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5. THE BOLOGNA POLICY FORUM

The Temptation to Act on Non-European Higher Education Systems

INTRODUCTION

‘This chapter analyses the genesis of the Bologna Policy Forum, as anew global actor
in coordinating the higher education policies worldwide. It attempts to understand
the current role played by the Bologna Policy Forum in the field of global higher
education policies, through the Foucauldian concept of apparatus' (Foucault, 1994).
We argue that the “European higher education apparatus™ (Croché, 2010), was
created with the Bologna Process and controlled by the European Commission (EC),
which seeks to impose it all over the world, has since 2009 reached its maximum
effectiveness and has absorbed all that it could. Once it achieved the primary
objectives, the apparatus progressively adopts new ones.

This chapter is divided into two sections and a conclusion. The first section
presents the theoretical developments of the Foucanldian concept of apparatus. The
second section presents and examines the creation of the Bologna Policy Forum,
it invasive nature as a coordinating actor of the higher education policies. Three
historical periods will be highlighted in order to show the characteristics of the
new form of regional partership in the field of higher education, promoted by
the European Commission with the member States of the Bologna Process. The
conclusion highlights, on the basis of empirical evidence presented, the European
higher education apparatus’ capacity to place competitive actors into a “black box”
(Callon & Latour, 1981),

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENTS OF THE FOUCAULDIAN
CONCEPT OF APPARATUS

The literature focused on the transformation of the European Higher Education Area
{EHEA), under the Bologna Process, is embodied in several types of research that
adopt different approaches. On the one hand, as underlined by Legendre (2012) a
significant part of the research takes a rather descriptive approach, by presenting the
evolution of European national educational frameworks during the Jast two decades.
On the other hand, as showed by Ravinet (2009) and Charlier (2009), another part
of the research (Musselin, 2003; Fave-Bonnet, 2007; Paradeise, 2009; etc.) tries to
understand the translation process of the European norms, in the field of higher
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education, into the national frameworks but without making in-depth analyses on the
genesis of the Bologna process, the development of an ideological vision underlying
this process, or the actors’ dynamics.

Nevertheless, at different levels of analysis, a large series of studies have focused
on the Bologna Process’ genesis, as well as on its actors’ dynamics. Firstly, by trying
to understand the changes in European national higher education frameworks,
following the Bologna process, some researchers (Powell, Bernhard, & Graf,
2012; Musselin, 2008; Ravinet, 2007, 2009; Normand, 2007; Muller & Ravinet,
2008 etc.) went beyond the descriptive level and mobilised the neo-institutionalist
approach. Secondly, other researchers mobilised the “Europeanisation” approach
(Corbett, 2005; Litjens, 2005; Antunes, 2006; Dale & Robertson, 2009; Goastellec,
2012; Moutsios, 2013). The influence of the Furopeanisation process on European
higher educational systems is also analysed by researchers (Derouet & Normand,
2007) who adopt more critical approaches inspired by Boltanski’s critical sociology
(Boltanski & Thévenot, 1991; Boltanksi & Chiapello, 1999). Thirdly, discursive
approaches (linguistic and textual) were also mobilized to deeply understand the
Bologna Process (Saarinen, 2009; Goastellec, 2012). Fourthly, focused on actors’
motivation, some analyses (Ravinet, 2011) used the approach by instruments
of Lascoumes and Le Galés (2004), in order to understand “the structuring and
instrumentation of the Bologna Process™ (Ravinet, 2011, p. 43). Other researchers
(Croché, 2010; Charlier & Croché, 2012; Charlier & Croché, 2013) tried to
understand the evolutions of the European higher education system, through the
concept of “apparatus” (F oucault, 1994). The specific focus of these studies is on
how the Bologna Process was well implemented in Europe and how it spread in
Africa and Latin America. However, none of these studies have analyzed the fact
that the Bologna Process became increasingly hegemonic, to such an extent that it
got in competition with UNESCO.

Activation, Strategic Function, Autonomy

Understanding the evolations of the European higher education system, through
the concept of apparatus, is a theoretical opportunity to go beyond Foucault’s weli-
known quote, as well as its criticisms. In the perspective of Foucault (1994, p. 259)
the apparatus is

a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions,
architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures,
scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions—in
short, the said as much as the unsaid. Such are the elements of the apparatus.
The apparatus itself is the system of relations that can be established between
these elements. [...] I understand by the term ‘apparatus’ a sort of [...} a
formation which has as its major function at a given historical moment that
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of responding to an urgent need. The apparatus thus has a dominant strategic
function.?

