		114587		244330		127242		113626		240868				123849		108891		232740

						Educazione fisica																				9396		8089		17485		9435		7848		17283		9502		7565		17067				11505		7733		19238

						Geo-biologico								30035		45609		75644								28056		42943		70999		27755		42452		70207		26657		42488		69145				29885		46727		76612

						Giuridico								134544		184524		319068								120329		167639		287968		115904		162116		278020		112756		160235		272991				103954		147812		251766

						Ingegneria								169705		29168		198873								176268		33282		209550		177023		35560		212583		176283		35806		212089				177443		36525		213968

						Insegnamento								6657		56019		62676								7157		65468		72625		7593		71293		78886		7625		74860		82485				8554		79684		88238

						Letterario								48001		126196		174197								48152		120912		169064		48891		119743		168634		48976		117655		166631				51768		117554		169322

						Linguistico								11708		82637		94345								11800		77317		89117		12771		75856		88627		12957		77326		90283				15830		79654		95484

						Medico								33745		38362		72107								35775		53521		89296		39092		59272		98364		39211		62324		101535				44937		75110		120047

						Politico-sociale								69139		79108		148247								63251		82348		145599		64828		89242		154070		65048		93906		158954				77430		118460		195890

						Psicologico								9141		36087		45228								10034		40823		50857		10457		43386		53843		10608		46592		57200				12199		52432		64631

						Scientifico								32295		19384		51679								30744		16754		47498		30777		15846		46623		33039		15486		48525				38061		15210		53271

						Totale						1684863		781639		912794		1694433								760400		916302		1676702		756662		928330		1684992		749727		937480		1687207				784032		981386		1765418

						Fonte: Istat 1994/95, MIUR-URST per gli anni successivi

																						76677100		1106452

												86643000		1248458								69.3		339681

												69.4		382028										766771

						ISCRITTI NEL TEMPO (SOLO CORSI DI LAUREA)								866430										1106452

														1248458

										1990-91		1991-92		1992-93		1993-94		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98		1998-99		1999-00

								Totale		1337497		1453239		1526528		1571271		1602941		1617620		1595692		1587549		1573052		1570230

								% Femmine su 100 iscritti		49.5		49.7		49.5		50.9		52		52.8		53.3		54.4		55		55.5

						ISCRITTI (DECENNI PRECEDENTI)

						DATI GIGLIOLI TUTTI ISCRITTI				Iscritti tot						In corso						Fuori corso						Immatricolati						Laureati**

										M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT

								1961		195952		72229		268181		138594		53196		191790		57358		19033		76391

								1966		266946		135992		402938		192047		105736		297783		74899		30256		105155

								1971		425242		256489		681731		349772		210833		560605		75470		45656		121126

								1976		568015		367780		935795		444940		291363		736303		123075		76417		199492

								1981		595049		452825		1047874		427597		336446		764043		167452		116379		283831

								1986		593842		519333		1113175		402444		364424		766868		191398		154909		346307

								1991		698206		683155		1381361		477781		482946		960727		220425		200209		420634

								1996		764014		853126		1617140		495741		565949		1061690		268273		287177		555450

								2003		784032		981386		1765418		502341		622328		1124669		281691		359058		640749

						Fonte: Annuario Statistico

										Total		In corso		Fuori corso

								1961		268181		191790		76391

								1966		402938		297783		105155

								1971		681731		560605		121126

								1976		935795		736303		199492

								1981		1047874		764043		283831

								1986		1113175		766868		346307

								1991		1381361		960727		420634

								1996		1617140		1061690		555450

								2003		1765418		1124669		640749





iscritti trend

		1961		1961		1961

		1966		1966		1966

		1971		1971		1971

		1976		1976		1976

		1981		1981		1981

		1986		1986		1986

		1991		1991		1991

		1996		1996		1996

		2003		2003		2003



Total

In corso

Fuori corso

268181

191790

76391

402938

297783

105155

681731

560605

121126

935795

736303

199492

1047874

764043

283831

1113175

766868

346307

1381361

960727

420634

1617140

1061690

555450

1765418

1124669

640749



origine sociale

		

				FARE PERCENTUALI AL CONTRARIO				TREND DAL 1960 OGNI 5

				ISCRITTI NEL 2001 per titolo di studio e classe sociale del padre

						% di affluenza all'università per titstud e classe del padre		Hanno interrotto entro 3 anni (su 100 iscritti)

