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Whereto start?

How do we approach the issudpy attempt to defineurrent trendsdemands us to
divide and distinguish them fromrevious trends The logic of current trends could
merely follow previous trends. Sometimes their logic might differ in appearance but still
be rooted in earlier trends. Sometimes the logic of current tietisaty opposed to the

logic of previous trends. In order to understand the substance of current (or present)
trends it is necessary to establishithelationship with the past. Yet, past and present are
relative notions. If it igoday’s higher education that is under scrutiny, then where and
when should we begin? What is the point of breaking off froravious higher
education?

To give a general and now in practice the most often usedlescription of recent
processes in European higher education we may use theBt#agna Proces®r the
emerging European Higher Education Ar¢BHEA). This »new European higher
education brand« (Zgaga, 2003, 98) symbolises a whole set of important policy issues in
higher education which have been broadly discussedhstitutional, national and
European levels since 1999. However, if we look more closely at some of these issues it
becomes obvious that the 'Bologna agenda’ has an important pre-history. The ideas
presented in th8orbonne Declaratiof 1998 are its direct predecessor. Yet these ideas
were even emerging in previous debates: in preparing national policy responses to
problems of the development of higher education, in comparing and confronting these
responses (and the logic behind them) in a broader arena such as e.g. within European
Union consultation processes or within the Council of Europe and Unesco as in the case
of theLisbon Recognition Conventiolhese debates would have been very different had

a decision to enlarge the European Union or had the turbulent events seen in Central and
East Europe at the end of the 1980s etc. not occurred.

The background is thus expanding. However, our task here is not to start writing a
modern history of higher education in Europe; it is atsammarisingcurrent trendsin
different parts of Europe. At this point, however, it is necessary to defintirthiag

point at which the issues and problems of modern higher education are rooted
irrespective of national contexts. Recent literature reveals a high level of consensus that
this turn is most closely linked to theansition from elite to mass higher education
Historically, in the developed countries it occurred during the period of industrial growth
after the Second World War. At the beginning of the 1970s it was already clear that
universities had entered a new erdut which era? The transition from elite to mass
higher education involves a shift we probably still do not understand in all of its
dimensions.

* Paper given at the Second ECA Education Conferehesiary Education: Quality, Financing and Linkages with
Innovation and ProductivityUniversity of Zagreb; Croatian Ministry of Education; World Bank. Dubrov@itqatia,
October 2-4, 2005.



The dimensions of mass higher education and its challenges

Thus, the expansion of higher education began during the 1960s. The increased demand
for places at universities was a combined result of economic development and a higher
number of candidates from the relevant age groups. The greater demand was clearly not
some abstract arithmetic outcome. It was not only a simple response to growing
employment options. It was also a resulttlef population’s higher social and cultural
expectations. Despite the obvious fact that this expansion was driven by economic and
political factors which were more or less common to various developed industrial
countries of the West, there were clear differences in its 'national tempos. Behind the
increase in particular countries we can recognise special national circumstances: shifts in
home politics, social and cultural backgrounds, particularitie the functioning of
national higher education systems etc. Since the 1980s, changes in the economy,
technology and the labour market have further reinforced the existing demand for higher-
level training andat the turn of the millennium the academic landscape was totally
different from that seen in the 1960s

In the so-called EU-15 countries, the number of students in higher education more than
doubledin the last quarter of the $0century (see Annex Figure 1). A relatively
moderate increase can be noticed in traditionally well-developed higher education
systems (Germany, the Netherlands, Italy and France), while the highest increases are
more characteristic for the 'suburbs' (Portugal, Greece, Ireland and Spain) and/or those
countries which joined the EU at later stages. In the early period after the Second World
War only a few percentof young people- predominantlymale — undertook higher
education {imilarly to their parents’ generation); at the end of the century there was on
average already almoshe-third of the age cohoim higher education while the number

of female students had already overtaken their male colleagues in many countries
(Eurostat, 2003, pp. 90-106). These shifts are simply incredible from previous points of
view but they also pose serious questions for current policy-making at different levels.
Certainly, t?ese trends are not merely limited to Western European countries (see Annex
— Figure 2.

! canada and the United States exceeded the lirais@fercenigross enrolment ratiin higher education
already in 1980; in 1990 they even reached 71.2 and 72.2 pemegmectively. During the same period,
Australia shifted from 25.2 to 35.0 percent, New Zealand from 274@.®percent, South Korea from 14.7
to 37.7, while Japan decreased slightly from 30.5 to 28.7 (UneS88, pp. 144-147). Using the same
gross enrolment ratienethodology , in 1990 Western European countries mostly achéexagib close to
one-third of the age group (Finland with 48.2 at one extremd artdgal with 22.6 at the other) while the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe were close to one-quarter (feasteGermany with 34.8 and
Bulgaria with 30.1 at one extreme, former Czechoslovakia with d@YdOHungary with 14.5 at the other;
Romania with 8.6 and Albania with 7.0 seem to be special caskatdinte). For more recent (2002/03)
ratios, see Table 1 in [Canning, Mary, Martin Godfrey, Dorota Holzer-2efsiza. (2005)], p. 8. The
increase during the last ten years has been immense, particultly @ountries of Central and Eastern
Europe.

Gross enrolment ratio»Total enrolment in education at third level, regardless of age, expressed as a
percentage of the population in the five-year age group followinfyoon the secondary school leaving
age« (Unesco, 1993, p. 113).



The political changes in Central and Eastern Europée early 1990s brouglatout,

inter alia, an even more noticeable increase in the number of students in higher
education. The relative delay of the 1970s and 1980s was more than compensated for
during the 1990s in almost all of these countfi&sirope got rid of its internal divisions

and today it is somewhat easier to make comparisttieen we observe Europe in a
politically non-polarised and geographically broader context, the growth of student
numbers in higher education slowed down in Western Eurolpea few cases it was

even negative: Belgium, Germany, France, ltaly (Eurostat, 2003, 90-91), whereas it
achieved the highest peaks in Central and Eastern Europe (with the exception of
Bulgaria). During the last decade of the™2€entury, growth in student numbers is
markedby an index of only 105 in the EU-15 and even 150 in the EU+10; an integrated
index for the EU-25 is 111 (see AnnexFigure 3. Naturally, the increase in student
numbers gradually led @nimproved share of thgopulation with a tertiary educational
attainment(here we leave questions of quality and effectiveness aside). On average, 21
percent of the population aged 25-64 had attame=itiary education in the EU-1l8y

2002. 'I;oday, twice as many children obtain tertiary education qualifications than their
parents.

Nowadays, Europe and not just Europe is being challenged bymopulation decrease

there are fewer and fewer young people in almost all countries. The high enrolment ratios
achieved during the last few decades will surely continue and even increase to over one-
half of the relevant age group; on the other hand, the decrease in the young population is
expected to reducim absolute figuregshe demand for places in thenow extremely
expanded- higher education sector. This shift will posen fact it is already posing

new challenges in addition to the already known challenges of mass higher education.

In Europe, primary education became a standard (or atdeighdard expectation) for

the entire population in the $@entury, still in the early age of industrial society. Yet, in
practical terms it was only achieved much later. During the economic recovery after the
Second World War, on the way towards post-industrial society, this standard
expectation was upgraded to upper-secondary education; which is still to be fully
realised® At the turn of the millennium, at the entrance to the knowledge society, such

2 Also see the chapter on higher education in the EU-8 compared ®Uti& in Canning, Godfrey,
Holzer-Zelazewska, 2005, pp.16-

® From methodological and interpretative points of view it is always nagess warn about just
comparing abstract figures and not taking different political systemsyesilteducation sectors etc. into
account.

