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Preface



It was a happy experience to work on Higher Education and the Common Good as the chapters rolled out, with the final three written ‘on the stone’ in the last week of July 2016. Writing any serious book carries with it the pangs and pleasures of creativity, as the adrenalin dips and rises. As one San Francisco band put it: ‘Sometimes the light’s all shining on me … Other times I can barely see.’ The writing was also a good experience for more specific reasons. The argument in this book is one that needs to be made. Working on the book has been an opportunity to open a larger space for thinking about the public contributions of higher education. As in previous work, I have been compelled by the questionable foundations, gaps and internal tensions in the standard thinking about higher education and its social and economic roles. The survival of human capital theory this long as the dominant idea about relations between individuals, higher education and paid work is really quite remarkable, given that many factors other than education contribute to earnings. The faith that the installation of competitive markets in higher education will lead to better quality and greater responsiveness to the needs of students would be touching in its naivety if it was not also so destructive. The inability of economics to adjust for the particular character of social production in the higher education sector, and in the education sector more generally, continues to do much damage.


Working on the book reminded me of the need for a wider ranging and integrated account of higher education, which might be called a theorisation of higher education. This is something that has not been attempted since Burton R. Clark’s Higher Education System (1983).


The book was also affected by its immediate conditions of production. First, the final manuscript was touched by current events. It was prepared in London in the immediate aftermath of the 23 June 2016 referendum decision to take the United Kingdom out of the European Union (‘Brexit’) on a vote of 52/48. Higher education institutions are among the most European of British social sectors, and the decision to leave the EU threatened to undo part of the web of relationships in which they make some of their best and most important contributions to the world. Voting behaviour showed a strong correlation between being university educated and wanting to retain the cosmopolitan connection to Europe; and correspondingly, not being university educated and wanting to leave the EU. It was not unlike the electoral polarisation generated in the Donald Trump presidential campaign in 2016 in the United States: the split between on one hand educated cosmopolitan modernists in the professional economy, and on the other hand those whose identity was grounded less in education, career and mobility and more in locality, kinship and a visceral and nostalgic patriotic identity (‘Give us back our country!’ in the UK; ‘Make American great again!’ in the United States). There was evidence during the United Kingdom referendum of rejection of the views of ‘experts’, particularly in communities that had suffered the sharp end of government austerity policies, and that the universities and the European Union had become lumped together with the City of London and other beneficiaries of growing income inequality in the country. In the high capitalist United Kingdom, higher education was paying the price for both its long association with elite formation and the recent emphasis on the private economic benefits of degrees (salaries, ‘employability’), within a financing regime where tuition charges are exceptionally high by world standards, without regard to the broader public and collective benefits of the sector.


Higher Education and the Common Good is one response to that negative positioning of higher education, and a celebration of the potentials offered by the multiple engagement of higher education in society, within a cosmopolitan social democratic framework. In the context of present Anglo-American debates (which have parallels in France and elsewhere), empty posturing about the contribution of universities to local, national and global public goods no longer has much cut through, if it ever did. Nevertheless, real observable activity of higher education institutions, co-produced by the community and unaccompanied by boosterism from university marketing, makes a tangible difference. The book also draws the conclusion that unless Anglo-American higher education policy, and higher education institutions themselves, begin to diminish the universities’ own effects in social inequality—effects that show in the growing investment in private educational goods, the hyper-competition and the sharp stratification of value that goes with it, the almost aristocratic concentration of the power at the top—then higher education will not only fail to fulfil its potential for the common good but also remain vulnerable to isolation and popular resentment. Anglo-American higher education is not the driver of the political economy of growing inequality in fractured societies but, with its relational and intellectual capabilities, and its broad institutional architecture of participation, potentially higher education offers one part of the solution. It does not have to be stratifying, and hence dividing. It can also be inclusive, combinational, ameliorative and healing. Along with other changes in politics and society, a democratised higher education sector can do much to build more equal and generous societies. This will happen only if higher education is allowed to do so, and it chooses to do so. Neither is guaranteed, and each is possible. There is much scope for agency (and contingency) in public and political matters.


Second, my personal circumstances shaped the book. Despite the dislocations and questions evoked by personal mobility, the never quite settled strangeness of removing on a long-term basis from one’s roots, I am also fortunate in London. I am deeply grateful to my wife Anna Smolentseva. Thank you also Ana Rosa and Sasha, not only for our shared life but also for letting me work hard for a few days while the book was being finished. It is good to communicate about these matters with my father Ray Marginson in Melbourne because we share similar convictions and he understands the issues here. Likewise, collaborative thinking and work with Brendan Cantwell, Ken Kempner, Rajani Naidoo, Imanol Ordorika, Brian Pusser and Jussi Valimaa have been important. The book was partly shaped by ‘High-participation systems of higher education’, a cross-country project started by Anna in Moscow in 2013, which is leading to another book that we are all looking forward to. My current writing has been much informed by the participants in that project: Dominik Antonowicz, Brendan Cantwell, Isak Froumin, David Konstantinovsky, Marek Kwiek, Glen Jones, Reetta Mohenon, Romulo Pinheiro, Anna Smolentseva, Jussi Valimaa and Aki Yonezawa.


At the ESRC/HEFCE Centre for Global Higher Education, located at the UCL Institute of Education in University College London, I am fortunate to work alongside Claire Callender, Carolyn Gallop and Anna Phillips, among other fine colleagues. I especially thank Aline Courtois, whose reading of the penultimate manuscript led to a significant clarification. As a professorial associate of the Melbourne Centre for the Study of Higher Education at the University of Melbourne I am glad to retain an association with that University. Thank you to Glyn Davis for continuing fruitful correspondence about the matters herein, and also to Richard James and Sophie Arkoudis. Fazal Rizvi has been a great friend and influence, wherever we have each been based in the world.


