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Introduction

There is nothing permanent except change.

Heraclitus (540-470 BCE)

Education reforms are underway in many countries. To say more exactly, it is difficult to pinpoint the country in which school does not change for few years. Therefore, continuous change in education system is a natural process, used by us to create better conditions for the youth to get integrated into changing world of the adults.

Goals, scope, methods and intensiveness of each reform are different in different periods. Education reform is rather complicated process – teaching content and training process go along with much of politics and many elements of economics. How can we boost effectiveness of Lithuanian school in short time and with minimal financial recourses? Although the notion of school effectiveness could be subject for long dispute, the proposal to change “quickly and at minimal cost” would always find support with many people. Perhaps this is why some of education reform ideas avoid social and educational assumptions by focusing on education economics and management.

During last decade of the previous century, a new notion emerged within the Lithuanian education reform vocabulary: education services. Do not try to look for the said couple of words within the national education reform concept – many of its authors have remained idealists, the market and competition terms for whom have always been far away from education problems. But times change, bringing economic terms more and more often into discussions about comprehensive education, not only studies at university. These are mostly disputes about education system effectiveness, management and financial accounting problems. Can it be that different type management, accounting and changed distribution of finances will allow for better results. True, education system results are often understood differently, by underlining different aspects – academic achievements (for example, presented in numbers of school graduates, who enters universities), formation of school-children value-system, getting all children involved into training process (“no children outside the school walls”), and financial effectiveness.

In Lithuania recent changes in education financing are not related with growing funding for schools (education always was and still remains a rhetoric priority of politicians), but with so called “student’s basket”. This term is linked with new education funding system sometimes referred to as “money should follow a student”. It means, the school financing would directly depend on the number of students in it (such distribution of finances is called per capita). We have never seen any substantiation for the idea, or the analysis for social-educational incentives and after-effects of it. However, it is believed to really improve education quality. While very often answer to question about how this quality is to be improved includes streamlining of education funding and enlargement of schools and classes.

Lithuania is not the first country, which encountered need to change school financing. The said problem is acute for all world nations, and has been widely analysed from theoretical, academic and purely practical implementation points of view.

How can we change school financing system and link it with the number of students at each school, i.e., to define and start using “student’s basket”? The idea is not new at all. Many countries have tested one or another form of it. The present analysis is an attempt to review theoretical preconditions for appearance of a student’s voucher, which is one of education funding ways, as well as experience of other countries when translating the financing method into reality, and also political, social and educational circumstances that incite and stop wider introduction of the said method. Voucher financing system embraces fully per capita method, though, proposes additionally a possibility for parents to choose school for their child. In Lithuania, the right to choose a school (and a real possibility to choose) is still under discussions; therefore, “student’s basket” cannot be identified with education voucher. However, willing to understand education financing reform trends and problems we have to examine positive and negative sides of education voucher concept.

The present analysis was carried out by Education Policy Centre of Vilnius University following the request by the Education Studies Centre under Open Lithuania Fund Lithuania to be presented at international seminar “Financing Education in Lithuania: Challenges and Opportunities for Finance reform” (Vilnius, June 21-22, 2001).

Dr Algirdas Zabulionis

eMail: algiz@nec.lt

Cheque – the way to pay services

If you think education is expensive, try ignorance.

Anonymous

A basket, voucher or cheques – all are synonyms used to name financial distribution method. It is the way to distribute funds, special purpose services or capital among individuals. It is special, because the basket is an equivalent of cash only, if an individual, for whom the basket is formed, use it for direct purpose. Only then, the basket supplier can control consumption priorities of the basket recipient, and ensure the funds allocated will be used in line with the purpose determined in advance. The basket recipient has got a few (over ten, or even more) choices, i.e., a limited freedom to use the funds. It reminds of consumption constraints and selection compromise. We have already encountered with similar practices (I have in mind privatisation vouchers). Similar methods are used within health systems (for example, debates have been launched in Lithuania about partial remuneration of stomatology services), social sphere (Food stamps program in US, designed to support the poorest levels of society – those entitled to it can purchase a restricted assortment foodstuff at special stores).

In any case, a basket type program is government intervention into economics by establishing individual consumption priorities. An exclusive characteristic of voucher system deals with distributable services, products, but not money. The state may realise its influence for consumption with the help of other methods either – via taxation strategies or direct payment of service producer costs (or part of it). A consumer may be allocated a direct financial grant in aid (foe example, a stipend).