				Licenza elementale		32.3		15.5

				Licenza media		42.6		12.3

				Maturità		63.7		9.9

				Titolo universitario		88.8		2.8

				Totale		51.7		10.4

				Classe operaia		37.6		12.7

				Piccola borghesia		47.4		12.3

				Classe media		64.4		8.3

				Borghesia		68.1		7.9

				Istat,

				condizione prof del padre degli studenti iscritti

						1957		1965				1957		1965

				Imprenditori e lib. Prof.		3182		7974				17		11

				dirigenti e impiegati		8549		27830				44		40

				lav. In proprio		4976		17535				26		25

				lav. Dipend.		1430		10718				7		15

				coadiuv.		42		143				0		0

				non indicato		830		5551				4		8

				cond. Non profess.		242		243				1		0

				Tot		19251		69994				100		100

				Fonte: ANNUOARIO Istat





indicatori efficacia

						anno 2002-2003

						Iscritti						In corso						Fuori corso						Immatricolati						Laureati**

						M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT		M		F		TOT				%fuori corso su iscritti

				Agrario		23866		19081		42947		15875		12227		28102		7991		6854		14845		4820		3081		7901		2619		2185		4804				35

				Architettura		43188		39923		83111		27150		25599		52749		16038		14324		30362		8330		7594		15924		4602		4664		9266				37

				Chimico-farmaceutico		21075		36488		57563		14691		25965		40656		6384		10523		16907		4283		7067		11350		2254		4066		6320				29

				Difesa e sicurezza		488		102		590		487		102		589		1		0		1		301		50		351		961		0		961				0

				Economico-statistico		123849		108891		232740		77270		66672		143942		46579		42219		88798		24607		21279		45886		16405		15825		32230				38

				Educazione fisica		11505		7733		19238		10506		6921		17427		999		812		1811		3271		1800		5071		2192		2355		4547				9

				Geo-biologico		29885		46727		76612		20997		32623		53620		8888		14104		22992		7139		10750		17889		2643		4727		7370				30

				Giuridico		103954		147812		251766		52038		70553		122591		51916		77259		129175		17083		22544		39627		11080		15105		26185				51

				Ingegneria		177443		36525		213968		113514		24614		138128		63929		11911		75840		30996		6197		37193		20987		4212		25199				35

				Insegnamento		8554		79684		88238		5856		51637		57493		2698		28047		30745		2148		15615		17763		668		7410		8078				35

				Letterario		51768		117554		169322		31710		65273		96983		20058		52281		72339		11166		20890		32056		4463		13121		17584				43

				Linguistico		15830		79654		95484		10377		49788		60165		5453		29866		35319		3942		16630		20572		994		8482		9476				37

				Medico		44937		75110		120047		32557		57088		89645		12380		18022		30402		8382		16159		24541		6068		12218		18286				25

				Politico-sociale		77430		118460		195890		54301		85662		139963		23129		32798		55927		18755		28472		47227		6521		11125		17646				29

				Psicologico		12199		52432		64631		8959		38365		47324		3240		14067		17307		2571		8823		11394		859		4388		5247				27

				Scientifico		38061		15210		53271		26053		9239		35292		12008		5971		17979		9570		2845		12415		3391		2115		5506				34

				Totale		784032		981386		1765418		502341		622328		1124669		281691		359058		640749		157364		189796		347160		86707		111998		198705				36

						** laureati 2002

						immatricolati		Tasso abbandono (% non iscritti dopo il primo anno)

								M		F		TOT

				1998-1999		278939		23.8		19.3		21.3

				1999-2000		278384		24.8		18.6		21.4

				2000-2001		284142		21.9		17.2		19.4

				Fonte: MIUR- URST

						% laureati f.c. 2001		%fuori corso su iscritti (2002-03)		iscritti 1° anno non reiscritti l'anno successivo (1999-00 solo iscritti corso di laurea)		iscritti 2° anno non reiscritti anno successivo				iscritti 1° anno non reiscritti l'anno successivo (2000-01)		iscritti 2° anno non reiscritti anno successivo