* The geographical distribution is still large: there are Finland (32) and Be{g@j)on one side and Italy
(10) and Portugal (9) on the other. The picture does not differust in the countries of the EU+10: from
Lithuania (44) and Estonia (30) to Poland or Czech Republic (12) amdki&lo(11). The generation
distribution is also large: e.g., in the countries of the EU-15 there islénbercent of those withtertiary
education attainment in the age group 55-64 years but still 27 percéim¢ age group 25-34 years.
Between 1996 and 2002, the highest increase in a populatioraudttiary education attainment was
noticed in Finland (+ 11) followed by France and Spain (+ 6) and the Wfitgdlom (+ 4). The EU-15
average for this period is + 3 percent (Eurostat, 2003, pl2€)ould not be overlooked that these shifts
mostly belong to changes in enrolment during the 1980s; lasbbigast, it was a period when thaby
boom’ generations of the 1960s and 1970s were entering tertiary education.



expectations seem to have finally encompassed tertiary educaddmstoric shift is
occurring in the second half of the"™6entury: tertiary education is replacing secondary
education as the focal point of access, selection and entry to rewarding careers for the
majority of young people(OECD, 1998, p. 20).

The reasons people in the modern world decide to commence higher education differ
considerably from the past. Nevertheless, we can still fully understand traditional
individual aims like the 'pursuit of truth' and 'disinterested researetsiaorple desire to

join a profession (or continua family tradition in practicing a profession) in order to
help people care about their body, property or southile simultaneously gaining

highly recognised status in society. We can understand our predecessors but we also
know that the specific social contextswhich our individual aims and wishes are formed

in concrete ways have changed greatly since previous times. In ancient Egypt, literacy
was a very high privilege for a very limited stratum of people; yet it is a non-disputable
demand of all of us today and we learn to read and write at the very beginning of ou
schooling. In the early industrialisation period, there was a common belief that all
workers needd to read and write (yet, some people tried to neglect this for a longer
time); today it is one of the main family asdcial concerns to grant all young people
through the education system at least a secondary vocational qualificatidoding as

a qualification to continue higher education. Rewarding careead for the minority but

for the majority of young people are today offered by advanced training. Higher
education is no longer primarily a persomalll or privilege it is a social demand
modern societies cannot function without increasing the number of educated and skilled
people who work in the economy and public services or without expanding the research
and knowledge that drive modern civilisation.

Modern universities an be happy about this. Yet complaints have instead quite often
been heard from the academic world. If one takes these complaints seriously then it is
difficult to ignore their arguments. Mass higher education has totally changed the
traditional university. Classes grew in size and leddelivered in big halls became a
metaphor for higher education; a metaphor which has been broadly used in the media.
The increasing numbers of students led to criticiijmgnot only) teachers regarding
falling standards and today’s students alleged ignorance. The growth in student numbers
was not being accompanied (at least not proportionaihyew teachers. Nevertheless,
today there are many more teacheend many more new higher education institutions

than before but there is also a new popular discourse concerning ‘excellent’, ‘average’,
'poor' or even 'scandalous' teachers and institutions. Yet, these complaints should stem
from students not acadersi®

® »European Benchmark: by 2010, at least 85% of 22-year-olds in the EU should have completed upper-
secondary education«. The present level (2004) of the upper-secondary completion rate in the EU is 76.4%;
the best three performing countries (all are from the EU+10: Slovakia, CzeobliReggnd Slovenia) are
already at the level of approximately 90% (Commission Staff Working P2@@5, pp. 16 and 20).

® Derek Bok, formerly President of Harvard University, cites in his natémdbook (first edition 2003) on
»the commercialization of higher education« sentiments of an American senior student »from a large state
university« which could also be agreed tdy many students from European universities: »In my four years
at ..., I have had exactly four classes with under twenty-five students and a real professor in cAlirde.



Were universities ready to cope with the challenges of mass higher education when they
started to appear? Obviously not! The new situation was quite a surprise for everybody.
Over several years (some) people understood that the world had changed and that the
university is in a position to reconsider itgindane missionrhe 'splendid’, 'optimal’ but
closed and isolated universe of tkiery towercould be just a myth.If one-third of an

age cohort comes instead of 2 percent then there are not only 'born talents' among them;
however, they all deserve active and quality teaching and we should not just wait to see
who will succeed and who will be left in the field. It is excellent if the need to know has
spread so much! Today, if the government seeks higher enrolment levels and new study
programmes with an emphasised vocational dimension for the sake of improved
employability and general welfare then rectors should consider this with due attention.
Finally, it would not be in line withacademictraditions if they did not hear voices
outside closed towers: a part of these traditions has been also to serve’society.

Modern university is not a monasters the ‘pursuit of truth® might sound liile
‘transcendent’, the university as a place of learning and research has in certain ways
always been open and connected to soCiétypdern theories on university and higher
education institutions genehaldistinguish between their several genuine roles or tasks.
To undertake research and teaching, that is: (1) to maintain and develop an advanced
knowledge base; (2) to train the young and the not so youngpeople for their
professional careers; (3) to prepare them for a life as active citizemslemocrat

society; and (4) to contribute to their personal growth. On the other hand, since mass
higher education emerged numerous writers have been stressing that academic
institutions should bessponsiveo society.

This is absolutely correct yet it is only half of the truth. Precisely for the multiple roles
they play in culture and society, today academic institutions should not only be
responsive(receptivg but alsoresponsible(pro-activg: »while respondingto society’s
needs and demands, universities have also to assume a ocesp@hsibility towards
society. [...] The great difference between being responsive and being responsible lies in

rest of my courses have been jumbo lectures with hundreds of staghehts professor miles away, or
classes with TAs [graduate student teaching assistants], or not regulardf@Bok, 2005, 89).

" »As defined pejoratively, the ivory tower is a myth, because in modern institutions of higher education
there has always existed tension between service to the public and more contemplative scholarship«
(Rosovsky, 2002, p. 14). dgovsky prescribes the first application of the metaphor ‘ivory tower’ to
universities or scholars to H.G. WellsThe New World Ordef1940).

8 wTo summarise the ivory tower does not describe the modern research university: learnisgraim
are always present. External influences are becoming more powerfoafor different reasons: the power
of government, the search by commercial interests for knowledge withiacddemy, the perpetual need
for more resources within the university, andot least- the opportunity for individual faculty members to
make economic gains.« A splendid isolation couldn’t be an alternative to external influences; Rosovsky
argues that the ‘external permeability’ has a parallel in the ‘internal’ permeability (e.g. disciplinary
barriers). The real questienwhich we postpone for lateris: »Can universities preserve their objectivity

as disinterested researchers and social critics if current trends persist?« (Rosovsky; 2002, p. 18)

® »The universities were both a result of and a driving force behind the rationalisation and urbanisation
process that went hand in hand with the openingf society« (Zonta, 2002, p. 26).



the fact that in the first case, universities should be receptive to what society expect from
them; in the second case, they should have an ambition to guide reflection and policy-
making in society. While universities excel at making new discoveries in all disciplines
of science and technology, they must also scrutinize systemically the trends that might
affect soon or later the well being of populations, and, if necessary, raise criticism, issue
alarm signals and make recommendatdivgeber, 2002, 62-63).

Universities do not exist just for some ‘external purposes’; they are (also) a legitimate
place to reflect them. Further, reflecting changes in higher education, coping with the
challenges of mass higher education, taking part with other institutions in policy analysis
and acting with stakeholders this is all part of their mission. Higher education has
become a recognised field of research because it is an equally important ardarfwal'e
society' as it is for academic institutions themselves. Academics should also deploy their
own intellectual resources to take stock of modern changes seen in higher education.

When analysing contemporary changes in British higher education, Gordon Graham,
Professor at the University of Aberdeen, makes an interesting critical note on the
academic protests seen in the UK in the 1980s and concludes with some serious, radical
guestions. He distinguishes two sources for theiixed and muted reactions:»First,

there was serious anxiety, one might almost say panic, about how to cope with the end of
regime in which their jobs were secure and the flow of resources to support them
seemingly unlimited. Second, there was deep uncertainty about what exactly it was that
they could say in their own defence. Whadre universities for? Whyhouldsociety at

large value them? Was there moimethingto be said for radical revision and review?
(Graham, 2002, 17).

Other questions can also be found in the fundamentals of contemporary higher education
policy. Below, we will not so much tackle these fundamental questions but rather the
formation of contemporary higher education policy and some of the most interesting
guestions relating to current trends in European higher education.