Many economists think introducing vouchers is a very important step towards privatisation of that industry, as a market is formed with different service producers and service consumers, who enjoy the right to choose themselves.

Various ways to apply the said financial system within education sector are available, as the financing system itself does not regulate school administration and training process. Schools that are issued education vouchers must be under “strict” control by state education inspection, with special accreditation possible for education institutions pretending for the said finances. All school age children, children of separate age groups, or children from families in special social layers may use education voucher. Voucher may be used in all education institutions or separate groups of them (for example, state or private schools). The size of a voucher may depend on the student’s family income or status of school the student is going to or extra income. A voucher may cover the whole price of studies at school or part of it.

Social and educational goals of using an education voucher are usually explained by the following four basic principles:

· Putting to life parents’ right to choose a school for their children:

· Active parents involvement into their children training process:

· Competition between schools;

· Private schools become available for wider part of population;

Improving education services quality, streamlined funds utilisation, solving social problems (equal opportunities, school accessibility) usually is explained with the help of these four education financing system principles.

Each voucher financing system is at the same time a part of per capita system, in which funds allocated to school directly depends on the number of students in it, i.e., school, selected by a student, receives the voucher directly from the institution in charge of education financing (central or regional). However, the voucher system does focus on free choice right for parents thus involving them into their children training. The very per capita system – “money should follow the student” foresees school financing based on the number of students. This is how funds for education would be used more rationally from the financial point of view: small schools are going to close and big ones will be urged to grow further. In many countries education institutions survive on funding from regional administration institutions, which will be forced to solve their regional social and educational problems by trying to mitigate differences that arise from real difference in education service price in different regions.

Charter schools grew popular in last decade of the 20th century. These are decentralised and relatively autonomous schools, providing education services based on the contract made with regional state education authorities. Government usually finance charter school based on the number of students in it (per capita), therefore, this type of school, which fails to attract enough of students, is forced to close. Charter school, working on different pedagogical principles, is very often an alternative to state school in that region. Voucher education financing system (or any other system based on per capita principle) stimulates emergence of charter schools, provided it is in line with the other education legislation basis. 

Idea of voucher in education: history review

Education is tremendously expensive, but what we are getting for our money is ignorance.

Anonymous

It was more than 50 years ago, that the proponent of education financing analysis and applying market methods to education Milton Friedman, the Nobel Prize winner for economics in 1976, proposed an education voucher. The value of a voucher would correspond to the amount of funds allocated for education of one student in that country. Parents could submit the voucher to any school of their choice, which is funded in line with the said scheme and with regard to the number of students in it.  Schools will be competing for children by trying to create best education quality (Friedman thinks it reminds the role of sanitary inspection in public catering institutions). Friedman believes all schools must be privately owned, while the state is just to appoint an institution to control the observance to minimal requirements set for them. A private school will have a possibility to deny admission for a student who does not look suitable for it, and set extra charges for studies. At the time that radical education financing reform seemed more as a theoretical possibility, which failed to secure backing of education practitioners and politicians. Later there were debates over various modifications of the said education financing system: attempts were made to pinpoint different financial situation of families (i.e., the basket for a student from poor family must be bigger, needs of disabled students, racial differences, problems of religious schools (as the US Constitutions does not allow for state support to religious communities).

First attempts to introduce voucher system in education are also a distinctive example of racial segregation. In the year 1954, children from white families in four US schools (in states of Virginia, Mississippi, Alabama and Louisiana) received special government aid designed for studies at private schools for whites only. Later the said program was called anti-Constitutional and cancelled. For long time voucher type financing for education programs remained a subject of discussions on academic level only. And it happened in 1990 only that the said education financing idea was put to life in practically thinking Milwaukee state, and later in Cleveland, Wisconsin, Florida and New York. 

From academic point of view, the voucher system was implemented in full in Chile in last decade of the 20th century. While in Europe, some elements of voucher education system may be found in Sweden only. Although, voucher system elements within education sector are often treated as social aid for representatives of certain social groups, given in order to stimulate their wish for equal rights to education (for example, in Columbia, Bangladesh and Guatemala).

What is the incidence of the said method in the world?

It is much easier to be critical than to be correct.

