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In this study we draw on Foucault’s work on governmentality and examine the 
power dynamics involved in establishing and implementing policies that promote 
equality in European higher education. Using a qualitative case study design, 
we selected 17 public universities situated in 13 European countries, from which 
we collected information about (1) the way these institutions problematize inequality 
in reference to participation in higher education, by labeling and categorizing 
vulnerable students and (2) the modes of governing and power tools (designed 
as support measures) they employ to address inequality. The results of the study 
show that the most typical profiles of vulnerability with which the universities 
in the sample engage include: students with disabilities, students from low-
income backgrounds and students with children. Additionally, most universities 
use targeted support measures (as opposed to mainstreaming strategies) which 
consist in a mix of financial aid and support and adaptation services. The critical 
analysis of these measures reveals their power to shape students’ identifies and 
actions, through processes of subjectification, categorization, normalization and 
responsabilization. In the last section, we discuss the tension that appears between 
the European universities’ social dimension and the neoliberal policies that shape 
their functioning.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The need for a more equitable access to higher 
education

In an academic setting, as per the guidelines set forth by UNESCO, through the 4th UN 
Sustainable Development Goal, the promotion of diversity relates to the equitable facilitation 
of opportunities, engagement, advancement, and academic achievement for students from 
vulnerable groups. Brennan and Naidoo (2008) note that the recent expansion of enrolments 
in higher education does not necessarily translate into a higher level of social equity, meaning 
that the access of vulnerable groups does not increase with it. Under this framework, the 
objective is to strive for a student body that accurately mirrors the proportional representation 
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of minority groups within society (United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2009). The attainment of this 
objective needs a proactive engagement of universities in the 
implementation of measures and policies aimed at fostering inclusivity 
and providing support to vulnerable student populations. Scholars 
agree on the benefits of pursuing this aim, by arguing its positive 
impact at individual, as well as at institutional and societal levels. 
Individual advantages pertain to observing the positive effects of 
pursuing higher education, which encompass enhanced health 
outcomes, increased earning capacity, as well as higher levels of life 
satisfaction (Salmi, 2018a; Salmi and D'Addio, 2021), and well-being 
(Tonon, 2021). Moreover, research suggests that students who engage 
in frequent interactions with peers from diverse economic 
backgrounds and cultures tend to exhibit greater levels of tolerance, 
improved self-esteem and academic performance, enhanced 
teamwork skills, and a heightened commitment to social responsibility 
(Hurtado and Deangelo, 2012). Other potential advantage is that a 
broader range of experiences, abilities, and thinking styles can 
enhance individuals’ capacity to comprehend and resolve problems 
(Gorad and Smith, 2006). The increase of the person’s educational 
attainment is associated with several financial positive outcomes, 
including diminished rates of unemployment, heightened tax 
revenues, enhanced intergenerational mobility, increased engagement 
in civic activities, and decreased reliance on social assistance programs 
(Salmi, 2018a; Salmi and D'Addio, 2021). These factors will, in turn, 
have an impact on the wider social climate. The labor market will 
experience an increase in the quantity of skilled and competent 
individuals, leading to a notable potential for innovation. 
Consequently, the overall standard of living for all members of society 
is expected to rise (Bowman, 2011). Therefore, given the wide-ranging 
individual and societal advantages that arise from it, it becomes 
imperative to ensure equitable access to higher education, in striving 
to attain social equality and equity. Education should be regarded as a 
public good, universally accessible, as it cultivates responsible people 
who uphold and reinforce democracy (Toliou, 2007).

In reference to higher education, a person is considered to belong 
to a vulnerable group when a number of variables (economic, social, 
medical, etc.) limit that person’s possibility of pursuing higher 
education, thus resulting in a lower level of participation in higher 
education of members of that specific group (compared to members 
of other groups). In this discussion framework about access to higher 
education, the term “vulnerable groups” is often used inter-changeably 
with “underrepresented” or “socially excluded” groups. Currently, 
there is no shared definition or list of the vulnerable in higher 
education (Salmi and D'Addio, 2021). Instead, each country 
establishes its own criteria for identifying these groups, taking into 
account the unique social context within which they operate. Typically, 
authors identify the following groups as under-represented in higher 
education and in need of support (Salmi and D'Addio, 2021): people 
from low-income households; women; people from vulnerable 
minority groups (from an ethnic, linguistic, religious, cultural, or 
place-of-residence perspective); people with disabilities. Some of these 
characteristics co-occur in the same individual, creating an 
intersection of vulnerabilities that impedes that individual’s access to 
higher education (e.g., female, disabled, and low-income students).

Several studies (Vlk and Stiburek, 2018; Marginson, 2016; Salmi, 
2018b) point out that national governments and universities are 
implementing a variety of strategies to increase the participation of 

students from vulnerable populations in higher education. These 
solutions include financial measures (incentives for both universities 
and students, ranging from various funding formulas to funding 
projects or tuition fees, or awarding scholarships), information and 
support measures (mentoring, counseling, consulting), and 
organizational changes (such as increasing the flexibility of learning 
paths, changes in curricula, revising admission criteria, and 
implementing quality assurance procedures). Based on the results of 
a survey conducted in 71 countries, Salmi (2018b) classifies the 
measures used by governments and higher education institutions to 
increase opportunities for disadvantaged students in two basic 
categories: monetary measures (such as grants/scholarships and 
student loans) and non-monetary programs (like affirmative action, 
reformed admission criteria, outreach and bridge programs, or 
retention programs) (Salmi and D'Addio, 2021).

Additionally, when enrolled in higher education, students from 
vulnerable groups have generally lower completion rates compared to 
those of students from non-vulnerable groups (Salmi, 2020). Thus, 
governments and universities provide support measures meant to 
assist students from vulnerable categories who have accessed higher 
education to complete their study program.

1.2 The usefulness of a Foucauldian lens in 
examining educational policies

Michel Foucault’s research on the modern history of exclusion is 
essential to his methodology for comprehending the evolution of 
modern institutions in emergent liberal societies. Foucault highlights 
that while individuals may have a clear understanding of their acts at 
a small scale (local level), there is a lack of coordination of the wider 
consequences of these actions (Nicoll and Fejes, 2008). From a 
Foucauldian perspective, higher education is an integral part of 
modern political technologies and power strategies (Nicoll and Fejes, 
2008). He considers that political power is not exercised exclusively 
through institutions directly subordinated to the government (such as 
public administration, the police or the military), but is also exercised 
through the mediation of institutions apparently independent from 
the political class, which justify their purpose as the dissemination of 
knowledge, while in fact, advancing a political agenda designed to 
maintain the status-quo of the power hierarchy and to exclude the 
power instruments of other social classes. He specifically mentions 
that educational institutions are the best examples of this category.

From this stance, the study of policy through a Foucauldian lens 
goes beyond the narrow focus on government institutions and aims 
to examine the various social knowledge bases that inform 
government policy decisions. Nicoll and Fejes (2008) highlight the 
usefulness of a post-structural Foucauldian perspective in critically 
analyzing the validity of pre-established notions accepted as general 
truths in education policies.

From Foucault’s perspective power operates through disciplinary 
mechanisms. He  introduces the concept of the “panopticon,” a 
metaphor for how power is exercised through surveillance, leading to 
self-regulation and the creation of “docile bodies” (Foucault, 1995). 
Power is not inherent to an individual or entity. Instead, power is 
based on relationships and communication. It permeates all areas, 
traversing interconnected networks and functioning through systems 
of authority. From a Foucauldian perspective, the intricate dynamics 
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of power and the various systems of control and management in 
education contribute to normalization of behaviours and identities 
(Hannus and Simola, 2010).

The concept of normalization refers to the process of setting 
standards of what is considered “normal” and “abnormal,” with the 
aim of creating the “docile bodies” that conform to societal 
expectations (Foucault, 1995). This concept provides us with a means 
to analyze the categorization of various groups of students, the criteria 
used to label certain categories as “vulnerable”, and the logic of the 
distribution of resources among groups, designed to (re) shape 
equality (Hannus and Simola, 2010).

In his work, Foucault also introduced the concept of 
“governmentality” to discuss the comprehensive nature of governance, 
as an authoritative attempt to regulate the behavior. The term 
“governmentality” (Foucault, 1991, 2000) refers to institutions’ 
endeavours to shape individual behavior through various forms of 
regulation and intervention (Dean, 2009). A governmentality analysis 
focuses on how individuals are subjected to various processes and 
become objects of knowledge within specific historical contexts 
(Nicoll and Fejes, 2008).

The term “mode of governing” encompasses not only the mental 
aspects but also the technologies, techniques, and various dimensions 
of power, such as those related to the subject, ethics, and visibility 
(Foucault, 1997). The focus is both on the complex and layered 
structure of a governing system, comprising various forms and 
dimensions of power (Hannus and Simola, 2010), and also on the 
ways rule is justified, specifically focusing on governmental 
rationalities or governmentalities (Bacchi, 2010).

According to Foucault, discipline and regulation refer to the 
methods by which power is exercised to take care of various aspects 
of life. They encompass the entire area between the organic and the 
biological, between individual bodies and populations. From his 
perspective, biopolitics is a form of managing life—optimizing health, 
regulating birth rates, controlling mortality, and ensuring the well-
being of the population, targeting the population as a whole, rather 
than individuals alone (Foucault et al., 2008). Foucault (2003) argues 
that bio-power arises inside the modern state as a well-organized 
political technique rooted in disciplinary power. It involves a focus on 
the human species and a desire to control and exploit the body. The 
concept of bio-power led to the development of the perspective on 
education as a collaborative initiative including both the government 
and individuals. The population was to be controlled by means of 
education, in which authority was exerted on individuals’ bodies 
(discipline) in order to mold them in specified ways. In his later work 
(Foucault et  al., 2008), the relationship between biopolitics and 
neoliberalism is explored, analyzing how economic policies and 
government practices intertwine with biopolitical strategies to regulate 
and control populations.

Foucault also employs the term discourse in his work. From his 
perspective, discourse refers to the framework in which certain 
assertions are regarded as true, and it does not exist within itself, but 
rather allows the object to become visible or manifest: discourse 
generates the entities that it discusses, as well as the topics (Ball, 2019). 
Carol Bacchi, a post-structuralist scholar heavily influenced by 
Foucault, has developed the policy-as-discourse framework. This 
framework highlights the role of language and discourse in shaping 
the boundaries of what can be expressed, thought, and enacted in 
policy discussions (Bacchi, 2000). Policy plays a crucial role in 

defining and shaping both solutions and problems. In other words, 
policy serves not to address already existing real-world issues, but to 
establish both the issues and their potential resolutions (Holloway 
et al., 2024).

1.3 The social dimension of European 
higher education, under neoliberal policies

The present operational landscape of European universities is 
significantly influenced by the rapid transformations occurring in 
their societal milieu. These changes encompass various aspects, 
including the social ramifications of heightened social inequality, 
the decline in the middle-class population alongside the rise in 
individuals at risk of poverty, demographic aging and population 
decrease, shifts in population lifestyles, the refugee crises, the 
escalation of nationalist and xenophobic sentiments (Curaj et al., 
2018). Therefore, the role of universities in society, much like 
society itself, is continuously transforming, diversifying, 
and adapting.

