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Preface 
 
The NEAR-EU project aims to broaden the field of European integration studies by incorporat-
ing the domain of higher education in the research and activities of European Study Centers and 
departments of international affairs. The project developed an inter-regional, collaborative aca-
demic space to enhance the study of European higher education policy and academic interna-
tionalization. By deepening the study of European HE, the project also anticipates a policy-
level impact and interest. For two and one-half decades, non-European countries have been fol-
lowing and observing European led policies in the field of higher education like the Bologna 
Process and questioning its relevance and potential applicability for their higher education sys-
tems and their developing relationship with the EHEA. This has been happening in a sporadic 
and non-coordinated way in different regions. Against this backdrop, NEAR-EU creates a com-
mon forum for cooperation and discussion between regions on the EHEA, the BP and possible 
benefits and implications for national higher education systems. Project goals include: to en-
hance awareness in non-EU countries of the Bologna Process and to stimulate debate on its im-
plementation for internationalisation of higher education in partner countries. To this end, a 
central activity of the project was the devising of policy recommendations for potential applica-
bility of Bologna Reforms in non-European partner countries. This document includes a compi-
lation of the policy recommendations developed for Canada, New Zealand, Israel, and Singa-
pore along with a reflection written by the Network’s European partners. 

 

Project partners:  

Ben-Gurion University of the Negev (Israel) 

Nanyang Technological University (Singapore) 

University of British Columbia (Canada) 

National Centre for Research on Europe, University of Canterbury (New Zealand) 

University of Ljubljana (Slovenia) 

University of Piraeus (Greece) 

Technical University Darmstadt (Germany) 

 

 

This project was funded by the European Commission Jean Monnet Network Programme.  
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Nanyang Technological University 

Singapore and the Internationalisation of Higher Education 

Towards Policy Recommendations 

 

 

Singapore, EHEA, and Internationalisation  

 

Located in Southeast Asia and with a population of 5.6 million people, Singapore is an island state 

with no natural resources. It is a founding member of the Association of Southeast Asia Nations 

(ASEAN) and one of the leading economies in the region with the most stable political system 

since independence. The universities of Singapore, National University of Singapore (NUS) and 

Nanyang Technological University (NTU) in particular, are generally considered world class given 

their good performance in many existing global university rankings. Singapore has no official pol-

icy towards the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and the Bologna Process. Given the 

combination of these factors (i.e. absence of official position towards EHEA, existence of world 

class higher education institutions, and its geographical location), the focus of Singapore’s Needs 

Analysis is on exploring the nexus between the internationalisation of its higher education system 

and the potential impact of European developments on this process. 

 

Education reform in Singapore has always been about ‘retooling the productive capacity of the 

system’ (Gopinathan 2007). For instance, the 1997 ‘Thinking Schools, Learning Nation’ initiative 

sought to encourage the following: (a) emphasis on critical and creative thinking, (b) use of infor-

mation technology in education, (c) citizenship education, and (4) administrative excellence. The 

assumption here being that these reforms, which addressed primarily pedagogical issues and not 

those concerning structural flexibility and choice, would contribute to improving the national eco-

nomic productivity. While Singapore has always been involved in internationalising its higher ed-

ucation system, wholesale systemic efforts are more recent. For instance, 2002 ‘Global School-

house’ initiative set out to achieve three objectives that had a strong internationalisation focus: (1) 

to finance an identified group of world class universities divided into three categories – niche 

centres of excellence, bedrock universities (NUS and NTU), and universities that are primarily 

focussed on teaching and applied research; (2) to attract 150,000 fee-paying international students 
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by 2015; and (3) to re-model the entire Singapore education system so as to inculcate risk-taking, 

creativity, and entrepreneurialism.1  

 

Finally, in the mid-2000s, there was concerted effort to loosen government regulations of higher 

education institutions. The idea was that with less regulations, universities in Singapore could be 

more reactive to changing global trends. To this end, the University Autonomy, Governance and 

Funding (UAGF) Steering Committee recommended the corporatisation of NUS and NTU as Au-

tonomous Universities (AUs). The AU status gave these two universities control over both remu-

neration and the use of block funding. At the time of reporting, there are six AUs in Singapore: 

NUS, NTU, Singapore Management University (SMU), Singapore University of Technology and 

Design (SUTD), Singapore Institute of Technology (SIT), and Singapore University of Social Sci-

ences (SUSS). According to Singapore’s Ministry of Education (2017), ‘These universities receive 

government funding, but are autonomous, which gives them the flexibility to strategise, innovate, 

and differentiate themselves, as they pursue excellence in education, research, and service’. The 

significance and relevance of European developments for Singapore’s internationalisation efforts 

of its higher education system are not obvious. Hence, as the national centre for the dissemination 

of knowledge on the EHEA and the Bologna Process, NTU Singapore’s Bologna Resource Centre 

aims to introduce European developments to the Singapore audience through the perspective of 

internationalisation of higher education.  

 

Overview of the Needs Analysis 

 

The Team identified two specific needs for NTU Singapore’s Bologna Resource Centre: (1) The 

need to raise awareness about ‘Europe’, European integration, and the EU; and (2) the need to 

raise awareness about higher education policy and the role of universities in internationalisation. 

To do so, the following objective was set: to train and equip future administrators and professionals 

(in ministries, in universities) with background knowledge (i.e. history and politics), and practical 

knowledge and skills concerning European integration, the EU, and European higher education 

 
1 A series of challenges, including quality assurance issues and withdrawal of foreign universities from 
partnerships and programmes (e.g. Johns Hopkins closed, Tisch School of the Arts Asia ended its MA 
courses, and the University of Chicago moved its executive education to Hong Kong), contributed to the 
target of 150k not being achieved. 
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policy cooperation. The formats for this training are in two forms: (a) intensive workshops of 1-2 

days on topical issues of higher education with a specific European and EU angle, and (b) semes-

ter-long course on European integration and the EU. To date, the semester course training took 

place during January-April 2017, one intensive workshop was administered during 26-27 June 

2017 and another one is scheduled for July 2018. 

 

The effects of ‘Teaching EU in Singapore’ were explored through the general effects of interna-

tionalising political science studies (NTU Singapore’s Bologna Resource Centre is based in the 

Public Policy and Global Affairs programme at the School of Social Sciences). Two questions 

were posed: (1) What does the process of internationalisation mean for the teaching of political 

science and EU? (2) Does it produce innovation or just difficulties in terms of teaching methods 

and curriculum, and are these changing? Through our training sessions, we found that internation-

alisation meant that we had to adapt the way in which we taught because it demanded innovation 

in how we made the materials relevant for the students. Put differently, internationalisation means 

developing new teaching methods while maintaining a core curriculum. A political science or an 

EU studies education have two components: (a) a disciplinary dimension that includes the theories, 

the approaches, the cases and so on, and (b) a local dimension: the local experience or the lens 

through which the lessons from the discipline are filtered. We found that in order to identify the 

consequences of internationalisation, we needed to study how these two distinct dimensions came 

together in the Singapore context. 