Benjamin Disraeli

United States of America

Education system in the United States of America has not been centralised, with very many rights left to the states. Education financing analyses often refer to the following pilot programs: in Milwaukee (launched in 1990), Cleveland, (1996) Florida, Wisconsin, and New York (1997). They are united by one feature. These are projects, the process and result of which have been widely discussed in press, parents community, and universities. In many states, transferring voucher idea to life meets a serious legal problem: budget funds cannot be used to support private schools (those of religious communities). The said issue has been solved at court, but most often to the disadvantage of voucher proponents.

Proposal to link a possibility for a private school to receive education voucher with the training and achievement control in that school unfortunately did not receive approval of the schools themselves – financial aid can not be an equal alternative for academic (and partly administrative) freedom. The said projects are not frequent (for example, in Milwaukee throughout the year 1998 to 1999 there were 6000 students who received $5000 vouchers, and $2500 worth vouchers were issued to 3700 school children in Cleveland the same year).

Milwaukee project is considered one of the most successful among other education financing projects in US. It was launched in 1990 and was designed to support education of children from low-income families in private schools. In the year 1994, about 2 percent of the state school children took san opportunity given by $3000 worth voucher. A school, that joins the program, shall not be linked with any of religious community, and total number of students who have been issued education voucher, should not climb over 49 percent of its students number. In case school cannot admit everyone who wants to study in it, the admission is decided by lottery.

Cleveland project started in 1995 and is known for it was the first one in which education voucher could be used at school of religious community. Education voucher is used to support children from low-income families only. However, in 1997, the state Appeal Court ruled out support for religious schools contradict the Federal and Local Constitutions.

Florida project is interested because of its restrictions: a student can get education voucher only if his achievements in last few years (two out of the last four) at regional public school do not meet education standards. Only then, a student from “bad school” can move to a private one, which shall carry out compulsory testing of learning results. In case school cannot admit everyone who wants to study in it, the admission is decided by lottery.

Sweden

Distinctive feature of education in Sweden is that students are admitted to schools following the principle “the one who signed in first will be admitted”. It means a school cannot select students it likes, but must look to the application date. All schools also must observe requirements of national comprehensive training program, and school supervision is carried out by national agency.

Private schools are not allowed to collect extra charges from student parents, i.e., student training at private school is financed the same way as at public school. Other sources indicate the student’s basket at private school stands at 85 percent of education expenses for a student at a public school.

Chile

Articles on education financing changes very often refer to education reform in Chile. Therefore, we shall do our best to describe it below.

In 1980, Chilean government launched a fundamental education system reshuffle based on market methods. Decentralisation, school financing based on student’s basket, competition between private and public schools were essential principles of the reform there. In ten years, democratic national government went on with the said reshuffle focusing its attempts on education quality and equality. Financing for the reform showed education was on priorities list of the government then – allocations for education stood at 3.9 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 1998.

	Chile’s education reform cycles

	period
	1980’s
	1990-96
	1996

	Direction
	Top-down
	Mainly bottom-up
	Integrating “macro” structures with “micro” school culture

	Preferred tools
	Formal rules, mandates
	Informal rules, incentives
	Accountability & Information infrastructures

	Objective
	Efficiency
	Quality and equity
	Improved performance across all dimensions

	Focus
	System structure
	School culture
	Modern institutions


Source: Delannoy F.

One of the major national education reform components dealt with financing for all type schools (private and public) according to average school attendance rate (number of school children), and creation of student achievement monitoring system SIMCE (Sistema de Medicion de la Calidad de la Educacion – system for measuring education quality). Currently in Chile testing is organised for 4th and 8th grade students (Spanish, math and general training assumptions, while about 10 percent of schools have additional tests in nature sciences, history and geography). Since 1988, testing was introduced for 10th grade students too. In last decade the education ministry led by Ricardo Lagos (who was elected president of Chile in January 2000) focused its efforts on improving education quality and problems related with equal rights.

	The concept of equity and quality (operationally)

	Level
	Quality
	Equity

	Policy
	Competitively funded school-based projects
	Targeting the poorest 10 percents and rural multi-grade schools

	Supervision
	Whole school, “integral”
	Focused on lowest-performing schools

	School
	Teamwork, reaching out to community
	Inclusion of all children

	Classroom
	Curricular & pedagogical flexibility
	Individualised attention to student’s needs


Source: Delannoy F.