				Agrario		79		35		23		10		33		26

				Architettura		95		37		17		5		22		13

				Chimico-farmaceutico		71		29		22		4		25		26

				Difesa e sicurezza				0

				Economico-statistico		83		38		26		11		37		25

				Educazione fisica				9								20

				Geo-biologico		75		30		31		8		39		35

				Giuridico		84		51		33		14		46		27

				Ingegneria		87		35		30		10		39		32

				Insegnamento		87		35		20		22		42		26

				Letterario		88		43		25		13		38		26

				Linguistico		93		37		26		19		45		28

				Medico		53		25		7		3		10		3

				Politico-sociale		85		29		27		18		45		20

				Psicologico		77		27		27		5		32		25

				Scientifico		81		34		36		22		58		31

				Totale		83		36		27		13		40		25

				Fonte: MIUR- URST

				anno 1999-2000

				% iscritti al 1° anno che abbandonano al 1° trimestre		7.7

				immatricolati che non superano esami nel 1° anno di iscrizione		25.5

				matricole che lasciano il 1° anno		21.3

				iscirtti che non hanno superato esami 1999-2000		24

				iscirtti fuori corso		44

				laureati furoi corso		93.3

				Da Censis

				iscritti che non hanno superato esami nel 1999/00 (PER 100 ISCRITTI)

				Agrario		h

				Architettura

				Chimico-farmaceutico

				Difesa e sicurezza

				Economico-statistico

				Educazione fisica

				Geo-biologico

				Giuridico

				Ingegneria

				Insegnamento

				Letterario

				Linguistico

				Medico

				Politico-sociale

				Psicologico

				Scientifico

				Totale

				Fonte : Miur





incidenzaETA

		

				PRENDERE IMMATRICOLATI E ISCRITTI								TREND 1970-2000

				maturi

				solo immatricolati

						2000/01						2001/2002

						Immatricolati		popolazione		%		Immatricolati		popolazione		%

				M

				18 anni		10765		322476		3.3		13511		321325		4.2

				19 anni		68009		328900		20.7		71584		323137		22.2

				20 anni		17937		340856		5.3		18598		329763		5.6

				19+20 anni		85946		669756		12.8		90182		652900		13.8

				F

				18 anni		13985		307492		4.5		17710		305721		5.8

				19 anni		92844		312503		29.7		96766		308427		31.4

				20 anni		20128		325622		6.2		21612		313977		6.9

				19+20 anni		112972		638125		17.7		118378		622404		19.0

				TOT

				18 anni		24750		629968		3.9		31221		627046		5.0

				19 anni		160853		641403		25.1		168350		631564		26.7

				20 anni		38065		666478		5.7		40210		643740		6.2

				19+20 anni		198918		1307881		15.2		208560		1275304		16.4

						immatricolati		popolazione 19		popolazione 20

				1960		56547

				1965		86397

				1970		175249		746852				23.5

				1975		231075		802195				28.8

				1980		238479		892098				26.7

				1985		253778		973547				26.1

				1990		299841		880047				34.1

				1996		335,348		774769				43.3

				2001		287074		631564				45.5

						2000/01

						Immatricolati		popolazione				19+20/19popo

				M

				18 anni		10765		321325		3.4

				19 anni		68009		323137		21.0

				20 anni		17937		329763		5.4

				19+20 anni		85946		652900		13.2		26.6

				F

				18 anni		13985		305721		4.6

				19 anni		92844		308427		30.1

				20 anni		20128		313977		6.4

				19+20 anni		112972		622404		18.2		36.6

				TOT

				18 anni		24750		627046		3.9

				19 anni		160853		631564		25.5

				20 anni		38065		643740		5.9

				19+20 anni		198918		1275304		15.6		31.5





rapporto stud-docenti

		

																1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

				Ordinari												12543		12470		13056		14953		16468

				Associati												15406		17317		16997		16666		17133

				Ricercatori												19903		19344		20077		20144		20201

				Tot												47852		49131		50130		51763		53802

				% ricerc./tot docenti												42		39		40		39		38

				% ordinari / tot docenti												26		25		26		29		31

						1990-1991		1991-1992		1992-1993		1993-1994		1994-1995		1995-1996		1996-1997		1997-1998		1998-1999		1999-2000

				Totale docenti di ruolo		47900		48288		48956		49742		50317		51188		50989		50773		50793		51865