 

The students who participated in our training sessions were Singaporean students. These students 

have performed very well throughout their lives in order to secure a place at university, and they 

generally continue to strive and work very hard during their university studies because their grades 

affect their starting salaries. Generally, the students who participated had limited exposure to po-

litical science and EU studies, as well as the ways in which arguments are constructed, and how 

concepts (e.g. power, influence, policy change) are contested (i.e. ‘black and white’ vs. ‘grey’). 

The implications for teaching were as followed: we needed to find textbooks that were suitable for 

an audience less familiar with social scientific arguments, and textbooks that were not written for 

a North American or European audience. This meant that compromises had to be made. In practice, 

we used more familiar cases for the students, and for more challenging teaching scenarios (e.g. 
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how EU works), we created simulations that allowed the students to take on roles they would not 

have otherwise. We also invited guest lecturers from Europe (‘Singaporean students meet Euro-

pean professors’), used existing audio-visual materials popular in EU studies (Eurobubble clips), 

introduced student-led presentations based on written essays (the PI commented extensively on 

these essays in advance), and have the final exam be oral (vs. traditional written exams). Students 

who have taken the semester course on the EU were also nominated to attend Model EU in the 

Asia Pacific region, which provided excellent learning opportunities that were beyond the class-

room. Student feedback on these various training sessions confirmed that internationalisation of 

political science and EU studies in the Singapore context does indeed demand concentrated efforts, 

but these efforts resulted in inculcating good understanding about European developments in the 

higher education sector, the EU, as well as European integration among future university admin-

istrators and policymakers in Singapore.   

 

 

Policy Recommendations 

 

• Support an integrative approach to educating future Singaporean administrators and poli-

cymakers about the EU, European integration, and EHEA/Bologna Process; 

• Encourage greater participation from future Singaporean administrators and policymakers 

in discussions about the internationalisation of higher education; 

• Encourage greater participation from future Singaporean administrators and policymakers 

in discussions about the role that Singapore and its universities could play in higher edu-

cation regionalism in Southeast Asia, and in growing inter-regional cooperation between 

Europe and Southeast Asia. 
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The University of Ljubljana response to NTU/Singapore 

 

Short Background on the implementation of the Bologna Process in Slovenia 

 

Slovenia is one of the smaller countries of the European Union (2 million inhabitants), therefore 

its higher education system is relatively small (5 universities and about 40 smaller colleges), but 

it is well developed: according to Eurostat data (academic year 2012/13), the number of students 

per population of the same age (48% of young people from 20 to 24 years are students in tertiary 

education) in Slovenia exceeded the EU-28 average by 15.12 percentage points. The proportion 

of people with higher education qualifications rapidly decreases with age groups, which indicates 

that the process of higher education massification began relatively late (in the mid-1990s). Most 

students study business, law, technology and construction. Half of all students are studying at the 

central and oldest university (University of Ljubljana, established in 1919), while the other half 

is distributed in the other universities and colleges. 

 

Slovenia is one of those European countries that signed the Bologna Declaration already in 1999. 

In the next ten years, continuous efforts have been made to modernize and align the national 

higher education system and study programmes at higher education institutions with the guide-

lines for the establishment of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). Reforms that took 

place in the first and partly of the second decade of this century have sought to implement all the 

key objectives of the Bologna process. These were, in particular, the new framework of qualifi-

cations and the establishment of a system with three cycles of study (Bachelor, Master, PhD; the 

old system was not fully compatible with this new structure, which brought significant chal-

lenges), the implementation of the ECTS and the Diploma Supplement (already in 1999), a new 

quality assurance system and the establishment of a national quality assurance agency which is a 

member of ENQA and EQAR, the recognition of higher education qualifications, the involve-

ment of higher education stakeholders in the planning and decision-making process, etc. 
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In this context, the internationalization of higher education was one of the priority objectives. In 

2016, a new internationalization strategy was adopted, which puts in particular the openness and 

international cooperation of universities, the strengthening of the quality of research and teach-

ing, the increasing mobility of students and staff, and the promotion of intercultural competen-

cies. The Slovenian higher education system is now an integral part of the EHEA; it is consid-

ered that the main objectives of the Bologna Process have already been realized. The share of 

mobile students (Erasmus and similar programs) is gradually increasing, which is one of the con-

sequences of joining the EHEA. Currently, about 5% of students acquire the experience of a mo-

bile student. The internationalization of higher education is not understood as a means of increas-

ing the financial resources of universities (e.g. fees), but as an incentive for quality development, 

as well as an incentive to increase international economic, cultural and scientific cooperation. 

The new strategy also pays special attention to linking with countries and higher education sys-

tems from other regions of the world (non-EHEA). The main priorities are for the (non-EU) 

countries of the Western Balkans, the countries of the (non-EU) Euro-Mediterranean region, the 

highly industrialized countries (South Korea, Japan and the USA) and the BRICS countries (Bra-

zil, Russia, India, China and South Africa).  

 

At the national level, there is currently no formal agreement on higher education cooperation be-

tween Slovenia and Singapore, but individual contacts - such as, for example, the NEAR EU pro-

ject – already exist. As a case of good practice, bilateral partnership between, the University of 

Ljubljana, the Faculty of Economics and the National University of Singapore, the School of 

Business (NUS) can be mentioned.  

 

General insights on the situation of Singapore 

 

So far, higher forms of higher education cooperation between the EHEA and Singapore have not 

yet developed directly. The prospects for such developments are likely to be greatest in the con-

text of the growing cooperation between ASEAN and the EU. In strengthening such ties, the 

question of whether Singapore has sufficient knowledge of potential partnerships in the EHEA 
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(as is the case with the EHEA countries in relation to Singapore) is likely a priority issue. 

Strengthening economic, cultural and scientific cooperation requires not only a good knowledge 

of potential partner countries, but also a good knowledge of their higher education systems. Such 

strengthening is not possible without enhanced cooperation between universities. 

 

The document of the Singapore partner (the Needs Analysis), entitled Singapore and the Interna-

tionalization of Higher Education - Towards Policy Recommendations, highlights, in particular, 

the efforts made so far to include strategically Singapore in the growing global interdependence 

of higher education systems and institutions, as well as efforts at NTU Singapore , to enable stu-

dents to deepen their understanding of European integration and the EU in general, including a 

more specific deepening in understanding topical issues in European higher education. In the 

light of the above, this is a very important effort, which should be further supported in the future. 

 

Specific comments related to the different ‘policy recommendations’ outlined in the Policy 

Recommendations document for Singapore 

 

The three recommendations at the end of the document are sensibly derived from the above anal-

ysis and are certainly a useful guide for future activities. For further reflection, the following is 

proposed: 

 

- The section "Overview of the Needs Analysis" is mainly a report on the efforts made so far; 

The dimension of the needs analysis could perhaps be deepened, especially in the direction of 

possible future activities (scenarios). 

 

- Do you think about the next steps in the development of "Teaching the EU and Singapore" - 

and how to better integrate EHEA related issues? 
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- Cooperation between ASEAN and the EU: an opportunity to strengthen higher education coop-

eration? 

 

- Reflection on the participation of Singapore (either at government level or at the level of higher 

education institutions, such as the Rectors' Conference) in the so-called so-called "Bologna Fo-

rum" (at each EHEA Ministerial Conference, a forum is being organized to invite government 

and higher education partners from across the globe to discuss issues of higher education mod-

ernisation and cooperation). 