Since 1993, law on shared financing was enacted in Chile. The said bill allowed private schools to collect extra fees (but not higher amount than the sum of four education vouchers) from parents, but, requested state financing for the school to be reduced in proportion to funds collected from parents. In the event that parents paid four times higher price than the voucher, the school would loose state financing and become totally private. Portion of students whose parents paid (partially) for their education grew from 8 percent in 1993 to 32 percent in 1996. In the year 1999, fees collected from parents made about 37 percent of state education voucher size. Currently some 40 percent of primary school students are going to private schools that are using state privatisation voucher (or part of it), out of which 8 percent study at common private schools, for which the government has cancelled any financing.

	Monthly per student cost, by school type (1998)

	Type of school
	Per student cost (USD)

	Fully private
	240 (average)

	Private-subsidised
	Up to 100

	Municipal
	57 (average)


Source: Delannoy F.

Distinctive features of education reform in Chile:

· Complexity and consolidation of all political forces (for example, common agreement to increase education funding from 4.5 to 8 percent of GDP);

· Traditional financial support to school by parents; co-ordination of government and private financial recourses;

· Financial system development (as an integral part of entire education reform) is closely related with formation of education monitoring system, focusing on education quality and equal opportunities.

Columbia

One of the major education system problems in this country is the lack of schools. This was why education voucher program was launched there in 1992. It provided an opportunity for children from poor families to be admitted to private schools (about 40 percent of schools in the country are private). In the year 1994, the program embraced nearly 2 thousand of schools with 100 thousand of school children in them. The size of the voucher was fixed at $143, and it could be submitted only at private school.

Bangladesh

Education voucher in different regions of the country is meant to support training of 6 to 10 year old girls. The $12 voucher (in 6th grade) and $36 (in 10th grade) may be used both at state and private school (extra requirements have been set for student attendance and achievements).

Guatemala

Voucher, the size of which is about $50 is used to back the training of 7 to 14 year old girls from low-income families in private school.

Puerto Rico 

Families with school age children and annual income lower than $18000 may use voucher of about $1500 worth. The voucher may be submitted to state and private schools. In case the number of students willing to attend the school is bigger than the number of places in it, a lottery is arranged.

Canada

Education system in Canada is decentralised with decision right left for each of provinces. Education vouchers are used in some of them. In British Columbia, you can use a voucher to pay part of education expenses at private school (it makes up to 30 percent of expenses at state school). In Quebec and Albert province voucher is “more substantial” – up to 50-60 percent, though, private schools face more requirements (for example, teaching skills must be the same as in state schools, private schools are under the supervision of state education inspection, etc.).

Who is for and who is against?

If there is anything education does not lack today, it is critics.

Anonymous

In many countries any change, and especially if it is to touch upon major part of population, such as education reform, is widely discussed. The most frequent statements of the voucher system supporters and its enemies are presented in the end of this analysis. One part of them is purely rhetorical, while others are based on feelings or require more information and statistical data. As in each discussion both sides believe in their own truth and try fiercely to protect it. There was no public discussion about education financing reform alternatives in Lithuania. Education financing per capita differs from the method of school financing, used in the country at present moment. The latter is based on the number of complete set of classes at school. A student and not a grade becomes the major item of reference. The webpage of education and science ministry www.smm.lt presents only the method for calculating a student’s basket. As it does not even mention an opportunity for a student to choose school, the Lithuanian education financing reform method should be attached to per capita financing: money follow student to school, which is not his choice. But before going deeper into figures that will determine amount to be allocated for one student training in different type of school, and different size of grade, attention should be given to fundamental arguments of voucher education supporters and their opponents. Both methods are similar from the point of view of finance distribution, but differs much from social and educational points of view. Let us single out a few basic problems related to education voucher, those that will have impact on Lithuanian student basket.

Education sector privatisation degree 

One of the major reasons to change education-financing procedures is dissatisfaction with currently existing education quality and belief that changed financing procedures will help to increase efficiency of education institutions. That means, education institutions (or part of them) will be private. Education vouchers provide a chance in short time to form education services market, where state and private service providers exist side by side. What could be economic, social and educational after-effects of education institution privatisation? Education institutions are very different – there are pre-school institutions, primary, basic, secondary comprehensive schools and high schools, vocational and agricultural schools. Accessibility of them for every child and capability to avoid formation of elite education institutions to serve the exclusive social group are serious problems of education reform in the country. Permanent lack of funds for education needs make education workers to look for extra finance recourses or apply to privately owned funds and for parents’ support. However, may a profit-seeking institution –a school – to solve the said problems? A school may also be a non-for-profit institution, a public institution, etc. However, in all the said cases, attention should be focused on long-term social and educational effects, and not only on urgent need for reforming. Assessment of all the components put together and ways to mitigate the impact of negative factors must be analysed before taking any real step toward the change. We need to answer a simple question: what school do we want to have for all the children?