The book had its origins in a conversation with Louise Adler at Melbourne University Publishing (MUP) in 2007. I sincerely thank Louise for her patience. Higher Education and the Common Good has been long in coming, it has had other names at different times, but perhaps it is a better book than would have been written in 2008, before the ideas in chapters 2–4 had been developed. Production of the book has been facilitated by the speed and care with which it has been handled by Catherine McInnis at MUP. Thank you also to Cathryn Game who copyedited the manuscript.


Higher Education and the Public Good draws partly on previously published work. I would like to thank the following for permission to use relevant materials:


• Ohio State University Press and editor Scott Thomas in relation to chapter 2, parts of which were published in 2016 as ‘High-participation systems of higher education’, Journal of Higher Education, 87(2): 243–70.


• Springer and editors Andrew Harvey, Catherine Burnheim and Matthew Brett in relation to chapter 3, parts of which were published in 2016 in their book Student Equity in Australian Higher Education.


• Taylor & Francis and editor V. Lyn Meek in relation to chapter 4, largely published in 2016 as ‘Public/private in higher education: A synthesis of economic and political approaches’, online in Studies in Higher Education.


• Taylor & Francis and editor Stephen Ball in relation to chapter 7, largely published in 2013 as ‘The impossibility of capitalist markets in higher education’, Journal of Education Policy, 28(3): 353–70.


• John Wiley & Sons and editors Richard Desjardins and Janet Loone in relation to chapter 8, large parts of which were published in 2014 as ‘University rankings and social science’, European Journal of Education, 49(1): 45–59.


Simon Marginson


UCL Institute of Education


University College London


31 July 2016





Part I



Historical sociology of higher education





CHAPTER 1


Great expectations


Across the world in 2014, more than 207 million students were enrolled in tertiary education, ‘higher education’ in the US nomenclature.1 Of these students, almost 137 million were studying for bachelor-level degrees of at least three or four years duration and 2.7 million were engaged in doctoral research. The previous period had seen remarkable growth in student numbers, as chapter 2 will discuss. The tertiary student population had more than doubled in the fourteen years after 2000 when it was just under 100 million. A generation earlier in 1970, it had been 33 million (UNESCO 2016).


Education has become powerful in modern societies because of the several social functions that it performs. It provides a sophisticated set of social technologies for transforming human personality and capability, and helping people to transform themselves. It is a machine for producing research-based knowledge while at the same time engaging many people in the mental landscapes of scientific and other discourse. In these functions it is so compelling that in some countries science and education have largely replaced religious belief systems as explanations of the world. It is also a society-wide system of social allocation and selection that in some countries includes almost everyone at tertiary or higher education stage.


Much is expected of higher education (the term that is used in this book), especially in the middle-income and high-income countries. Those 207 million students and their families in 2014 together nurtured a great swell of aspiration. They hoped, and often expected, that studying and graduating would change themselves and their lives. But higher education also contributes to national and global society in further ways, beyond its contribution to individuals, reaching directly and indirectly into the lives of many more people than those who are its students and graduates. For example, higher education continually generates new knowledge and tackles local and global problems. It helps build the future of cities and regions. It brings people from many countries together. It provides an opportunity structure (‘equity’) crucial to the health of its societies: without higher education, the uneven distribution of money and power alone would shape the life possibilities of young people, setting decisive limits on their fate. This larger social role, higher education’s contribution to the public good and especially to the solidaristic common good of society—a role that everywhere partly rests on government, and is partly or in some countries largely supported from the common pool of taxation that is fed by each income earner—is not well understood. Arguably, in the Anglo-American countries, where there has been downward pressure on tax and public spending levels since the 1980s, the contribution of higher education to the common good has been increasingly neglected.


As its title suggests, Higher Education and the Common Good is about large-scale higher education systems, led by research universities, which almost everywhere seem to be growing in size and in the range of their activities. The book is primarily concerned to make a larger space in the social imagination for their contribution to the common good of society. It is focused on factors that may advance or impair that contribution to the common good, including the engagement of higher education institutions (HEIs) in patterns of social equality and inequality.


In Part I the book takes a long historical and broad geographical view of higher education and the common good, drawing on examples from across the world; although the main discussion is about higher education in the English-speaking countries, especially the United States, followed by the United Kingdom. In Part II the book reviews and critiques extant ideas about the political economy of higher education. Along with flows of money and relations of power, knowledge is also important in human affairs, and economic ideas often structure politics and public debate, shaping the policy agenda and regulating the possible policy options. The ideas and intellectual methods of political economy are crucial to policy and practice in higher education, framing understandings of the common good and in many ways determining the potentials and limits of the public goods generated in the sector. A more enabling political economy of ‘public good’ and ‘public goods’ can do much to expand the contribution of higher education and enrich the societies where it is nested. Part III returns to the realist account begun in Part I, exploring the dynamics of diversity, stratification and inequity, and draws final conclusions.


The book begins with the emergence of modern mass higher education and its contribution to the common good, which has more than one set of roots.


Three beginnings


The first beginning of mass higher education was in Song dynasty China a thousand years ago. It rested on a much older tradition, that of the world’s first higher education system. Like everything, this system began on a small scale and grew.