The dimensions of internationalisation and its challengesto higher education policy

A review of the past few decades shows that the expanding tertiary education-sector
particular the democratising and liberalising of acessput the need for systemic
reforms firmly on national and institutional agendas. A few years ago, the Eurydice
network produced a very useful study of reforms in European higher education in the
1980s and 1990s (Eurydice, 2000) which provides an insight into these processes at an
international leveland which we will also draw upon here.

This comparative study allows an insight into systemic changes among the reviewed 18
European countries. In all countries, policy and legislative activities were particularly
condensed at the end of the 1980s and in the 1990s. They»shtasge number of

19 An increased output from upper secondary education as well as opertieg diiyication to previously
under-represented (social, age, gender, etc.) groups and non-traditiomatatidnal qualifications prove
that profound changes have been put in place not only in highertieduealucational systems as a whole
have undergone substantial changes. However, this is not a central goestion



convergent trends in higher educaticamong individual countries but the study states
that»there is no evidence that these developments were the result of a concerted approach
between participating countries. The convergent education policies seem more likely to
be a by-product of the economic and social policies which, in the context of European
integration, underwent a deliberate harmonisation pre¢éssydice, 2000, 174).

This statement seems a littbarprising from today’s point of view: the convergent
education policies are just a by-product! Within the EU-25 achwolucation and
Training 2010»an open method of cordination« (OMC) established (Commission,

2001, 143" also in the field of (higher) education or more broadly within 4Be
countries of th&8ologna Processa concerted approach between participating countries«

which today seems to be a normal method of working. However, we should not forget
that this is quite a recent achievement and hence also a result of coping with the
challenges of mass higher education as well as international trends in higher education.

In the perception of many generations European universities have predominantly been
national universities. This perception may vary according to national circumstances and
levels of influencing and co-operating with other countries and universities; nevertheless,
in the 28" century we experienced (nationabrdersbetween (national) higher education
systems and sometimes even between national institutions. Yet, there were no
geographical, political and/or institutional barriers for universities in the middle*ages.
National (higher) education systems were born parallel to the industrialisation processes
in modern national states. As a sub-chapter to the protection of domestic markets,
protective measures in the field of (higher education) qualifications emerged and various
recognition proceduregpredominantly for professional recognition) were put in place.
However, due to the universal character of science and culture as well as centuries-long
academic traditions certain compatible elements pedsiftroughout the otherwise
'incompatible’ national systems. Universities continued to co-operate in the given
circumstances and to the given extent and students still went to study abroad but both
institutions and individuals encountered many obstacles for either economic or
ideological reasons (or both).

After awakening from the disasters of two world wars, in Europe the idea of lowering
borders and reintegrating the continent acquired firm grounds. In half a century it totally
changed its previous physiognomy. It is not the place here to make value judgments or
continue the old debate on ‘historical progress'. Yet it is important to establish that
political openness and economic co-operation have also produced many incentives for
higher education. Since the post-Second World War period, universities have not only
been challenged bmass higher educatiobut also byrapid internationalisation This

™ The OMC originates in the Lisbon EC Presidency Conclusions of 2000 (par. 37); it is »inspired by
economic policy cordination« between the Member States and »on one hand [...] provides orientation
towards common outcomes or objectives in a given policy area; ontltbg it] is an instrument for
identifying good policy practice from among the grand reservoidieérse policy approaches in the
European area« (Commission, 2005a, 23).

12 »Until the sixteen century European universities were to a large extent all organized on the same lin
They showed no national particularities or local focuses. [...] The picture changed with [...] the emergence
of the European nation state« (Zonta, 2002, p. 32-33).



second challenge was important for at least two reasons: on one hand, to enable
comparisons of the various advantages and disadvantages of individual systems as well as
systemic responses and policy practices and, on the other, to become truly aware of the
numerous obstaclde international academic co-operation and mobility and to strive for
improvements.

Still, policy and legislative activities and measures remained within relatively closed
national frameworks at least up until the late 1980s. Within international co-operation
frameworks, education has been often regarded with certain caution, even jealousy, as 'a
national affair'. Against these attitudes, the late 1980s brought some new and convincing
arguments from the 'outsideetonomic and social policiesas the Eurydice study says,

and even more). Several different facterthe globalisation of markets and economies,
political shifts and integration processes within Europe and globally, the fall of the Berlin
Wall, the free movement of people, growing multiculturalism -etaccumulated and
influenced governments to also statergovernmental and international discussions on
education policiesThe emerging new reality, fractionating and interlinking of various
horizons® has started to argaainst the incompatibilitiesf national (higher) education
systems. As a result, informal and formal international forums dealing with policy issues
have been formed aiming for the first time s concerted approach between
participating countries Since it seemed before that the development of national
education could only be possible if ‘pure’ national needs and circumstances are taken into
account, the new reality has led to the realisation-ttat the sake of national progress
supranational or international dimensions should also be seriously taken into higher
education policy considerations.

Nevertheless, education was left for a long time outside or at least on the margins of
European integration. Community action programmes in (higher) education date back to
1976 but they were relatively sporadic. The second half of the 1980s brought action
programmes for research and student mobility: tadasll-known Erasmusprogramme

was launched in 1987 and, parallel to it, European Credit Transfer SystgaCTS)

was createl to facilitate mobility and the recognition of short periods of study within
the institutions and countries involved. With the political changes seen in Central and
Eastern Europe in the 1990s similar programmethe best known is th&empus
programme- have been established for the much broader (not only European) area. The
EU also offered the forum needed to discuss the development of higher education in a
new, supranational conteXtHowever,amuch more important novelty for the promotion

13 These factors should not be observed as linear, simply accumulatiny émea change. They can be
fragmented, with different intensity and different time-scheduldifferent regions, even contradicting.
Taken all together in their heterogeneity they represent the context and leisteridal changes.

The ** ECTS was originally created for the 1989-1995 period and limitefivéosubject areas. After
receiving many good responses, it was extended to new subject adepslamged in 1995. Since the
Bologna Declaration it has been an international tool in European higher ieduadth a growing
reputation.

15 The Memorandum on Higher Education in §T991) is an early result of these discussions; it already
pointed out: »The challenge of science and technology is central to European competitiveness and
economic progress and requires that Europe is in the forefront, notyniertie generation of new
knowledge, but also in its dissemination and application to economic life.c8@ead technology will also



and development of the internationalisation of higher education as well as of higher
education policy was introduced by tBe Treatyin the early 1990s.

On the highest formal level, thdaastricht Treaty(formally the Treaty on European
Union; signed in February 1992) recognised for the first time the European Community
responsibility to promoteoc-operation in educatiorbetween European countries. The
1992 stié)ulation was repeated in tAmsterdam Treatpf 1999 without any substantial
changel. According to this provision, the Community »shall contribute to the
development of quality education by encouraging co-operation between Member States
and, if necessary, by supporting and supplementing their action, while fully respecting
the responsibility of the Member States for the content of teaching and the organization
of education systems and their cultural and linguistic divessiThe provision also
stresses that incentive measures will be adopted at the 'supranational level' but »excluding

any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member States« (Treaty, 1992).A

similar provision involved vocational education and training.

Thus, education in the EU is mainly a forum for the exchange of ideas and good
practices; its role is not to create a common (only one; supranational) education policy
but to create a system of co-operation between the EU Member States (OMC;esee not
11). Education remains a primary government concerndisidiarity principle); the
Member States preserve their rights in terms of the content and organisation of education
and training systems. However, Community action programmes in particular are an
important lever working towardthe European dimension in (higher) educatiand the
co-ordination activities actually acting in the direction of a 'soft harmonisation'. Since the
EU has been enlarged and its action programmes in education and training have been
opened- under certain conditions also to nommember countries, the 'EU forum’s'

effect of discussions and actions policy development in various parts of today’s

Europe has increased.