From an historical perspective, the preoccupation of the European 
states with enhancing the access of vulnerable groups to higher 
education, stemmed from the diffusion of the social exclusion 
paradigm in the European space. This began in the mid-1980s, when 
the need of incorporating a robust “social dimension” into the 
European project was increasingly stressed in the political discourse. 
From this standpoint, the narrative of the need to fight against social 
exclusion progressively evolved into a European policy model which 
further shaped social and political action (Béland, 2007).

Various authors (Pasias and Roussakis, 2012; Toliou, 2007; 
Addison, 2002) point out that, in the last recent decades, the European 
educational policies have explicitly adopted a pronounced neoliberal 
economic model, and have willingly submitted “science, research and 
knowledge” (Toliou, 2007: p. 51) to the macro-economic agenda by 
gradually transforming into proactive employment strategies (Lavdas 
et  al., 2007; Papadakis and Drakaki, 2023). Neoliberal modes of 
governance are becoming increasingly visible in the educational sector 
of the European Commission. The policies and programs related to 
education and training are becoming focused almost exclusively on 
cultivating mobile, adaptable, and self-directed European workers, 
rather than emphasizing institutionalized personal development 
(Addison, 2002). Although the Europe2020 Strategy has enhanced its 
social dimension relative to the Lisbon Strategy, by highlighting, at 
least to some extent, social inclusion, the prevalence of economic 
rationality persists (Papadakis and Drakaki, 2023).

Biesta (2015) posits that developments in education are situated 
within a broader societal framework, which shifted from welfarism to 
new managerialism. This shift has replaced the public service ethos 
characterized by equity, care, and social justice with an ethos focused 
on efficiency and free market competition. Papadakis and Drakaki 
(2023) note that all the three encompassing dimensions of 
neoliberalism (ideology, policy framework, and model of 
governmentality) have influenced the effort for a unified European 
Strategy in Education and Training. The dominance of economic 
reasoning within the public policy framework exacerbated the 
underlying institutional and regulatory imbalances between the 
Member States, while education policy became increasingly 
constrained by a singular macroeconomic agenda.
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One of the current ambitions declared by the European Higher 
Education Area is to expand the social dimension of higher education, 
which translates into policies which accentuate the need for European 
universities to become increasingly engaged with their social mission 
of building an inclusive society based on democratic values and respect 
for human rights. The social dimension encompasses a significant 
aspect that pertains to the reduction of disparities in the attainment 
of higher education. This aspect is supported by two key arguments, 
namely justice and efficiency, as outlined by Salmi (2018a). This 
attribute is regarded as a primary differentiating factor that sets apart 
the European approach to the role of higher education from other 
regions, such as the United States, where the prevailing perspective on 
the functioning of tertiary education sector tends to be, under the 
influence of neoliberal doctrines, predominantly commercial in 
nature (Scott, 2022).

Several scholars who have examined the impact of the Bologna 
process and the European Higher Education Area on the social 
dimension of European universities have reached the consensus that 
the development of the social dimension in higher education is the 
most challenging aspect of the Bologna process (Vlk and Stiburek, 
2018), since so far, its effects are primarily symbolic rather than 
tangible. This is proven by the lack of substantial concrete outcomes 
in this regard and the existence of enduring disparities between 
policies and practices (Vlk and Stiburek, 2018; Curaj et al., 2018; Scott, 
2022). In this context, we consider that a close examination of the 
relationships between policies and practices regarding the enactment 
of the social dimension by European universities it’s needed.

One important question that scholars in the field of education 
policy have raised is how policies and policy conditions have the 
potential to fundamentally alter not just the actions of educational 
actors, but also their identities. This line of inquiry has been explored 
by post-structuralist scholars, including Ball (2003) and Holloway and 
Brass (2018). These types of questions are valuable for examining the 
underlying principles of policies, rather than focusing on specific 
outcomes or effects. This has significant implications for considering 
how policy discourses are transferred and circulated across various 
contexts. When considering these questions, the researcher’s focus is 
not on the effectiveness of a specific policy or whether it requires 
modification or elimination. Their concerns revolve around the 
process by which certain logics and rationalities gradually gain 
acceptance as the norm, ultimately influencing what is deemed a 
necessary solution, often in the form of a policy (Holloway et al., 2024).

Scholars who sought to critically analyze the effects of educational 
policies in terms of promoting equality and social inclusion have 
extensively drawn from Michel Foucault’s work and especially on two 
aspects: his analysis of the interplay between power and discipline, and 
his exploration of the concept of governmentality (Ball, 2019).

Gravaris (2005) notes that the integration of educational policy with 
active employment policy has enabled the macroeconomic 
“surveillance” of public policy in education. Higher education 
institutions, together with their staff and students, are consistently urged 
to assume accountability for their financial prosperity and social 
viability (Hellbert-Steurer, 2018). The neoliberal agenda fosters 
fragmented and utilitarian knowledge while also preparing students for 
certain roles. Education increasingly functions merely as a mechanism 
for generating skilled professionals for the labor market (Toliou, 2007). 
Neoliberal strategies for managing human capital and promoting self-
entrepreneurialism encompass auditing, accounting, and quality 
assessment. These strategies are extensively employed to render 

individuals measurable, quantifiable, and accountable, hence promoting 
self-regulation and entrepreneurialism. The quantification and 
assessment of indicators to evaluate the attainment of EU objectives, 
along with the monitoring of EU guideline implementation, endorse 
neoliberal auditing and accounting practices (Hellbert-Steurer, 2018).

Power has moved from human and social science knowledge, 
which was previously dominant under the welfare state, to numeric 
regimes that facilitate control through normative numbers. The 
subjectifying power of these numeric regimes stems from their 
assertions of neutrality, and objectivity (Hellbert-Steurer, 2018; 
Rose, 1996).

Robertson and Dale (2002) observe that the technologies of power 
employed by the neoliberal state serve as discursive and strategic 
instruments used to address various educational issues and conflicts. 
The de-politization of education is conducted through discursive and 
policy strategies that highlight self-responsibility and self-regulation: 
educational institutions are required to function as entrepreneurs in 
pursuit of their own interests to enhance competitiveness and efficiency. 
Neoliberal rationality asserts that this behavior aligns with the general 
will of society, obscuring the realities of exclusion, educational failure, 
and segregation resulting from educational markets (Bonal, 2003).

Through this study, we employ a Foucauldian lens in examining 
the rationales and modes of governing behind the tools through which 
public European universities put their social dimension into practice, 
in relation to the policies aimed to facilitate access in higher education 
for students from vulnerable categories. We are interested in exploring 
the broader implications of establishing and implementing policies to 
promote equality in higher education, as these strategies are deeply 
intertwined with and essential to power dynamics in our 
current society.

The paper is organized into 4 distinct sections. In Section 2, and 
following the Introduction, we  describe the methodological and 
analytical approach of the research. Section 3 presents the findings of 
the study. In Section 4 we conduct a critical analysis of the results in 
the reference to the Foucauldian approach on power dynamics and 
discuss the wider implications of the rationales and modes of 
governing employed by European Universities in reference to the 
students from vulnerable groups.

2 Materials and methods

2.1 Methodology of the study

The purpose of this study was to analyze the ways in which 
public European universities problematize inequality in higher 
education and the modes of governing they employ to address it. 
Through it, we seek to prompt reflection on the justification and 
impact of regulations and practices on students’ identities and 
agency. Bacchi (2010) proposes that, to gain a better understanding 
of the framework in which rule occurs, it is advisable to thoroughly 
examine and question problematizations. This approach emphasizes 
the importance of relations of power, which are often overlooked in 
the everyday implementation of inclusive policies and practices, as 
well as in research on the topic. Instead of evaluating the 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of measures aimed at supporting 
access and success in higher education for vulnerable groups, or 
categorizing it as inherently good or bad, we  propose 
different questions:
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RQ1. How do European universities problematize inequality in 
reference to access and success to higher education, by labeling 
and categorizing vulnerable students?

RQ2. What modes of governing (designed as support measures) 
do European universities employ in addressing inequality, in 
reference to access and success to higher education?

In this inquiry we used a qualitative research methodology that 
pertains to the comparative case studies (Knight, 2001). It entails the 
examination of two or more cases that possess some shared 
characteristics while also exhibiting distinct differences. The 
comparative case study methodology concurrently addresses macro, 
meso, and micro dimensions of case-based research and employs two 
comparative logics (Bartlett and Vavrus, 2017): firstly, the conventional 
“compare and contrast” framework; and secondly, a “tracing across” 
approach using various places or scales. The objective of this approach 
is to analyze the similarities and differences among cases, as well as to 
understand the reasons and effects of these differences. We treated 
each university included in the sample as a separate case study.

2.2 Selection criteria for sampled 
universities

In discussing the ways to overcome the many practical restrictions 
that researchers encounter when doing case-study research, Koivu and 
Hinze (2017) recommend placing similar importance on logistical 
factors as on methodological concerns, and urge researchers to 
enhance transparency regarding study objectives and the selection of 
cases. In line with these recommendations, we  established the 
following selection criteria for the universities included in the analysis:

Criteria with methodological relevance:

	 1.	 be public universities (as opposed to private)—due to the fact 
they are part of the public sector, their policies are drawn from 
and compatible with wider political technologies and power 
strategies, thus better reflecting the overall political ideology.

	 2.	 be varied from each other in terms of number of students—
Flyvbjerg (2006) recommends the use of a maximum variation 
case selection method, which involves the deliberate selection 
of examples that encompass a wide range of units of analysis.

	 3.	 be sufficiently spread geographically around Europe, as to cover 
various types of welfare regime arrangements (Esping-
Andersen, 1990; Rostila, 2007) and government agendas—
although fairly homogeneous in some aspects, the European 
universities are also, at the same time, very different from each 
other, in other aspects, due to factors such as primary function, 
hierarchy structure, extent of state control, social and economic 
roles, local cultures and practices etc. (Brennan and Naidoo, 
2008; Hüther and Krücken, 2016; Willemse and De Beer, 2012).

Criteria with logistical relevance:

	 4.	 have enough information posted on their official website as to 
allow the data collection process—Due to principles of 
transparency, accessibility and public accountability, 
universities are increasingly presenting themselves to the 

public through their websites. Although there are still some 
needed improvements in enhancing accessibility of university 
websites (Campoverde-Molina et al., 2023), official websites of 
public entities are a credible source of information about the 
institutions’ activities, processes and structures and there is a 
growing trend among researchers to use them as a reliable 
source of data (Nash and Churchill, 2020; Cuan-Baltazar et al., 
2020; Peeri et al., 2020).