Education service diversity, quality, real possibility 
to choose a school and equal rights

Service quality of institutions that work under market conditions depends on competition. Do parents in Lithuania have a chance to choose a school for their children?

First, any choice always depends on information on objects to be selected. In this case, it depends on information about schools. What objective information on schoolwork quality do we have? Usually it is the number of the school graduates who enter university, exam results, and diagnostic test results. However, all these things do not present full information about the school we are interested in. Schoolwork quality is a hard task even for an education expert. Parents find it even more difficult. Therefore, schools are rated according to a subjective public opinion or local press publication. Eventually, schools do not want to have any problematic students who might damage the school reputation.

Second, how many of parents will be analysing differences of schools nearby in an attempt to select the best suitable education institution for their child? Research data collected by international TIMSS showed one fourth of Lithuanian 8th grade students do not know about their parents’ education level (determined in general terms such as basic, secondary, university, etc.). It means, education receives little attention in such families. Obviously, they do not discuss which school will be better for their children. On the other hand, school choice is linked with economic welfare and not only with social and educational environment in the family. Choosing a more distant school will require extra money for every day travel to it, maybe even extra payment for studies (which may be explicit or hidden). School diversity is more or less real in bigger cities and impossible in small towns, which usually have one or just few education institutions. A theoretical possibility exists for having elite private boarding schools available only for children of rich families. However, what would be the sequels, if we go this road, for the democratic education system, which speaks of equality principle.

All the above said problems should be referred to when trying to preserve education system equally available for children from all social and economic layers.

Interests of religious communities

Schools supported by (dependent on) religious communities exist side by side with state financed and private education institutions. The said schools try to combine civil comprehensive education with the interests of religious group, which are presented in religion teaching. Legal conflicts are possible in countries, where church has been separated from the state: government is not allowed to support religious schools. Such conflicts are frequent in US, the Constitution of which does not permit the state to financially support schools of religious communities. US court rulings are consistent in their rulings – vouchers should not be used at religious schools. While in such countries like Belize, Lesotho or Holland vouchers are most often used to support religious community schools. Documents on education financing system development should clearly define the ways for solving the said problem.

Lithuania: what makes student’s basket special?

If I am given a formula, and I am ignorant of its meaning, it cannot teach me anything, but if I already know it what does the formula teach me?

St. Augustine (354-430), De Magistro, ch X, 23

Major current financing problems:

· Very wide education expenditure gap in different regions, though, education standards must be the same everywhere.

· Irrational teaching institutions network cause ineffective usage of funds. Big money is spent to keep schools and pay salaries to teachers, while training materials and equipment are left aside.

· Student transportation to school is growing into a serious problem amid restructuring of school network. With students moving from one school to another, the funding for education institutions remains the same. It is especially important when children travel to school in other region. Who then is responsible for their transportation?

All the above specified problems have been proposed to be solved by modifying financing method: funds for education should be allocated based on the number of students at school – by distributing them among municipalities, and among schools (regardless of their founders). Improved quality education services are likely to be rendered after the reform, even if the financing level remains the unchanged.

Funds in the “basket of the student” are meant for the following: education scheme (teachers’ salaries and social insurance), teachers’ skills improvement, purchase of textbooks and audio-visual devices, pedagogical-psychological aide, and library and school management.

Substantiation of new education financing system or finding arguments for it was not given much attention in Lithuania. Except the fragments presented above, there is no deeper explanation on expected educational and social effects. It is believed, that saved finances would be used effectively, which, in its turn, will ensure by itself improvement in education quality.

Education expenses per one student differ significantly from region to region. For example, amount allocated per one student in Klaipeda, Visaginas, Vilnius, Panevezys and Marijampole stood at less than 1300 litas, but in Alytus region and Neringa it was twice higher (see attached table). General trend shows less money are needed per one student in big schools in big cities.

We have little information on Lithuanian education financing reform – student’s basket. Therefore, we cannot analyse it deeper. After looking through scarce documents (which are mostly about the basket calculating methods, but not the base for it) we see problems that will be awaiting us in future. And these problems are many in number.