This quote clearly underlines three key points that define the apparatus. Firstly, it
is a heterogeneous ensemble of elements. Secondly, the apparatus is the established
network between these elements. Thirdly, these elements have a dominant strategic
function.

Subsequent theoretical and empirical research on the Foucauldian concept
of apparatus (Charlier & Croche, 2013, 2012) show that in order to exist, the
heterogeneous network of elements has to be activated by an actor, at a specific time
and in a specific place. The apparatus is activated to meet a strategic purpose. Yet,
this does not imply that its effects are spontaneous. Furthermore, once activated the
apparatus could contribute to orient representations and behavior of a well-targeted
population. For instance, the connection of previous heterogeneous elements
contributed to activate the “European higher education apparatus” in 1998, during
the reunion at Sorbonne (Croché, 2010). Under the leadership of the French minister
of national education, Claude Allégre, a joint project of the ministers of Germany,
Italy, France and United-Kingdom was announced. The project’s purpose was to
“harmonize the architecture of the European higher education system” (Sorbonne
Declaration, 1998).

The various elements associated are in fact the outcomes of previous efforts
undertaken by different national or regional stakeholders in order to increase the
competitiveness ofnationathigher educational systems. Firstly, the previous advances
achieved by the Council of Europe and UNESCO in the field of foreign diplomas’
recognition paved the way for the emergence of the “European higher education
apparatus”. The “European higher education apparatus” will be here defined as the
network established after 1998, between the European higher education systems,
and the programs, instruments and initiatives that structured the landscape of higher
education previously, to which one assigns specific and political objectives {Croché,
2009, 2010}

Among the initiatives that composes the apparatus, there may be included the
Magna Charta Universitatur, signed in 1988 in Bologna at the initiative of the
European Union Rectors, where the rectors exposed to public authorities their vision
on how they could compete internationally. The structure of rectors’ associations
evolved over time, by being closely associated to the Bologna Process, and the
European University Association (EUA). Other elements are the positions adopted
by industry, anxious that the future evolution of higher education responds also in
its favor (Croché, 2010). One of the initiatives taken in order to meet industry’s
needs is the European Round Table of Industrials, which in its report “Education for
Europeans. Towards the learning society” from 1994, expressed what the patronage
expected of education. The influence of American debates on higher education’s
orientation, with the choice to focus this orientation on elite formation, cannot
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be overlook in terms of consequences on the reflection in Europe. Besides these
institutional stakeholders, families had also an important role through their positive
response to the support for students’ mobility (Croché, 2010).

Consequently, the activation of this apparatus implies not only the connection
of different pre-existing elements, but also the association of different institutional
stakeholders. The use of the concept of “black box™ as conceptualized by Callon and
Latour {1981) could help us understand this association. This concept refers to an
actor who

grows with the number of relations he or she can put, as we say, in black boxes.
A black box contains that which no longer needs to be considered, those things
whose contents have become a matter of indifference. (Callon & Latour, 1981,
p. 285)

More specifically, an accord is reached between the actor, who will become the
macro-actor, and the micro-actors, who agreed to have their interests carried by the
macro-actot.? The description of the power issues in terms of “setting in black boxes”
can be operated each time the concept of apparatus is used. Even if the concepts
of “setting in black boxes” and “apparatus” are related to different theoretical
systems, their use can be complementary. However, this conceptualisation in terms
of “setting in black boxes” does not imply the same use for each case of study. Tt
must be done according to the type of apparatus analysed. In an apparatus such as
the Bologna Process, “setting in black boxes” firstly concerns agreements between
concrete actors. Each candidate for the role of macro-actor tries to persuade the other
candidates that the objectives he proposes and the mode of governance he advocates
are more likely to serve the interests of all and every one of those who cooperates in
the proper functioning of this apparatus. Moreover, the apparatus produces effects
once strong symbols are connected to pragmatic realities and functional bodies.
This also implies that the apparatus necessarily exceeds the actor who activated it.
The logical links it established through speech or alliances are unanimously shared.
Thanks to this unanimity, these logical links are no longer a controversial issue.
Nevertheless, in all instances, initial created alliances between stakeholders can
break off. This determines the reopening of the “black box” and the beginning of
new bargaining processes.