	 5.	 have a version of their official website in a language that was 
familiar to the research team (English, French, Italian or 
Romanian)—the internationalization ambitions of universities 
(van den Hende et al., 2023; Bulut-Sahin and Kondakci, 2022) 
have resulted in increased multi-lingual versions of their 
official websites. Also, English, French, and Italian are among 
the languages most used Europe (Eurostat, 2022).

We started to build the sample based on the structure of an 
existing European Alliance, constituted under the European 
Universities initiative (European Commission, 2020), from 6 
universities in Europe, that fit the selection criteria, and expanded it 
from there.

After applying these criteria, a sample of 17 public universities 
from 13 European countries resulted. Their list and the main 
characteristics that led to their inclusion in the sample are shown in 
Table 1.

Based on the approx. Number of students, the universities’ sizes 
varied between small (7.000 students) and very large (90.000 students) 
and were distributed as follows: six universities (located in Norway, 
UK, France, Portugal, and Romania) had less than 20.000 students; 
eight universities (located in Sweden, Finland, UK, Ireland, Spain, 
Hungary, Slovakia and Romania) had between 20.000 and 40.000 
students, and three universities (located in Italy and Germany) had 
more than 40.000 students.

Based on the geographical positioning and association with a 
certain welfare regime type of the countries they belonged to, the 
distribution of the universities in the sample was the following: three 
universities situated in three countries from Northern Europe 
(Sweden, Norway and Finland, associated with the social-democratic 
welfare regime), three universities situated in UK and the Republic of 
Ireland (associated with the liberal welfare regime), three universities 
situated in France and Germany (associated with the continental or 
conservative regime), four universities situated in three countries from 
Southern Europe (Portugal, Italy and Spain, associated with the 
Mediterranean regime) and four universities situated in three 
countries from Central and Eastern Europe (Hungary, Slovakia, and 
Romania, associated with the post-socialist regime).

2.3 Data collection and analysis

At each of these universities, we  identified and analyzed the 
support measures provided to students from vulnerable categories. 
We considered these measures as operational tools of governance, that 
are reflective of wider policies. The identification of the support 
measures was carried out by consulting the documents and 
information posted on the official websites of the institutions. 
We  classified the support measures in two initial categories: (1) 
financial aid and (2) support and adaptation services.
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For the analysis of the data, we used the inductive exploration of 
the qualitative material and categorical aggregation (Stake, 1995), 
seeking to collect and group among the cases those instances that are 
relevant for the two main research questions. Later on, in the 
comparative analysis of the two categories of measures, after the 
authors familiarized themselves with the content of the data collected, 
we  observed that some measures were dedicated to all students 
(without specific pre-established eligibility criteria), while others 
targeted very specific categories (such as students with disabilities). In 
order to take this structural aspect into account, we  further 
sub-divided the identified measures in two categories: mainstreaming 
vs. targeted. Thus, in the end, the data was placed in a 2×2 matrix, 
resulted from the intersection of the two main axes of analysis (type 
of measure—financial vs. support and adaptation; and beneficiary of 
the measure—mainstream vs. targeted) (see Figure 1).

Various authors (Yin, 2009; Creswell, 2013) suggest that this cross-
case synthesis is a useful analytic technique when the inquiry involves 
two or more cases, because it allows the research to identify more 
easily the similarities and differences among the cases. Thus, four 
analytical categories resulted: (1) Mainstreaming financial aid 
measures; (2) Targeted financial aid measures; (3) Mainstreaming 
support and adaptation services; and (4) Targeted support and 
adaptation services. The synthesis of the results for each category is 
presented in Table 2.

3 Results

3.1 Categorization of vulnerable students

Six different categories of students were identified as target groups 
for the support measures provided by the universities (see Figure 2; 
Table 3):

	 1.	 Students with special needs are frequently the focus of 
universities’ specialized support measures: 15 universities out 
of a total of 17 in the sample provided information about the 
support measures made available to them. To these students, 
the universities typically provided a combination of financial 
aid measures, and support and adaptation services.

	 2.	 Students who come from low-income families or economically 
and socially disadvantaged communities were the focus of 
support measures in 10 of the 17 universities examined. It 
should be noted that there are 3 types of eligibility criteria for 
this category: (1) criteria related to family income; (2) criteria 
related to the specific economic and social condition of the 
students’ community of residence (e.g., certain deprived 
neighborhoods in the urban space in U.K.); and (3) criteria that 
relate generically to the type of community of residence (for 
example, rural community, with no other predefined 
characteristics). The support measures provided by the 
universities for this category of students are mostly financial 
aid measures.

	 3.	 Students with children or other dependents. At eight of the 
seventeen universities, we  identified support measures for 
students with children or other dependents in their care. While 
some universities (in France, Germany and Italy) provide a mix 
of support measures, others focus either solely on financial aid 
measures (in U.K. and Ireland), or only on support and 
adaptation services (in Norway and Romania).

	 4.	 Students from ethnic minorities. This category was encountered 
only in universities form U.K. and Romania.

	 5.	 Students who are beneficiaries of the child protection system or 
are orphaned by one or both parents—a category targeted only 
by the Romanian universities included in the analysis.

	 6.	 Refugee students were identified under this label only at one of 
the Italian universities in the sample.

TABLE 1  Characteristics of the universities included in the sample.

Name code Approx. no. of students Country Type of welfare regime

University 1 30.000 Sweden

Social-democraticUniversity 2 11.000 Norway

University 3 35.000 Finland

University 4 16.000 United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

LiberalUniversity 5 22.000 United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

University 6 38.000 Republic of Ireland

University 7 14.000 France

ConservativeUniversity 8 15.000 France

University 9 50.000 Germany

University 10 7.000 Portugal

Mediterranean
University 11 70.000 Italy

University 12 90.000 Italy

University 13 36.000 Spain

University 14 23.000 Hungary

Post-socialist
University 15 23.000 Slovakia

University 16 32.000 Romania

University 17 15.000 Romania
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The breakdown of the support measures by student categories and 
types of support is presented in Table 3, Figure 3 (financial aid), and 
Figure 4 (support and adaptation services).

3.2 Support measures provided to students

To students who comply with certain social vulnerability criteria, 
the financial aid measures provided by the universities include: 
discounts, subsidies, or free access to housing, public transportation, 
canteens, and health services, scholarships, grants, subsidies, 
allowances, and tax exemptions (for registration, tuition etc.).

In addition to these, universities also provide scholarships, 
designed to stimulate student performance, whose awarding is 
contingent on attaining a minimum level of academic achievement 
(obtaining a minimum grade, accumulating a minimum number of 
study credits, etc.), but without being correlated with the fulfillment 
of certain criteria of social vulnerability.

Two of the seventeen universities used criteria related to both the 
vulnerability background and the academic performance when 
selecting the student beneficiaries of certain types of financial aid: one 
of the Italian universities, where high-performing students from 
low-income families can get jobs in university structures, and the 
German university, which pays for research assistantships for first-
generation students.

The support and adaptation measures are meant to cover a large 
variety of student needs and range from adaptation of infrastructure, 

priority to accommodation facilities, counseling and welfare services, 
mental health services, induction programs, tutorship, adaptations of 
academic schedule, teaching process, examination, assistive 
technologies, career guidance, labor market integration services, 
employment opportunities within the university, kindergarten and 
nursery services to assistance in formulating complaints, emergency 
help-line, and assistance for victims of harassment and abuse.

Among the 17 universities from the sample, eight (the three 
universities from the Nordic countries, one university in U.K., one in 
Ireland, one in Germany, one in Spain, and one in Italy) have created 
the position of Student Ombudsman or Ombudsperson (or Students’ 
Advocate) within their institutional framework, collaborate with the 
national Ombudsman or fill a comparable position under a different 
title. The person in this position is in charge of investigating and 
handling student complaints about their interactions with the 
educational institution. The Ombudsman’s primary goal is to find and 
implement solutions to the reported issues through mediation 
and negotiation.

When it comes to vulnerable student categories targeted by these 
services, we observed that the universities in the sample provided the 
largest variety of support and adaptation services for the students with 
special needs.

In addition to measures aimed at certain vulnerable categories of 
students, the majority of the universities included in the analysis have 
found ways to mainstream some support measures, by addressing 
them to all students, not just to those categorized as vulnerable. The 
universities typically use a combination of these strategies (targeting 

FIGURE 1

The two main axes of analysis for the data collected.
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TABLE 2  Distribution of support measures by type and recipients.

Name code Country Type of 
welfare 
regime

Mainstreaming-
financial aid

Targeted—financial aid Mainstreaming-support 
and adaptation

Targeted—support and adaptation

University 1 Sweden

Social-democratic

No No Ombudsman Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

assistive software, mentorship, adapted examination, 

infrastructure adaptation, including in student dorms)

University 2 Norway Preferential rates on 

accommodation and 

canteen

No Ombudsman Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

assistive software, adapted examination, infrastructure 

adaptation, including in student dorms) Students with 

children (priority at accommodation in student dorms, 

kindergarten services)

University 3 Finland Scholarships Preferential 

rates on accommodation 

and canteen

No Ombudsman Support and 

counseling for equal treatment

Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

adapted examination)

University 4 United 

Kingdom of 

Great Britain 

and Northern 

Ireland

Liberal

No 	•	 Students with special needs (scholarships).

	•	 Students from vulnerable families or 

disadvantaged communities (scholarships).

	•	 Students with children (scholarships).

Counseling and welfare services

Induction and foundational 

programs

Labor market integration assistance

Peer assisted learning

Students with special needs (adapted accommodation, 

adapted learning materials, assistive software, adapted 

examination)

Students from vulnerable families or disadvantaged 

communities (program to prepare pupils 12 to 18 to access 

higher education)

University 5 United 

Kingdom of 

Great Britain 

and Northern 

Ireland

Preferential rates on loans

Preferential rates on 

accommodation

Students with special needs (grants and 

scholarships)

Students with children and other dependents 

(grants and scholarships)

Equivalent of Ombudsman

Mental health support services

Guidance in formulating complaints

Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

assistive software, mentorship, adapted examination, 

infrastructure adaptation, including in student dorms)

University 6 Republic of 

Ireland

Support funds for 

unforeseen events

Support funds for part-time 

students

Students with children (support funds) Equivalent of Ombudsman

Emergency help-line

Mental health support services

Tutoring

Counseling

Assistance for victims of harassment 

and abuse

Spiritual services

Guidance in formulating complaints

Students from ethnic minorities (working groups and 

training modules mainly for staff, to combat 

discrimination)

(Continued)
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Name code Country Type of 
welfare 
regime

Mainstreaming-
financial aid

Targeted—financial aid Mainstreaming-support 
and adaptation

Targeted—support and adaptation

University 7 France

Conservative

No Pregnant students or students with children 

(reduced fees)

Students with special needs (scholarships)

Students from low-income families 

(scholarships)

No Students with children (partial or total exemption of 

obligations to attend; adapted examination sessions)

Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

assistive software, counseling, adapted examination, 

infrastructure adaptation, including in student dorms; 

partial or total exemption of obligations to attend; 

academic and career guidance; arrangements for transport)