China


The examination-based selection of scholar-officials in China commenced in the early years of the Han dynasty (206 BCE–220 CE). From 124 BCE this selection was supported by a state academy that prepared candidates in the classical texts and scholarly arts. At first the academy involved only fifty scholars, but the pool of candidates grew substantially under the later Han, when private academies also opened, and further during the Sui and Tang dynasties, when meritocratically selected officials were mobilised as a counter-weight to hereditary aristocratic power. The continuing growth of the scholar population tapped into the core commitment of Chinese Confucianism to formal learning. ‘To spread the “transformation caused by teaching” to All-under-Heaven became the ideal of Confucians from the later Han on’ (Holcombe 2001, p. 48). The academies were not universities. They were state-controlled institutions, even the private academies, rather than corporations founded in scholarly autonomy as in Europe and later in the United States. But they were unquestionably institutions of higher education, and some of the techniques they evolved, such as the curriculum and the examination, later found their way into European and US universities. The commitment to formal learning also spread beyond China’s border. In 631 the cosmopolitan Tang dynasty established 1200 dormitory rooms in the capital Chang’an (now Xian) to house more than 8000 students from Korea, Japan, Manchuria and Tibet (Holcombe 2001, p. 52). This was probably the first large-scale, state-sponsored program of international education. It is a policy that has returned in today’s China, paralleling similar approaches in the United States, Germany and Japan.


The early development of the national examination was centred on the capital and subsequently extended only to a few regional centres, but under the Song dynasty (960–1279 CE), there was a great growth and diversification of regional administration in China. This was necessary in order to implement the national government’s new policy of centrally controlled devolution of governance. Entry into the ranks of scholar-officials opened up in many parts of the country. In the early eleventh century, there were 30 000–40 000 candidates for the prefectural examination, but by the mid-thirteenth century there were 400 000 (Blockmans and de Weerdt 2016, p. 310)—more than the number of higher education students in some countries today—and many regional examination centres had been established. In addition to imperial academies, there were private academies with a less utilitarian curriculum. Arguably, this was the first system of mass higher education anywhere in the world. India had long maintained monastery-based schools and libraries but, unlike China, these were not organised in a single national system, and not on the same scale. The Song reforms in China brought higher education within reach of many middle-class families for the first time.


Song Dynasty higher education encountered some of the issues that were to face later mass higher education systems. There were concerns that, amid the rapid spread of examination centres, national standards would be debased at regional level. In the private academies there was resistance to state prescription of the curriculum, while the status of private graduates tended to fluctuate. There was also the tension inherent in all mass-scale higher education, between higher education as a site for social reproduction and higher education as a means of upward mobility. This tension was embodied in the examination system itself. Throughout imperial history the selection of scholar-officials oscillated between times when the process was genuinely meritocratic and obscure families rose through pristine scholarship, and times when the examination was an empty ritual that brought pre-selected scions of the aristocracy into the imperial domain. Each phase drew on a different aspect of Confucianism. Confucian thought is committed to the conservation of a hierarchic social order. It also meritocratic, with a belief that any person can strive for perfection through self-cultivation and lead the world by example. ‘In education there should be no class distinctions’, stated Confucius (Holcombe 2001, p. 38).


This oscillation continues, between higher education as social reproduction and as upward social mobility, in China and across the world. So do the educational practices first established in China: the curriculum, textbooks, pedagogy, standardised language, educational standards, the examination, pass/fail selection.


France


The second beginning of mass higher education—or rather the beginnings of the key ideas in political culture that came to shape public expectations about modern higher education systems—was 14 July 1789, the day that the urban masses in Paris captured the old royal prison, the Bastille. This triggered the radical phase of the French Revolution and reverberated around the world. France was the leading country in continental Europe and the second most populous after Russia. The French Revolution was the most profound of all the European revolutions because it was a social revolution and it proved to be irreversible, signalling the end of aristocratic and feudal traditions. (The 1917 Russian Revolution was also a social revolution, but its legacy is more ambiguous.) Within three weeks of the fall of the Bastille, the French peasantry and the provincial towns had taken matters into their own hands, the ancien regime had decisively lost authority and the power of 400 000 strong nobility, which hitherto had enjoyed unquestioned rule over 23 million French people, was in free fall. By late August 1789 the revolution had its Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen (Hobsbawm 1962, p. 84). This was drafted by the Marquis de Lafayette. Lafayette consulted with his friend Thomas Jefferson, who was then living in Paris as the young American Republic’s Minister to France.


The Declaration was moderate compared with what was to come. In article 4 it defined liberty as ‘being able to do anything that does not harm others’. Article 6 stated that equality meant equality in the eyes of the law, and that all people should be eligible for public office on a meritocratic basis, ‘according to their ability, and without other distinction than that of their virtues and talents’. Fraternity was not mentioned. But, as the revolution moved increasingly to the left, it anticipated for a short time the evolution that would be taken by secular society and democratic politics a hundred years ahead and the principles of the European welfare states that were created 150 years later. Freedom of religion was established. Divorce was legalised. Same-sex relationships were decriminalised. Jews and black people received full civil rights, and the French Constitution of 1793 established universal male suffrage. The collective principle of fraternity, or solidarity, which shifted the ground from individual rights alone to the moral obligations of persons to each other, moved into a central position. Liberté, égalité, fraternité. Equality became equality of condition, equality informed by the principle of fraternity. The first to make the three-part slogan official was Maximillien Robespierre in his speech on the organisation of the national guard on 5 December 1790. It was ordered that the slogan ‘liberty, equality, fraternity’ should be inscribed on the uniforms of members of the national guard and on the tricolor flags they carried, which replaced the old royal white. The emphasis on fraternité led Olympe de Gouges, a female journalist, to write the Declaration of the Rights of Woman and the Female Citizen.


After the execution of Robespierre and the ebb tide to a more moderate radicalism, fraternité disappeared from the slogan. It was reduced to only liberty and equality. Napoleon Bonaparte, the dictator who followed the revolution and developed the halfway principle of a meritocratic self-appointed aristocracy, preferred the motto liberté, ordre public (liberty and public order). Yet within half a century, in the 1848 revolution in France, the three-part term ‘liberty, equality and fraternity’ was revived. After being briefly adopted officially between 1848 and 1852, it became the permanent national motto in the Third Republic in 1870, seventy-seven years after the Constitution of 1793. By then the three principles, often in a somewhat diluted form, were circulating through politics across the world.