The outcome of these bargaining processes and struggles between the actors
involved can change the strategic function associated to the apparatus when it was
activated. When referring to the outcome, it is the actor who will take control of
the apparatus that will affect both the order within the network and its strategic
function. Moreover, the apparatus’ power lies on this same ability to “escape” his
initiator. More concretely, the strategic function assigned by Claude Allegre to the
European higher education apparatus through the Bologna Process, was to prevent
a greater involvement of the European Commission in the national higher education
systems. Not only, he failed in this sense to maintain the orientation of the apparatus,
but he was also completely unable to lead the European system of higher education
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in this direction. The European Commission enforced as a pilot® of the Bologna
Process at the end of a process where States’ partners and close agency actors were
put into a “black box”. The EC’s intervention in the national educational systems
took place through quality control prescriptions that were voluntary assimilated by
State partners. This assimilation legitimised the apparatus and once legitimised its
prescriptions become restraints.

The apparatus does not belong nor obey anyome. It includes constraints for
the heterogeneous elements, which compose it. These constraints, as well as the
orientations of the apparatus are constantly refined through adjustments within
the network. The apparatus orients the manner in which these adjustments are
realized, as much as this manner orients the apparatus. Only the situations for which
the apparatus provides solutions are identified as problems requiring its practical
solutions. If the scale of practical modalities used to implement solutions can be
broad, the scale of their orientations remains particularly namrow. By orienting
actors’ behavior and representations, the apparatus prevents that actors undermine
the orientations it proposes.

Apparatus’ Boundaries

Several criticisms surrounding the use of the Foucauldian concept of apparatus
were expressed during the last decades. A first criticism concerns the contemporary
uses of the concept of apparatus. At first sight, it is used without caution in the
scientific vocabulary, as well as in the administrative vocabulary. The meanings that
are ateributed to this concept are far from being standardised* (tool, technical means,
etc.). We can consider that the ambiguity that surrounds its use is an expression
of a particular conception over public policies and public action. More concretely,
we find ourselves confronted with a reality in which nothing is taken for granted:
every means used by the public action must be justified and its efficiency lies in
its connection with other means. Applying here the concept of apparatus and its
network representation underlines the presence of “a more subtle apparatus of
control of the society, a networlc which links are strengthened by the power on our
daily life” (Couzens Hoy, 1989, p. 157). While some network links are strengthened,
other links are loosened. The strengthened links bring closer, in a coherent and
functionalist manner, some of the network’s elements. While bringing closer some
elements, at the expense of others, the apparatus gets a new orientation, without
changing its structure. Following Foucault, who rejects the anthropological and
essentialized manner of conceiving the individual,’ we argue that this apparatus is
the apparatus for the production of the man, which at certain times will focus on
very specific issues, such as higher education, the social and solidarity economy,
gender, children’s rights, etc. Thus, the apparatus will produce thorough effects, by
orienting actors’ behavior in the field or in the society where it intervenes.

Each network’s element is related to all the other elements and cannot be
separated, which means that it is impossible to isolate it from the effects of other
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elements. Each element has to be legitimised, because no element has a transcendent
fegitimacy. Justifications take the form of texts or principles governing actors’
practices. Linked to a particular space and time, these justifications are established
in each of the networks’ nodes. Nevertheless, this does not prevent their movement
between the networlk’s nodes.

A second criticism relates to the operationalization of the concept of apparatus.
First of all, this concept is a heuristic one, which belongs to phitosophy. Consequently,
it is not accompanied by indicators such as the sociological or the political science’s
concepts. Instead of defining the object, the concept of apparatus suggests it, which
enables the researcher to open a field research. The researcher is confronted by
explanatory hypotheses and recommendations resulting from Foucault’s studies
on different historical periods. In this way, the researcher is encouraged to develop
operational tools given that he stands before a theoretical system that is not fully
stabilised.®

CREATION OF THE BOLOGNA POLICY FORUM

The initiators of the Bologna Process were not immediately interested in the external
dimension of the process. In the following lines, through a sociological analysis
we present the orientation of the European higher education apparatus towards an
external dimension. Charlier and Croché (2012) identified mainly three periods
during which the relationship between the European area and the rest of the world
was defined.