University 8 France No Students with disabilities (allowances, subsidies, 

indemnities)

No Students with disabilities (adapted learning materials, 

assistive software, counseling, adapted examination, 

assistance—including medical, infrastructure adaptation, 

including in student dorms; career guidance)

University 9 Germany No Students with disabilities (state scholarships)

Students with children (care fund)

Students from vulnerable families—first 

generation students (employment opportunities 

within university structures)

Ombudsman Students with special needs (adapted learning materials, 

partial exemption of obligations to attend; assistive 

software, counseling, adapted examination, assistance, 

infrastructure adaptation, including in student dorms; 

career guidance)

Students with children (Maternity leave for pregnant 

students; Provision of nursery services, including 

emergency child care; Designated spaces in the university 

buildings for breastfeeding or changing the child’s diapers)

TABLE 2  (Continued)

(Continued)
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Name code Country Type of 
welfare 
regime

Mainstreaming-
financial aid

Targeted—financial aid Mainstreaming-support 
and adaptation

Targeted—support and adaptation

University 10 Portugal

Mediterranean

No Students with special needs (reserved seats upon 

admission)

Students from low-income families (social 

support funds; solidarity funds; scholarships)

Students from rural areas (scholarships)

Ombudsman Students with special needs (counseling; priority in 

accommodation; adaptations of teaching and examination 

process; pedagogical support)

University 11 Italy No Students with special needs (exemption from 

some fees)

No Students with special needs (adapted learning materials; 

Tutorship; arrangements for transport; adaptation software; 

adapted examination; assistance, including for personal 

hygiene; infrastructure adaptation; career guidance)

University 12 Italy Paid tutorial activities

Grants, prizes and 

scholarships

Discounted transportation

Preferential rates at 

canteens

Refugee students (grants)

Students with children (reduced school fees)

Students with special needs (exemptions from 

school fees; financial support to purchase 

technical solutions to adapt study)

Students from vulnerable (low-income) families 

(exemption from school fees, in case they comply 

with academic performance criteria)

Ombudsman

Mediation for employment

Career guidance

Psychological support

Medical assistance

Designated spaces in the university 

buildings for breastfeeding or 

changing the child’s diapers

Students with special needs (adapted admission; adapted 

examination; adapted attendance requirements; assistance 

in selecting and using assistive technologies; infrastructure 

adaptation; career guidance; special arrangements 

regarding the duration of studies)

Students from vulnerable (low-income) families

Employment opportunities within university structures (if 

certain academic performance criteria are met)

Students with children or other dependents (Counseling 

and psychological support services)

University 13 Spain No Students with special needs (scholarships, 

reserved seats)

Students from vulnerable (low-income) families 

(scholarships)

Students from rural areas (scholarships)

Psychological guidance and 

counseling

Students with special needs (adapted examination; 

personal and technical support for autonomy in the 

classroom)

(Continued)

TABLE 2  (Continued)
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Name code Country Type of 
welfare 
regime

Mainstreaming-
financial aid

Targeted—financial aid Mainstreaming-support 
and adaptation

Targeted—support and adaptation

University 14 Hungary

Post-socialist

Community scholarships 

(based on various 

performance criteria)

Scholarships based on 

criteria related to 

nationality, citizenship or 

religion

Performance scholarships

Students with vulnerable social backgrounds 

(scholarships)

Counseling services No

University 15 Slovakia No No Gender equality promotion 

program

Psychological counseling

Students with special needs (adapted accommodation for 

students and their caretakers; Provision of assistive 

technology, including advice on its use; tutoring and 

meditation services; Academic and professional counseling 

and guidance; Adaptation of the learning process; 

Pedagogical support; Mediation with teaching staff)

University 16 Romania Scholarships for study and 

performance

Scholarships for occasional 

support (in special 

circumstances)

Scholarships for student 

projects

Free of charge camps

Medical assistance

Reduced rates or fee 

exemptions on public 

transport

Accommodation in student 

campus

Students who are orphaned or are beneficiaries of 

the child protection system (reduced or 

exemption from study fees; reduced rates or free 

accommodation; scholarships; reserved seats)

Students from rural areas and ethnic minority 

students (reserved seats)

Students with special needs (reduced rates or free 

accommodation; scholarships)

Students with children (reserved accommodation 

quota)

Students with chronic illnesses (reserved 

accommodation quota; scholarships)

Students from low-income families (reduced 

rates or free accommodation; scholarships)

Tutoring programs

Academic and career guidance 

service

No

University 17 Romania Scholarships for study and 

performance

Free of charge camps

Medical assistance

Reduced rates or fee 

exemptions on public 

transport

Accommodation in student 

campus

Students with special needs or chronic illnesses 

(reduced rates or free accommodation; scholarships; 

exemptions from or reduced study fees)

Students who are orphaned or are beneficiaries of 

the child protection system (reduced rates or free 

accommodation; scholarships; reserved seats)

Students from low-income families (reduced 

rates or free accommodation; scholarships)

Students from Roma ethnic minority (reserved seats)

Students from rural areas (reserved seats)

Academic and career guidance 

service

Support for dropout prevention

Support for future students 

(currently pupils) to access higher 

education

Students with special needs (counseling services; support 

for adaptation to academic requests; accessibilization of 

infrastructure; assistive software)

TABLE 2  (Continued)
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vs. mainstreaming), though the relative proportions of each differ 
between them. In some cases, these support measures are also 
provided through student organizations.

When it comes to the mainstreaming strategies, support and 
adaptation services are more popular than financial aid. Thus, 14 of 
the sampled universities provide at least some form of support and 
adaptation measures to the entire student population. Among them, 
8 also provide some form of financial aid to all students (without 
conditionalities regarding vulnerable backgrounds). The universities 
that provide exclusively mainstreaming measures that rely on support 
and adaptation services are situated in: Sweden, U.K., Portugal, Spain, 
Germany, and Slovakia. No university from those included in the 
sample provides exclusively mainstreaming measures that rely on 
financial aid. The universities that provide both support and 
adaptation measures and financial aid to the entire student population 
are situated in: Norway, Finland, U.K., Ireland, Italy, Hungary, and 
Romania. Three of the universities in the sample have no 
mainstreaming measures. Two of them are situated in France and one 
in Italy. The breakdown of the mainstreaming measures by type of 
support (support and adaptation services vs. financial aid) is presented 
in Figure 5.

3.3 Welfare regimes “patterns”

The three universities from the Nordic countries (associated with 
the social-democratic welfare regime) lack measures of targeted 
financial aid, while the targeted support and adaptation is directed 
mainly towards students with special needs. Additionally, they use a 
very limited number of mainstreaming measures, both in terms of 
financial aid and support and adaptation.

The three universities from U.K. and Ireland (associated with the 
liberal welfare regime) use a mix of measures (financial aid and 

support and adaptation), directed both to specific target groups 
(students with special needs, students from vulnerable families or 
disadvantaged communities, students with children and other 
dependents, students from ethnic minorities), and to the entire 
student population.

The three universities in France and Germany (associated with the 
continental or conservative regime) lack mainstreaming measures 
(both in terms of financial aid and support and adaptation) and rely 
completely on targeted measures. The preferred categories for both 
types of measures (financial aid and support and adaptation) are: 
students with special needs, and students with children.

Among the four universities in Italy, Spain and Portugal 
(associated with the Mediterranean regime) we  also observe a 
significant preference for targeted measures. The categories targeted 
by financial aid measures are: students with special needs, students 
from low-income families, students from rural areas, refugee students, 
and students with children. The most frequently mentioned category 
targeted by the support and adaptation measures is by far that of 
students with special needs.

Among the four universities in Hungary, Slovakia and Romania 
(associated with the post-socialist regime) we  observe very 
different patterns: the Hungarian university uses financial aid as a 
preferred measure, directed to various categories of students. But 
most of these categories do not fall under the “vulnerability” 
umbrella, as we described it at the beginning of this paper. On the 
other hand, the Slovak university does not use financial aid, but 
relies only on the support and adaptation measures, addressed to 
all students and to students with special needs. The two Romanian 
universities also rely mostly on financial aid, that is addressed both 
to all students and to students from vulnerable categories. The 
categories that are targeted by these measures are the most diverse 
in the entire sample: students who are orphaned or are beneficiaries 
of the child protection system, students from rural areas, students 

FIGURE 2

Population categories targeted by the universities in the design of support measures (both types of measures).
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from ethnic minorities, students with special needs, students with 
children, students with chronic illnesses, students from 
low-income families.

Thus, when it comes to the balance between mainstreaming and 
targeting strategies, we observe a preference for targeted measures in 
universities from countries conservatively associated with social-
democratic, continental/conservative, and Mediterranean welfare 
regimes. While in universities from the two countries conservatively 
associated with the liberal welfare regime we  observe a mix of 

mainstreaming and targeted strategies, in the universities from 
countries associated with the post-socialist regime there is no 
discernable preference.

However, when it comes to the balance between financial aid 
and support and adaptation measures, we observe that, while the 
universities from countries conservatively associated with the 
social-democratic welfare regime use very little or no financial aid 
measures, all the other universities use some sort of financial aid 
measures, with the distinction that in the countries conservatively 

TABLE 3  The targeted support measures, by student category and type.

Population category Financial aid measures Support and adaptation services

Students with special needs (includes: 

people with temporary or permanent 

disabilities, people with health 

problems and people with learning 

difficulties)

Scholarships, grants, allowances, reserved 

seats upon admission, various tax exemption 

systems (registration, tuition), financial 

support or subsidizing the purchase of 

materials or equipment intended to assist in 

the learning process, free or discounted 

accommodation

Adaptation/accessibility of learning spaces (from universities and libraries, 

including provision of parking spaces); Adapting the manner of teaching and 

examination (including by reducing the frequency of attendance, changing the 

examination method, extending the examination time, extending the schooling 

period, providing an assistant to take notes or write the answers during the 

examination); Provision of assistive technology, including advice on its use; 

tutoring and meditation services; Adaptation/accessibility of accommodation 

spaces; Academic and professional counseling and guidance; Mediating 

relationships with teachers; Ensuring teacher training; Adaptation of admission 

tests

Students who come from low-income 

families or economically and socially 

disadvantaged communities (including 

from rural areas)

Subsidized places, other types of subsidies, 

social grants, exemption from paying some 

fees

Program to prepare pupils 12 to 18 to access higher education; Employment 

opportunities within university structures; Free private lessons to prepare the 

pupils for the Baccalaureate exam (at the end of high school); Activities to identify 

and prevent the risk of university dropout among first-year students

Students with children or other 

dependents

Various forms of financial aid (support funds, 

grants) generally aimed at helping the parent 

to meet the costs of having the child 

supervised by another person (when the 

parent attends classes) and reduction of 

tuition fees; social grants

Priority accommodation or accommodation in certain types of structures that 

allow better fulfillment of family needs (e.g., apartments); Provision of 

kindergarten or nursery services, including emergency child care; Psychological 

support to respond to children’s needs; Partial or total exemption of obligations to 

attend; adapted examination sessions; Designated spaces in the university 

buildings for breastfeeding or changing the child’s diapers; Maternity leave for 

pregnant students; Counseling and psychological support services for those who 

have dependents other than children

Students from ethnic minorities Subsidized places specifically dedicated to 

Roma students

Working groups and training modules mainly for staff, to combat discrimination

Students who are beneficiaries of the 

child protection system or are orphaned 

by one or both parents

Subsidized places, social grants, eligibility for 

subsidized accommodation, exemptions or 

reductions in certain fees

Refugee students Financial support through grants Support for cultural integration, “University corridors” for refugees (aimed at 

supporting young refugees in achieving an academic path in Italy)