				Ordinari		13220		13183		13071		12983		14290		14281		13716		13404		13409		12914

				Associati		15759		15549		18163		18554		17057		16687		16215		15790		15797		18153

				Ricercatori		18921		19557		17722		18206		18970		20219		21058		21579		21587		20798

				Docenti a contratto		5988		6857		6168		6566		5736		6706		9178		12998		14476		14418

				Docenti TOT		53888		55145		55124		56308		56053		57894		60167		63771		65269		66283

				Iscritti		1337497		1453239		1526528		1571271		1602941		1617620		1595692		1587549		1573052		1570230

				Iscritti in corso

				Ordinari (% su tot docenti ruolo)		28		27		27		26		28		28		27		26		26		25

				Associati (% su tot docenti ruolo)		33		32		37		37		34		33		32		31		31		35

				Ricercatori (su tot docenti ruolo)		40		41		36		37		38		40		41		43		43		40

				Docenti a contratto (per 100 docenti in tot)		13		14		13		13		11		13		18		26		29		28

				Iscritti su docenti (tot)		25		26		28		28		29		28		27		25		24		24

				PRENDERE DA ANNUARIO ANCHE 1980 E 1985

						1990-91		1991-92		1992-93		1993-94		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98		1998-99		1999-00

				Ordinari		13220		13183		13071		12983		14290		14281		13716		13404		13409		12914		-306

				Associati		15759		15549		18163		18554		17057		16687		16215		15790		15797		18153		2394

				Ricercatori		18921		19557		17722		18206		18970		20219		21058		21579		21587		20798		1877

				Docenti a contratto		5988		6857		6168		6566		5736		6706		9178		12998		14476		14418		8431

				aggiungere 1980 e 1985		53888		55145		55124		56308		56053		57894		60167		63771		65269		66283		12396

				Fonte : Istat (fino a 1996-97) , Miur-Urst





rapporto stud-docenti
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laurea&lav

						Laureati 1998 per condizione occupazione nel 2001 (3 anni dalla laurea) e per gruppo disciplinare

																						Laureati nel 1998 che nel 2001 svolgono un lavoro continuativo a tempo pieno

								LAVORANO				NON LAVORANO				Tot						per classi di guadagno netto, gruppo di corsi

						Gruppi		totale		di cui: svolgono lavoro continuativo da dopo la laurea		cercano lav.		non cercano lav.		V. ass.						Gruppi		Fino a 800 euro		da 801 a 1100 euro		da 1101 a 1500 euro		oltre 1500 euro		Reddito medio mensile

						Agrario		77		68.5		10.2		12.6		2587						Agrario		16.6		41.8		25.2		16.4		1152

						Architettura		84.2		70.1		7.4		8.2		7567						Architettura		h		41.2		23.7		17.7		1152

						Chimico-farmaceutico		82		78		5.4		12.4		4390						Chimico-farmaceutico		1.6		41.1		44.4		12.9		1221

						Difesa e sicurezza																Difesa e sicurezza

						Economico-statistico		81.6		72.4		6.9		11.4		24547						Economico-statistico		4.4		33		46.5		16.2		1246

						Educazione fisica																Educazione fisica

						Geo-biologico		66.9		57.9		12.9		20.1		5328						Geo-biologico		9.6		45.9		35.9		8.6		1114

						Giuridico		55.2		47.6		18.3		26.4		19159						Giuridico		25.4		36.5		28.7		9.3		1029

						Ingegneria		93		88.3		2.3		4.6		14563						Ingegneria		1.7		18.6		52.5		27.2		1356

						Insegnamento		80.3		50.5		12		7.6		3799						Insegnamento		14.5		64.1		18		3.4		1012

						Letterario		70		56.2		18.4		11.4		12320						Letterario		11.4		61.5		21		6.1		1031

						Linguistico		76.8		62.7		14.2		8.9		7539						Linguistico		8.2		67.5		19.6		4.7		1022

						Medico		20		17.6		3		76.9		6859						Medico		6.2		20.6		18.5		54.7		1662

						Politico-sociale		82.5		63.1		10.9		6.4		9667						Politico-sociale		7.4		47.9		30.9		13.9		1152