First Period: 1998-2001: Self~Congratulation

Between 1998 and 2001, the initiators of the Bologna Process were primarily
interested in harmonising the European higher education systems. By this time,
the main idea that guided the initiators was to reform the national systems and
to strengthen the student mobility across Europe (Charlier & Croché, 2012). The
Sorbonne Declaration from 1998 points out clearly this by referring to the historical
origins and evolution of higher education systems as being linked to Europe:
“Universities were born in Europe, some three-quarters of a millennium age. Our
four countries boast some of the oldest” (Sorbonne Declaration, 1998: 1). The
perspective is resolutely eurocentric given that the actors gathered at Sorbonne
emphasized the need

to engage in the endeavor to create a European area of higher education, |...]
for the benefit of Europe, of its students, and more generally of its citizens. We
call on other Member States of the Union and other European countries to join
us in this objective and on all European Universities to consolidate Europe’s
standing in the world through continuously improved and updated education
for its citizens. (Tbid.: 3)
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This call, which closed the declaration, is unambiguous. It points out indeed the
will to bring European countries together for the benefit of European students and
citizens.

At the Bologna summit in 1999, the vision {s just as Eurocentric as it was in 1998,
At this sumimit, the interest of the partners to enhance European higher education
systems’ competitiveness compared to other regions was particuiarly expressed
(Charlier & Croché, 2012). In spite of this, the idea to export the Bologna model has
not been clearly advanced

We must in particular look at the objective of increasing the international
competitiveness of the European system of higher education. The vitality and
efficiency of any civilization can be measured by the appeal that its culture
has for other countries. We need to ensure that the European higher education
system acquires a world-wide degree of attraction equal to our extraordinary
cultural and scientific traditions. (Bologna Declaration, 1999: 2)

The 2001 summit was the one where the reorientation of the Bologna Process started.
A piloting group was set up:

The follow-up group should be composed of representatives of all signatories,
new participants and the European Commission, and should be chaited by the
EU Presidency at the time. (Prague Communiqué, 2001: 4)

The European Commission is part of it, which then allowed it to gradually impose
its imprint, particularfy since it comes in with organisations it supports financially
and very close to it.

The summit’s Declaration shows the discrete interest of ministers of higher
education of the European countries for the rest of the world: “Ministers agreed on
the importance of enhancing attractiveness of European higher education to students
from Europe and other parts of the world” (Prague Communiqué, 2001: 3}. This
phrase suggests the opening of the Bologna Process to the rest of the world without
daring to display it with too much pride. The target that is explicitly put forward
remains composed by European students: the Bologna Process has barely begun, at
this moment, to stabilize. The fragile balance should not be compromised. A very
explicit reference is made to the other parts of the world, but it is not associated in
any way to a political project.

The Prague Declaration from 2001 finally announced that the Bologna Process
could not be open to ali countries. Nevertheless, it does that in a very aliusive manner:

Ministers welcomed new members to join the Bologna Process after
applications from Ministers representing countries for which the European
Community programmes Socrates and Leonardo da Vinei or Tempus-Cards
are open. (Ibid., p. 4)

This sentence suggests that the Bologna Process would only be available to countries
that benefit from the Socrates, the leonardo da Vinci and the tempus-Cards
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programmes. The interview with key witnesses confirms that this was the position
of the drivers of the process and their advisors. In spite of this, they have not been
able to maintain their position at the request of the Council of Europe to open much
more widely the access to the process.

Second Period: 2001-2009: Attempt to Attract Students
from Around the World

Although early warning signs can be easily detected in the Prague Communiqué,
the change appeared explicitly only from the Berlin Summit in 2003. The final
Communiqué of the summit shows a real interest for the “external dimension™ of
the Bologna Process.