All students (no vulnerability criteria 

required apriori)

Scholarships whose awarding is contingent on 

attaining a minimum level of academic 

achievement; Discounts or subsidies for 

public transportation and food (in university 

canteens)

Promoting an inclusive, participatory and non-discriminatory climate for all 

students, by implementing policies (gender equality), services (student service, 

psychological counseling services), training programs (for teachers and students) 

and specific support (student advocate); Promoting the well-being of students, by 

providing services (emergency service on campus), spaces (meditation space) and 

actions (referral to specialized services in the community, religious assistance) 

aimed at maintaining their well-being; Special offices/services or welfare officers 

for students—aimed at assisting students when in need for support or 

representation; Counseling and guidance services, including career guidance; 

Psychological support and guidance services; Tutoring services; Plans and 

strategies for gender equality and/or anti-discrimination, with specific offices for 

their implementation; Ombudsman/ Ombudsperson or Student Advocate—a 

person or an office to whom students can turn with complaints, notifications, etc. 

and which mediates their resolution.
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associated with continental/conservative and Mediterranean 
welfare regimes this financial aid is mostly targeted to specific 
categories. The most varied support and adaptation measures 
addressed to the entire student population are found in the 
universities for the two countries conservatively associated with the 
liberal welfare regime.

4 Discussion

The support measures aimed at enhancing the access of students 
from vulnerable groups to tertiary education vary among the 
universities examined, and the differences can be attributed to a range 
of factors operating at different levels of analysis (macro, mezzo, and 

FIGURE 3

Population categories targeted by the universities in the provision of financial aid.

FIGURE 4

Population categories targeted by the universities in the provision of support and adaptation services.
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micro), including: national policies, legislation, and regulations; the 
specific type of welfare regime prevalent in the country; the cultural 
values that shape societal norms and expectations regarding the 
university’s role; the social and demographic characteristics of the 
vulnerable population in the targeted region; the resources 
(encompassing financial, physical, material, and human assets) 
available to the university; as well as the number and profile of the 
students being served. This is in line with the observations of other 
researchers about the differentiation of European universities, 
explained through their internalization of larger-scale, national policy 
arrangements meant to ensure the social equity (Brennan and Naidoo, 
2008; Hüther and Krücken, 2016). However, beyond these distinctions, 
numerous similarities can be observed.

In the following, we will discuss the support measures undertaken 
by the sampled universities considering a Foucauldian perspective, 
which pertains to the connection between education and governance. 
Foucault (1982, 2008) emphasizes the need for examining the 
interconnectedness of various power techniques and the emergence 
of broader forms of power. He  directs our attention towards 
understanding how these techniques and dimensions of power are 
networked (Hannus and Simola, 2010).

4.1 Targeted measures and mainstreaming 
strategies

As presented in the previous sections, most support measures 
provided by the universities are targeted to specific categories of 
students, defined as vulnerable (namely students with special needs, 
students who come from low-income families or economically and 
socially disadvantaged communities, students with children or other 
dependents, students from ethnic minorities, students who are 
beneficiaries of the child protection system or are orphaned by one or 
both parents, refugee students). Therefore, any student who wants to 

access these support measures has to prove they fit with the 
pre-defined vulnerability criteria that place them into a category or 
another, thus becoming a willingly subject of the power exercised by 
the universities through the formulation of their policies 
and regulations.

Foucault’s concept of power extends beyond overt control to 
include the subtle, pervasive ways in which institutions shape and 
influence individuals. In this context, targeted support measures can 
be seen as mechanisms for categorizing and managing students based 
on pre-defined vulnerabilities. Such categorization serves as a form of 
surveillance, with students monitored and evaluated based on their 
compliance with institutional expectations, defined through 
eligibility criteria.

The eligibility criteria employed to identify students for targeted 
interventions implicitly communicate specific ideas, values, and 
concepts that are typically associated with the ruling collectives 
(Calderón-Almendros and Ruiz-Román, 2016). These normative 
criteria are intended to legitimize and advance specific identities 
and collectives, as well as to persuade and standardize others 
(Foucault, 2002). All of this is the result of intricate and subtle 
processes of legitimation and appropriation of individuals and 
groups. In this manner, an exchange occurs whether to include 
individuals within a specific collective or not through the 
legitimating identity. The legitimating identity encourages 
individuals to internalize and embrace the meanings of the cultural 
community as the most viable option, as it best ensures their 
integration and development within the community (Calderón-
Almendros and Ruiz-Román, 2016), as well as their accessing the 
specific support measures.

By labeling certain students as “vulnerable”, universities may 
impose (even if unintentionally) disciplinary power, resulting in the 
internalization of these identities by the students, and the creation of 
the “docile bodies”, in which individuals are trained to follow 
institutional norms and practices (Foucault, 1995).

FIGURE 5

Distribution of mainstreaming measures by type of measure (financial aid vs. support and adaptation).
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At the same time, the implementation of targeted inclusion 
policies in universities may result in processes of othering of those 
who are targeted by such policies (Dunne, 2009). For example, 
Bacchi (1996) analysis of the effects affirmative actions, as a base 
for social policies, produce on their target groups in terms of social 
change, differ depending on their interpretations. When viewed as 
“special treatment”, they resulted in restricted reform to 
ameliorative measures targeted towards “disadvantaged” groups, to 
assist them to compete and integrate. On the other hand, when 
viewed as a means of achieving social justice, they created the space 
and context for significant revisions of hiring and promotion  
policies.

Thus, targeted measures of support can reinforce existing power 
structures by emphasizing deficiency and risk, this approach limiting 
students’ agency by assigning them to predefined roles that align with 
the institution’s perception of vulnerability. Universities use such 
services as biopower tools to regulate and optimize the activity and 
identity of their students by managing those who fit the criteria of 
vulnerability (Foucault et al., 2008). In this sense, targeted measures 
are part of a larger strategy of governmentality, in which the discourse 
employed through university policies is utilized to define categories, 
label identities and set expectations for students to comply with.

However, the targeted support measures are not the only support 
measures employed by the universities in the sample. As mentioned 
in Section 3.2 and in Table 2, most universities in the sample also 
provide support measures for the entire student body, using a 
mainstreaming strategy of support.

The design of these support measures makes them more 
accessible, because they do not define very strictly their target 
population and, thus, are not provided based on apriori means-testing 
processes. Thus, the students who request them do not feel the 
pressure to prove they fulfill the eligibility criteria before addressing 
for help. This way, any student who needs help at a certain point, will 
feel free to ask for it.

However, mainstreaming strategies are not free of power 
dynamics and, from a Foucauldian standpoint, they can 
be interpreted as encouraging normalization. This normalization 
process can obscure vulnerable students’ unique needs by focusing 
on creating a homogeneous student body rather than addressing 
individual differences. The influence of normalization is facilitated 
by its ability to appear impartial, which is achieved through the use 
of specialist jargon or the reference to the “neutral” truth, facts, 
and common sense (Kopecký, 2011). The mainstreaming strategy 
can also be viewed as a form of governmentality which accentuates 
personal responsibility and positions students as self-governing 
individuals responsible for their own success and well-being 
(Ball, 2012).

Regarding the preference for one of the two strategies, it is worth 
noting that imagining a system that operates cohesively and which 
achieves its goals solely through either strategy is difficult. Although 
some scholars argue for targeted rather than mainstreaming strategies 
to ensure equity in higher education (Salmi and D'Addio, 2021; Salmi 
and Malee Bassett, 2014), it is critical to also recognize the specific 
benefits of the mainstreaming strategies: (1) they provide a wider 
safety net, offering solutions for a broader range of needs, including 
those that have yet to be detected or defined and (2) they prevent the 
fragmentation of support services that is inherent in the 
targeting strategy.

4.2 Monetary and non-monetary support

Most of the universities from the sample employ a combination 
of financial aid and support and adaptation services for vulnerable 
students to promote an equitable environment. Financial aid is 
frequently given to students from low-income families, economically 
disadvantaged communities, and other specific groups, such as 
those with dependents or those in the child welfare system. This 
financial assistance includes scholarships, grants, and subsidies for 
tuition, housing, and transportation, with the goal of removing 
immediate economic barriers to accessing higher education (Salmi 
and D'Addio, 2021; Santiago et al., 2008; Salmi and Malee Bassett, 
2014). From a Foucauldian perspective, financial aid can be viewed 
as a biopolitical tool used for positive aims, such as reducing 
economic stressors and improving students’ wellbeing. Indeed, the 
financial resources provided by the universities may act as 
motivating mechanisms, which shape students’ effort and 
willingness in attaining academic performance (Foucault 
et al., 2008).

At the same time, they reinforce the position of power the 
university has in relationship with the students, especially when 
granted based on previously proven academic performance measured 
through grades. Grades obtained as a result of testing integrate the 
methodologies of hierarchy and sanctions. They enhance the authority 
of the norm and accentuates individual responsibility and 
homogeneity. Based on Foucault’s analysis of technologies that uphold 
normalizing power, scholars have shown that various student 
assessment techniques directed to shape specific model citizens can 
generate normalizing and othering effects (Simola, 2002).

Hellbert-Steurer (2018) points out that, while in the welfare state, 
the individual is perceived as a social citizen, interconnected with 
others within a shared community, in a neoliberal government, the 
individual is characterized as an autonomous, calculative agent 
pursuing self-interest and competing with others in a free market 
economy. The neoliberal governmentality is emphasizing freedom and 
autonomy, by instilling a sense of self-determination and 
independence, but, at the same time, governs human behavior by 
methods of surveillance, performance assessment, and evaluation, 
rendering the individual reliant on societal acknowledgment of 
their actions.

Thus, financial monetary support adheres to neoliberal principles 
by emphasizing individual responsibility for managing one’s financial 
resources (Brown, 2015), reinforcing the narrative that financial 
management is a personal responsibility, promoting self-governance 
in accordance with broader neoliberal ideologies. As a result, this 
emphasis on individual responsibility may limit the university’s ability 
to address more complex social and structural issues affecting 
students’ economic circumstances.