From the French Revolution onwards, liberty and equality were always at the heart of democratic liberal politics in the European tradition. The socialists added fraternity, and wanted to lift everyone up while diminishing uneven wealth and claims to status. As in the politics of 1793, the inclusion of fraternity changed the meaning of equality. In post–World War II Central and Nordic Europe, solidarity became a central plank of the welfare state. In education everywhere, especially after World War II, equality in different guises became the great theme of politics and policy everywhere. Universal individual rights of access have become seen as central and essential to the advance of mass higher education in almost every country. However, countries have varied in the extent to which social solidarity, and a common and shared experience, are seen as part of the education policy mix.


The United States


The third beginning of mass higher education was in the United States. This was the origin of higher education in its present form, albeit with national variations. It was launched by the Morrill Act (1862), auspiced by Abraham Lincoln, which led to the land grant colleges. A system evolved with a range of education institutions, from research universities much influenced in their early stages by German examples, to vocational shops and community colleges, supplemented by diverse contributions from municipalities, states, the federal government, families and benefactors. By World War II the United States had age group participation of 15 per cent, far ahead of most of Europe. Then the war provided the platform for a great leap upwards in the social role of US higher education. In 1944 the federal government passed the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, known as the GI Bill, promising educational assistance to help those who returned to better their lives. This underpinned student growth after the war and installed social access and needs-based aid as policy principles (Douglass 2000). Following the devastation of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in Japan by atomic weapons in 1945, and with the Cold War with the USSR beginning in 1947, federal government in the United States was convinced that supreme science and technology was a crucial key to global power. This underpinned a massive injection of federal funding of basic research, especially but not only for military purposes, and elevated above other US HEIs those private and public universities where scientific expertise was concentrated (Kerr 1963/2001a). At the same time, amid expansion in the number of middle-class families, and more opportunities for graduate careers in both public and private sectors, enrolment growth began to accelerate.


In 1960 California, the largest state, established a Master Plan for higher education that provided access to higher education for all students qualified to enter. The principle of equality of social opportunity in education was established on a universal and massive scale. It was the idea of equality in Lafayette’s Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen of 1789, equality understood as the career open to the talents, within an unequal society, rather than the more egalitarian and solidaristic version of equality that underpinned the French Constitution of 1793. Most of the expansion of student numbers in California was expected to take place in two-year diplomas in public community colleges. Above them in the steeply tiered system were the state universities and the campuses of the University of California, led by Berkeley and Los Angeles, open to just the top 12.5 per cent of school-leavers (Kerr 2001b). Although few American state higher education systems were as precisely managed as that of California, which firmly policed the mission distinctions between the three sectors, the Master Plan’s joining of ‘excellence and access’ was widely admired. Across the country enrolment growth moved ahead of every projection. By 1971 the United States enrolled 47.0 per cent of the school-leaver age cohort at the UNESCO classified tertiary education level.


Americans were becoming convinced that liberty—which for many was equated with opportunities for material and social betterment—lay not only in the freedom to trade but also in access to education. And liberty and equality in an expanding education system were also becoming seen as the highway to national and individual prosperity, according to human capital theory, which also emerged in the United States in the 1960s (Becker 1964).


Horizontal and vertical


Throughout the twentieth century the United States led the world in mass higher education. It still has one of the highest participation rates, the largest research output (although in quantity terms it will eventually be passed by China in the number of scientific papers produced), and by far the largest share of the world’s high-citation, high-quality science. Partly because of the geopolitical weight of the United States, its size and the power of its economy, military and culture, US higher education has been more influential than any other system.


It was the patterns set when the United States was becoming a 50 per cent–plus high-participation system in the 1960s and 1970s that provided its content as the global exemplar. This was a favourable moment to create the blueprint for a high-participation higher education system. It was a time of high economic growth, a great expansion of the middle class (much as in China and India today) and increasing opportunities for upward social mobility. At that time it was possible to achieve the then novel US policy assumption that most citizens could benefit from higher education. In the 1960s, that assumption was both democratic and revolutionary, knocking aside conservative ideas about the scarce distribution of educability. But it left unchallenged another US assumption: that society could be understood as a vast market; and that education, as part of that society-market, constituted a wide arena for open positional competition between families. In this setting, inequality in the economy and education were perfectly normal and acceptable, provided that all families were free to strive for wealth and success and, in education, all young people were free to enter. In this schema, it was in the practice of broad social inclusion—and, inside the system, freedom of movement for the winners—that educational democracy lay. Within the steep hierarchy of institutions the potential for upward mobility, and the hierarchy itself, were protected by the provision of routes for upward transfer from the lower-tier institutions and student aid for needy students at the point of entry to the top-tier HEIs. The objective of policy was not the social redistribution of opportunity. Still less was it the democratic equalisation of the opportunities themselves. The approach was unashamedly vertical, not horizontal. It was if the nobility had been allowed to return, but they were now required to pass the educational test devised in ancient China. It was an advance on the European societies that had preceded the French Revolution but only a partial advance. Now the triggers of social status were meant to be semi-meritocratic money and success in the career open to the talents, rather than the privileges of birth and lineage. But it was not a competition of equals. As before, it helped to be born into the right family, although now the right family was defined by money and property, rather than by lineage and property. Some students used education to climb very high, but the number of such students was restricted by the steepness of the ladder and the small number of spots at the top.