Another forum for higher education policy and common activities has been provided by
international organisationsthe preparation and signing of thesbon Recognition
Convention(1992-1997) as an influential project has already been mentbiiée. role

of organisations like the OECD and the World Bank has also started to strengthen and
taken on new dimensions in various parts of Europe and globally. On the other side, some
influential regional initiatives have also been launched which have strengthdéme
mobility of students and teachers but also helpedconcerting’ education policies:

be interacting more strongly with the cultural, social and human aspédaily living, bringing new
opportunities and constraints and fostering many innovative approeckesiety.[...] The developed
economies of Europe must strive to follow high skill strategies in omléncrease the flexibility and
productivity of their industries« (p. 3).

16 SeeTreaty 1992, Articles 126 and 127freaty, 1999, Articles 149 and 150. The essence of these
provisions was also preserved in the draft EU Constitution of 2008p.doraft Treaty establishing a
Constitution for EuropeAdopted by consensus by the European Convention onng3ahd 10 July 2003.
Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communif2883, pp. 174-176 (Articles
[11/182-111/183).

" TheLisbon Recognition Conventidras always found echoes in the Bologna documents starting with the
Sorbonne Declaratiori1998): »The convention set a number of basic requirements [on recognition] and
acknowledged that individual countries could engag® even more constructive scheme«.



Nordplus(Nordic countries, 1988Rushing Back the Bordefshe Netherlands, Flemish
Community of Belgium and three Germadnder, 1991), Ceepus(Central European
Exchange Programme for University Studies, 1993) etc.

The Bologna Processas the most important international forum aiming at the
development and ‘concerting' of higher education policies among European countries was
launched precisely within this context. The original initiative, $iiebonne Declaration

of 1998, was a joint statement of only four Ministers of Education (from France, Italy,
Germany and the United Kingdom) aiming at tirarmonisation of the architecture of

the European higher education systent statedthat »Europe is not only that of the

Euro, of the banks and the economy: it must be a Europe of knowledge as well« and

called »on other Member States of the Union and other European countries to join us in

this objective« (Sorbonne Declaration, 1998). In fact, not many countries acceptedsth

call; on the contrary, it provoked from today’s point of view a relatively strange dispute

over the termharmonisation®® It seems that its context was confoadd deliberately or

not, that can remain a questierby the e&xcluded harmonisatiorof Article 126 of the
Maastricht Treaty Finally, a new ministerial meeting of by then altogether 29 countries
was organised and in June 1999 Bmogna Declarationwas signed, avoiding such
disputable terms and issues and launching the broadest international higher education
policy development forum so far. Today, 45 countries are already participating. Since the
2001Prague Conference, the European Commission has been a full member of the
Bologna follow-up group and the Council of Europe is its consultative member.

The Bologna Process was from the very beginninmi@n-ministerialinitiative but over

the years international political organisations and academic associations have acquired an
increasingly important position within it. Indeed, the initiative would be particularly
sterile if academic representatives were not invited to join in from the beginning. Rectors
from many European universities participated at the Bologna Conference in June 1999
and their presence was in a way symbolic. Eleven years before, in 1988, the old Bologha
University hosted another important conference: at this conference, rectors from
numerous European universities adoptedvilagna Charta Universitaturf® This was an

18 TheFrench Minister of that time Claude Allégre reacted to these disputes, e.g.: »For this reason, we took

the initiative last year [...] in holding the Sorbonne meeting on European 'harmonisation'. Yet | became
aware that some people in Europe did not understand what this expmessiot. 'Harmony' is the guiding
principle of the orchestrafifialité de [’orchestre] some of whose members play the drum, others the
trumpet and yet others, the piano or violin. To each, his omeBument and differing musical score, yet
with 'harmony' the end result. As I see it, Europe is like such an orchestra. [...] We have no wish, any of us,

to lose our identity. In each country, the education system hashftanthe product of major struggles.
[...] For this reason, any attempt to 'manufacture' Europe by gutting individual nations should be rejected.
Neither is 'convergence' an ideal term either because, in physics or mateeémaiicticular, it implies
that, at a certain poinh itime, uniformity is reached.« Discours de Claude Allégre au 40° anniversaire de

la conférence des recteurs européens. Bordeaux, 20 et 21 mai 1999. Downloaded from the Internet
http://www.education. gouv.fr/realisations/education/superieur/cr®bm 1.2004).

9 The Magna Charta was adopted »four years before the definitive abolition of boundaries between the
countries of the European Community« (Magna Charta, 1991, p. 59) and two years before the fall of the
Berlin Wall to stress the importance of autonomy as a traditional academidfmaluéversities in a new
age Uponthis opportunity, the Rector Magnificus of Bologna University said in his speech: »In the name

of the unity of culture the needs for supranationality of Unitiess could once more confront the
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early and highly influential contribution from the academic side to all those initiatives
and ideas which finally, ten years later, flowed together to create the Bologna Process.

In political terms, theBologna Process is clearly a succelishas become the broadest
policy forum on higher education so fArAs an inter-ministerial forum of the original

EU Member States and associated countries it has found ways to define responsibilities
between Member States and the Commission (»excluding any harmonization of the laws

and regulations«) as well as to broaden its membership far beyond the 'EU external
borders' to encompassday’s 45 European countries. It has avoided the centralisation of

its follow-up structures and has not been bureaucratised. It has also found ways to attract
various consultative members who have taken up their responsibilities very actively. The
'‘Bologna agenda’' would simply be unfeasible if the representatives of academic
institutions and students were not treated equally as partners at the roundtable where the
representatives of employers and trade unions as well as QA agencies also found a place
at the last landmark, namely the Bergen Conferéhce.

Is this still aninter-ministerialforum? The Bologna Process will surely have a lot to do
until 2010 and beyond. On one hand, the inter-ministerial forum at the present stage
seems to need an upgrade to becomdnter-governmentalforum for the sake of
efficiency?? while, on the other, it seems that implementation of the newly agreed
common higher education policy (aiming at establishing the EHEA) could suffer from the
lack of more binding tools and structufésYet this issue will be left for further

difficulties ensuing from the birth of national States and nationalisms. [...] For sure one does not strive for
the uniformity of statutes and structures, but for possibility to @axgh views in all directions thanks to
general and convinced a@tance of principles. [...] The society into which this new University has to
integrate itself is the advanced industrial society of our time: a society bagbd rapidity of exchanges
and information and on the mobility of men and things. lulde a serious mistake if the University, in
this new society, decided to withdraw into itself, into its pride of academic corporation« (Magna Charta,
1991, p. 59, pp. 11, 12, 13).

20 Similar initiatives seem to be emerging in other parts of the worldthe (ALCUE @merica Latina y el
Caribe— Unién Europea) Common Area for Higher Education.

2L European academic associations are an important part of the sofeatieti'Bologna structures'. The
European University Association (EUA), the European Association d¢itutiens of Higher Education
(EURASHE) and the National Unions of Students in Europe (ESIB) have'dmesultative members' of
the inter-ministerial forum since the Prague Conference (2001)ufathgee members were broadened first
at the Berlin conference (2003) with the Unesco European Centrigloer Education (CEPES) and the
at the Bergen conference (2005) with the Education International (EPE&@pean Structure, the
European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (BN&#l the Union of Industrial and
Employers’ Confederations of Europe (UNICE).

2 Some important issues raised in the Bologna Process are at leastytaitly the direct responsibilities
of the Ministers of Education; e.g. financing, the labour market,paay for foreigners etc.

% The 'open method of coordination' is in a certain way also a vgprithod within the Bologna Process.
Therefore, some criticisms of Wim Kok's Report can also be applied hetieulaaly with regard to the
process of thaBologna stocktaking' which was executed for the first time at the Bergen conference: »The
open method of coordination has fallen far short of expectatiohterfber States do not enter the spirit of
mutual benchmarking, little or nothing happens. [...] If governments do not show commitment to
implementation nationally, this remains a huge problem. [...] The central elements of the open method of
coordination- peer pressure and benchmarkingre clear incentives for the Member States to deliver on
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discussion. Here it is important to turn to 'the content: to some important issues of
contemporary higher education which have been approached and discussed within the
Bologna Process and which have already brought the first results, first of all, some
‘concerted’ proposals on a common structure (a system of easily readable and comparable
degrees) and co-operation in quality assurance.