However, financial aid alone is frequently insufficient to meet the 
broader and often more complex needs of vulnerable students. 
Students with disabilities, for example, or those who have children in 
their care, require specialized support services, such as academic 
accommodations and adjustments. These needs go beyond financial 
assistance and necessitate a more holistic approach to support and 
adaptation (Usher and Burroughs, 2018). In the opinion of other 
authors, the direct support services such as counseling, tutoring, and 
mentoring represent another form of institutional intervention that 
shapes subjectivity, by normalizing certain behaviours and attitudes 
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in alignment with institutional expectations (Foucault, 1995; Gore, 
1995). Counseling services, for example, produce a process of 
subjectification, by shaping students’ compliance with institutional 
norms regarding mental health and academic performance, resulting 
in a more overt form of power in which institutions have direct 
influence over students’ identities, capabilities and actions (Nicoll and 
Fejes, 2008).

The universities’ governance through the provision of financial 
aid, encourages students to manage their financial well-being in 
accordance with institutional goals, thereby increasing the university’s 
influence over students’ lives without direct intervention. On the other 
hand, direct support services involve a more active and multi-
dimensional form of governance, addressing students’ academic, 
social, and emotional components and shaping more closely their 
educational experiences (Rose, 1999). Ball (2016) asserts that one of 
the ways in which neoliberalism has profoundly transformed the 
nature and purpose of education is by shaping specific approaches to 
conceptualizing and managing one’s academic identity through ethical 
and discursive dimensions (Sojot, 2018).

Balancing between financial aid and direct support services 
represents a complex interplay of power dynamics within educational 
institutions: financial aid is consistent with neoliberal governance and 
emphasizes individual responsibility and self-regulation, whereas 
direct support services require more direct forms of surveillance and 
control. Each approach has different implications for how universities 
govern and influence vulnerable students’ experiences, defining their 
agency and subjectivity within the educational context.

4.3 Student agency exercised through 
student Ombudsman and student 
organizations

Contemporary scholars have expanded on Foucault’s theories to 
investigate how institutions such as universities use governance 
mechanisms to manage student populations. For example, Brown 
(2015) discusses how institutions frequently frame student services, 
including Ombudsman roles, within a neoliberal framework that 
values autonomy, individual responsibility and self-management. 
However, Peters et  al. (2000) point out that, in neoliberalism, 
individuals cannot be perceived as free, as the frameworks of reason 
and the regulations governing the free market will mold them into 
specific types of subjects, thereby influencing their choices in 
predictable manners.

From a Foucauldian perspective, the Ombudsman’s role within 
the university structure can be seen as another mode of governing, 
in which power, governmentality, monitoring, and normalization 
intertwine in subtle ways. On the one hand, by providing students 
with a formal way to express their concerns, the Student Ombudsman 
ostensibly empowers them by giving them some say in the university 
system. Thus, the Ombudsman role creates a form of counter-power 
within the institution by providing a forum for mediation and 
negotiation, allowing students to challenge decisions or practices that 
they believe are unfair. On the other hand, this empowerment also 
serves as a tool for institutional control and regulation, as its power is 
set within the boundaries of the system. As part of the structures of 
power within higher education institutions, although appearing to 
advocate for students, the Ombudsman follows university policies 

and ultimately serves to maintain institutional order and stability. By 
channelling dissent into controlled forms, the role reduces the 
likelihood of more disruptive challenges to the institution’s authority. 
This is consistent with Foucault’s view that institutions exercise 
power not only through direct coercion but also through mechanisms 
that encourage self-regulation and conformity (Lemke, 2015). Under 
this framework, the Ombudsman’s role comes in line with Foucault’s 
pastoral power theory (Foucault, 2007), which asserts that institutions 
serve as guides under the guise of benevolence: while responding to 
student complaints, the Ombudsman gently guides students towards 
appropriate behaviours and interactions with the institution.

Additionally, the Ombudsman serves a process of normalization 
that reinforces existing power dynamics and institutional norms 
(Foucault, 2003): it teaches students to solve conflicts through 
institutionalized channels.

Furthermore, the Ombudsman’s role is part of a larger university 
surveillance system. It provides a forum for students to express their 
concerns while also allowing the institution to monitor and address 
them. This is a type of disciplinary authority in which the institution 
monitors and regulates individuals through subtle, pervasive forms of 
observation (Garland, 2014). The Ombudsman’s documentation and 
resolution of student grievances help facilitate this process by allowing 
the institution to maintain control over the student body while 
appearing responsive to their needs.

The downside of this approach is that it limits the university’s 
engagement with larger structural inequalities by emphasizing 
immediate issues rather than addressing underlying systemic ones.

However, there are two other mechanisms through which student 
can exercise their agency in universities: (1) student organizations and 
(2) student representation in university governing bodies. The student 
organizations, close partners to many of the universities in the sample, 
are, at least in theory, the structures that embody students’ agency. In 
an essay about student organizations’ protests in Italy, Schiavo (2018) 
addresses the importance of the power exercised through student 
mobilization and protests, in opposing austerity measures in the 
Italian universities, dictated under neoliberal organization principles.

Additionally, Toliou (2007) underlines that the requirement of 
student representation in university governing bodies is a useful tool 
for balancing the power distribution in the universities and ensure the 
students interests are well served.

5 Concluding remarks

In this study, we have sought to understand (1) how European 
universities problematize inequality in higher education, by labeling 
and categorizing vulnerable students and (2) what modes of 
governing (designed as support measures) they employ in addressing 
inequality. Using a Foucauldian lens to analyze the rationales and 
modes of governing behind the tools through which public European 
universities put their social dimension into practice, allows us to 
take them outside the logic of the discourse within which they were 
designed and challenge (or problematize) the framing of the 
issue itself.

The findings of this study show that the effort dedicated by the 
universities in the sample to enhance access of vulnerable students to 
higher education, as well as the categories of students to whom the 
support measures are dedicated to vary from case to case.
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The analysis of the relationship between financial aid and direct 
support services employed by the universities exemplifies a complex 
interplay of power and normalization: financial aid, as framed by 
neoliberal principles, emphasizes personal responsibility and self-
regulation (Brown, 2015), whereas direct support services, as viewed 
through Foucauldian lenses, serve as tools of surveillance and 
normalization, shaping student behavior to align with institutional 
norms (Foucault, 1995; Gore, 1995).

In a similar vein, the universities’ oscillation between targeted and 
mainstreaming strategies reflects different types of governance and 
institutional control: targeted services categorize, label and manage 
students based on perceived vulnerabilities, which can reinforce power 
dynamics and limit agency (Foucault, 1995); mainstreaming strategies, 
on the other hand, aim for inclusivity but may impose standardized 
norms that marginalize those who do not conform (Foucault, 1995).

The Student Ombudsman’s, although a measure apparently 
supportive of student agency, in addition to providing a platform for 
student grievances, is also useful in exercising institutional control, 
by channelling dissent in a way that maintains order and reinforces 
institutional norms (Foucault, 1995; Lemke, 2015). In exchange, 
student organizations appear as more straightforward promoters of 
student agency, through grassroots mobilization (Schiavo, 2018). 
Previous studies on disadvantaged students’ agency in the context of 
higher education (Smith, 2007; Danic, 2015) show that the enrolment 
itself in higher education programs is a way they exercise this agency 
to overcome the lower social status assigned to them by wider 
structural and institutional arrangements that work at societal level.

The analysis of each approach revealed the complexities of how 
universities, acting within the larger frameworks of social and 
educational policies, promote equality by providing support to vulnerable 
students. It also revealed how each approach generate different power 
dynamics between these two actors. In these power dynamics at local 
scale we see at work the bio-power tools employed by the universities to 
govern students’ lives, by shaping their identities and behaviours, in 
accordance with pre-established ideals of functionality, integration, and 
performance, as defined by the policies under which they function.

The analysis also allows us to notice two additional aspects: (1) a 
preference of universities to engage with smaller-scale issues than with 
systemic ones, as well as (2) a widespread use of measures which 
accentuate responsabilization of the individual.

Integrating the findings of the study into a larger discussion of 
modes of governing in higher education reveals that the mechanisms 
used by universities to support vulnerable students are inextricably 
linked to larger institutional and societal dynamics.

Foucault (1980) argues that rule occurs by means of subjects, or 
more precisely, through the creation of governable subjects. The process 
of subjectification refers to the way in which individuals are constructed 
as subjects. Assuming specific “subject positions” involves embracing 
specific self-perceptions and embodying a particular identity. It implies 
that policies have the power to shape our subjectivities by creating 
specific subject positions, and that power relations shape our self-
perception (Bacchi, 2010). Bonal (2003) describes how, under 
neoliberal political rationality, in spite of the fact that individual and 
collective behavior exhibit formal freedom, their behavior is actually 
shaped by the governance structures. Thus, the person gradually 
transitions from being subject of rights to being subject of duties, by 
needing to prove their entitlement to rights and entitlements. By 
claiming to articulate the reality of how societal, organizational, and 

individual structures should work, neoliberal discourse becomes 
inescapable and imposes a normative nature to its truths, which 
legitimizes economic actions inside the educational sector and allows 
the uneven power dynamics to perpetuate (Hellbert-Steurer, 2018).

Pasias and Roussakis assert that the methodologies employed to 
achieve a Europe of Knowledge appear to have been `colonized` by 
the neoliberal and technocratic principles of marketization, 
privatization, governmentality, and performativity, as advocated by 
international economic entities, as well as transnational corporations, 
which subtly shape educational discourse (Pasias and Roussakis, 2012: 
p. 183).

Clearly, the universities’ engagement with their social dimension 
involves devoting significant resources (mostly financial, but also time 
and specialized personnel) to this social commitment. Biesta (2015) 
observes that normative inquiries regarding (good) education have 
been supplanted by technical-managerial perspectives that emphasize 
processes over purposes in education. Over the last twenty years, the 
normative concept of education has diminished while, at the same 
time, discussions surrounding measurement, quality, and qualification 
have increased.

Ball (2016) notes that the emphasis on technologies of 
performance within neoliberal frameworks is apparent in various 
quality assurance mechanisms, standards, measurements, and outputs, 
all oriented towards productivity and growth, often described as 
“governing by numbers”. The neoliberal focus on performance in 
education, has resulted in the degradation of care.

Besides the high financial and operational costs of supporting 
vulnerable students, there is also the matter of the higher dropout risk 
among the vulnerable categories of students. Dropout rates have an 
impact not only on institutions’ quality benchmarks, but also on their 
ability to secure future funding (Guri-Rosenblit et al., 2007), and, as a 
result, universities may be less motivated to allocate resources to students 
with lower academic performance, as these investments may not always 
align with their strategic goals or funding criteria (Archer, 2007).

When the governance of higher education aims at efficient 
resource management, the management of metrics establishes the 
parameters of how knowledge is defined and should function. These 
parameters, in turn, constrain the research collaborations between 
universities and communities (Gibbons, 2018).

As Calhoun (2006) noticed almost two decades ago, some of the 
characteristics of higher education, as they were designed at that time 
and still remained so now, hamper the attainment of ambitions related 
to equality, equity and accessibility. The current quality assessment 
criteria used in higher education, which primarily focus on 
performance and excellence are not sufficiently calibrated with social 
goals such as that of promoting diversity.