 

27/01/2019 
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National Centre for Research on Europe, University of Canterbury 

New Zealand and the European Higher Education Area (EHEA): 

Towards Policy Recommendations 

 

New Zealand and the EHEA an Overview 

The initial response to Bologna Process in New Zealand was a governmental one: Prompted by 

industry interest, the Ministry of Education and New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA) 

undertook to determine New Zealand’s compatibility, culminating in the publication of a paper 

in 2008 titled New Zealand and the Bologna Process (New Zealand Ministry of Education and 

NZQA 2008). The 2008 paper concluded that New Zealand was already largely compatible with 

the Bologna Process, including the three-cycle degree structure and the ECTS. However, it did 

also identify areas where further work had been initiated to build on this ‘high level of compara-

bility,’ such as acceding to the Lisbon Recognition Convention in 2008, beginning to investigate 

the introduction of a Diploma Supplement-equivalent and exploring the comparability of New 

Zealand’s Register of Quality Assured Qualifications (New Zealand Ministry of Education and 

NZQA 2008, 3). As part of its obligations under the Lisbon Recognition Convention, New Zea-

land subsequently introduced a Diploma Supplement-equivalent called the Tertiary Education 

Qualification Statement (TEQS). However, implementation of a TEQS is not mandatory and up-

take remains low amongst individual higher education providers. More recently, NZQA com-

pleted a joint project with the European Commission undertaking a comparative examination of 

the New Zealand Qualifications Framework (NZQF) and the European Qualifications Frame-

work (EQF). The resulting report concluded that ‘while there are conceptual and functional dif-

ferences between the NZQF and the EQF, due to their different purposes and functions, the anal-

ysis shows that both frameworks can be considered comparable’ (NZQA and European Commis-

sion 2017, 4). The exception is NZQF level 8 (Bachelor Honours Degrees, Postgraduate Diplo-

mas and Certificates). These have been left unlevelled to the EQF, or in other words they were 

not recognised as equivalent to any EQF level. 
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New Zealand has shown an interest in ensuring that it is Bologna compatible. However, there is 

little evidence of substantive change as a result. The most notable aspect of New Zealand’s en-

gagement with the Bologna Process to date is not the level of engagement, but the rationales be-

hind this engagement. The interest in compatibility can be seen as a defensive response in the 

context of a competitive international education market, which is entirely consistent with a uni-

versity system and vision of internationalisation that is built upon neoliberal market-centred 

norms. This also helps to explain a lack of strategic importance attached to Europe in the interna-

tionalisation strategies of New Zealand universities. The dominant focus of these strategies is the 

recruitment of fee-paying international students as a way to generate revenue and negate domes-

tic funding shortfalls, meaning Europe suffers because it is not considered a major market, cer-

tainly in comparison to Asia. Meanwhile, internationalisation initiatives, which have a significant 

history of development in the European context, bear little influence in New Zealand. While 

there is almost universal awareness of the Bologna Process and the EHEA, ECTS, the Bologna 

Diploma Supplement and the Lisbon Recognition Convention, as well as Erasmus+ and Hori-

zon2020, these frameworks are identified as having little influence in the New Zealand context. 

Europe is the most popular destination for New Zealand students who study abroad. However, 

promoting mobility to Europe is not a government priority. Increasing the number of students 

who spend a study period abroad has received recent political support, but the main focus is 

Asia. In 2013, the Prime Minister's Scholarships for Asia (PMSA) were launched, which provide 

funding for New Zealand higher education students to study or undertake an internship in Asia 

for a period of up to two years. Again, the rationale is largely economic, as articulated by the for-

mer Tertiary Education Minister, Stephen Joyce in launching the PMSA scheme: ‘New Zea-

land’s economic future is very tied in with our key trading partners in Asia … We need more 

young Kiwis who have had the experience of spending some time studying in Asia and can help 

strengthen our people-to-people links with those countries’ (Joyce 2013, para. 3). More recently, 

a Prime Minister’s Scholarship scheme for Latin America was also launched, although this is 

similarly linked to New Zealand’s trade agenda. It will be interesting to see if the geographic fo-

cus broadens with the recent release of the New Zealand International Education Strategy 2018–

2030 which places emphasis not just on trade benefits, but on the much broader idea of global 

citizenship (New Zealand Government 2018).  
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Policy Recommendations  

How global are ‘global citizens’ and what does global citizenship education look like in a 

market-driven higher education system? 

The New Zealand International Education Strategy 2018–2030 emphasises the importance of 

‘developing global citizens’ (New Zealand Government 2018, 9), with an associated indicator of 

increasing the number of New Zealand graduates with an international component to their quali-

fications. Nevertheless, when it comes to supporting mobility at the governmental level, the 

‘global’ is in practice much narrower, confined to Asia and Latin America. Greater clarity and 

consistency around goals and resources would be beneficial. There is also a need to critically ex-

amine the objective of developing global citizens in a university system that remains firmly 

rooted in neoliberal market-centred norms. Not only is there likely to be a disconnect with the 

activities of universities themselves so long as current funding conditions persist, the very idea of 

global citizenship education can be problematic when conceived or adopted in a neoliberal pol-

icy environment, unless the assumptions underpinning it are critically deconstructed and con-

sciously taken into account when designing policy and educational initiatives.   

Greater understanding of European higher education initiatives. 

While there is almost universal awareness among New Zealand universities of the Bologna Pro-

cess and the EHEA, ECTS, the Bologna Diploma Supplement and the Lisbon Recognition Con-

vention, as well as Erasmus+ and Horizon2020, the depth of knowledge on each of these initia-

tives varies greatly. A process of analysis and assessment of these frameworks, linking their 

goals and practices to core elements in the New Zealand International Education Strategy and to 

the internationalisation strategies of New Zealand universities, would be a useful foundation for 

allowing universities to take advantage of the opportunities available in the European context. 

Additionally, the organisation of roundtables and workshops would provide a mechanism for 

shared learning between universities around the opportunities these frameworks provide, and 

how best to leverage them in the New Zealand context. 
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Lisbon Recognition Convention and TEQS 

New Zealand ratified the Lisbon Recognition Convention in 2007 (with entry into force in 2008), 

requiring New Zealand to encourage higher education providers to give their students a Diploma 

Supplement or equivalent upon graduation. The Tertiary Education Qualification Supplement 

(TEQS) – New Zealand’s answer to the Diploma Supplement – is, however, non-mandatory and 

there has been great variation in uptake. Many universities have adopted a wait-and-see attitude, 

wishing to monitor the European rollout before taking any steps in this direction themselves. 

Twenty years after the signing of the convention, and ten years after its entry into force in New 

Zealand, it may now be time to evaluate TEQS, considering its benefits (or lack thereof) to ter-

tiary providers and students, examining the broader context of European implementation, and 

considering how it fits with NZ’s International Education Strategy and the internationalisation 

strategies of New Zealand universities. 
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The University of Piraeus/Greece’ ‘response’ to Bologna Policy Recommendations of 

NCRE/New Zealand 

 

 

Short Background on the implementation of the Bologna Process in Greece  

The state of Higher Education and Bologna Process in Greece 

Higher education in Greece is consisted by public funded and public regulated, self-governed 

institutions, composed by universities, supervised by the Ministry of Education and Religious Af-

fairs. Greece has been a member of the Bologna Process since its inception. However, Greece has 

implemented Bologna's directions during the 2004-2019 period. During 1999-2003 the academic 

community was rather skeptical about the Bologna reforms which were linked with the marketisa-

tion of higher education. 