Questions of efficiency: trendstowards compar able degree systems
and common guidelines and standardsin quality assurance

To summarise: there are two main driving forces of the fundaments of contemporary
higher education policies on one hand the phenomenonnudss higher educatioand
internationalisation of higher educatioon the other. Since the 1960s higher education
systems have been constantly expanding and internationalising. These -trends
combination witha broader economic and political agendhaave raisedhe question of

the efficiency of higher education systemgjuantitative (resources etc.) and qualitative
(qualifications, academic output etc.) terms. This is the real background which has been
dominating national policy developments and pushing them, at a later stage, towards the
processes of international ‘concertinghere is logic in these trends.

At a certain stage, the increased volume of teaching and research at higher education
institutions started to raiggpiestions of the efficiency of higher educatidhgen in those
countries which had been treating the higher education sector relatively generously, the
overall political and economic situation in the 1980s started to press towards the lowering
of costs and greater efficiency and led to stricter controls on public spending as well as
reductions in public spending. Since the volume and quality of higher education
provision should not be reduced (but rather increased) measures for refeduaagion
structuresand governanceof the system and institutions as well qaglity assessment

have started to appear in national policy directions.

On the other hand, the general context of international economic co-operation and
political integrations strengthened timeobility of students and graduates as well as
teachers and researchers. Further, the enhanced academic mobility started to knock
against existing standards and procedures forréoegnition of qualifications For
mobility to be seriously further strengthened it became necessary for countries to adopt
new supra-national regulations on recognitih and to start developing more
comparable structuregn their education systems. The growing need to develop new
structures was also easily understood as a levanofation and productivitwithin the
international context: Comparable degree structures as a ‘formal' lever could have a

their commitments by measuring and comparing their respective perfoeraad facilitating exchange of
best practice« (Kok, 2004, 42).

% The drafting and adoption of thésbon Recognition Conventiomas already mentionetly the Bergen
Conference »36 of the 45 participating countries« had ratified it Bergen communiqué, 2005). Prior to the
Lisbon Convention, the adoption of the European Council DirectiveBE#C regarding a general system
for the recognition of higher education diplomas awarded on the compédtjgrofessional education and
training is another landmark of the highest importance in this are# belated to EU Members States
only.
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major effectof facilitating mobility but not without a 'content’ lever: mutual trust in the
quality provisions of various national systems and for that reason the negdafity
assurancemeasuresThus, questions of the governance of higher education, particularly
the qualifications framework and quality assessment, proved not onlykieyb®ational
policy issuedut they enteregupra-national policy discussiorasd remain at this level

up until today.

I. Comparable structures. Let us first focus on the emergicgmparable structuredt

is a notorious fact that European higher education systems are characterised by a high
degree of diversity. One possible approach to this diversity is to differentiate between
'short' and 'long' courses. »In 1980, university degree courses in many European countries

lasted a minimum of five years and were often highly academic. The lack of intermediate
gualifications meant that students who did not complete a course, or pass their final
exams, were left without any recognition of their years of study« (Eurydice, 2000, 144-

145). At an advanced stage of mass higher education, policy measures aimed at lowering
costs and greater outcontad to address efficiency, e.g. as the problem of higher
educatiordropouts?® In times of mass higher education old education structures became
counter-productive The splitting up of ‘long' courses into successive 'shorter' ones, also
supported by successful examples from abroad, the modularisation of courses and more
flexible provision for transition between courses appeared as fairly early policy responses
to problems that were encountered. Thus, the initial pressure toa@vdgtier structure

(today usually identified as the basis for international comparability) did not come from
internationalisation; it was caused by fiteblems of establishing mass higher education

at the national level»Efficiency is a common reason behind the restructuring of degree
courses into distinct cycles and the shortening of the time required to obtain a first
degree« (Eurydice, 2000, 172).2

% n this light, theMemorandum on Higher Education in E@eady contained some accents and questions
which are w#-known today: »The [European higher education] systems are characterised by a high degree

of diversity. [...] With the mutual recognition of professional qualifications, the mobility of labour and the
development of a European labour market, are we beginning to svitihesemergence of a 'European’
expectation by employers of future employees? As European oppodurgiiome available these will
very likely demand a 'European’ education, or at least one with a significant 'European' content. [...] The
critical question is whether this huge, diverse system can be givemoadan focus in order to realise
Community objectives [...]. Can these systems together establish and maintain supremacy in research,
produce the graduates who will have mastered the requirementsaafaging technological innovation
[...]? This is an ambitious, but a necessary prospect« (Commission, 1991, p. 14).

% Dropouts are clearly a hot issue in all education systems; howewegstemic, cultural, personal etc.
reasons it is very difficult to measure the phenomenonidaidify it’s the exact numbers involved
»Dropout from specific courses is not necessarily a good measure of non-completion of higher education as
students may chose to repeat the year, re-sit their exams or trémsé@other course which they
subsequently complete successfully. Since few countries, howeverJate afnitor students throughout
their higher education careers, alternative figures are scarce« (Eurydice, 2000, 120).

%" »The major reason for change in the structure and content of higher education courses during the period
considered was the increase in the number of entrants to higher education« (Eurydice, 2000, p. 133).
Several countries in the West introduced shorter first cycle courses withégiiate level of qualifications
already in the early 1990s or at least prior to signing the Bolognagon. Denmark introduced the so-
called 3+2+3 structure dividing university programmes into three cyee8-year bachelor, 2-year
candidates and a 3-year doctoral programme) already in 1993. Sinsitavtigr courses were introduced in
France (1992/93), Finland (1994-97), the Netherlands (1996), Ita@y Y Ehd Germany (1998).
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In the majority of European countries, ttnend towardsshorter initial university degree
coursesgiving access to the next level ran parallel to the development ofdhe
university sectowith a pronouncestocational orientatiorf® With the increase in student
numbes two somewhat opposite trends appeared: on oneasiuaifation of the number

of places in expensive, professional and practically-based university courses as well as
their dividing up into successive 'shorter’' ones; on the other hand, the expansion of places
in new vocationally-oriented courses in the non-university sector as well as their
upgrading and lengthening to two- or thgear courses. In formal terms, they »have led

to similar first degree structures in both sectors« (Eurydice, 2000, 176) and the question

of transitionfrom one sector to another arose.

This again implies a question cbmparability— this time as an ‘internal’ systemic issue,

not as an issue of internationalisatieras well as various questions gtiality (these
guestions are not necessarily only about the 'genuine quality’ of ilhesome views
‘ossified’, 'non-responsive'university sector). Confronted with new trerfdsiniversities

have often started to meet the needs of students who consider higher education as
preparation for entry to the job market rather than the basis for a traditional academic
profession or a research career. Thus, the inherited hierarchy of disciplines has changed
and important novelties have also been introduced in learning structures and teaching.
The awareness of lifelong learning in higher education, the use of ICT etc. are no less
important for the renewal of higher education today than formal structural changes.

Thus, reforms leadintpwards the 'internalas well asexternal' comparabilityof higher
education systems aridwards diversified but quality higher education provisiware

largely recogrsed as the key policy issues. Higher education has taken on a visible
position on general policy agendas. It has also become more and more clear that
governments can treat this issue much more effectively ifwloelgtogether for the sake

of effectiveness and considering the issues of global competition in higher education they
have to work together, hand in hand with the academic community and other
stakeholders.

The changdo the degree structure or, pbitter, the »adoption of a system of easily
readable and comparable degrees often understood as the essence of the Bologna

% Some figures on the namversity sector today: »The sector of Tertiary Short Cycle or sub-degree
education in Europe represents post-secondary education more Shanillidn students (1,7 million in
TSC and over 800.000 in pasteondary education)« (Kirsh, Beernaert, Nargaard, 2003, 4).