Since the Berlin summit in 2003, a change marked the evolution of the Bologna
Process by focusing on its “external dimension”. On the one hand, the objective
of putting the Bologna Process in Europe’s service was recalled. In this respect, in
Berlin the conclusions of previcus European Councils have been reaffirmed:

Ministers take into due consideration the conclusions of the European Councils
in Lisbon (2000) and Barcelona (2002) aimed at making Europe “the most
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable
of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social
cohesion™ and calling for further action and closer co-operation in the context
of the Bologna Process. (Berlin Communiqué, 2003, p. 2)

On the other hand, the inferest for others regions was pointed out,

Ministers welcome the interest shown by other regions of the world in the
development of the European Higher Education Area, and welcome in
particular the presence of representatives from European countries not yet
part to the Bologna Process as well as from the Follow-up Committee of the
European Union, Latin America and Caribbean (EULAC) Common Space for
Higher Education as guests at this conference. (Ibid., p. 2)

Signs of change were much more noticeable in Bergen in 2005. At this summit, the
focus was not one of boasting the European model, but one of inviting other regions
of the world to a dialogue,

The European Higher Education Area must be open and should be attractive to
other parts of the world. {...] We see the European Higher Education Area as a
partner of higher education systems in other regions of the world, stimulating
balanced student and staff exchange and cooperation between higher education
institutions. We underline the importance of intercultural understanding and
respect. (Bergen Communiqué, 2005, p. 4-5)

Finally, the conference in London in 2007 marks the end of the triumphalism’s
cycle. On the one hand, the final staterment resumed the idea of the “rich and diverse
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European cultural heritage”, but the purpose is much more modest than in 1999
(London Communiqué, 2007). It is explicitly acknowledged that environmental
pressures will force European higher education systems to further evolve.

Building on our rich and diverse European cultural heritage, we are
developing an EHEA [...] that will [....] strengthen Europe’s aftractiveness and
competitiveness. As we look ahead, we recognize that, in a changing world,
there will be a continuing need to adapt our higher education systems, to
ensure that the EHEA remains competitive and can respond effectively to the
challenges of globalisation. (London Communiqué, 2007, p. 1)

On the other hand, the rest of the world is now treated with the highest respect.

We are pleased that in many parts of the world, the Bologna reforms have
created considerable interest and stimulated discussion between European and
international partmers on a range of issues. (Ibid., p. 5)

A policy relative to the rest of the world is finally implemented.

We adopt the strategy “The European Higher Education Area in a Global
Setting” and will take forward work in the core policy areas: improving
information on, and promoting the attractiveness and competitiveness of the
EHEA; strengthening cooperation based on partnership; intensifying policy
dialogue; and improving recognition. This work ought to be seen in relation to
the OECD/UNESCO Guidelines for Quality Provision in Cross-border Higher
Education. (Ibid., p. 3)

From an Apparatus Focused on Europe to an Apparatus Opened
to the World

The changes observed in a few years are very significant, We used bere only extracts
outlining the greatmess of Europe and its vision of its own relationship with the rest
of the world. Changes just as sensitive can also be identified on many other topics.
The analysis of this evolution can be done by using the concept of apparatus.
During the first period of time going from 1998 to 2001, severe struggles took
place in order to take control of the “European higher education apparatus”. The
minister Allégre wanted to take control of the apparatus by allying with the ministers
of education in the United Kingdom, Germany and Italy. He was convinced that
he could impose his vision on higher education throughout Europe because the
four signatory countries at Sorbonne accounted for more than 50% of European
students and had some of the oldest and most prestigious universities of education
on the old continent. By selecting its partners, Allégre thought he could maintain
control of what became the Bologna Process (Croché, 2009). However, he was
immediately outflanked by the countries he had not asked to co-sign the Sorbonne
Declaration. Some of them have very badly accepted his attempt to take control of
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the orientations of European higher education. Without fully realising it, and even
if he hoped to be the architect of a major reform of European higher education, he
activated an apparatus that escaped him immediately. The symbols he mobilised in
the Sorbonne Declaration, including the European roots of the university, alerted
multiple actors he had rejected through his arguments and have strengthened their
legitimacy to intervene in the debate. Those that were held away from the process,
in particular the European Commission and all the countries he did not invite to
sign the Declaration at Sorbonne, acted on the apparatus. This contributed to the
evolution of the process.

The rescue of the process, after the meeting in Sorbonne and the strong tensions
it provoked among the four signatory countries and other European countries, was
ensured by the EC. The EC increased the inediations between countries and relied on
international asseciations of university rectors, heads of higher schools and students,
in order to consolidate its influence and establish its legitimacy. However, the
Commission’s task was not easy. It had to persuade countries to admit interventions,
while education was not in its official mandate. It had to set aside other rivals in
piloting the Bologna Process, including the Council of Europe.