  Considering that the Bologna Process has been an intergovernmental policy framework, the inte-

gration of its requirements in the national legislation has been mainly subject to political decisions. 

Indeed, after 2004 relative reforms were promoted by the Greek government aiming at the mod-

ernization of many sectors of the HE system such as the promotion of the mobility of students and 

staff, the amelioration of transparency and internationalisation mechanisms, the enhancement of 

the QA processes,  and the support of the social dimension of HE. The standards set by the Bologna 

agenda were integrated in the reforms and, thus, they promoted the initiation of joint study and 

degree programs, the establishment of foreign-language study programs, the introduction of life-

long learning programs within HE institutions in Greece and the modernisation of legal framework 

of research and innovation. Fundamental points of these reformations have been the establishment 

of national quality assurance framework, the application of the European Credit Transfer and Ac-

cumulation System (ECTS) and the introduction of the Diploma Supplement in all HE institutions 

(Asderaki 2009). Nevertheless, the adoption and implementation of these reforms were realized in 

a slow pace due to several constraints. 

During 2009-2019, the economic crisis and the subsequent memorandums of economic adjustment 

have influenced the substance and the structure of education in Greece. Various reforms towards 

the HEIs governance and the internationalization of the HE systems (Law 4009/2011) were fol-

lowed by mergers (Athina project in 2013 and Law 4610/2019) which changed HE landscape. The 
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Technological sector has been absorbed and merged with the University one. Nevertheless, the 

Greek education system is confronted with enormous lack of resources. Considering the level of 

the crisis of public debt, the problem of underfunding of education emerges as the major problem 

since HEIs are mainly public-funded.  

Greece supports the intergovernmental and non-obligatory nature of the Bologna Process which 

offers the governments the opportunity to deal with interest groups and opposition nationally 

(Asderaki 2011) Nevertheless, according to the Implementation Report on the Bologna Process 

in the European Higher Education Area in 2015 and 2018 of the European Commission, Greece 

has fulfilled many of the main goals of the process while she has made no progress on others. 

General insights of New Zealand and the Bologna Process 

According to the New Zealand’s Ministry of education, the HE system of New Zealand is greatly 

compatible with Bologna Process standards. Indeed, New Zealand applies the three-cycle degree 

structure and the ECTS credit system. Moreover, New Zealand authorities acceded to an important 

extent to the Lisbon Recognition Convention in 2008, introducing of a Diploma Supplement-

equivalent as non-obligatory measure. In terms of the New Zealand’s Register of Quality Assured 

Qualifications, the European Commission have outlined that despite the differences the between 

the NZQF and the European Qualifications Framework, they are still considered compatible. Con-

sidering New Zealand’s direction towards market-centred norms, EU education market is consid-

ered as an important international competitor for international students. Again, European students 

are not considered as an important target group as the Asian students are for New Zealand.  Finally, 

the foundations of the Bologna Process, such as the Erasmus program, the ECTS and the interna-

tionalisation strategy, are estimated not to have any significant influence in New Zealand.  

Specific comments related to the different ‘policy recommendations’ outlined for New Zea-

land  

The policy recommendations outline the main points on which the Bologna Process is obstructed 

in New Zealand. The focus of New Zealand’s authorities on the Asian market generates the main 

barriers for the implementation of the Bologna Process’ objective in the country. This focus on 

Asia underlines the neo-liberal market- based ideology that characterizes the country. Even 

though the European model also aims at the development of the economy, it is based on norms of 

European citizenship and upgrading multiculturality. While New Zealand has a very developed 
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educational system, this is one main point of contention between the country’s and the European 

system. It is even undermines the new Zealand’s strategy on promoting a “ global citizenship” 

approach in education. Furthermore, New Zealand could benefit more by the educational oppor-

tunities within EU. Apart from the fact that it would boost the internationalization activities of 

HE institutions, the exploitation of European programs could promote the familiarization of New 

Zealand’s students and academics with European standards and people. Besides, New Zealand’s 

HE system could be assisted by the best practiced developed within the EHEA area. Finally, the 

evaluation of the application Lisbon Recognition Convention ten tears after its adoption would 

help to outline its deficiencies and find collective solutions for resolving any problems and dis-

puted about the Convention’s implementation, which have been underscored by the scholars.   
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Ben-Gurion University of the Negev 

Israel’s Approach to the EHEA: opportunities and challenges 

Towards Policy Recommendations 

 

Israel and the EHEA an Overview 

Israel’s policy towards the EHEA, and the Bologna Process in particular, can be best character-

ised as a sporadic process generated in a bottom-up fashion by higher education institutions 

themselves. This said, Israeli politicians and policy-makers have shown interest in the higher ed-

ucation policy developments occurring in Europe over the years. In 2007 and 2008 consecu-

tively, Israeli Minister of Education at the time, Yuli Tamir, requested membership to the Bolo-

gna Process. The request was denied citing; ‘Under the criteria defined in the Berlin Commu-

niqué, it seems clear that Israel is not eligible for access to the Bologna Process.’2 Indeed, as a 

non-signatory to the European Cultural Convention, Israel is not eligible for member status of 

the Bologna Process. It nevertheless takes on an observer status.  

While at a political level, Israel is not officially engaged in the developments occurring in the 

EHEA, in recent years, higher education institutions, student organisations as well as govern-

mental bodies and civil society organisations, have shown increased interest in the Bologna Pro-

cess and its implications for the Israeli higher education system. The Israeli interest in the Bolo-

gna Reforms stems from a wider motivation for internationalisation of the higher education sys-

tem and an understanding of the growing importance of the European Higher Education Area 

(EHEA). Higher education institutions across the country have implemented various strategies 

over the years to facilitate engagement with the EHEA. An understanding of the European Credit 

Transfer System (ECTS) has been a major focus of the Israeli engagement with Bologna. In or-

der to facilitate student exchanges with European institutions (through Erasmus), Israeli universi-

ties and colleges have aimed to properly calculate the ECTS equivalence vis à vis Israeli 

 
2 https://media.ehea.info/file/20070305-06_Berlin/22/5/BFUG10_5a_ApplicationsJoinBolo-
gnaProcess_587225.pdf 
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academic credits. The National Union of Israeli Students (NUIS) has been focused in particular 

on promoting the student-centred approach, central to the Bologna Reforms.  

In the last decade, a number of ‘actors’ have been engaged in propagating information on the Bo-

logna Process and attempting to understand the various ways in which Israeli academic institu-

tions could benefit from a better knowledge of the reforms. Ben-Gurion University’s Bologna 

Training Center (relaunched at the Bologna Resource Center in 2016), plays a paramount role in 

this regard. As a national center for the dissemination of knowledge on the Bologna Process, the 

BRC aims to generate an informed discussion among Israeli higher education stakeholders on the 

European Higher Education Area and Israel’s potential engagement therein.  