# These trends include developments in the non-university sector aolbsely connected with calls for
the greaterflexibility of the tertiary education system: »many countries have made changes aimed at
increasing flexibility and choice in higher education courses and at facilitatolglity between study
courses and higher education sectors. These have included splittisg poagrammes into smaller units
on a semester term or module basis and the introduction of creditss@o-division of courses increases
student choice and facilitates inter-disciplinary and inter-institutional mawgniecluding mobility
between the non-university and university sectors and betdifferent countries. The pioneers of such
changes were the open universities« (Eurydice, 2000, 146).
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Process (that is, its 'structural dimensidh'Yet the Bologna Conference in 1999 put
down just a very general idea »of a system essentially based on two main cycles« and

addel: »The achievement of greater compatibility and comparability of the systems of
higher education nevertheless requires continual momentum in order to be fully
accomplished. We need to support it through promoting concrete measures to achieve
tangible forward steps« (Bologna Declaration1999).

Various surveys and monitoring reports have documented many »tangible forward
steps«. In 1999, the Trends Ireport could only ascertain that »the survey of existing
structures shows the extreme complexity and diversity of curricular and degree
structures« and that »no significant convergence towards a 3-5-8 model was found
(Haug, Kirstein, Knudsen, 1999, 7rends lIstated that »in a number of countries the
Bologna Declaration clearly seems to have influenced the introduction of a two-tier
system« (Haug, Tauch, 2001, 54). Further, »two years later, the reform train is gathering

steam and speed almost everywhere in Europe« but it was also readial that »the mere act

of introducing a two-tier degree structure can only be a very first step toward a
transparent system of degrees« (Reichert, Tauch, 2003, 45). Ministers at the Berlin
Conference were pleased to note that »a comprehensive restructuring of higher education

is now under way« and encouraged »the [M]ember Stasto elaborate a framework of
comparable and compatible qualifications for their higher education systems, which
should seek to describe qualifications in terms of workload, level, learning outcomes,
competences and profile«. They also undertook »to elaborate an overarching framework

of qualifications for the Eug@an Higher Education Area« (Berlin Communiqué, 2003).

The idea of dramework for qualifications of the EHERas one of the key points on the
'‘Bologna agenda’ during the 2003-2005 period. A special working group was formed to
discuss these issues in detail and to prepare a comprehensive documentduork...,

2005) to be submitted to Ministers at the Bergen Conference. After noting »with
satisfaction that the two-cycle degree system is beindeinented on a large scale«®

this document received clear support from Misters: »We adopt the overarching
framework for qualifications in the EHEA, comprising three cycles (including, within
national contexts, the possibility of intermediate qualifications), generic descriptors for
each cycle based on learning outcomes and competences, and credit ranges in the first
and second cycles. We commit ourselves to elaborating national frameworks for
gualifications compatible with the overarching framework for qualifications in the EHEA
by 2010, and to having started work on this by 2007. We ask the Follow-up Group to
report on the implementation and further development of the overarching framework«
(Bergen Communiqué, 2005).

%0 1n the Bologna Process distinguishing betweetsitactural' and'social dimensionhas been recogsdd
to stress the relationship between reforming systemic tools and theirefteisdé as well as preconditions
(e.g. values). (See e.g. Zgaga, 2003, 154-167; Zgaga, 2005157

31 This estimation is based on various background surveys.TEegds [Vstated that »almost all countries
have by now introduced the twgele system« (Reichert, Tauch, 2005, 11) while the Working Group on
Stocktaking was sure that »it is safe to predict that the objectives of this action line [degree systerbpwill
achieved by 2010« (Bologna Process Stocktaking005, 42).
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The Framework for Qualifications of the EHEAsystematically and extensivély
developed théstructural dimension' of the Bologna Process that was sketched only on a
very general level in th&ologna Declaration Several ideas born and developed in
discussions over the last decade bedre are interrelated and synthsasli within it. First

of all, 'the overarching structure' as a kind of ‘common denominator' is important for
making the relationship between different higher education qualifications including the
concrete results of national systems in Eurtp@sparent(»easy readable« as in the
Bologna Declaratioh and contributes substantially to theompatibility This effect
should improve therecognition of qualifications achieved in different national or
institutional contexts but also encouragmwbility and ease various problems in this
sector. On the basis of the framework for EHEA, the further developmenrdtiohal
frameworksgs foreseen. A national framework is not only important 'externally’, that is as
an 'interface' between different national systems, but also ‘internally’: qualifications
frameworks strengthen the internabherence and logic of each particular national
higher education systerhast but not least: »Qualifications frameworks help provide the

basis for confidnce [...] within trans- and interaational context« (A Framework...,

2005, 77). They provide @ntext for effective quality assurance

Il. Quality assurance. From its very beginning, the Bologna process has also put high on
its agenda thepromotion of European co-operation in quality assurance with a view to
develop comparable criteria and methodologig8ologna Declaration 1999). The
development of this 'action line' has been particularly long and demanding. In some
countries, the idea of quality assurance started to spread to higher education from the
economy relatively early on, already in tH®70s, and by »1997, all countries
participating in this study, except the French Community of Belgium, had introduced
some form of nationally (in German Band level) defined quality assessmegttem«
(Eurydice, 2000, 177).

The Eurydice study shows an obvious increase in policy and legislative activities among
the reviewed countries at the end of 1980s and in the 1990s; »the major focus of
legislation and policy was the management and control of higher education institutions
and in particular the financing of such institutions« (Eurydice, 2000, p. 33). Until today,

32 A definition: »Framework for Qualifications of the European Higher Education Ameaoverarching

framework that makes transparent the relationship between Europearahlaigter education frameworks
of qualifications and the qualifications they contain. It is an articulation misrhalpetween national

frameworks« (4 Framework..., 2005, 29).

% In relation to »a system essentially based on two main cycles« (Bologna Declaration 2005), A
Framework elaborated cycles in details and proposed »guidelines for the association of credits with
qualifications within national frameworks:
> Short cycle (within or linked to théirst cycle) qualifications may typically include [...] by 120
ECTS credits;
> First cycle qualifications may typically include [...] by 180-240 ECTS credits;
> Second cycle qualifications may typically include [...] by 90-120 ECTS credits- the minimum
requirement should amount to 60 credits at second cycle level,
> Third cycle qualifications do not necessarily have credits associated with them« (4 Framework...,
2005, 71-72).
Thus, the early (Sorbonne) idea of a strict 3-5-8 structure acquinet more flexible, developed and
feasible features.
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these issues have not appeared much in documents adoptedrbgtional forums: it
seems they are 'the core' of thational education systems and, as such, they were
'marked' for a long time by the particularities of national discourses.

As mentioned, the economic and political circumstances of the 1970s and -1980s
characterised by pressures to reduce public sources as well as by an expanding tertiary
education sector dictatedquestions of effectiveness in educatigarious methods of
guality control, quality assessment, quality assurance etc. ('QA methods') were borrowed
from the economic sector and gradually transferred to the tertiary education sector in
modified forms. It isimpossible to overlook that individual countries were introducing
QA methods in their respective legislation parallel to changing provisions on
management and financing. However, the implementation of QA methods had to respect
certain specific features of the academic environment, which clearly differs from the
economic sector. One of the most important features is linked to the principle of
academic autonomgnd related to chang@shigher education governanéé

With few exceptions, European higher education systems have traditionally been very
influenced by the state. Since the 1980s this role has started to change: the state has been
withdrawing from direct institutional governance. Thtete’s influence started to be
restricted to setting general higher education objectivesuctures and qualifications

that is, to higher educatiooutput (graduates, their employability etc.) and not to the
process As a rule, legislative provisions were redirected from funds allocated to
institutions strictly by budget lines (salaries, equipment, maintenance etc.) to the
allocation of block grants aiming to increase autonomy for its ‘financial dimension'. This
is the conceptual tura a move away from the traditional »interventionary towards the

new »facilitatory state« (Neave and Van Vught, 1991) — which is the most characteristic
feature of the policy and legislative changes of the 1980s and 1990s and still retains some
relevance today. Institutions gotore autonomyput they becammore accountabtehey

are bound to the more efficient use of public funds and encouraged to seek alternative
sources and to be more open to the economy and sdtiespecial tool for and proof of
institutional accountability has been giviep developing and implementing QA methods

in higher education

A preliminary result of national developments in this area wasxttreme variety of QA
provisionsat the beginning of the 1990s; it seems this variety was even larger than in the
case of degree structures. Interestingly, the issue of quality assurance was motcm ite
the agenda of thtlemorandum on Higher Education in the ECommission, 1991).