The early years of the Bologna Process have been marked by hesitations. The
“European higher education apparatus” has been activated since the meeting in
Sorbonne. This means that the idea of better coordinating the European national
systems of higher education in order to increase their attractiveness has not been
challenged since. The way in which this project was going to be realised has been the
subject of debates and struggles. These debates and struggles have strengthened the
apparatus. Since debates focus only on how to implement the project and not on the
project itself, they reinforce it by giving it a status of undisputed evidence.

The early history of an apparatus is the one of passage from a loose networking
to a tight networking. When the apparatus is activated, links are established between
multiple heterogeneous elements. These links gradually become fumctional, as issues
arise and need to find practical solutions. For example, the criteria that countries
must follow in order to join the Bologna Process were not defined until Australia
wished to join it and its application was discussed at the Berlin Summit in 2003.
Previously, the European Commission had hoped to reserve the Bologna Process
only to member countries of the European Union. The accession of Switzerland in
1999 had prevented it to impose this restriction.

Hence the question whether the process should be opened to the entire world. The
option could have been taken into account, even if it was contrary to the spirit of
the Sorbonne. This was not the case, and the access to the piloting authorities of the
Bologna Process has been reserved for countries within a given geographical area
and participating in the same socio-political project,

Countries party fo the European Cultural Convention shall be eligible for
membership of the European Higher Education Area provided that they at the
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same time declare their willingness to pursue and implement the objectives
of the Bologna Process in their own systems of higher education. Their
applications should contain information on how they will implement the
principles and objectives of the declaration. (Berlin Communique, 2003, p. 8)

This definition of the eligible countries adopted in Berlin in 2003 concerned only
the Bologna Process. Moreover, it had also a direct impact on the European system
of higher education: from Berlin, no one has ever challenged this definition. The
passage of a loose networking to a tight one reflects the action of all the constituent
elements of the apparatus.

On the one hand, the apparatus requires coordinating the action of many actors.
This implies the development of conventions, or binding rules. The first rule
concerned the conditions of access to the coordinated action. In this case, countties
that were the original members of the Bologna Process’ piloting group could not
accept that any other country invites itself into their inner circle. They could have
run the risk of having the orientation of their previously established agenda changed.
Another more symbolical reason also played an important role: belonging to a group
gives a distinction to the person who benefits from it only if it is atiributed at the end
of selective tests. Installing a piloting group meant therefore encouraging those who
had been designated as full members (those who agreed to respond to the invitation
to meet in Bologna in 1999), to establish criteria which should follow those who
wish to join them. The passage of a loose network to a tight network is largely the
effect of the actors’ action, but also instruments’ action. For example, the Erasmus
program, launched in 1986, showed the benefits of exchanges during studies even
if it touched only a small proportion of European young people who graduate since
then.

During the early vears of the apparatus, from 1998 to 2001, instruments are
put in place, decisions are taken to make it more constraining. The European
Commission joined the piloting group of the Bologna Process in 2001 and
imposed its leadership. The Declaration’s tone of the 1999 and 2001 summits do
not significantly differ from the one of the Sorbonne Declaration in 1998, It was
not yet clear that the Bologna Process would succeed. It had to attract as many
countries as possible to join it. In this perspective, breaking with the Eurocentric
discourse implied taking an unnecessary risk. From 2003 onwards binding
measures started to be taken and the Bologna Process” drivers started to become
interested to the rest of the world. The two elements fit perfectly together. The first
strategic objective of the Furopean higher education apparatus, for which it has
been activated, is the creation of the European Higher Education Area. From 2003
or 2005, it becomes clear that this objective will be achieved. The initial schedule
was not met, many resistances appeared. Some countries did not really play the
game as well as the drivers of the process would have liked. Nevertheless, the
EHEA became a reality.
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Third Period: 2009-2013: The Bologna Policy Forum — A4 New Form
of Partnership