From the point of view of classical education financing reform, the first question will be about the following: 

The first question for Lithuanian education financial reform, from the point of view of classic type education financing reform, would be the following: 

· Is it just one more way of funds redistribution among schools, based not on number of classes in one grade, but the number of students (per capita system)?

· Will student's parents get the right to choose a school (education voucher)?

· And, if a school choice is to be considered, there are few more questions:

· Shall we have education services diversity big enough to ensure real choice?

· How much the right to choose school will depend on financial capability of parents?

· What objective information about schools will be available in public?

Education financing reform is linked with the private school network expansion. Currently there are just few private secondary schools in the country. Education there costs much for student parents, who pay all the costs. It blocks the emergence of more private schools, so far. In the event that education basket will be permitted for usage at private school too, their number may increase.

However, if parents will have the right to choose only private schools, social differentiation is going to boost. Only children from well-off families will have a real possibility to go to school they want, while those from low-income families will be attending the public school close to their living place. This could lead to different competition conditions for state-owned and private schools, which would hardly stimulate the quality improvement at public schools.

Presently there are only two religious schools in Lithuania? These are the Jesuit gymnasium in capital Vilnius and second major city of Kaunas. Student's basket will offer a possibility for the emergence of more religious schools. What may be the consequences of it? Which of religious communities will be allowed to establish their own education institutions, and will they be capable to ensure the requested standards of civil comprehensive education (with Lithuanian Constitution stating the disestablishment of church)?

Currently produced documents speak more about finance accounting on municipal level, as the number of students in schools on its territory and the number of schools determines the funding received by the local authorities for education needs. To speak more precisely, only one part of them will be used for ensuring teaching process, as money for school keeping comes from municipality. It means, the financial welfare of a school only partially depends on the number of students. The question is: how will municipality distribute extra funding to schools and how big this extra funding is to bee? Will local government be capable to keep "non-profitable school" even with the help of supporters?

One more problem related to student basket is the method for its calculation, or, to be more precise, the system of extra coefficients. Is it temporary? What is the substantiation for it? The said coefficients will form conditions that are more favourable for some of schools or municipalities. Were the said coefficients used only for narrowing the gap between presently allocated sum per one student and the new student basket, which will be the same for every student? Then, the said coefficients are just an attempt to employ new financing method for receiving more or less the same results as currently existing. Maybe they (and especially the difference between them) have some theoretical explanation, reflecting general education policies. Which of the education system change trends are they to stimulate or slow down? However, these are only speculations, arising from the lack of information.

It is very difficult to analyse the student basket calculation method presented in the webpage of the education ministry, as there is no method description, only definitions for coefficients and arithmetic rules.

The very essence of the method may be summarised like the following: the size of one student basket in different school/different grade group, expressed in a conditional coefficient and basic wage, shall be determined with regard to the number of lessons per week, teachers' skills, size of the school, grade and special training needs. Therefore, any change in basic wage, which presently is set at 105 litas, would be followed by changes of the student basket denominated in litas.

The task for a computer program to draft a theoretical model is simple. However, real life is much more complicated. For example, an average teacher salary coefficient is based on fact that there are about 5 percent of teachers in the country who failed performance evaluation, 12 percent of those who passed it, 70 percent of senior teachers and 13 percent of experts teachers and methodologists. Average salary coefficient (7.6 percent) is defined by using the ratio of the salary for each group of teachers and their percentage. It means the scheme of teacher’s skills, which looks like 5-12-70-13 should remain the same all the time in all Lithuanian schools. Schools, which have lower skilled teachers would be in better situation (at least by the time when teachers improve their skills).

Apparently, there are groups of students, the training of which costs more. These are schools for ethnic minorities, or students with special training requirements. Common student basket would not be sufficient for them; therefore, special coefficients will be introduced to set off the gap that emerge in real training costs. However, there is no guarantee that the coefficients meant to boost student's basket would compensate the difference in training expenses (especially for students with special training needs).