34 Bok admonishes that universities in the modern 'age of commercializa@h'changes in governance
to strengthen autonomy, not to weaken it: »Unless the system of governance has safeguards and methods of
accountability that encourage university officials to act appropriately, tlee dumaking money will
gradually erode the institution’s standards and draw it into more and more questionable practices« (Bok,
2005, 185). Thénternal quality culturds particularly important for the issues discussed here.

% »The granting of greater autonomy to institutions, particularly in institutional governance, budget
spending and course planning was intended to encourage an entrepreneuria@ndpttius promote
efficiency, cost-effectiveness, flexibility and quality in educational igiom. At the same time, institutions
were encouraged to seek additional funding through bids for goeatal contracts and the sale of their
research and teaching services« (Eurydice, 2000, 177).
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However, the spirit of European co-operation in higher education, well supported during
this periodby EU Member Countries and positively influencing the broader European
context as well, sparked discussions among countries even in this area. An early EU
document stressinguality assessment in higher educatwas only adopteoh late 1991:
»Improving the quality of teaching in higher education is a concern shared by each
Member State and by every institution of higher education within the European
Communities. The increasing importance of the European dimension in general and more
particularly the introduction of a single market will widen the range of interested parties
concerned with quality in higher education in each Member State.« Encountering the
diversity— or absence in some national systentg methods used for quality assessment

at the national levelthe document also stated: »It would accordingly be useful for the
methods at present used in the Member States for quality assessment in higher education
to be investigated in a comparative study« (Conclusions..., 1991).

This was an encouraging confirmation of novelties already introduced in some countries
and an incentive for countries which were then still considering QA measures. Two
lessons a&n be learnt here: (1) in an age of mass higher education and its
internationalisatiorQA standards and procedures are necessary systemic elefaents
improving the functioning of the whole system and its connection to other national
systems® (2) if there is afincompatible variety of QA modedsross Europe thehey do

not contribute to the necessary confidendéet mutual trust is a psychological
cornerstone for the success of reforms in all countries aiming at improving higher
education through co-operation and open systems.

We again note the logic of the process: the increasing number of students and limited
resources launched a debate on the effectiveness of higher education. Sooner or later, this
issue was approached on national levels via thorough reforms of financing and
management as well as the preparation of new qualifications structures. While financing
and management issues could remain to a certain degree 'behind nationaf f¢hees',
changing of qualifications structures (or frameworks) had to involve inter-national
‘concerting’. In principle, compatibility can only be achieved if diverse elements are
restructured on similar (agreed) grounds. However, the declared compatibility of
structures is not enough for trust; there should also be evidence about quality provision
based on transpareatow, why not also compatiblequality standards and procedures.

Not only structuregqualification frameworksput also quality standards and procedures

% This is not only an 'external' demand from society; it is also a defmamdthe internal nature of the
modern university: »The university’s reputation for scholarly integrity could well be the most costly
casualty of all. A democratic society needs information about importartiansethat people can rely upon
as reasonable objective and impartial. Universities have long been one ohthigap sources of expert
knowledge and informed opinion [...]. Once the public begins to lose confidence in the objectivity of
professors, the consequences extend far beyond the academic community« (Bok, 2005, 117-118).

3" To a certain degree: so far these issues have not entered one gimagleostinter-national political
document- if we ignorestatements like »we recognize the need for sustainable funding of institutions«
(Bergen Declaration 2005). However, as these issues are in the midst of contemp@angsions on
higher education and pushed forward by similar vehicles in all countveegan observe a spontaneous
international trend also in this area, similarly to changes in deggreetures in the late 1980s and early
1990s.

18



should be 'concerted'And this has again been a hot potato: another call for
‘harmonisation’.

During the 1980s and partly the 1990s, quality concerns were only sporadically a real
theme in international discussions (we leave to one side the countless general claims that
»quality is important«, which could often be heard). Nevertheless, at least in Western
Europe a growing number of countries already implemented QA systems; however, in an
extreme variety of forms. At least inside the EU it became necessary to reflect on these
developments and to decide on further steps. Indeed, two steps were taken at the end of
the 1990s with important consequences: the newR&dommendation on European
cooperation in quality assurance in higher educationas adopted (September 1998)

and the European Network of Quality AgenciéENQA) was establishet. These
discussions obviously influenced the drafting of Blogna Declaratior!® Thus, the

issue of quality assurance finally entered the broadest European forum for higher
education

Similarly to the case of implementing a two-tier degree system, the '‘Bologna’ surveys and
monitoring reports givea good insight into further developments in this area. As one
might expect, Trends | reports that »more and more countries establish external
evaluation or quality assurance bodies or agencies« but »the level and scope of the
evaluaion procedures vary from country to country« (Haug, Kirstein, Knudsen, 1999,

36)* Trends Il contains a chapter under thiequent heading »Quality assurance and

% The EU Council recommended that Member States support and, whereangaesmblish transparent
quality assurance systems, to base systems of quality assurasecm@rmtommon features, to encourage
higher education institutions to take appropriate follow-up measures, totg@o-operation between the
authorities responsible for quality assessment or quality assurancighier reducation and promote
networking etc. Anotheretommendation was »that the Commission, in close cooperation with the
Member States and on the basis of existing programmes and subijeeir tobjectives and normal open
and transparent procedures, encourage the cooperation referred to inBdietween the authorities
responsible for quality assessment and quality assurance in higleatiedualso involving organisations
and associations of higher education institutions with a European reinthamecessary experience in
quality assessment and quality assurar{€@uncil..., 1998).

39 »ENQA is a European network to disseminate information, experiences, good practices and new
developments in quality assessment and quality assurance in bifjieation among interested parties:
higher education institutions, public authorities and quality assurance ageHo&eidea for the network
originates from thé&uropean Pilot Project for Evaluating Quality in Higher Educatitnwas established
on the basis of the European Council Recommendation of 24 Septentifr vilSile the Bologna
Declaration gave it additional momentum one year later. The General Assembly meettayah 2000
adopted the regulations and action plan; since thenN#terork has figured prominently in discussions
about quality issues in the Bologna context« (Zgaga, 2003, 133). In 2004, ENQA decided to rename itself
the European Association of Quality Assurance in Higher Educdtigiit kept the old abbreviation.

%0 See p. 12(l1). The Sorbonne Declaratioroes not mention quality assurance issue. However, it
explicitly says: »The international recognition and attractive potential of our systems ardydisdated to
their external and internal readabilities. A system, in which two mailegyandergraduate and graduate,
should be recognized for international comparison and equivalences deeramerge (Sorbonne
Declarationy 1998).

“1 »There seems to be a European-wide general trend towards giving higher education institutions more and
more institutional autonomy also in matters related to the organisation aésstaidd the content of
programmes. [...] At the same time the increase in the diversification of institutions and qualifications and
growing international competition also in relation to higher education seémther a need at the level of
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accreditation: a need for more convergence« (Haug, Tauch, 2001, 42). Trends Il links
institutional autonomy, quality assurance and accreditation and confirms »the primacy of

the concern with quality as a motor of the Bologna reforms« while at the same time it

also states that the widespread concern for quality »is also the scene of underground and

explicit struggles to redefine the respective roles which public authorities, universities
and society should play in defining higher education in future« (Reichert, Tauch, 2003,

73). Progress in the area of quality assurance was obviously not as fast as in the area of
compatible degree structures. Various interests have been involved.

Finally, Ministers at the Berlin Conference agreed that by 2086onal quality
assurance systems should include some common elemeatsigreed on a tricky
formulation in which they called upon th&NQA through its members, in co-operation

with the EUA, EURASHE and ESIB, to develop an agreed set of standards, procedures
and guidelines on quality assurance, to explore ways of ensuring an adequate peer review
system for quality assurance and/or accreditation agencies or bodies, and to report back
through the Follow-up Group to Ministers in 200Berlin Communiqué, 2003). Thus, a
demanding task was given for the 2003-2005 periatid it was accomplished on time.