						Psicologico		76.8		62.4		13.9		9.1		3258						Psicologico		11.7		54.5		22.3		11.5		1095

						Scientifico		80.5		74.9		6.8		12.6		4912						Scientifico		3.2		32.1		48.1		16.6		1246

						Totale		73.5		63.2												Totale		8.6		38.3		37.4		15.7		1191

						Fonte: Istat																Fonte : Istat

						a un anno dalla laurea																reddito mensile netto dei laureati che lavorano a tempo pieno per genere (rilevazione 2002-2003)

																								ad un anno								a 5 anni

								lavorano																M		F		Diff. M-f				M		F		Diff. M-f

						Gruppi		TOT		M		F										Gruppi

						Agrario		56.2		63.1		48.3										Agrario		1190		885		305				1299		1362		-63

						Architettura		72.6		81.8		63.8										Architettura		974		810		164				1293		1150		143

						Chimico-farmaceutico		64.7		63.2		65.6										Chimico-farmaceutico		1176		1130		46				1417		1254		163

						Difesa e sicurezza																Difesa e sicurezza

						Economico-statistico		56.8		58.7		54.7										Economico-statistico		1152		1003		149				1516		1247		269

						Educazione fisica		71.1		53.7		88.5										Educazione fisica

						Geo-biologico		47.9		54.2		44.4										Geo-biologico		1136		1048		88				1273		1167		106

						Giuridico		26.9		30.9		24										Giuridico		1094		1010		84				1337		1127		210

						Ingegneria		79.6		80.9		73.4										Ingegneria		1149		1036		113				1561		1414		147

						Insegnamento		72.5		81.4		71.9										Insegnamento		906		885		21				1137		1062		75

						Letterario		55.3		57.8		54.4										Letterario		974		892		82				1181		1073		108

						Linguistico		58.3		58.5		58.2										Linguistico		1028		947		81				1226		1147		79

						Medico		23.8		30.4		18.5										Medico		1188		998		190				1770		1787		-17

						Politico-sociale		63.6		59.9		66										Politico-sociale		1114		967		147				1374		1189		185

						Psicologico		48.9		60		46.6										Psicologico		1090		886		204				1271		1208		63

						Scientifico		51.5		61.1		39										Scientifico		1158		997		161				1398		1232		166

						Totale		54.9														Totale

						Fonte: AlmaLaurea																Fonte: AlmaLaurea

						Laureati nel 1998 per condizione occupazionale nel 2001

						per sesso e voto di laurea

								lavorano				non lavorano				Tot

								tot		di cui: svolgono lavoro continuativo da dopo la laurea		cercano lav.		non cercano lav.		V. ass.

						MF

						Totale		73.5		63.2		10.4		16		126495

						Da 66 a 99		77		65.5		10.1		12.7		34767

						da 100 a 109		75		64.9		10.9		14		53574

						110 e 110 e lode		68		58.6		9.9		21.9		38153

						M

						Totale		79		68.4		6.5		14.4		56579

						Da 66 a 99		83		70.5		6.4		10.4		20348

						da 100 a 109		80.7		70.5		6.5		12.7		22898

						110 e 110 e lode		69.8		61.6		6.7		23.4		13333

						F

						Totale		69		58.9		13.5		17.3		69916

						Da 66 a 99		68.6		58.4		15.2		16		14420

						da 100 a 109		70.8		60.8		14:01		14.9		30676

						110 e 110 e lode		67.1		57		11:07		21.1		24821

						Fonte: Istat, "I laureati e il mercato del lavoro", 2001

						Condizione occupazionale a diversi anni dalla laurea

								1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

						Ad 1 anno

						Occupati		52.5		55.6		59.7		60.7		61.1		56.6

						Non lavorano e non cercano		20.9		19.3		20		21.2		22.2		20.7

						Non lavorano e cercano		26.6		25.1		20.3		18.1		16.7		22.7

						A 3 anni

						Occupati		72.9		75.3		79		77.1

						Non lavorano e non cercano		17.1		19		14.4		13.8

						Non lavorano e cercano		10		5.7		6.6		9.1

						A 5 anni

						Occupati				86.6

						Non lavorano e non cercano				7

						Non lavorano e cercano				6.5
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Source: CNVSU, Rapporto 2002, 
available at www.cnvsu.it.
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