Equality of opportunity and human capital theory are still the default policy narrative in most countries. But the policy legacy of the US 1960s is a growing problem everywhere, including the United States. Expectations accumulate as high-participation higher education systems grow. Baker remarks that ‘belief in equality of opportunity as social justice rises with the value of universalism in education’ (2011, p. 11). Claims about the pivotal role of higher education in a knowledge economy continue the 1960s education-centred illusion that education alone can secure equal social opportunity and prosperity for all. Yet as higher education expands, its capacity to deliver positional gains to the average graduate is not increased but reduced. Policy-makers and researchers of higher education recycle the belief that it is enough to extend the boundaries of participation, to create social equity in the sense of inclusion; as if socially disadvantaged families can be transformed without modifying the larger social relations that sustain advantage. As the Nordic experience shows, high social mobility rests on a larger set of conditions than just the expansion of higher education.


The US blueprint in higher education has also run into more localised problems. Like the United Kingdom, the United States is experiencing sharply rising inequality, which has now reached exceptional levels—income inequality in the United States today is higher than at any time in recorded history (Piketty 2014)—along with falling living standards among the low paid, the matching problem of polarised schooling and higher education systems, fractured social cohesion and broken international integration. Some of those who are struggling turn on immigrants, whom they wrongly see as the cause of their troubles.


The Nordic model


Those countries where policy was more horizontal, as in the Nordic countries and the German-speaking world, did not adopt US forms of stratification and the intense US competition in society and higher education. They used a similar rhetoric about equal opportunity to that heard in the United States, and their economic departments had no alternative to human capital theory. In some respects the social promise of the Nordic model of higher education was similar to the American—the old education system that provided for the reproduction of the elite was giving way to upward mobility for the masses, and higher education was expected to create a more prosperous and democratic society. But in other ways the Nordic model was different and, in its own terms, it has proven to be more successful.


The Nordic model2 treats citizen equality as a practical social value, and higher education and other social services are seen as common social goods. The Nordic societies, Norway, Sweden, Finland and Denmark, foster low social stratification and high potential social mobility on a consensus basis. ‘Education has been seen as one of the major processes in the making of more equal societies’ (Valimaa and Muhonen 2016, p. 5), via ‘equal educational opportunities for the whole population indifferent of gender, socioeconomic background or geographical location of their citizens’ (p. 6). The Development Plan for Finnish Education (2011–16) states:




Equal opportunity in education is the underpinning of Finnish welfare. For educational equality to be realized, it is imperative that everyone gains a solid basis for learning already in early childhood and in basic education and that pupils and students with special needs and at risk of exclusion have access to a diverse range of supportive action. Measures must also be taken to alleviate differences and heredity in post-compulsory education. (MEC 2012, p. 7)





The five Nordic countries, including Iceland, lead the world in gender equality (MEC 2012, p. 3), and apply extra resources to low achievers and schools that service poor families. At higher education stage, they provide free tuition and universal student financial support. The intensity of competition between families for social position is deliberately restrained by policy. Nordic governments collect performance-related information about schools and higher education institutions, but instead of publishing these data in league table format and creating a market of institutional winners and losers, triggering middle-class flight from low-achieving schools and creating concentrations of advantage/disadvantage, they feed non-public data back to individual institutions within a common culture of performance improvement. At higher education stage there are good-quality research universities and no Harvards. There are mission distinctions between research-oriented universities and universities of applied sciences, but inter-university differences in resources are slight and status differentials are moderate. With less at stake in stratification between institutions, there is limited scope for investment in private educational advantage. It is accepted that higher education is a common public good, in which its private benefits are seen as a function of its public nature. Nordic higher education is sustained by a social/political consensus on the value of equality that is fundamental to all policy design, and it rests on a high level of trust that is scarcely imaginable in the present political cultures of, say, the United Kingdom or Mexico:




… the Scandinavian model of welfare distribution hinges on premises of cross-class solidarity and high levels of generalised trust. Without them, the problems of free-riding and misuse of public goods would be insurmountable. In addition, the middle to upper classes would revolt against their high charges. Inequality, however, is a social characteristic that gives rise to mistrust and prevents welfare distribution policies along universal principles from being established … Countries plagued by a very skewed income distribution are imprisoned in a vicious circle, an inequality trap, which frustrates all attempts to establish policies aiming at redistribution because social disparities breed mistrust … (Gärtner and Prado 2012, p. 19)





These two practices of equity and equality, the Nordic and the American, are opposing poles of system organisation in higher education. The one is primarily social and egalitarian, the other primarily individual and meritocratic; although each gestures towards the main concerns of the other. The Nordic offers a rich version of higher education as a common good, which also allows graduates to draw individual private benefits from it. The American is an enticement to lofty individual position. It works very well, brilliantly even, for the minority who are successful, but arguably it works less well than does the Nordic model for the majority of people.


In every country, families strive for affluence, a better life and success and social position for their children. Inevitably, as well as sharing and cooperating, families also strive against each other because some social positions, such as leading roles in the professions or business, are available in limited supply. However, the relational setting in which this positional competition occurs is all important—the extent to which competition is all-consuming or a modest part of people’s lives, the extent to which prior social inequalities are simply recycled in the next generation or there is widespread upward mobility, and the extent to which everyone has genuine opportunity to do well in education and work—the extent to which higher education tends to enhance equality, or enhance inequality.


In Nordic societies, unlike the United States or the United Kingdom, it is clear that overall, schools and higher education tend to enhance social equality and mobility. Overall standards of educational preparation in all Nordic schools are high and, in contrast to the United States, there are few low achievers (OECD 2014b). Without a steep hierarchy of HEIs, all university degrees are valued in Nordic society. With relatively egalitarian pay structures, those who work full time have enough to live on. With high taxation and universal good-quality government services, the living standards of all are supplemented by access to free or low-cost public goods in education, health, transport, communication and other sectors. Those who fall between the cracks are protected. Does it take away individual initiative? No. Nordic societies are not idle societies, and the level of creativity in global business, the commercial cultural industries, city design and governmental techniques, and in research in universities, is relatively high—although, like most European societies, Nordic countries find problems of migration difficult to manage and cannot draw a clear line between citizen rights and human rights. (It should be added that such national/global tensions are endemic to global convergence, and no national regime has yet found a way to handle them in less than arbitrary fashion.)


