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The Ends of Higher Education

A. Salem, Gary Hazeldine and David Morgan 

1. 	University Education in a Neoliberal Climate

If we look at the English university system today, what we may see are the results of an all too familiar process: fees for students have greatly increased, with many facing a depressing mix of high debts and low-paid work; more and more academics, employed on casualised or short-term contracts, face economic insecurity;1 the proportion of lecturers to students has almost halved,2 with serious consequences for the quality, type and quantity of academic work; government auditing and managerial surveillance have become entirely standard, producing deep distrust, and fundamentally weakening academic freedom; above all, and this underlies all of the other developments, public subsidy for the universities is in continual decline—most clearly seen in the complete withdrawal of state funds for courses in all but the most business-friendly subjects.3

What has conditioned these developments? Part of an answer lies in the GBP 1000 fees for international students introduced in 1980 under the Thatcher administration. This was an early development of neoliberalising policy towards university education, partly because it suggested that academic study—which as a long history of student protests shows has always allowed some room for self-critique, and thus social critique—can be bought and sold like any other consumer product, and partly because it broke the social-democratic consensus that had held in the UK at large since 1945.4 From being committed to funding universal access to higher education as part of a wider set of social benefits, and by extension to the idea that academic study is worthwhile in itself and necessary for self-development and self-expression, the main parties began to develop ways of making the universities more directly useful to state and economic interests.5 There followed a marked shift of responsibility for funding university education away from the state to students. Over several decades, successive UK governments formed and maintained a policy of cutting back and finally withdrawing grants, while at the same time introducing and then gradually increasing loans and fees; in 2012, of course, the Cameron government greatly increased fees, opening the way for almost all universities to charge well over GBP 9,000 annually for access.6

Unsurprisingly, once university education is rated at a specific monetary value, once it is sold and consumed like any other consumer object, it becomes harder to see it as a learning process (by definition more or less chaotic, unpredictable and uncontainable). Instead students may view their education as speculators looking for investment gains, and/or as consumers with regular expectations of their purchase. Such attitudes are generally encouraged by the universities: what course does not now mention its bearing on career plans, or sport a list of ‘learning outcomes’, as if it were a definitively finished mechanical product capable of delivering predictable and repeatable effects? The attempt to remake students as investors and consumers is also sharply enforced by state bodies like the funding councils and their successors. These require that universities publish ‘key information sets’ about courses to meet the ‘needs’ of prospective students and interested parents, information made up of little more than prices, and performance, and employment and salaries.7 Of course, what is included in and excluded from these data sets makes them as much a matter of prescription as objective statement. They encourage a particular mentality among students and, in an exemplary piece of interpellation in Althusser’s sense, play a role in creating the very student self-image that they claim to describe—one founded on consuming reliable, well-made goods, on speculative buying and, ultimately, on pursuing private wealth and comfort.8

Such tactics are bound up with vested interests, in that through them the neoliberal state may present what it has forced on students—costs, debts, risks, in short economic insecurity9—as a desirable consumer choice and a good investment opportunity. Whether students will buy into this attempt to refashion enforced poverty and insecurity as a choice and an opportunity is an open question, especially when set against what is happening now to so many who, in line with the state’s commitment to neoliberal policies, have been condemned to unemployment, under-employment and workfare.10 What can be said is that the neoliberal project elicits thoughts and actions appropriate to its development, in part by appealing to our sense of being free individuals with our own purposes and agency—in a process that Foucault, with what he calls “technologies of the self”, would have found instantly familiar.11

Such efforts to change attitudes towards being made to pay for undergraduate study are, we should not forget, very much linked with lessening government spending on higher education as a whole, spanning the GBP 100 million cut that occurred under Thatcher just after the 1979 election, all the way to Cameron’s GBP 3 billion cut from 2010 onwards. The long decline of state funds has deeply affected students, as we have seen, but beyond this it has also had clear implications for universities. Above all, starving the universities of state funding has forced them to adopt corporate values, leading to micro-scrutiny and control by executives, market-managers, planners and administrators, and amounting to a Taylorisation of academic work. Now, as Louise Morley notes, “every academic activity is broken down into simpler and more manageable parts”, resulting in “a fragmenting or fracturing” in which complex processes are translated into “empirically identifiable indicators, measures, competencies and outputs”.12 This reduction of complex processes to measurable quantities is of course entirely misleading. Think of the obsessive counting and recounting of ‘contact hours’, which tells you nothing about time spent with students outside the classroom, or the quality of conversation and thinking within it.13 It does, however, say a great deal about the instrumental and classifying impulse that the Marxist philosopher Georg Lukács warned against a long time ago.14

Of course much more could be said, given more space. There is the apparent paradox that while less and less of its expenditure is devoted to funding academia, the state is more and more demanding of academics and universities. This is why Michael Burawoy, in analysing neoliberal policy towards universities, talks about “commodification plus regulation”, and not simply one or the other.15 Or there is the problem that higher education, as it becomes an offshoot of the economy, is not really there for students, but is rather a servant of business, fostering in its charges those qualities most appropriate to the ideal, productive and exploitable worker.