Overview of Need Analysis 

The ‘bottom up’ response to the Bologna Process witnessed in Israel has significant advantages. 

As a non-member of the Bologna Process, Israel is in no way committed to implementing its re-

forms. That said, Israeli institutions and policy makers have shown interest in pursuing certain 

features of the reforms in order to advance the Israeli higher education system towards Europe. 

Hence, Israeli institutions are able to select the elements of the Bologna Process which best suits 

their needs and abilities. This flexibility has proven highly beneficial, as institutions and deci-

sion-makers therein have heightened control over the degree with which they implement Bolo-

gna reforms.  

At the same time, this ‘bottom up’ and flexible approach also engenders certain limitations. A 

significant challenge relates to the incoherence of ‘Bologna’ responses by the different academic 

institutions. As Israeli responses have largely developed in a sporadic and asymmetrical fashion 

between institutions and other higher education stakeholders, a common and comprehensive ap-

proach is lacking. The ‘non-commitment’ of Israeli institutions towards Bologna also leads to an 

often limited, and even weak implementation of ‘reforms’. Without a clear commitment to the 

process, implementation becomes difficult to enforce. This is clearly evidenced with regards to 

ECTS equivalences, where different approaches are utilised by different institutions. Against this 

backdrop, the policy recommendations outlined by the Ben-Gurion University’s BRC are guided 
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by the desire to promote a more coherent strategy and to encourage stronger cooperation between 

various stakeholders towards this goal.  

Policy Recommendations  

§ Support an integrative approach to elaborating Israel’s response to the EHEA/Bolo-

gna Process  

- Organisation of roundtables, workshops, and other forums for Israeli institutions, pol-

icy makers and student organisations to learn from each other’s’ experiences and 

work together on furthering Israel’s Bologna response. As many of the activities are 

conducted on an individual level by the institutions themselves, the BRC views the 

consolidation of ideas and discussions as paramount to developing a more coherent 

approach.  

§ Incorporate discussions on the EHEA within wider internationalisation strategy 

- Internationalisation as a whole is high on the policy agendas of both higher education 

institutions and governmental higher education stakeholders. In recent years, Israeli 

institutions have strengthened their efforts towards internationalisation with many es-

tablishing ‘international offices’ to this end. A discussion on the Bologna Process and 

how it relates to wider internationalisation policies is valuable. Israeli higher educa-

tion institutions could benefit from a more refined understanding of how processes in 

the EHEA can contribute to their internationalisation agendas.  

§ Incorporate discussions on EHEA within wider EU research initiatives  

- Although Israel’s response to Bologna has been moving slowly and sporadically, the 

country’s involvement in EU funded research programmes has proven to be stronger. 

Israel has actively participated in the EU’s Horizon 2020 programme for over twenty 

years. Celebrating the twenty-year involvement in July 2017, the Israeli Innovation 

Authority made the following statement: ‘the program enables Israel to integrate with 

the European academic research community and to be exposed to European research 
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projects on a tremendous scale’3. Alongside governmental interest in encouraging Is-

raeli participation in EU funded research, universities and researchers themselves are 

also keenly aware of the importance of accessing these funds. The strength of the Is-

raeli-EU research relationship could serve as a useful backdrop to launch a discussion 

on the potential of an Israeli-EU higher education relationship.   

§ Promote the engagement of the National Union of Israeli Students in the discussions  

- As crucial stakeholders in the higher education sphere, students should be actively en-

gaged in the policy discussions surrounding Bologna and the EHEA. In this regard, 

the BRC views the National Union of Israeli Students (NUIS) as an indispensable 

partner in promoting Israel’s ‘Bologna’ agenda. The organisation of joint workshops, 

roundtable discussions, between student representatives and higher education policy-

makers would add a significant added value to the Bologna discussions and to the un-

derstanding of how Israel should approach the process.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3 http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/InnovativeIsrael/Economy/Pages/20-years-of-Israeli-participation-in-
Horizon-2020-10-January-2017.aspx 
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The University of Piraeus/Greece’ ‘response’ to Bologna Policy Recommendations of Ben 

Gurion University of the Negev, Israel 

 

Short Background on the implementation of the Bologna Process in Greece 

The state of Higher Education and Bologna Process in Greece 

Higher education in Greece is consisted by public funded and public regulated, self-governed 

institutions, composed by universities, supervised by the Ministry of Education and Religious Af-

fairs. Greece has been a member of the Bologna Process since its inception. However, Greece has 

implemented Bologna's directions during the 2004-2019 period. During 1999-2003 the academic 

community was rather skeptical about the Bologna reforms which were linked with the marketisa-

tion of higher education. 

  Considering that the Bologna Process has been an intergovernmental policy framework, the inte-

gration of its requirements in the national legislation has been mainly subject to political decisions. 

Indeed, after 2004 relative reforms were promoted by the Greek government aiming at the mod-

ernization of many sectors of the HE system such as the promotion of the mobility of students and 

staff, the amelioration of transparency and internationalisation mechanisms, the enhancement of 

the QA processes,  and the support of the social dimension of HE. The standards set by the Bologna 

agenda were integrated in the reforms and, thus, they promoted the initiation of joint study and 

degree programs, the establishment of foreign-language study programs, the introduction of life-

long learning programs within HE institutions in Greece and the modernisation of legal framework 

of research and innovation. Fundamental points of these reformations have been the establishment 

of national quality assurance framework, the application of the European Credit Transfer and Ac-

cumulation System (ECTS) and the introduction of the Diploma Supplement in all HE institutions 

(Asderaki 2009). Nevertheless, the adoption and implementation of these reforms were realized in 

a slow pace due to several constraints. 

During 2009-2019, the economic crisis and the subsequent memorandums of economic adjustment 

have influenced the substance and the structure of education in Greece. Various reforms towards 

the HEIs governance and the internationalization of the HE systems (Law 4009/2011) were fol-

lowed by mergers (Athina project in 2013 and Law 4610/2019) which changed HE landscape. The 

Technological sector has been absorbed and merged with the University one. Nevertheless, the 
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Greek education system is confronted with enormous lack of resources. Considering the level of 

the crisis of public debt, the problem of underfunding of education emerges as the major problem 

since HEIs are mainly public-funded.  

Greece supports the intergovernmental and non-obligatory nature of the Bologna Process which 

offers the governments the opportunity to deal with interest groups and opposition nationally 

(Asderaki 2011) Nevertheless, according to the Implementation Report on the Bologna Process 

in the European Higher Education Area in 2015 and 2018 of the European Commission, Greece 

has fulfilled many of the main goals of the process while she has made no progress on others. 

 

General Insights of Israel and the Bologna Process 

Based on the Berlin Communique, Israel is not eligible for access to the Bologna Process, since 

it has not signed the European Cultural Convention, but it has assured an observer status.  

Not being centrally engaged, the approach of Higher education environment in Israel is laid on the 

efforts and the interest of HE institutions and relevant stakeholders. On one hand, the lack of cen-

tralization of efforts create inarticulate results regarding the objectives and the necessary reforms. 