Social models cannot be simply imported from one country to another. Education systems, social policies and tax regimes are grounded in history, tradition and entrenched social habits, not to mention the pragmatics of power and influence. None of these factors are readily displaced because a policy-maker likes someone else’s idea. Yet in Anglo-American countries it is a good time to think about alternatives. In large part what lies behind differences between the United States’ approach to higher education and the Nordic approach, not to mention the variations also in French, German, Chinese, Latin American and other approaches, is differing notions about the common good.


It is time to look more closely at what is meant by ‘the common good’ (note that chapters 4 and 5 will consider the topic in more detail).


The common good


In Higher Education and the Common Good, the common good is understood in terms of social solidarity, social relations based on universal human rights and equality of respect. Higher education contributes to the common good in this sense in two partly distinguishable and overlapping ways. The first kind of common good is commonality across national borders, which is a global public good. The most obvious kind of commonality in higher education is the global form taken by research science, which is now largely a single world conversation. The global public good role of higher education, especially research universities, is very significant, foreshadowing the evolution of future global society. Global cosmopolitanism in higher education has been discussed by many authors (e.g. Rizvi and Lingard 2010; King, Marginson and Naidoo 2011). The second common good offered by higher education is the formation of common relationships and joint (collective) benefits in solidaristic social relations within a country—national public goods. Here it becomes possible to discuss social sharing, social solidarity and, in the words of the French Revolution, ‘fraternity’, in a practical way. As yet there is no bounded and fully coherent global society, but there are well-defined national (and partly defined regional) societies. It is these that are the main focus in Higher Education and the Common Good. The book takes the national system and individual HEI as the primary units of analysis.


In the English-speaking countries, and some others, social commonality on the national scale has been partly fractured by finance sector–driven budget austerity and growing economic and social inequalities. That fracturing of social solidarity is not higher education’s doing, although higher education might have a contribution to make in finding solutions to social division and inequality. In turn, the fragmentation of national solidarity is associated with global/national tensions and the undermining of the cosmopolitan global common good. Growing inequality and continued poverty have fed into resistance to migration in the English-speaking world and much of Europe, although immigrants are not the drivers of either austerity policy in government or economic and social inequalities. This tension creates difficulties for research universities, which depend on cross-border flows of people, ideas, knowledge and capital, and might impair the creation of global public goods in higher education. Matters of global public good are explored in other work (e.g. Marginson 2007, 2010a, 2010b) and are part of the author’s ongoing research. However, higher education remains a primarily nationally organised activity, and it is social solidarity within largely national societies that is the main focus of discussion here. From time to time in the book, global data are discussed, and comparative issues arise frequently. National higher education systems each have their own traditions of public goods, public good and social commonality. As discussed in chapter 5, these differences provide potential resources for all.


What then is meant by social solidarity, fraternity or, more generally, human sociability? What are the ties that bind, how firmly do they bind, and why? In the Anglo-American tradition, an early and influential proponent of this notion of the common good was Adam Smith. This might surprise readers who have been given the impression that Adam Smith was a proponent of dog-eat-dog and greed-is-good individualism in the economic market. It is true that in The Wealth of Nations (1776/1979) Smith set out to demonstrate that the competing economic interests of individuals could not be reconciled by government, and the pursuit of self-interest in the marketplace tended to generate unanticipated benefits—the foundation of the famous ‘invisible hand’ metaphor. This idea was pitched against government tyranny and vestiges of feudalism in eighteenth-century societies—The Wealth of Nations was published thirteen years before the French Revolution. The invisible hand concept created space not only for free economic exchange but also the benefits of an unregulated civil society, virtues that were never far from Smith’s thoughts.


Detached from the rest of Adam Smith, the invisible hand with its notion of the beneficence of unanticipated consequences became one of the foundation stones of neo-liberalism (Hayek 1944). There it has been translated into an argument with a different logic that was not made by Adam Smith and with which he would have disagreed. That is the argument that any and all forms of deliberative social action by government or another agency are non-beneficent in effect. This claim about Adam Smith can be made only by ignoring The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759/2004) in which Adam Smith prepared perhaps the most persuasive of all arguments in the Anglo-American tradition about the ties that bind us.


Smith stated himself that he regarded The Theory of Moral Sentiments as a better book than the The Wealth of Nations (Moloney 2004, p. xviii). It is hard to make such a judgement now. What is clear is that in The Theory of Moral Sentiments Adam Smith gives no comfort whatsoever to those who would argue that people are solely motivated by selfish motives, or solely motivated by economic motives, or that social solidarity, inclusion and integration are not matters needing active and common attention, or that the state has no role in providing this common attention.


‘All the members of human society stand in need of each other’s assistance’, said Adam Smith in The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759/2004, p. 106). ‘Humanity, justice, generosity and public spirit, are the qualities most useful to others’ (p. 223). Often what holds us together are ties of love and affection. These are the best societies in which to live. ‘What so great happiness as to be beloved, and to know that we deserve to be beloved’ (p. 140). Even so, if the collective was not bound by affection and disinterested generosity, then ‘society may subsist among different men, as among different merchants, from a sense of its utility, without any mutual love or affection’. But it ‘cannot subsist among those who are at all times ready to injure and hurt one another’ (p. 106). Smith is very clear about this. Dog-eat-dog competition cannot sustain society.