2. 	Neoliberalising University Education 
in Post-Communist States

Why begin a book on higher education in post-Communist states with a brief overview of the current state of higher education in England and to a lesser extent the UK?16 Part of the answer involves the fact that we as editors are writing from the context of our own current experiences of UK higher-educational institutions, while also writing with a keen interest in developments in higher education globally and also specifically in the post-Communist context. But we also write with an enthusiasm for comparative sociology, and for what it can teach us about the key similarities and differences between educational institutions and systems in different countries and regions.17 On the one hand, we want to avoid the assumption that higher education in post-Communist countries is, in any simplistic way, on an inevitable one-way journey towards greater Western-style neoliberalisation, regardless of national political interventions, specific histories and cultural differences. However, on the other hand, and supported by many of the chapters in this book, we also want to draw attention to the apparent shifts in this direction, along with the dangers of this process, and also its particular manifestations in the context of countries whose ‘official’ economic and political ideologies defined themselves against a marketised system until the late 1980s and early 1990s.

As has been outlined so far, what has appeared to be an unstoppable shift in higher education policy in the UK—despite strong and sustained protests and occupations by students,18 often supported by staff, unions and the wider public—has led to a number of deeply worrying developments for universities and their staff and students, and there are many signs that these developments are increasingly impacting on, or already fully developed within, the educational policies and experiences of post-Communist universities. Although these significant changes have had a relatively long history in the UK, the impact of a number of recent changes have been acutely felt in a very short space of time. Rising bureaucracy, managerialism, commodification and instrumentalism have had far-reaching consequences within all spheres of UK academic life, and a number of recent and important scholarly works have explored their impact on teaching, research and administrative duties.19 These works also ask what the role of higher education and universities ought to be, who they belong to, whose interests they should serve, and the best ways to achieve this. They provide convincing, and damning, critiques of the ways in which marketisation and privatisation destroy the important public role of HE institutions by valuing them only in terms of economic growth and human capital, and of the ways in which new assessments of ‘quality’ and the broader audit culture fail to capture—or rather end up distorting—what it is they set out to measure. Importantly, these works not only outline what is at stake here, but also set out viable alternatives, and consider the ways in which the wider public, and those of us directly involved in higher education, can contribute to change; they make strong cases for how things might be different, given the political will.20 Many of the chapters in this edited collection have been written by authors who also concern themselves with these issues, both at a national and institutional level, as well as at the wider theoretical level, and they explore the ways in which we can see similar, though often country-specific, manifestations of these economic and political processes in post-Communist states.

3. 	The Ends of Higher Education

In different ways, all the contributors deal with an unfolding process of transition in formerly Communist nations from one higher education system to another. Since the fall of Communism, higher education has found itself obliged to adapt to a radically different institutional and ideological environment. Previous political and ideological certainties have had to be abandoned, while entirely new sets of institutional values and practices have been adopted in their stead. Previously, universities in the region were pressed into the service of the state, part of a command-and-control apparatus defined by and devoted exclusively to the maintenance and furtherance of its Marxist-Leninist ideological underpinnings. Now, however, almost all of these universities find themselves obliged to incorporate and implement the structures and forms of Western free-market neoliberalism, with all the new ideologies accompanying them.

In practice, higher education has been swiftly commodified, to be regarded and marketed as a more or less luxurious consumer good. In this process any notion of studying for personal enrichment, or of education as a matter of personal and cultural self-fulfilment, has generally been sidelined. Instead the education system has been obliged to present its products in strictly functional, mercantile terms: as a means to the end of realising the career ambitions and professional aspirations of individual students. Of course the same process has been very much in evidence in Western culture, especially though not of course solely in the US and the UK, though in an arguably less traumatic fashion, since in those cases university education has long been treated as any other consumer product.