This is manifested in the fact that each HE institution applies a different approach regarding ECTS 

equivalences. On the other hand, the HE institutions and organizations enjoy a certain flexibility 

and freedom in terms of the actions towards the Bologna Process’ aims. Besides, the HE institu-

tions have expressed great interest in implementing strategies and policies inspired by the Bologna 

Process. These include specific efforts for the amelioration of internationalization HE policies re-

garding the exchange of students and academics through the Erasmus+ International Credit Mo-

bility, and the harmonizing the Israeli system with ECTS system. Moreover, a major motivation is 

the inclusion of Israeli HEIs in the various education and training programs (i.e. Jean Monnet 

projects and networks) and research programs (i.e. Horizonn 2020, COST)  

Comments to the policy recommendations 

The policy recommendations produced by Ben Gurion University are well elaborated, based on 

the state the Israel’s policy towards the EHEA and the Bologna Process. Despite the fact that Israel 

is not a full member of the Bologna Process, it showed a strong interest to participate through its 
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application in 2007 and has actively participated in the Bologna Policy Forum in Vienna 2010, 

Bucharest 2012, and in Paris 2018. 

Given that the implementation of Bologna process’ aims is a “sporadic process generated in a 

bottom-up fashion by higher education institutions themselves”, the initiatives by HEIs have been 

a valuable lever for the Europeanisation of Israeli HE. Indeed, it has been widely acknowledged 

that the participation of HE institutions and students to EU funded programs such as Horizon and 

Erasmus+ promotes the integration of the academic and student community to the European stand-

ards. Thus, the governmental support for the participations of academic institutions and students 

to these program have been beneficial not only for the harmonization of Israeli academic commu-

nity to the Bologna Process but also for the rapprochement of the Israelis with the European citi-

zens and organization as well as the promotion of regional integration between EU and Israel. 

While this bottom-up approach cannot generate coherent responses to the Bologna Process’ objec-

tives, the actions of the individual or collective HE institutions on organizing workshops, fora and 

conferences for sharing views and best practices on the Bologna Process can create advantageous 

results.  

Furthermore, the reinforcement of internationalization of HE institutions seem to be vital for the 

harmonization with Bologna Process objectives. Indeed, the establishment of “Bologna Resource 

Centers” can support the international process towards EU and resolve any possible administrative 

difficulties.  Even more, the connectivity of the National Union of Israeli Students to European 

Students Union, in order to participate to the discussions and the processes related to EHEA is 

both vital and beneficial for the familiarization of students with the European standards. The same 

applies regarding the relations of Israelis stakeholder with the European ones (EUA, EURASHE, 

ENQA, Business Europe, Education International). Higher Education Reform Experts (HEREs) 

and Bologna Process Resource Centers could also promote dialogue through conferences work-

shops and seminars. However, it is necessary that more centralized efforts should be implemented 

towards a more coherent strategy towards EHEA regarding quality assurance standards and recog-

nition of degrees. In addition, Israel should actively participate in the “global policy dialogue to 

improve regular cooperation with other regions and international organisations” (Paris Commu-

nique 2018). Thus, Israel should participate in the Global Working Group (2018 -2020) and hold 
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high level workshops regarding the new globalized Bologna Agenda on the role of Higher Educa-

tion.  
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University of British Columbia 

Canada’s Approach to HE Internationalization:  

Opportunities and Challenges presented by the EHEA 

 

The Canadian Higher Education Landscape 

 

There are nearly 300 post-secondary institutions in Canada, most of which are publicly-funded.  

Of these, 95 are publicly-funded degree-granting universities, the majority in Ontario and Qué-

bec (as befitting the population distribution). The Canadian HE sector is aligned to the American 

higher education model, taking signals from and being integrated into a North American HE 

market. Accordingly, this has resulted in a wide diversity of institutional offerings in Canada, 

from private language schools to major research universities.4 The ninety-five Canadian public 

universities are distinguishable from other post-secondary institutions by adherence to a tradi-

tional three-cycle degree structure (i.e., Bachelors/Masters/PhD). Universities are themselves di-

vided into three major groups: research-intensive institutions that offer graduate and undergradu-

ate programs across all major disciplines (‘Tier 1’); mid-sized comprehensive institutions (‘Tier 

2’); and smaller teaching universities that offer undergraduate education and degrees (‘Tier 3’).  

Access to public universities is determined by academic merit and the affordability of tui-

tion fees. Canadian post-secondary can be classified as mass education, with the share of Canadi-

ans between 25 and 64 years who completed tertiary education having increased from 46% to 

55% between 2004 and 2014. This puts Canada at the top end of accessibility to post-secondary, 

when compared to other OECD countries. However, costs are also high: tuition fees for domestic 

students is 60% higher than OECD average. Thus, the Canadian HE sector is a ‘mixed’ good: it 

is a public service yet also requires private investment. Government funding accounts for just 

over 50% of operating costs for post-secondary (amounting to approximately 8% of public ex-

penditure). Other streams of revenue are sought to recover costs, which include alumni/donor 

support and variable tuition fees. Over the last few decades, Canadian universities have turned to 

the international market to attract foreign students, as they pay much higher tuition fees than do-

mestic (typically three times the domestic fees).    

 
4 This entails a high degree of institutional diversity, rather than just the programmatic diversity one sees in many 
European countries with state-operated HE sectors.  
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Governance of the HE sector involves actors at different levels: national, provincial and local/in-

stitutional.  Principles of institutional autonomy and academic freedom mean that individual uni-

versities are largely responsible for their own strategic planning. Universities are, however, de-

pendent on provincial governments for block-grant funding in order to recover costs for teaching 

(determined by enrollment of ‘domestic’ students), as well as the federal government for re-

search funding (determined by a number of merit-based mechanisms, including grants to individ-

ual researchers working in public institutions).  Each province has some form of Ministry of Ad-

vanced Education, which sets post-secondary policy. Typically, the primary focus for provincial 

governments has been education and training schemes for the local labour market. The federal 

government can only steer or nudge universities indirectly, vis-à-vis allocation of funding for re-

search, or promotion of Canada’s educational ‘brand’. At the national level, there are a number 

of actors involved in post-secondary policy-making (although national HE policy as such is 

something of a misnomer, because education is a provincial competence). The primary actors at 

the national level are Global Affairs Canada (International Education Division) and the Council 

of Ministers of Education, Canada (CMEC).5 There are also a number of important interlocutory 

associations that represent universities to the government and vice versa. The most important of 

these is Universities Canada (formerly the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada). 

This decentralized and deconcentrated system of policy-making has led to innovation, adaptabil-

ity, potential for peer learning, and institutional diversity. However, it has also led to a lack of 

coordinated activities or strategies, and a degree of redundancy and inefficiency (notwithstanding 

efforts by federal and provincial governments to steer the sector using various policy instru-

ments).  