He also emphasised the possibility of altruism. We always appreciate ‘generosity, humanity, kindness, compassion, mutual friendship and esteem, all the social and benevolent affections, when expressed in countenance or behaviour, even towards those who are not peculiarly connected with ourselves’, Adam Smith stated (p. 45). ‘How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives nothing from it, except the pleasure of seeing it’ (p. 3).


There was ‘something agreeable even in ‘the weakness of friendship and humanity’ (p. 46) that is too tender, too indulgent. Also, for the sake of social order it is essential that we sympathise with each other in great misfortune. Otherwise we become ‘intolerable to one another’ (p. 19). The spectator to the misfortune is repelled by the passion of the sufferer. The sufferer is enraged by the ‘cold insensibility and want of feeling’ of the other (p. 19). However, added Smith, this is not to say that we human beings naturally treat others as we would like to be treated ourselves. He was not a starry-eyed Samaritan. We sympathise most with the small joys and great sorrows of others, he stated. We are indifferent to the smaller vexations of others, and the larger joys of others are just as liable to invoke our resentment as our shared pleasure. In fact the loss or gain of a very small interest of our own seems much more consequential than the greatest concern of another with whom we have no particular connection. In other words, we place ourselves and our families and friends before the common good. But we prefer to nest ourselves and our families within the public good rather than against it.


The private interested is nested in the public interest, and although they are not the same, they work together rather than against each other. The existence of a positive-sum relation between public good and private good is itself one of the common goods that society should provide to all. The fact that Anglo-American policy economics sets the private good against the public good, so that they are in a zero-sum relationship rather than a positive-sum relationship—and the more something like higher education is seen as a private good, the less it can be a public good—is a core difficulty for Anglo-American societies. It limits the potential for public goods to be financed by government, developed by HEIs, or even seen and understood at all. The book will return to this issue.


Contents of Higher Education and the Common Good


As noted above Higher Education and the Common Good is set out in three sections. Part I provides a realist historically situated account of the development across the world of high-participation higher education (chapter 2) and the expansion and evolution of higher education in the English-speaking countries, which house societies becoming very unequal by historic standards (chapter 3). These chapters draw on sociology and political economy, including trends in enrolment growth, income distribution and the research literature on higher education and social stratification.


Three overarching tendencies have affected higher education throughout the world in the last two decades. These changes are massification, the social expansion of student participation; globalisation, meaning partial cross-border integration and convergence in research and higher education; and marketisation, meaning the creation of quasi-market competition between more entrepreneurial HEIs, often on the basis of standard performance indicators and in some cases accompanied by higher tuition charges. These changes vary in the extent to which they have been common to all higher education systems all over the world. Marketisation has been especially important in the Anglo-American world, Eastern Europe and Russia, and in part but not all of Latin America and East Asia. In contrast, countries in central and Nordic Europe and other parts of Asia and Latin America have evaded the sharp end of market transformation. In relation to globalisation, research universities are always partly internationalised, and global systems in research and people mobility, and cross-border policy borrowing, are felt everywhere. However, global effects pass through the prism of national and local systems, structure and agency. Nations and HEIs are positioned differentially within the global setting; some are more shaping of global relations than shaped by them, but for most it is the other way round. Hence the nature and extent of globalisation varies, often markedly, from case to case. Massification has been less studied than the other two tendencies (but see Cantwell et al., forthcoming). However, massification is the most ubiquitous of the three worldwide tendencies in higher education.


Chapter 2 explores the conditions and drivers of massification. Chapter 3 describes how in the United States and the United Kingdom, while massification has expanded social inclusion as it has elsewhere, the expectations that the policies of the 1960s and 1970s would create equality of social opportunity in and through education have been flatly unsuccessful. Access to the elite HEIs that provide positional opportunities of relatively high social value seems to be less ‘fair’ than before. Social mobility is more limited in the United States and the United Kingdom than in central and Nordic Europe and the Low Countries. While higher education is not the driver of the lurch into high-income inequality since the low tax and marketisation agendas of the 1980s took hold, in Anglo-American societies the sector does nothing to reverse the trends to economic and social inequality. The pattern of steeper income inequality matches the steeper stratification of higher education. The two seem to reproduce and reinforce each other, especially in the United States.


Part II moves from Part I’s historical and worldwide mapping perspectives to a critical discussion of the political economy of higher education. The body of knowledge that is political economy, which has many different strands, tends to dominate thinking about higher education, especially policy on higher education. Arguably, political economy is a source of blockages that prevent some issues from being addressed, but political economy can also provide constructive tools for remaking the sector. Chapters 4 and 5 more deeply explore the questions of common good, in the context of discussion of public good and public goods in higher education. Chapter 4 offers a normative framework for observations, judgements, policies and strategies in relation to ‘public’ and ‘private’ that may help in rethinking the potentials of the sector. This chapter, which sets down a theorisation first published in shorter form in early 2016 (Marginson 2016c), provides the essential and distinctive framework of Higher Education and the Public Good. Chapter 5 traces the way in which the framing of the problem in Anglo-American policy systematically excludes the public good as policy. It also considers different ways in which public goods and public good are conceived, and can be observed and in some cases measured, while exploring the varied ways ‘public’ is understood in differing national–cultural contexts.


Chapters 6–8 critique the dominant political economy ideas about higher education, in which the sector is positioned as a quasi-market of competing firms of unequal value that produce private goods, including employable human capital. These ideas, and the policies and institutionalised practices associated with them, block understandings of higher education in general, and public goods in higher education, and education as common good. They are essentially inauthentic narratives, with an empirical basis that is inadequate or non-existent, and they create impossible, unrealisable expectations about higher education.