In former Communist countries, of course, education at all levels was centrally funded and administered by the state, usually resulting in direct subsidies for research and teaching in the case of universities and similar bodies. A dual institutional ethos developed whereby higher education came to be seen as both a universal service, to which all have access, and as a servant of the state—one that helped to maintain and ensure the state’s continued existence through the constant supply of appropriately skilled graduates. Against this background, it is easy to appreciate the dramatic nature of the change which has now taken place. From being cost-free, universal in terms of access, and linked into the certainty and prescriptiveness of graduates’ eventual employment in the public sector, higher education in post-Communist states now increasingly exists and operates within organisations dedicated to the competitive marketing of a readily saleable product. As a result, universities in these countries, alongside the staff who inhabit them, have had to comprehensively reinvent themselves.

These changes raise many questions with regard to the workings of the institutions involved, and to the wider political and historical context in which they operate. How have these institutions adapted to their new market conditions? What have been the tactics and techniques used to manage the transition from being publicly funded cultural establishments, open to all, to commercial organisations offering quasi-professional services only to those willing and able to pay for access, in the hope that their educational attainments may go some way to ensuring their future careers? What tensions and conflicts have risen as a result, and how effectively have these been negotiated? Who or what may be said to be the beneficiaries of this process of transformation—and who or what could be counted among its casualties? What lessons could be drawn from the experience, particularly but not only in countries like Britain, where the overt commercialisation of the universities is proceeding apace?

Such questions are directly addressed by the contributors, who bring the full apparatus of the sociology of education, discourse and empirical analysis, social theory, postcolonial studies and globalisation theory to the examination of diverse local situations. Olga Suprun argues that Lithuania’s 2009 Law on Higher Education and Research has been complicit in the widespread and systematic implementation of a neoliberal model for Lithuanian universities. She considers the broader context which gave rise to this process of change, along with the current, and potential, impacts of the law, particularly in relation to issues of fair access and social equality. A range of alternative models for funding higher education—partially private, mass public and elite—are then explored alongside their main beneficiaries, while the role of different political ideologies in the funding model chosen and in the method of its implementation is spelt out. Notably, Suprun also makes the case for drawing finer distinctions within what she calls the “Anglo-American model”; that is, between a largely under-regulated system in the US and an arguably more egalitarian one in the UK as a whole. Finally, she considers the Constitutional Court’s role in influencing legal reforms in this area, along with politically inflected definitions of what constitutes a ‘good student’ when laying down criteria for grants and fees, concluding with proposals that Lithuanian higher education is faced with a choice: either to fall more in line with the British model or, instead, to apply fair, uniform, reasonable and partial tuition fees.

In their statistical and empirical analysis of courses in social science at four Hungarian universities, Zoltán Ginelli, Attila Melegh, Sabina Csánova, Emese Baranyi and Rudolf Piroch seek to make visible the assumptions contained in specific curricula. Drawing, among others, on Foucault and his ideas about systems of discourse, the authors argue that while these curricula continually give the impression of a global culture and a globalised consciousness in their content and style, what lies unstated behind them is an ideal hierarchy of national economies and cultures, though one that navigates between Eurocentrism and conservative nationalism. There is no block, the authors go on to argue, between such egocentric cultural and political discourses and globalised, neoliberal economics, given how far universities in the country have become instruments of state policy—part of a national and nationalistic effort, that is, to situate Hungary at the top of a mythifying hierarchy of global competitiveness, development and progress.

Drawing on his own experience of teaching at universities in Azerbaijan, Piers von Berg explores the importance of, and potential for, civic education in the academy generally. Von Berg’s case study work on a project for civic education, along with a youth forum that he was prominent in organising, demonstrate the importance, alongside the more traditional professional and academic skills, of personal and social awareness, agency and skills, and of how these might be further developed in British higher education. Using evidence from the case study, von Berg goes on to argue that civic education has a significant and lasting impact on the students involved in such alternative forms of teaching and learning, as illustrated in their future personal development, skills, social awareness and active citizenship.

Andreas Umland outlines what academics from Western Europe and the US may expect when working for the first time at educational establishments in countries like Russia and Ukraine, drawing on and appealing to his own experiences of teaching in the social sciences in those countries over many years. For Umland, much academic work in the region, not least in the social sciences, is marked by its exposure to a lengthy, drawn-out period of transition from one system to another, bearing the traces and after-effects of an education system operating for so long in isolation from global transformations—political, economic, social and cultural—while also being confined to and limited by a widespread intellectual and political culture of authoritarianism. This situation translates itself into a very particular set of circumstances where, for instance, teaching is quite didactic, the students being mute and passive objects of lecturers, institutionalised corruption is a regular feature to the extent that bribery is routinely used to influence grading, and where working conditions for academics are grossly oppressive. At the same time, Umland argues, such circumstances have been accompanied by some signs of change, particularly as academics from different countries help to globalise awareness of a quite different set of technical standards.