 

Overall, the Canadian HE sector functions like a highly-managed ‘market’ with a variety of pub-

lic sector offerings across national and provincial lines, all of which is set within a larger (global) 

 
5 The CMEC is an intergovernmental body engaging provincial ministers to provide leadership in 
education at the pan-Canadian and international levels. It contributes to the exercise of the ex-
clusive jurisdiction of provinces and territories over education.  Global Affairs Canada is equiva-
lent of a national Ministry for Trade and Foreign Affairs. That this Ministry is the most appropri-
ate (and only) Federal Government actor involved in higher education speaks volumes about 
the federal government perspective on this sector – namely as a sector relevant for the Cana-
dian economy (the service sector, and to supply the Canadian labour market).  
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reputational market.  The strengths of the Canadian HE sector include a reputation for education 

quality, as well as a high capacity for research performance and collaboration. The challenges 

include the low profile of its higher education system (compared to Western European countries 

and the USA), and the lack of coordinated activities and strategies – resulting in a moderate de-

gree of incoherence across the sector. Nonetheless, Canadian universities maintain a high reputa-

tion globally, driven by the rankings of its top institutions in global indices (such as the Shanghai 

and Times HE indices), as well as the favourable reputation of the system as a whole.   

 

Internationalization of Canadian Higher Education 

 

Internationalization of Canadian HE has changed radically over the last several decades. From 

the 1960s through to the 1980s, internationalization was largely a foreign policy tool, with an 

emphasis on international development and promoting Canadian values and interests abroad. 

Since the 1980s, HE internationalization has focused much more on inbound mobility (especially 

from Asia) to serve as a cost recovery mechanism for underfunded universities, as well as a 

‘pipeline to the labour market’ for Canada’s liberal (and economically-focussed) immigration re-

gime. There is now the widespread perception amongst government actors and institutional ad-

ministrators that they must retain (or increase) their global ‘market share’ of international stu-

dents, and Canada should not to lose its competitive advantage within this market. This competi-

tiveness discourse has increased in recent years, along with the absolute numbers of international 

students entering Canada to study. In 2009, the number of international students at all levels was 

204 045 (up 72% from 2000). In 2015, this increased to 353 000, with 450 000 the target set by 

Global Affairs Canada for 2022.  International students comprise approximately 11% of the total 

student population in Canadian universities, with some institutions well over 20% (such as the 

University of British Columbia).  Some attention is paid to other elements of internationalization, 

such as outbound mobility, domestic curriculum development or comparing quality assurance 

mechanisms. However, internationalization is now primarily devoted to (predominantly Asian) 

students coming to Canada and contributing to local economies.    

 

There are number of actors who have developed strategies for internationalization of Canadian 

higher education. The most recent involvement comes from government actors. The federal 
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government released its International Education Strategy in 2014, which set targets for inbound 

mobility as well as devoted funds to the promotion of Canada’s education ‘brand’ abroad (vis-à-

vis the creation of an agency called EduCanada).  Many provincial governments have also 

adopted internationalization strategies.6 Furthermore, the federal government is working with na-

tional associations and provincial governments to internationalize the HE sector.7 Yet it is the 

universities themselves who are the primary ‘policy-makers’ when it comes to internationaliza-

tion, with 95% of Canadian educational institutions identifying internationalization as part of 

their strategic plan (CBIE 2016, 11). This approach to internationalization is not without its prob-

lems and challenges. There has been a non-systematic and non-coordinated approach to interna-

tionalization, and this will likely persist despite the recent involvement of government actors. Fi-

nally, some aspects of internationalization have been much better developed than others. Inbound 

mobility and research collaboration has been the overwhelming focus, due to immediate and tan-

gible benefits generated by cross-border flows which profoundly affect service sectors, and by 

the reputational market established from global HE indices. Therefore, it seems as if the recent 

modes of internationalization in Canadian higher education have been accompanied by some de-

gree of ‘quasi-marketization’ of this traditionally public sector.    

 

Canada’s relationship with Higher Education in Europe   

 

Although the Bologna Process and the development of an EHEA has been the most significant 

recent development in European higher education, it is not the only one.  Canada has been en-

gaged with a number of sectoral-reform projects that were initiated by European actors, 

 
6 For example, the British Columbia Ministry of Advanced Education has adopted an International Educational 
Strategy (2016-2019), a “four-year strategy to encourage a two-way flow of students, educators and ideas be-
tween countries while providing valuable social, cultural and economic opportunities for educational institutions, 
students and communities in BC.”  This strategy set performance targets for increasing the number of international 
students studying in BC by 50% by 2016.  They also established the British Columbia Council for International Edu-
cation (BCCIE), a provincial Crown corporation that promotes international education in and for the Province of 
B.C. and supports the International Education Strategy. 
7 The five critical associations at the national level have formed the Canadian Consortium for International Educa-
tion (CCIE). They include the Canadian Bureau for International Education (CBIE), Universities Canada, Colleges and 
Institutes Canada, the Canadian Association of Public Schools – International, and Languages Canada.  Global Af-
fairs Canada also worked with the CMEC to establish the Federal-Provincial Consultative Committee on Education-
Related International Activities (FPCCERIA), for branding and promotion of Canadian education systems and the 
recruiting of international students.   
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including the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC) and the EU-Canada Transatlantic Exchange 

Partnerships (TEP) Program.  

 

The 1997 Lisbon Recognition Convention is an international treaty that facilitates global mobil-

ity through the mutual recognition of academic credentials. In 1997, Canada signed but did not 

ratify the Convention (i.e., Canada recognized and supported the principles, but has not been le-

gally bound to the treaty). The Canadian Information Centre for International Credentials (CI-

CIC) adopted the LRC in 1997, even though credentials and quality assurance frameworks are 

managed by overlapping accreditation agencies (at the provincial level), and post-secondary in-

stitutions are responsible for setting their own admission requirements for specific academic pro-

grams. Nonetheless, many of the provincial and institutional objections to ratification of the LRC 

have been overcome, and the treaty was tabled in Canada’s House of Commons on 31 October 

2017. The LRC was subsequently ratified by Canada on 13 June 2018. Although ratification of 

this treaty does not profoundly alter the higher educational landscape in Canada or orient it to-

wards Europe, it affects how Canadian institutions read ‘Bolognized’ credentials emerging from 

the EHEA (more on this below).  Moreover, the signatories of the LRC largely overlap with 

members of the EHEA, with China and India not party to it (which are the major ‘sending’ states 

for international students to Canada).  In short, the LRC should make inter-operability of creden-

tials and credits more fluid, not least of which between Canada and the members of the EHEA.  

 

Since the signing of the 1995 EU-Canada Agreement on Higher Education and Training, Canada 

and the European Union have been bilateral partners in the development of structured exchanges 

of students and faculty, with a focus on curriculum development and innovation. The federal 

government’s Human Resources and Social Development Canada (now called Employment and 

Social Development Canada) and the European Commission’s DG Education and Culture (and 

specifically, its Erasmus Mundus programme) expanded their bilateral activities in 2006 with the 

EU-Canada Transatlantic Exchange Partnerships (TEP) Program. This program looked to move 

beyond exchanges, towards joint degree programmes. However, there have been persistent issues 

regarding degree length and quality assurance, not only at the undergraduate level but also for 
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co-tutelle PhD degrees.8 Beyond the TEP, the EU has had other programs which have engaged 

researchers in Canada, such as the ERA-Can+ research network and funding for Jean Monnet 

Activities (that promote European Studies at Canadian universities). Many of these initiatives 

(including the Erasmus-Mundus activities involving Canada) were supported by the European 

Commission’s Seventh Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development 

(2007-2013) and were not re-funded as part of Horizon 2020 (2014-2020).  Reciprocal interest 

(and resources) were not forthcoming from the Canadian federal government in 2013, when the 

EU was re-evaluating its international priorities for research and higher education. We are still 

waiting to see if there is an appetite within the current federal government of Canada to re-en-

gage with the European Union on matters of research and HE. With the recent ratification of the 

Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between the EU and Canada, prospects 

look positive. For the most part, however, this would be supplemental to current inter-institu-

tional activities anyway, as universities in Canada and Europe have well-established relation-

ships for research collaboration (especially within the UK, Germany and France) and for student 

exchange (mainly Canadians going outbound to Western Europe on exchange and French stu-

dents coming to study at universities in Québec). Improvements to EU-Canada relations in 

higher education could reinforce existing relationships and build new ones, yet it is unlikely that 

this would significantly alter dynamics at the level of institutions.  