Attention should be given also to the method used for calculating average size of the class, as the number of students in a class was increased for further calculations, regardless of real average number of students in one class in the year 2000. For example, average class size in secondary schools in rural areas was set at 15 students (though in 2000 it was only 12.3). It shows, preliminary calculations of a student basket include compulsory increase of student number in a class. Schools with average number of class students (based on the situation in 2000) will receive reduced funding. And if we remember the Lithuanian demographic situation, such insignificant boost of "average number of students in one class" would be especially painful for rural schools. Up to now school financing was based on the number of complete set of classes. Now on it is to be financed with regard to the number of students. Obviously, the reform is to be supported by big schools in cities, as they expect more funds. Schools in the province, though, believe they will be saved by coefficients introduced to boost student basket for them. Small schools in rural areas still expect support from local municipality, as closing of them will be a complicated from political and administrative points of view. The problem could be softened by demographic statistics - the birth rate has been going down for few years already, bringing down the number of school-aged children eventually. The birth number from 56727 in 1988 dropped to 34145 in 2000, a 40 percent slump. In 2000 the number of first-formers diminished by 5 thousand year on year. So, if the state funding for education sector doe not diminish, a student basket may unexpectedly "grew more heavier". However, we will have to wait for that bright future.

On the other hand, the biggest difference between Lithuanian education system that in other countries is student-teacher relations and small classes. Results of international TIMSS research showed the biggest classes in eighth grade are in Asian countries. In South Korea average class contains about 42 students, 37 in Singapore and Hong Kong, 36 in Japan, while in Europe the situation is little bit different with the number of students per one class in 8th grade standing at about 22 (23 in Lithuania).

Education voucher. Arguments PROS
Argument is the worst sort of conversation.

Jonathan Swift

1. Humanism: financial support to children from low-income families to get quality education (presumption: state can not ensure quality education, equivalent to that offered at private schools).

2. Meeting interests of religious community: a possibility for religious family children to combine comprehensive education with faith teaching. The use of this argument depends on legal aspects of relations between the state and the church in a country (for example, legislation in some of states in the US does not allow government funds to be used for supporting of religious schools).

3. Safeguarding of civil rights: a possibility for parents to choose a school for their children (presumption: actual diversity of schools; it can be measured with the help of information about its work efficiency, available for parents).

4. Political motives: an institution operating under markets conditions will always be more financially effective (cheaper) and offer better quality services. This general statement could be applied when speaking about education institutions too, as they are rendering educational services.

5. Social justice: parents will have a possibility to make influence on their children teaching, request quality education, etc.

6. More effective utilisation of funds for education: institutions working under market conditions can ensure more effective utilisation of finance and better service quality.

7. Education service quality will increase: competition will change work effectiveness at all schools and simultaneously improves education quality.

8. Support to private schools. Parents, who send their children to private schools, should not be paying twice bigger price for their education. By paying state imposed taxes (part of which goes for education sector), they pay additionally for their children going to private schools, which means the state should cover expenses (or part of them) of student training at private education institution.

9. Only a radical reform may save public schools from collapse. Society is not satisfied with presently existing education quality, while decentralisation of education administration eliminated school control advantage. Therefore, market relations and competition will become a panacea, which will make schools to brace itself up to meet the requirements of the society.

10. It will ease distribution of centralised funds for education, and it will be done with regard to actual and dynamic number of students at schools, regions, inter-school and inter-regional flows of students.

11. Better school will lure in more students, and, eventually, will receive bigger financing (a pragmatic motive for striving for better quality).

12. It will be a consistent “step towards implementation of the idea “on education services”, which will facilitate the formation of wide education service market.

13. Education voucher means parents involvement in solving problems related with their children education – a positive thing both for a student and education institution.

Education voucher. Arguments CONTRA
Conversation means being able to disagree

 and still continue the discussion.

Dwight McDonald

1. There will be no long awaited competition, expected to improve education quality, among schools. Private and public schools cannot be put on the same level, as they have different financing, different student and staff selecting procedures, and operate under different administration circumstances.

2. Parents will not have a real possibility to choose a school for their children. Private school in contrast to a public school may reject any application. School network will never be compact enough; therefore, many parents will be forced to let their children to the nearest public school. 

3. A student’ basket will help to form wrong image for education at public schools: a public school will have to admit everyone, even a student with negative attitude towards teaching. A private school, which enjoys better financial possibilities to invite the best teachers will do their best to select the best pupils too. Therefore, any comparison of education results (exam results, number of students joining prestigious universities, etc.) would never be in favour of a public school.

4. Taxpayer money will be used to support various religious schools, even when they are unsuitable for education of a young citizen.

5. There is no type of social injustice toward parents at private school – they do not pay double taxes. Paying for their children education at a school should not be qualified as paying taxes, it is a free choice of parents. All society members support education regardless of whether they are using education services at that moment or no. Part of taxes paid by a childless person also goes for education needs. We all are supposed to back education, libraries, police, etc.