Marine Vekua traces changes in journalism studies in Georgia since the collapse of Communism, showing how the discipline has responded to extrinsic factors such as changes in state policy towards higher education as a whole, and the increasing influence of media companies on its structure and forms. In the process, she takes up issues of accreditation and institutional approval, the use of feedback systems for quality control purposes, methodological and technological distinctions in teaching, and working conditions for students and staff, arguing that Georgian universities offering courses in the discipline can be classified into three different types, depending on whether they take their inspiration from curriculum models coming out of Europe, the US or Georgia itself. For Vekua, the Georgian state’s political efforts towards greater integration with Europe, not least its total commitment to the Bologna Process, has generally brought about a considerable improvement in academic training in journalistic practice. The results remain incomplete, however, such that Vekua’s analysis creates a snapshot of a post-Soviet nation very much in the process of transforming its identity, in part by bringing its university system into line with more universal standards.

Joseph Backhouse-Barber attempts to do justice to the complexities of higher education in Russia, by rejecting any simplistic or reductive division between Russian and Western university systems, or between a politically muted Soviet model and a free-thinking post-Soviet one. Informed by Niklas Luhmann and systems theory, and in particular by the notion of dedifferentiation where the autonomy of a system with relation to its environment comes under threat,21 Backhouse-Barber argues that business and state demands threaten the autonomy of the education system in different geographical areas at different times. Drawing also on Jürgen Habermas and aspects of Frankfurt School critical theory, a further argument is that rigid instrumentality and strategic considerations have penetrated to the base of the commonsense habits and predilections of students and staff, that is, their lifeworlds in Habermas’s sense. These views are applied to the analysis not only of the distinctions but also of the continuities between Russia’s higher education system in the Soviet period and in its current state. In the same way, the author establishes correspondences between university systems in Russia and in countries like the UK, particularly in terms of their connection with and uses for neoliberalism, while at the same time drawing some fine distinctions between them. Finally, the main subject of consideration—university education—is used to bring out some of the shared concerns but also the sharp distinctions between systems theory and critical theory.

Robert Ferguson deliberately steps back from any extended analysis of geographical regions or national cultures. Instead he seeks to explore the liberatory potential of education as such, which can, and as Ferguson suggests, must be applied to diverse local situations, particularly but not only within post-Communist universities dealing with the demands of state and business to put education to use. Drawing on Paulo Freire’s ideas about the need to treat teachers and students as equally integral elements in the learning process, Ferguson argues for the centrality of pedagogical work that fosters critical thinking, especially when allied to the power and utility of digital technologies—the full implications of which have not yet been widely internalised. However, while new technology can certainly be an important tool for political improvement and emancipation, Ferguson harbours no illusions about how easily and swiftly it may be used for commercialisation and political control. There is always a choice about its use, however, and it is up to educators working with what is available to them in a particular place at a particular moment to decide what role to play. This applies as much to those working in Western Europe or North America, where the very idea of education as a tool for progressive change has been the subject of sustained attack, as it does to those inhabiting post-Communist states, now undergoing deep changes under the pressures of powerful commercial and institutional forces.

Strongly influenced by the ideas of Isaiah Berlin, Michel Foucault and Herbert Marcuse, Tom Driver explores the impact of commercialisation on Russian universities. Driver first places Russia’s adoption of neoliberal policies since 1991 in a much broader political and historical context of global neoliberal politics and economics, before turning to the issue of reforms in university education in the country, and meditating on, among other things, the meaning of the shift from a publicly funded university system to a market-led and business-oriented one, the similarities and differences in the bureaucratic mechanisms governing academic work before and after 1991, and the implications of such developments for academic freedom and critical thought. What emerges is a new situation structurally and ideologically, albeit one close to the neoliberal regime with which academics in the UK and elsewhere are very familiar, which presents itself as a natural and moral system where students are transfigured as shoppers and consumers, and where universities are not expected to serve any purpose beyond academic training in career advancement. Coupled with performance targets, auditing and surveillance mechanisms—including some that are not dissimilar from the UK’s Research Excellence Framework22—and the reduction of qualitative distinctions to quantitative ones, students’ disconnection and a demoralised educational staff can directly result, while there is little space left for free expression, productive dialogue and participation or—and this is what is most dangerous for Driver—the fostering of critical faculties, very much of the kind described by Ferguson.
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22  	Here we may think of Russia’s Project 5–100, also known as the Russian Academic Excellence Initiative, administered by the Council on Competitive Enhancement of Leading Russian Universities among Global Research and Education Centers. For further detail, see for example Enora Bennetot Pruvot and Thomas Estermann, “Excellence Schemes are Blooming in Europe’s Universities”, European Universities Public Relations and Information Officers (EUPRIO), 2 March 2015, http://www.euprio.
eu/excellence-schemes-are-blooming-in-europes-universities/ (as of 1 September 2017). See also their “DEFINE Thematic Report: Funding for Excellence”, European University Association Report, http://www.eua.be/Libraries/publication/DEFINE
_Funding_for_Excellence.pdf?sfvrsn=4; and Ellie Bothwell, “Revision of Russia’s Project 5–100 could be ‘Step Backwards’”, Times Higher Education, 17 October 2016, https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/revision-russias-project-5-100-coul
d-be-step-backwards (as of 1 September 2017).