 

The Bologna Process and the ‘completion’ of the European Higher Education Area in 2010 has 

had only a marginal impact in Canada. During the same period as the Bologna Process (1999-

present), Canada has been looking south (USA) and west (Asia) when developing internationali-

zation strategies. The USA has long been the structural model and reputational market for the 

Canadian HE sector. Asia has become the primary target for (inbound) student mobility 

 
8 The crux of the issue is simply the number of years typically required to earn a degree, and 
fundamentally, the assumptions regarding quality assurance therein. Many ‘Bolognized’ Bache-
lor’s degrees are three years in duration, compared to four years in Canada.  PhD programs in 
Canada often take a minimum of five years and involve many more components than the com-
mon three-year PhD cycle in Europe. These differences have been surmounted by bilateral ar-
rangements between individual universities or vis-à-vis an international consortium (see for ex-
ample, arrangements between the Université de Montréal and a number of French universities, 
or the memoranda of understanding within the Universitas 21 group). In terms of systematic 
Canada-Europe arrangements, however, challenges remain.  
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programs. Europe is relevant – indeed research collaboration and outbound student mobility is 

still very much a European domain – but Europe has mattered less and less over the past two 

decades. This is partly due to timing. The Bologna Process did not cultivate its ‘external dimen-

sion’ until it was too late to influence the internationalization strategies in Canadian higher edu-

cation. Yet, for the most part, this seems due to the political dynamics of higher education in 

Canada: it is amongst the most decentralized and deconcentrated policy sectors, and only very 

recently have government actors cultivated any kind of policy for HE internationalization. The 

concerns within the EHEA, namely intra-European mobility and development of robust quality 

assurance frameworks, are simply not very salient in Canada at the current moment.  There was a 

brief period of time just prior to the completion of the EHEA (from approximately 2007 until 

2009), where sector-specific actors in Canada began to pay attention. However, many of these 

actors did not understand Bologna, or perceived it as a sophisticated exercise for marketing Eu-

ropean universities (and thus a competitive threat to Canada’s ‘market share’ of international stu-

dents). A small minority of actors, such as the now-defunct Canada Council on Learning, be-

lieved that Bologna might offer learning opportunities for mobility and quality assurance not just 

internationally, but also for lesson-drawing within Canada (Charbonneau 2009). In terms of 

planned internationalization, development of new quality assurance mechanisms, and reforming 

the governance of the HE sector, Bologna has been an opportunity for Canada to ‘get its house in 

order’, vis-à-vis reflection on the lessons learned in other regions.  So far, this opportunity has 

been missed.    

 

Recommendations   

Overall, our key recommendation is to increase the awareness and understanding of the Bologna 

Process and the EHEA, amongst relevant policy actors in Canadian higher education.  Because 

there are so many actors (due to the deconcentrated and decentralized nature of HE governance), 

and because Canada is so geographically large and culturally diverse, the best use of time and 

resources would be to concentrate efforts on actors at the national level (GAC, CMEC, Universi-

ties Canada, CBIE, etc.) as well as those institutional and provincial-governmental actors directly 

involved in internationalization of HE within two of Canada’s provinces (British Columbia and 

Ontario).   
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1. At the level of HE institutions, the BRC at UBC can hold information-dissemination 

events (such as roundtables or open houses).  The purpose is to initiate new discussions 

about internationalization amongst scholars and administrators at local HE institutions, 

allowing these individuals to bring information back to their own networks.   

2. At the level of associations and university consortia in Canada, the BRC can engage with 

them directly by incorporating them into the process of research into the internationaliza-

tion (and Europeanization) of HE. These actors are not merely disseminators of infor-

mation for Canadian universities, but also producers of evidence and research, and so 

they could be strategic allies for the BRC’s research agenda.  

3. At the level of provincial and federal governments, the BRC can disseminate reports and 

publications of that discuss our findings regarding the dynamics of HE internationaliza-

tion in Canada (as part of a comparative framework with Europe and Europeanization).  

These actors do not make regulatory policy regarding HE internationalization, but their 

strategic-framework policies can be influential for university administrators who look for 

guidance regarding which ‘direction to face’.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 34 

TU Darmstadt- Germany Response to Canadian Policy Recommendations  

 

Short Background on the implementation of the Bologna Process Germany  

 

In order to implement the Bologna Process objectives – such as establish internationally accepted 

degrees, improve the quality of courses of study, and enhance employability – the federal gov-

ernment level is not involved in a great extent but the Germany’s Laender level as well as the in-

stitutions of higher.  German Laender had to agree in a horizontal coordination, and thus soft 

governance, on the implementation of the Bologna objectives. Internationalization – to enhance 

the international mobility of German students and the attractiveness of German institutions of 

higher education for students and young researchers from abroad – has been a main goal. Inter-

nationalisation can not be implemented by horizontal Laender coordination but depends on the 

effort of HE institutions. Within universities the administration has to enforce internationaliza-

tion through Bologna as well as actor even at faculty and department level to be successful.  

 

General insights on the situation in Canada 

 

While Canada has a similar situation as Germany with respect to its federalist system, the organi-

sation of HE as such is very different and not comparable to Germany. Germany’s public univer-

sities as well as public applied science institutions (former “Fachhochschulen”) are free of intui-

tion fees and are carrying out more or less same type of BA/Master. Governance of HE is based 

on regional (provincial) level and local/institutional level.  

Internationalisation is a clear going out strategy of the last decades and lately turned into an in-

coming strategy. The latter in Germany is not based on economic interests of the local/institu-

tional actors. The federal ministry of education, the DAAD and EU Erasmus program support the 

outgoing efforts of German students.  
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Specific comments related to the different ‘policy recommendations’ outlined for the Cana-

dian Case   

 

-First of all, the purposes of the recommendation has to made more prominent in the beginning 

of the recommendation part. The paper starts with the actors to be addressed but should first 

specify what is the purpose of this.  

- recommendation, No. 1 and 2 are addressing scholars, local actors, associations and university 

consortia which is not fitting the overall text before which focusses on national and regional ac-

tors. 

- to use these addresses in No. 1 and 2 to enhance a discussion about internationalization of HE 

seems to be not enough. We would recommend focusing more on stimulating student’s networks 

and disseminating strategies for universities among their students. Universities should make use 

of student’s experiences in their evaluations. From our research we draw already the conclusion, 

that this is the most effective strategy to get students to use possibilities of internationalization.  

- We would recommend to say a sentence about the role media / social media could play in start-

ing a debate. 

  

 

 

 