Chapter 6 argues that human capital theory provides a misleading and unsatisfactory account of private goods in higher education, and cannot provide a plausible explanation of the complex and partly fragmented relations between education and work. Chapter 7 finds that the notion of higher education as essentially an economic market fails to comprehend the character of the sector. The market idea is not only antithetical to common goods approaches to higher education but also wrong within its own terms—it does not comprehend the social dynamics of higher education even in those countries such as the United States where the sector is unambiguously competitive and hierarchical. The model of an imagined market in higher education does not work in practice. Chapter 8 makes a related critique in relation to the principal social technology that marketises global higher education: university ranking. Ranking reworks the sector as the antithesis of a common good. It valorises positional goods and is powerfully hierarchical, a return to an almost aristocratic positional sensibility. But some of the principal ranking schemes are incoherent. Other aspects of the political economy of higher education could be discussed, such as production function ideas about higher education, but human capital, the market model and ranking have been especially influential.


Part III returns to the realist method of historical sociology (e.g. Sayer 2000). Chapter 9 explores system design, horizontal diversity and vertical stratification, and the interplays between higher education and social inequality. The most important issue here—an issue even more important than increases in private tuition costs, which tend to take most of the attention—is the extent of stratification of value within the system. The differentiation of value, more than any other factor, fragments the common good in higher education. While in abstract family and student choice of educational pathway is a good thing, some kinds of choice (such as horizontal diversity in institutional mission) are more socially beneficial than others (such as the choice between low and high tuition prices, or the non-choice between selective and non-selective HEIs).


Chapter 10 discusses these issues in a more grounded way through a case study of higher education in Australia, focusing mostly on the nature and limits of diversity and stratification in that system. In Australia horizontal diversity is highly constrained by the system settings, but the same settings also restrain vertical stratification to some degree. Nevertheless, the national system is both highly competitive and unequalising, in respective of university capacity and status. It is not surprising that there has been no significant improvement in social equality of access during the period of advanced massification, particularly access to the most sought-after universities. The short conclusion in chapter 11 follows.


Notes


1 The standard definition of ‘tertiary education’ used by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) includes two-year full-time diploma courses below degree level.


2 As indicated in the citations, the argument in this section is informed by work by Jussi Valimaa and Reetta Muhonen.





CHAPTER 2



High participation and social inclusion


Higher education is becoming more socially inclusive at a rapid rate and on a worldwide scale. There is a worldwide tendency to high-participation systems (HPS) in higher education,1 systems that enroll more than 50 per cent of the school-leaver age cohort. In the last two decades there has been a remarkable surge in enrolment. This is not confined to wealthy countries. It affects a large majority of the countries with a per capita income of more than US$5000 per head, less than 10 per cent of per capita income in the United States. Figure 2.1 captures the aggregated tendency to growth at world level. Between 1970 and the early 1990s, the number of students in ‘tertiary education’, the term used by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) equivalent to ‘higher education’ in North American usage,2 increased faster than population and at about the same rate as world GDP. Then worldwide participation in higher education began to climb away from GDP, at an accelerating rate. Between 1970 and 2013, population multiplied by 1.93 and real GDP by 3.63, but enrolments in higher education grew by a factor of 6.12 (UNESCO 2015; World Bank 2015).


Between 1972 and 1992, the worldwide Gross Tertiary Enrolment Ratio (GTER)3 moved modestly from 10.1 to 14.0 per cent. However, in the next two decades the worldwide GTER more than doubled, growing by almost one percentage point a year and reaching 32.0 per cent in 2012. Across all countries one in three young people now enter higher education, and more than three in four across Europe and North America (UNESCO 2015; World Bank 2015). See table 1. Notions that only some people are capable of higher education are fading. Recurring concerns about ‘over-education’ and graduate unemployment do not halt growth (Schofer and Meyer 2005; Teichler 2009). When systems reach GTERs of 50 per cent or more, they keep growing towards 100 per cent. Until recently the GTER in the United States exceeded 90 per cent, and South Korea’s tertiary participation rate is now close to the 100 per cent mark. Families and schools in East Asia expect every student to be a high achiever (Marginson 2013a), which provides a strong platform for tertiary participation throughout society and the workforce. Marginson: Higher Education for the Common Good


[image: image]


Figure 2.1: Changes in world population, world GDP (constant prices) and total world student enrolment in tertiary education, 1970–2013 (1970 = 1.00)


Note: constant 2005 US$


Sources: UNESCO 2015; World Bank 2015


International policy agencies such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) advocate open-ended growth. Few governments now set firm limits on the level of inclusion, despite fiscal constraints. The tendency to HPS does not mean that all students receive learning and credentials of high value. The point is that HPS of higher education are becoming common to societies across the world, like hospitals, bureaucracy and police, transport and communications, piped water and electricity. It is likely that in a generation’s time a majority of all working people will have experienced tertiary education. High-participation higher education is a major transformation.


This chapter explores the tendency to high-participation systems, including the possible explanations. A key question is what drives the tendency to HPS: state policies, economic development, aspirations for social position, credentialism, global factors, or some combination of these. The chapter discusses the prior interpretations of Martin Trow (1973), Evan Schofer and John Meyer (2005) and David Baker (2011).


Historical synthesis


Many different social science theorisations and analytical and empirical methods can be used to illuminate social phenomena such as the tendency to HPS. However, not all theories and methods are suitable for the purpose. In relation to the big-picture explanation of HPS, methods developed for localised studies, in which the phenomena under investigation are conceived as a bounded set, are not equal to the task. For example, in the social science of higher education, one common approach is to employ a fixed theoretical framework as a lens though which to view the research problem, and apply a linked methodology to the empirical analysis of primary or secondary data. However, no single theory (or methodology) can suffice for grasping the many-sided problem of HPS, which is scarcely smaller than society itself, and encompasses domains that are often understood separately as educational, social, economic, geographic, demographic, psychological, cultural and political, but at the level of society become combined in complex ways.
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