Financing Higher Education: 
Policy Transformations in Lithuania

Olga Suprun

1. 	Introduction

The Lithuanian higher education system has undergone considerable transformation during the period since national independence in 1990. In that period rates of student participation have increased fourfold, while continuing low financial expenditure on educational institutions per student has signalled the pressing need for political action in order to rebalance the system in financial terms, and to resolve its other systemic defects. In order to so readjust the Lithuanian system of higher education finance there were a number of available models of reform to choose from, notwithstanding the prevailing need to ensure equal access to HE for all prospective students. Some other countries have chosen to increase public funding in order to keep higher education free for all, while others have instead opted to introduce tuition fees and have implemented various student loan systems in order to ease the ‘burden’ on the overall state budget which is imposed by their respective HE systems.

On 30 April 2009, the Lithuanian Parliament passed a new Law on Higher Education and Research which embodied the model of higher education reform which had been chosen by the government. This new law was framed in accordance with the rulings of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania, which broadly interpreted the meaning of the 3rd part of article No. 41 of the Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania, declaring that “citizens who are good at their studies shall be guaranteed education at State schools of higher education free of charge”.1 As such, the Constitutional Court’s rulings had a decisive influence upon the newly implemented model of higher education reform, since the Court had stated that free education cannot in fact be granted to all students who are ‘good at their studies’, but only to those students who opt to study within specific subject areas which were deemed likely to satisfy future employment demands, as determined by the government. Thus, in effect, the constitutionally sanctified academic criterion of the ‘good student’ became transformed into a political instrument which was utilised by the government in order to restrict the overall budgetary expense of higher education. However, even though the Constitutional Court had so narrowed the meaning of the ‘good student’, and, accordingly, restricted the overall level of entitlement to free HE, there was still sufficient financial and administrative flexibility remaining to enable politicians to reform the Lithuanian HE finance system so as to ensure quality, while ensuring equal access to HE for all qualified prospective students. Unfortunately, it very soon became evident that equal access to higher education was not among the priorities of the country’s political elite.

Since the implementation of the Law on Higher Education and Research, approximately half of the prospective student cohort who have completed secondary education, exceeds the numerical targets for free HE which are set by the government each year. If these ‘surplus students’ wish to study in their home country they are required to pay for their tertiary education at full price, which varies significantly—from about EUR 1,250 to EUR 11,600 per academic year—depending on the study programme and the university in question. Thus, under the terms of the current Lithuanian HE funding policy framework, access to HE for those students who exceed the state-defined numerical quotas per subject area is no longer dependent purely upon their intrinsic academic aptitude or ability. Rather, in practice, access is circumscribed by their ability to pay tuition fees, or by their willingness to risk being indebted to a bank, since, following the reform, the state-owned student loan system has been reorganised into a state-supported commercial bank loan system. 

This chapter aims to analyse the current model of Lithuanian Higher Education finance reform against the context of relevant Constitutional Court rulings, and from the perspective of a concern with issues of equity and fair access to HE (at bachelor degree level). The chapter will compare the Lithuanian model against higher education finance models which have been implemented in other countries; it will also seek to recommend possible alternative mechanisms of further HE funding reform within Lithuania, ones which embody an overriding social concern for quality, equity and fair access to HE. The methodology combines a comparative analysis of scientific literature, empirical and statistical analysis, discourse analysis, and the critical analysis of legal documents.