Therefore, the European universities are required to handle an 
inherent tension between the social welfare objectives they are 
expected to achieve (equality, equity, inclusivity) and the neoliberal 
climate that describes their current context (characterized by financial 
constraints, competition, harsh assessment criteria).

To address these challenges and improve the engagement of 
European universities with the social dimension of higher education, 
scholars advocate for two key policy actions: (1) incorporating the 
social dimension into the quality criteria used to evaluate universities 
(Nyssen, 2018; Vlk and Stiburek, 2018; United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2009) and (2) giving universities 
more autonomy in setting their own agendas and tailoring their 
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approaches to specific and regionalized student needs, such as adjusted 
admissions criteria, flexible learning paths, and improved support 
services (Vlk and Stiburek, 2018; Salmi, 2018a; Haj et al., 2018).

The main limitations of the analysis relate to the relatively modest 
volume of the sample and the availability of relevant information on 
the website of the universities included in the analysis. Also, another 
aspect that can be considered a limitation consist in the loss of local 
nuance in the process of gathering, structuring, unifying and 
categorizing data sampled from various geographical spaces, with very 
different cultures. In the process of translation and analysis, some 
phrases, ideas and expressions were simplified and thus probably lost 
some nuances of their original meaning.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are available upon reasonable 
request. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to theofild.
lazar@e-uvt.ro.

Author contributions

E-LB: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, 
Investigation, Methodology, Supervision, Visualization, Writing  – 
original draft, Writing – review & editing. T-AL: Formal analysis, 
Funding acquisition, Project administration, Writing – original draft, 
Writing  – review & editing. RT: Data curation, Formal analysis, 
Investigation, Methodology, Writing – original draft.

Funding

The author(s) declare that financial support was received for the 
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. This work was 
supported by the Romanian Ministry of Education [grant number 
CNFIS-FDI-2022-0345]. The publication charges were supported by 
the West University of Timisoara.

Acknowledgments

For editing purposes of the current paper, the authors have used 
the paraphrasing program Quillbot v16.2.3.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors 
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, 
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product 
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its 
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

References
Addison, J. T. (2002). Labor policy in the EU: the new emphasis on education and training 

under the treaty of Amsterdam. J. Lab. Res. 23, 303–317. doi: 10.1007/s12122-002-1009-3

Archer, L. (2007). Diversity, equality and higher education: a critical reflection on the 
ab/uses of equity discourse within widening participation. Teach. High. Educ. 12, 
635–653. doi: 10.1080/13562510701595325

Bacchi, C. (1996). The politics of affirmative action: “Women”, equality and category 
politics. London: Sage.

Bacchi, C. (2000). Policy as discourse: what does it mean? Where does it get us? 
Discourse 21, 45–57. doi: 10.1080/01596300050005493

Bacchi, C. (2010). Foucault, policy and rule: challenging the problem-solving 
paradigm. Institut for Historie, Internationale studier og Samfundsforhold, 
Denmark:Aalborg Universitet. FREIA's tekstserie No. 74.

Ball, S. J. (2003). The teacher's soul and the terrors of performativity. J. Educ. Policy 
18, 215–228. doi: 10.1080/0268093022000043065

Ball, S. J. (2012). Foucault, power, and education. New York: Routledge.

Ball, S. J. (2016). Neoliberal education? Confronting the slouching beast. Policy Futures 
Educ. 14, 1046–1059. doi: 10.1177/1478210316664259

Ball, S. J. (Ed.) (2019). Foucault and education: Putting theory to work. London and 
New York: Routledge.

Bartlett, L., and Vavrus, F. (2017). Comparative case studies: an innovative approach. 
Nord. J. Comp. Int. Educ. 1, 5–17. doi: 10.7577/njcie.1929

Béland, D. (2007). States of global insecurity: Policy, politics, and society. New 
York: Worth.

Biesta, G. J. (2015). Good education in an age of measurement: Ethics, politics, 
democracy. New York: Routledge.

Bonal, X. (2003). The neoliberal educational agenda and the legitimation crisis: old 
and new state strategies. Br. J. Sociol. Educ. 24, 159–175. doi: 10.1080/01425690301897

Bowman, N. A. (2011). Promoting participation in a diverse democracy. Rev. Educ. 
Res. 81, 29–68. doi: 10.3102/0034654310383047

Brennan, J., and Naidoo, R. (2008). Higher education and the achievement (and/or 
prevention) of equity and social justice. High. Educ. 56, 287–302. doi: 10.1007/s10734-008-9127-3

Brown, W. (2015). Undoing the demos: neoliberalism's stealth revolution. New York: 
Mit Press.

Bulut-Sahin, B., and Kondakci, Y. (2022). Conflicting perspectives on the 
internationalization of higher education: evidence from the Turkish case. J. Stud. Int. 
Educ. 27, 834–852. doi: 10.1177/10283153221126245

Calderón-Almendros, I., and Ruiz-Román, C. (2016). Disadvantaged identities: 
conflict and education from disability, culture and social class. Educ. Philos. Theory 48, 
946–958. doi: 10.1080/00131857.2015.1118613

Calhoun, C. (2006). The university and the public good. Thesis Eleven 11, 7–43. doi: 
10.1177/0725513606060516

Campoverde-Molina, M., Luján-Mora, S., and Valverde, L. (2023). Accessibility of 
university websites worldwide: a systematic literature review. Univ. Access Inf. Soc. 22, 
133–168. doi: 10.1007/s10209-021-00825-z

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design. Choosing among five 
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cuan-Baltazar, J. Y., Muñoz-Perez, M. J., Robledo-Vega, C., Pérez-Zepeda, M. F., and 
Soto-Vega, E. (2020). Misinformation of COVID-19 on the internet: infodemiology 
study. JMIR Public Health Surveill. 6:e18444. doi: 10.2196/18444

Curaj, A., Deca, L., and Pricopie, R. (2018). “Twenty years of Bologna and a decade of 
EHEA: What’s next?” in European higher education area: The impact of past and future 
policies. eds. A. Curaj, L. Deca and R. Pricopie (Cham, Switzerland: Springer 
International Publishing AG), 1–14.

Danic, I. (2015). Access to higher education at the end of lower  
secondary for “disadvantaged” students: the interplay of structural,  
institutional frameworks and student agency. Eur. Educ. 47, 77–92. doi: 
10.1080/10564934.2015.1001267

Dean, M. (2009). Governmentality: Power and rule in modern society. 2nd Edn. Los 
Angeles, London, New Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC: SAGE Publications.

Dunne, L. (2009). Discourses of inclusion: a critique. Power Educ. 1, 42–56. doi: 
10.2304/power.2009.1.1.42

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge: 
Polity Press.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2025.1492863
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
mailto:theofild.lazar@e-uvt.ro
mailto:theofild.lazar@e-uvt.ro
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12122-002-1009-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510701595325
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596300050005493
https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093022000043065
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478210316664259
https://doi.org/10.7577/njcie.1929
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425690301897
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654310383047
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9127-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/10283153221126245
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2015.1118613
https://doi.org/10.1177/0725513606060516
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-021-00825-z
https://doi.org/10.2196/18444
https://doi.org/10.1080/10564934.2015.1001267
https://doi.org/10.2304/power.2009.1.1.42


Baciu et al.� 10.3389/fsoc.2025.1492863

Frontiers in Sociology 20 frontiersin.org

European Commission (2020). European universities initiative. Available at: https://
education.ec.europa.eu/education-levels/higher-education/european-universities-
initiative (accessed October 15, 2022).

Eurostat (2022). What languages are studied the most in the EU? Available at: https://ec.
europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20220923-1 (accessed October 
15, 2022).

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case-study research. Qual. Inq. 12, 
219–245. doi: 10.1177/1077800405284363

Foucault, M. (1995). Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison, Vintage Books, 
New York: A division of Random House Inc.

Foucault, M. (1980). Power/knowledge: selected interviewers and other writings 
1972–77. New York: Pantheon.

Foucault, M. (1982). The subject and power. Crit. Inq. 8, 777–795. doi: 10.1086/448181

Foucault, M. (1991). “Governmentality” in The Foucault effect: Studies in 
governmentality. eds. G. Burchell, C. Gordon and P. Miller (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press), 87–104.

Foucault, M. (1997). “The punitive society” in Ethics: Subjectivity and truth. Essential 
works of Foucault, 1954–1984, vol. 1. ed. J. D. Faubion (New York: New Press), 23–37.

Foucault, M. (2000). “Governmentality” in Power. Essential works of Foucault, 
1954–1984, vol. 3. ed. J. D. Faubion (New York: New Press), 201–222.

Foucault, M. (2002). Power. The essential works of Foucault, 1954–1984, Vol. 3. 
London: Penguin.

Foucault, M. (2003). " Society must be defended": Lectures at the Collège de France, 
1975–1976 (Vol. 1). New York: Macmillan.

Foucault, M. (2007). Security, territory, population: Lectures at the Collège de France, 
1977–1978. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Foucault, M. (2008). “Panopticism” from discipline & punish: the birth of the prison. 
Race/Ethnicity 2, 1–12.

Foucault, M., Davidson, A. I., and Burchell, G. (2008). The birth of biopolitics: lectures 
at the Collège de France, 1978–1979. New York: Springer.

Garland, D. (2014). What is a “history of the present”? On Foucault’s genealogies and their 
critical preconditions. Punishment Soc. 16, 365–384. doi: 10.1177/1462474514541711

Gibbons, A. (2018). Neoliberalism, education policy and the life of the academic: a poetics 
of pedagogical resistance. Policy Futures Educ. 16, 918–930. doi: 10.1177/1478210318774675

Gorad, S., and Smith, E. (2006). Beyond the “learning society”: what have we learnt 
from widening participation research? Int. J. Lifelong Educ. 25, 575–594. doi: 
10.1080/02601370600989269

Gore, J. M. (1995). “Foucault’s poststructuralism and observational education 
research: a study of power relations” in After postmodernism: education, politics and 
identity, Eds. R. Smith and P. Wexler (Routledge) 98–111.

Gravaris, D. (2005). “From the state to the state. Policy rationality and legitimacy in 
educational policy” in Education and educational policy between the state and the 
market. Eds. D. Gravaris and N. Papadakis (Athens: Savalas (G)).

Guri-Rosenblit, S., Šebková, H., and Teichler, U. (2007). Massification and diversity of 
higher education systems: interplay of complex dimensions. High Educ. Pol. 20, 373–389. 
doi: 10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300158

Haj, C. M., Geanta, I. M., and Orr, D. (2018). “A typology of admission systems across 
Europe and their impact on the equity of access, progression and completion in higher 
education” in European higher education area: The impact of past and future policies. eds. A. 
Curaj, L. Deca and R. Pricopie (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 171–187.

Hannus, S., and Simola, H. (2010). The effects of power mechanisms in education: bringing 
Foucault and Bourdieu together. Power Educ. 2, 1–17. doi: 10.2304/power.2010.2.1.1

Hellbert-Steurer, M. J. (2018). Higher education in the EU or a neoliberal discourse 
on lifelong learning. Innsbruck, Austria: The University of Innsbruck.