6. A student’s basket will hardly become a panacea for children from low-income families. Prestigious private schools will be requesting extra payment, so, they will not enter such schools. Private schools are not to be established in “unfavourable” regions (rural areas, etc., as they would fail to operate profitably there). They will not receive “problem” children, or disabled ones, etc.

7. Social differentiation will be even distinct. A network of prestigious elite schools is to emerge for children from certain social groups only.

8. A student’s basket would not yield expected financial effect, as funds needed for education services would hardly be less. Private schools are “cheaper” only because they are using already existing infrastructure: teachers training and skills improvement system, text-books, training materials, tax holidays for education institutions, as well as support of municipalities, religious communities and various foundations. Part of those “invisible expenses of a private school will be covered by the state in future too. Therefore, the need for education funds is to grow.

9. A possibility provided by a student’s basket to choose a school will be available only for well-educated parents, who understand the difference in education services and have real possibility to send their children to a school that is more distant from their place of residence, in most cases, these will be well-off people in big cities.

10. A school choice does not guarantee better education quality. Research carried out by US scientists failed to reveal expected difference between teaching results at private and public schools.

11. Improvement in education quality is often linked with a possibility for parents to choose a school, thus fostering competition between education institutions. The question is how many parents will be able to use it. Parents often do not know how to manage their own private lives, so, why we are to believe they will be able to plan education for their children.

12. Private schools will have be constantly persuading education advantages available with them. The easiest way to do it is to demonstrate exam results. Therefore, actual education goals may be very pragmatic at private schools, and fail to enhance comprehensive individual development.

13. There has been no scientific research carried, which can firmly say an education voucher will improve students’ training results.

	FINAL Notes & ProposalS

	As it was mentioned before, the proposed new Lithuanian education financing system “a student’s basket, or money should follow the student” shall not be called a voucher system of financing for education, but should be assigned to a group of “per capita” funding methods. But wish to understand positive and negative sides of the new system and its development trends, the said reshuffle must be looked at in more wider context, and not only as the way to distribute finances. Therefore, the below presented chapter will single out questions and proposals, allowing to see more differences between “a student’s basket” and “education voucher”, as well as problems that may arise with the new financing system in future.

	Education financing reform, known under the title of “a student’s basket”, lacks clearly cut analyses of expected social and educational results. It is based purely on endless believe into its financial effectiveness
	Educational and social goals of the reform must be stated clearly. Substantiation for the new financing system effectiveness must be done too.

	Neither positive nor negative after effects of the said education financing system has been explained in public, they are known only from the experience of other countries and academic studies. Therefore, it is not clear, if the authors of the proposed reform have foreseen the measures for limiting the impact of negative factors, if needed.
	To analyse potential negative sides of “a students basket”, by mitigating their impact and actively promoting the positive sides of the new system. The relation between “a student’s basket” and “education voucher” should be defined more clearly.

	There are many things to be cleared out in the substantiation fore coefficient system, which distorts the academic idea of a student’s basket. Isn’t it the way to receive the same previous “figures” by using different calculation method?
	Maybe these coefficients are temporary and reflect the currently existing education policies (tools for reform control). It is necessary to calculate precisely the current coefficients and prove their temporary (?) necessity and calculating method.

	Education financing reform does not ensure a real opportunity for a student to choose a school. Are parents to be given the right to do it?
	To define clearly whether the said reform will give parents the right to choose a school. If the answer is yes – the ways to implement this right must be specified. Successful solution of the said problem may determine the relation between the reform and education voucher-based school financing method.

	Choosing a school (if foreseen) must be based on objective public information about schoolwork quality.
	To create public education monitoring system, allowing parents to compare education services quality at various schools.

	The ratio of state-owned and private schools and education strategies towards this issue is not clear: what would be the “depth” of Lithuanian school privatisation?
	To debate non-state school problems within the new education financing system.
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School choice is about giving all parents the chance to be integral participants in their children’s education. Power and choices make people feel more involved, more effective and more satisfied as citizens. Children whose parents can choose their best educational environment learn better and have a better chance to become productive American citizens. It’s about improving public education and better preparing our kids for college and/or the workplace. It’s about equality, it’s about empowerment, it’s about choices for our parents and chances for our children – ALL our children.


Milton and Rose Friedman [7]
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