The ENQA, EUA, EURASHE and ESIB (now called the E4 Group) succeeded in finding

a common language for these issues and submitted a propossthradards and
guidelines for QA in the EHELENQA, 2005) to the Bergen Ministerial Conference in

May 2005.

In Bergen, Ministers noted with pleasure that the homework set in Berlin had been done
»Almost all countries have made provision for a quality assurance system based on the

criteria set out in the Berlin Communiqué and with a high degree of cooperation and
networking«. For the future- and in setting new homeworkthe following statement is

much more important: »We adopt the standards and guidelines for quality assurance in

the European Higher Education Area as proposed by ENQA. We commit ourselves to
introducing the proposed model for peer review of quality assurance agencies on a
national basis, while respecting the commonly accepted guidelines and criteria« (Bergen
Communiqué, 2005).

The adopted document contains three main elements which cover institutional and system
levels as well as the level of the 'control of the controllers': European standards and
guidelines (1) fointernal quality assuranceithin higher education institutions; (2) for

the external quality assurancef higher education; and (3) fexternal quality assurance
agencie$? The E-4 Group stressed these standards and guidelines are not monolithic but
aim at broad acceptance and »a general resonance at the national level of most signatory

states«: »In the light of [the European] diversity and variety [...] the report sets its face

the individual institution to improve information and documentatiorth@nquality and standards of the
institution and its qualifications« (Haug, Kirstein, Knudsen, 1999, 36).

“2 An overview of the detailed contents: (1) Institutional policy andcedures for QA; approval,
monitoring and periodic review of programs and awards; an assessment of students; QA of teaching
staff; learning resources and student support; information system; publimation. (2) Use of internal

QA procedures; development of external QA procedures; criteria for decipiamtgss fit for purpose;
reporting; follow-up procedures; periodic reviews; system-wide analy8)s.Use of external QA
procedures for higher education; official status; activities; resources; missitement; independence;
external QA criteria and processes used by the agencies; accountability pre¢EMNOA, 2005).
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against a narrow, prescriptive and highly formulated approach to standards. In both the
standards and the guidelines, the report prefers the generic principle to the specific
requirement. It does this because [...] it will provide a more robust basis for the coming
together of the different higher education communities across the EHEA« (ENQA, 2005,

10).

The transition from the ‘interventionary' to the ‘facilitatory’ state was characterised by
strengthening the role of institutions: ‘autonomy for accountability' could often be heard
in those times. The role of institutions has again cdmehe fore within recent
discussions on quality enhancement in higher education: it has become clear that the
primary responsibility for quality should be with higher education institutfdrghus,
Trends IVas the latest report on developments in higher education turns its focus away
from the fact that »the differences among individual European countries are enormous«

to »a clear trend toward more institutional approaches to exploit synergies, economies of
scale and spread models of good practice at institutions which do not suffer from low
degrees of autonomy« (Reichert, Tauch, 2005, 32).* Is it possible that pan-European
institutional co-operationan help where the subsidiarity principle sets limits on national
states?

Conclusion: on the grounds of innovation and productivity

The overarching framework of qualifications and European standards and guidelines have
similar logics and supplement each other. They reflect and synthesise numerous previous
discussions; they refer to the logic of the higher education developments of the last
decades. They mark an important landmark in the internationalisation of higher education
but they should not be treated as complétedhe challenges broughby the
development of mass higher education in the global environment are huge: to make
diverse systems comparable and compatible, to promote mutuabyrastating quality

culture while at the same time the diversity of national contexas well as subject
area&® — should be fully respected. This is a demanding agenda but contemporary trends

“3 In Berlin, theMinisters stressed »that consistent with the principle of institutional autonomy, the primary
responsibility for quality assurance in higher education lies with eactutistiitself and this provides the
basis for real accountability of the academic system within the national quality framework« (Berlin
communiqué, 2003). The EUA in Graz as well as in the Glasgow Convention contribupeattantly to
this direction: »Universities stress the link between a systemic quality culture, the scope of autonomy and
funding levels, and call on governments to acknowledge that gerdateromy and adequate funding levels
are essential to raising the overall quality of Europe’s universities« (Glasgow Declaration2005, point 27).

*4 »The essential aim of the Bologna reforms, namely to create a European Higher Education Area which is
predicated on quality and therefore attractive to its members as well as the outsid, can only be
achieved if the concern for quality is not reduced to the establislonemtimisation of external quality
assurance processes alone, but consiglérprocesses of institutional development« (Reichert, Tauch,
2005, 33).

“> The ENQA report contains more elements than adopted in Bergeneartoidproduce a European
register of QA agencies as well as to establish a European Register Committee (»a gatekeeper for the
inclusion of agencies in the register«) and a European Consultative Forum for QA remains unrealised(see
ENQA, 2005, 30-33). It raised too many concerns related to subsidiarity
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in all countries persuade us that »different independent national frameworks, which are

not linked together in a cefent way, would not fulfil the learners’ expectations of a
European Higher Education Area of transparency and mobility where qualifications are
easily recognised across borders. [...] In order to facilitate fair recognition it is necessary

for foreign partners to trust that national qualifications also in practice correspond to the
levels to which they are attached. In this context, the quality assurance system, however it
is organised nationally, has a role to play« (A framework.., 2005, 75).

Effectivenessas well asinnovation and productivity are today expected from higher
education: for good reasons. However, higher educatimsponsive and responsible
camot consider innovation and productivity only as external purposes; higher education
(with institutions as the system) should be innovative and productive for itself, internally:
searching for a new identity to meet the new challenges. There have been progressive
periods and there have been deep crises in the history of European universities.
Experience proves that they undertook immense forward steps when they found
innovative and productive responses to challenges of thewilleeeas persisting in the

old forms and discourses did not help. We should learn from these lessons. Neither the
unlimited commercialisation of higher education and research nor the dignified contempt
of academic traditionalism can vyield truly innovative and productive answers to the key
guestions of our time.

An understanding of these questions should not be caught within the circle of opposite
complaints like »there are never enough financial resources for higher education
institutions« or »dropout levels from higher education akvays too high«. Higher
education today and tomorrow is not only 'more' or 'less' than yesterday and the day
before; if it comes to a turning point between the 'previous' and the 'current' then it is
different Therefore, the effectiveness of higher education should not only be understood
as a quantitative entity; it iqualitative We should be aware that treating ideas only
instrumentally »render sterile the soil of human intellect«;*’ yet, we should not forget that

“% |t is impossible to discuss in this paper the various issues emerging kvel of specific disciplines,
subject areas etc. However, with regard to the compatibility of highecatdn qualifications and
improvements in quality teaching it is necessary to stress the EUespdnsrojectTuning Educational
Structures in Europgin short: Tuning launched in 2001 and which today encompassound 150
European universities working together in 'tuning' nine subjecs aré@m mathematics to history, from
education to European studies. For details, $af:#www.let.rug.nl/TuningProject/index.htmAlso see
Gonzales, Wagenaar (2003).

" Bok reports that »Norbert Weiner, founder of cybernetics, wrote in 1973 that treating ideas as property
and introducing the profit motive of patent royalties instead of puredbdescovery would ‘render sterile
the soil of human intellect'« (Bok, 2005, 140). Bok quotes Norbert Weiner's Invention: The Care and
Feeding of Idea$§1993), p. 151.

ideas are sterile if they do not provide in their final results for new instruments to help
people and society. At this point, real innovation and productivity have always found
firm grounds.
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Annex

Figure 1: Trends in the number of students in EU-15
(ISCED level 5-6), 1975/1976 - 2000/01
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Source: Education Across Europe. 2003 Edition.
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Figure 2: Trends in third level education:
gross enrolment ratios (%), 1980 - 1990
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ideas are sterile if they do not provide in their final results for new instruments to help
people and society. At this point, real innovation and productivity have always found
firm grounds.

Figure 3: Trends in the number of students
(ISCED level 5-6), 1996/97 - 2000/01
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