Holloway, J., and Brass, J. (2018). Making accountable teachers: the terrors and pleasures of 
performativity. J. Educ. Policy 33, 361–382. doi: 10.1080/02680939.2017.1372636

Holloway, J., Langman, S., and Ashraf, T. (2024). “Thinking with Foucault to 
understand education policy” in Analysing education policy: theory and method 
(Routledge), 44–58.

Hurtado, S., and Deangelo, L. (2012). Linking diversity and civic-minded practices 
with student outcomes. Lib. Educ. 98, 14–23.

Hüther, O., and Krücken, G. (2016). “Nested organizational fields: isomorphism and 
differentiation among European universities” in The university under pressure. eds. E. 
Popp Berman and C. Paradeise (Leeds: Emerald Group Publishing Limited), 53–83.

Knight, C. G. (2001). Human–environment relationship: comparative case studies. In 
Smelser, N. J., and Baltes, P. B.–Eds. International encyclopedia of the Social & 
Behavioral Sciences, Amsterdam: Elsevier, 7039–7045.

Koivu, K. L., and Hinze, A. M. (2017). Cases of convenience? The divergence of theory 
from practice in case selection in qualitative and mixed-methods research. Polit. Sci. 
Polit. 50, 1023–1027. doi: 10.1017/S1049096517001214

Kopecký, M. (2011). Foucault, governmentality, neoliberalism and adult education-
perspective on the normalization of social risks. J. Pedag. 2, 246–262. doi: 10.2478/
v10159-011-0012-2

Lavdas, K. A., Papadakis, N. E., and Gidarakou, M. (2007). Policies and networks in 
the construction of the European higher education area. High. Educ. Manag. Policy 18, 
121–131.

Lemke, T. (2015). Foucault, governmentality, and critique. London and New York: 
Routledge.

Marginson, S. (2016). The worldwide trend to high participation higher education: 
dynamics of social stratification in inclusive systems. High. Educ. 72, 413–434. doi: 
10.1007/s10734-016-0016-x

Nash, M., and Churchill, B. (2020). Caring during COVID-19: a gendered analysis of 
Australian university responses to managing remote working and caring responsibilities. 
Gend. Work Organ. 27, 833–846. doi: 10.1111/gwao.12484

Nicoll, K., and Fejes, A. (2008). “Mobilizing Foucault in studies of lifelong learning” 
in Foucault and lifelong learning. Governing the subject. eds. A. Fejes and K. Nicoll 
(London and New York: Routledge), 1–18.

Nyssen, J. M. (2018). “The social dimension and university rankings” in European 
higher education area: The impact of past and future policies. eds. A. Curaj, L. Deca and 
R. Pricopie (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 155–169.

Papadakis, N., and Drakaki, M. (2023). The development of the European education 
policy, its reform agenda and the impact of neoliberalism and economic rationale: the 
case of the “Work Programme Education & Training 2010”, within the framework of the 
EU Lisbon strategy (2000–2010). Int. J. Educ. Res. 117:102130. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijer.2022.102130

Pasias, G., and Roussakis, Y. (2012). “Who marks the bench?” a critical review of the 
neo-European “paradigm shift” through higher education policies and discourses. J. 
Crit. Educ. Policy Stud. 10, 127–141.

Peeri, N. C., Shrestha, N., Rahman, M. S., Zaki, R., Tan, Z., Bibi, S., et al. (2020). The 
SARS, MERS and novel coronavirus (COVID-19) epidemics, the newest and biggest 
global health threats: what lessons have we learned? Int. J. Epidemiol. 49, 717–726. doi: 
10.1093/ije/dyaa033

Peters, M. A., Marshall, J. D., and Fitzsimons, P. (2000). Managerialism and 
educational policy in a global context: Neoliberalism, Foucault and the doctrine of self-
management. In Globalisation and Educational Policy. Eds. N. Burbules and C. Torres 
(London: Routledge) pp. 109–132.

Robertson, S., and Dale, R. (2002). Local states of emergency: the contradictions of 
neo-liberal governance in education in New Zealand. Br. J. Sociol. Educ. 23, 463–482. 
doi: 10.1080/0142569022000015472

Rose, N. (1996). Governing Advanced liberal democracies. In Foucault and Political 
Reason. Liberalism, Neo-liberalism and Rationalities of Government, Eds. A. Barry, T. 
Osborne and N. Rose (London and New York: Routledge) pp. 37–64.

Rose, N. (1999). Powers of freedom. Reframing Political Thought, Cambridge, U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press.

Rostila, M. (2007). Social capital and health in European welfare regimes: a multilevel 
approach. J. Eur. Soc. Policy 17, 223–239. doi: 10.1177/0958928707078366

Salmi, J. (2018a). “Social dimension within a quality oriented higher education 
system” in European higher education area: The impact of past and future policies. eds. 
A. Curaj, L. Deca and R. Pricopie (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 141–154.

Salmi, J. (2018b). All around the world–higher education equity policies across the 
globe, report for the Lumina Foundation. Available at: https://www.google.com/ 
url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2 
F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the- 
globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000& 
source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAx 
UAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA (Accessed September 13, 2023).

Salmi, J. (2020). Higher education and inclusion, report for the 2020 global education 
monitoring report. Inclusion and Education, UNESCO, Report no. ED/GEMR/
MRT/2020/P1/19. Available at: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000373689 
(Accessed August 09, 2023).

Salmi, J., and D'Addio, A. (2021). Policies for achieving inclusion in higher education. 
Policy Rev. High. Educ. 5, 47–72. doi: 10.1080/23322969.2020.1835529

Salmi, J., and Malee Bassett, R. (2014). The equity imperative in tertiary education: 
promoting fairness and efficiency. Int. Rev. Educ. 60, 361–377. doi: 10.1007/s11159-013-9391-z

Santiago, P., Tremblay, K., Basri, E., and Arnal, E. (2008). Tertiary education for the 
knowledge society, Vol. 1, special features: governance, funding, quality: OECD 
Available at: https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2008/ 
09/tertiary-education-for-the-knowledge-society_g1gh92e5/9789264046535-en.pdf 
(Accessed March 29, 2024).

Schiavo, L. L. (2018). Neoliberal hegemony, neoliberal reforms of education in Italy, 
student organizations and their protests: a case study. Int. J. Humanit. Soc. Sci. 8, 42–51. 
doi: 10.30845/ijhss.v8n12p5

Scott, P. (2022). “Unpacking the social dimension of universities” in From actors to 
reforms in European higher education. Higher education dynamics. ed. M. Klemenčič 
(Cham: Springer), 199–2011.

Simola, H. (2002). From exclusion to self-selection: examination of behaviour in 
finnish primary and comprehensive schooling from the 1860s to the 1990s, Hist. Educ. 
31, 207–226. doi: 10.1080/00467600210122595

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2025.1492863
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://education.ec.europa.eu/education-levels/higher-education/european-universities-initiative
https://education.ec.europa.eu/education-levels/higher-education/european-universities-initiative
https://education.ec.europa.eu/education-levels/higher-education/european-universities-initiative
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20220923-1
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20220923-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800405284363
https://doi.org/10.1086/448181
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474514541711
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478210318774675
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370600989269
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300158
https://doi.org/10.2304/power.2010.2.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1372636
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096517001214
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10159-011-0012-2
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10159-011-0012-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-016-0016-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2022.102130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2022.102130
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyaa033
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142569022000015472
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928707078366
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fworldaccesshe.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2024%2F12%2FAll-around-the-world-Higher-education-equity-policies-across-the-globe-.pdf&psig=AOvVaw1ao1C5rEkGCQOaf5Fr73au&ust=1737713259592000&source=images&cd=vfe&opi=89978449&ved=0CAYQrpoMahcKEwj4x7C_zIuLAxUAAAAAHQAAAAAQBA
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000373689
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322969.2020.1835529
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-013-9391-z
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2008/09/tertiary-education-for-the-knowledge-society_g1gh92e5/9789264046535-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2008/09/tertiary-education-for-the-knowledge-society_g1gh92e5/9789264046535-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.30845/ijhss.v8n12p5
https://doi.org/10.1080/00467600210122595


Baciu et al.� 10.3389/fsoc.2025.1492863

Frontiers in Sociology 21 frontiersin.org

Smith, H. (2007). Playing a different game: the contextualised decision-making 
processes of minority ethnic students in choosing a higher education institution. 
Race Ethn. Educ. 10, 415–437. doi: 10.1080/13613320701658456

Sojot, A. N. (2018). Pedagogical possibilities of becoming and the transitional space. 
Policy Futures Educ. 16, 893–905. doi: 10.1177/1478210317751265

Stake, R. (1995). The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Toliou, R. (2007). Neoliberal policy and higher education in Europe: the case of 
Greece. Der Öffentliche Sektor–The Open Sektor 33, 51–58.

Tonon, G. H. (2021). Student’s quality of life at the university: a qualitative study. Appl. 
Res. Qual. Life 16, 1517–1535. doi: 10.1007/s11482-020-09827-0

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2009). Policy 
guidelines on inclusion in education. Available at: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/
ark:/48223/pf0000177849 (accessed July 10, 2022).

Usher, A., and Burroughs, R. (2018). Targeted free tuition: a global analysis. Toronto: 
Higher Education Strategy Associates.

van den Hende, F., Whitsed, C., and Coelen, R. J. (2023). An organizational change 
perspective for the curriculum internationalization process: bridging the gap between strategy 
and implementation. J. Stud. Int. Educ. 27, 520–538. doi: 10.1177/10283153221105321

Vlk, A., and Stiburek, S. (2018). “Study success at the clash point of excellence and 
social dimension?” in European higher education area: The impact of past and future 
policies. eds. A. Curaj, L. Deca and R. Pricopie (Cham, Switzerland: Springer 
International Publishing AG), 189–202.

Willemse, N., and De Beer, P. (2012). Three worlds of educational welfare states? A 
comparative study of higher education systems across welfare states. J. Eur. Soc. Policy 
22, 105–117. doi: 10.1177/0958928711433656

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: design and method. 4th Edn. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2025.1492863
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613320701658456
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478210317751265
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-020-09827-0
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000177849
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000177849
https://doi.org/10.1177/10283153221105321
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928711433656

	Social goals under a neoliberal agenda: measures to promote equality in European higher education read through a Foucauldian lens
	1 Introduction
	1.1 The need for a more equitable access to higher education
	1.2 The usefulness of a Foucauldian lens in examining educational policies
	1.3 The social dimension of European higher education, under neoliberal policies

	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Methodology of the study
	2.2 Selection criteria for sampled universities
	2.3 Data collection and analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Categorization of vulnerable students
	3.2 Support measures provided to students
	3.3 Welfare regimes “patterns”

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Targeted measures and mainstreaming strategies
	4.2 Monetary and non-monetary support
	4.3 Student agency exercised through student Ombudsman and student organizations

	5 Concluding remarks

	References