2. 	A Review of Changes in the Lithuanian Higher Education System: Factors that Spurred the Need for Higher Education Reform

Changes in HEI Networks and Student Numbers

When Lithuania was incorporated into the Soviet Union, there was only one formal university in the country: Vilnius University. At that time the government strictly controlled the practice of higher education, and the numbers of students enrolling. As a result of the ending of Soviet rule, this degree of governmental control has lessened, and this has resulted in a period of spontaneous and chaotic development across the HE sector. Prior to the restoration of independence in 1990, Lithuania already had 12 schools of higher education.2 After the restoration of the country’s independence, the ambition of higher education schools to become free of government control was satisfied by means of enshrining their institutional autonomy in law. The granting of this autonomy, without retaining any direct leverage over this area by the state, has led to the chaotic expansion of the higher education system. Figures provided by the Lithuanian Department of Statistics3 present clear evidence of the pace and scale of the expansion in the number of higher education institutions, and of the expansion in student numbers. Between 1995 and 1996 Lithuania had 15 state universities, with 54,000 students enrolled. According to the available data for 2008–2009, this had increased to 22 universities (15 state universities and 7 private), with 149,000 students enrolled, and 27 colleges (15 state colleges and 12 private), with 61,400 students enrolled. In sum, by 2009 Lithuania had a total of 49 institutions of higher education, with 201,400 students enrolled—which means that, from 1995 to 2009, the number of higher education institutions had significantly increased, while the total number of students enrolled had increased almost four-fold.4 Based on the number of students enrolled, Lithuania has now become one of the most academically intensive countries not only in Europe, but throughout the world (see below).5

[image: ]

Given this rapid increase in the number of higher education institutions, and in overall student numbers, access to higher education as such has, of course, increased—however this has in turn led to a lowering of academic requirements for students, and hence to a devaluation of higher education diplomas, as well as to a decrease in the overall quality of higher education.

Higher Education Funding Changes

With the rapid increase in student numbers, schools of higher education began to experience a shortage of public funding. In terms of annual expenditure on higher educational institutions per student, according to Eurostat data,6 among 27 countries Lithuania was ranked 23rd in this respect. The shortage of funding for higher education was not the only problem. The model of funding being implemented was also faulty: only 30% of the students of any given study programme were fully funded by the state, which led to an expansion in the overall number of study programmes, rather than to any increase in academic quality.

The need for higher education reform within Lithuania has not been determined purely by the shortage of funding. There are other factors which have been identified within preparatory documents relating to reform.7 Amongst these factors are the following: about 70% of graduates do not find work within their chosen profession; only about 12% of scientists in Lithuania are aged under 35 years; PhD graduates who travel abroad rarely return; and the overall citation index for Lithuanian scientists is the lowest amongst the new EU member states. Another factor which motivated the need for reform was undoubtedly that of global economic competition. The preamble to an agreement amongst Lithuanian parliamentary political parties regarding the reform of the science and education system8 asserted that an effective and competitive Lithuanian science and study system would help to ensure competition with the best European and world universities, and moreover that adequate HE provision is an essential precondition for ensuring economic prosperity, and for the maintenance of a high quality of life for the country’s citizens. 

Section Summary

The higher education system in Lithuania has undergone considerable transformation since the state re-established its independence in 1990. Drastic increases in the number of schools of higher education, a four-fold increase in rates of student participation, and low expenditure on educational institutions per student, have signalled the need for reform. This would be in order to rebalance what has become an irrationally functioning higher education system, by rectifying its defects, and by ensuring the quality and competitiveness of Lithuanian higher education.

3. 	The Higher Education Funding Model: 
Choices and Alternatives

The need for reform was recognised by all Lithuanian political parties,9 by the Lithuanian University Rectors’ Conference, together with the Lithuanian Confederation of Industrialists,10 as well as by national student unions.11 However the question of which model of higher education finance to implement has resulted in widely differing opinions; hence this issue has become an object of sharp political and ideological debate within political and academic circles.

As this debate developed, the trends and challenges emerging within higher education globally came to the fore. It was acknowledged that higher education functions as an important growth factor in terms of the national economy, and that it contributes considerably to the personal well-being of the population and to public welfare.12 The world-wide massification of higher education, as evidenced by statistics, was also recognised,13 as was the fact that in many countries governments were unable to increase higher education funding in line with the increase in the number of participants within their resepective higher education systems. In global terms, participation in HE has increased across the board, from the traditional elite model (<15% of participants), to a mass (15–50%), or even universal (>50%) model (as defined by the M. Throw classification).14
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