The key moment in the evolution of the “external dimension” of the Bologna
Process was the Forum in Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve in 2009. A debate on the
development of future partnerships within the Bologna Process occurred in Louvain
with 46 member countries of the EHEA (Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communique,
2009). They decided to set up a space for dialogue with the countries of other
continents with which they wanted to collaborate. They created the Bologna Policy
Forum, which federated the 46 Bologna countries and the countries from alithe world
areas (Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Egypt, Fthiopia, Israel, Japan, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Mexico, Morocco, New Zealand, Tunisia, and USA). This list shows
that African countries with which Europe has long-standing ties, often built on
colonization, were only minimally present. It highlights that only the countries with
high potential for economic development, which is now in process of achieving,
were selected as partners. The International Association of Universities (IAU) and
other non-governmenial and international organisations took part in the debate on
sustainable worldwide cooperation in higher education. The statement following the
forum highlighted the importance that this event, because it “has laid the ground for
sustainable cooperation in the future” in the field of higher education (Ibid., p. .
Moreover, the discourse held emphasized “the key role that higher education plays
in the development of our societies based on lifelong learning for all and equitable
access at all levels of society to learning opportunities” (Ibid.).

This discourse addresses the same concerns advanced in the same year in Paris
by the participants of the World Conference on Higher Education organized by
UNESCO. The conference focused on “The New Dynamics of Higher Education and
Research for Societal Change and Development”. The main working axes considered
were higher education as social responsibility: 1) access, equity and quality; 2)
internationalization, regionalization and globalization; 3) learning, research and
innovation; 4) higher education in Africa; 5) call to action: Member States; 6) call
to action: UNESCO? (Paris Statement, 2009). The main message addressed during
this Conference and retained in the Paris Statement is that “Education as a public
good and a strategic imperative for education at all levels and as a basis for research,
innovation and creativity, is the responsibility of all governments and should benefit
from ecenomic support” (Ibid., p. 2}.

In addition, the same concern to improve the access to higher education is present
in its dimension of equity. The difference between the Forum’s Statement and the
UNESCO’s Statement is the specific orientation given in Paris to higher education in
Afiica, but also to the role played by UNESCO. The many challenges faced by higher
education in Africa are emphasized, as well as the role that UNESCO will play in

the implementation of a quality assurance mechanism at the regionallevel. [...]
In this respect, we recommend the accelerated implementation of the initiative
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of the Association of Universities with the support of UNESCO, which will
facilitate the creation of quality assurance systems at national, sub-regional
and regional levels. (Ibid., p. 7)

A second Bologna Policy Forum took place in Vienna in March 2010, where the
EHEA was officially launched (Budapest/Vienna Declaration, 2010). The working
axis of the conference that took place in Vienna was “Building the Global Knowledge
Society: Systemic and Institutional Change in Higher Education”. This second
Forum gathered the 61 countries of the first Forum with other countries (South
Africa, Saudi Arabia, Colombia, Ghana, Malaysia, Mali, Philippines, Senegal and
Thailand). Tn Vienna, the Forum was institutionalised: each country is encouraged to
name a personal point of contact and to make known her name with the sccretariat of
the Bologna Process. The choice of the Bologna secretariat for coordination shows
the will to install a piloting of the Forum by a structure directed by only Bologna
countries and European organisations. The Vienna declaration refers to initiatives of
the European actors (OECD, European Union) but not to UNESCO’s 2009 world
conference.

The third meeting of the Forum, in 2012 in Bucharest welcomed 16 new non-
European countries, The actors decided to hold 11 seminars on the cooperation
between Furope and the other continents, which were organised by an European
actor in collaboration with non-European corporatist organisations (American
Organisation for Higher Education, Association of African Universities, Association
of Universities and Colleges of Canada, ASEAN University Network, Association
of Universities “Group Montevideo™). The list of partners shows that the European
actors intended to work with the regional university associations of each continent.

They put UNESCO into a “black box”. Controlled by Europe, the Forum appears
as a macro-actor that managed to attract actors that it intends to translate the projects
so that they can serve European interests. The objective of the Forum is the same as
that of UNESCO nearly 50 years after it began connecting higher education systems
all over the world. But, even if the actors of the Forum make reference to democracy
and the protection of the human rights, the objectives dear to the UNESCO, these
objectives are secondary to placing teaching at the service of the economy as
projected in the European strategies. The Forum aims to increase the comprehension
of the Furopean Higher Education Area and to encourage exchanges between the
EHEA and other parts of the world.

The text adopted during the Forum shows that the European actors will continue
the project initially worked out within the Bologna Process to coordinate the
initiatives of worldwide actors who have worked in the field of higher education
and to inter-connect them. Furthermore, the Statement of the third Bologna Policy
Forum emphasised the same relationship, between higher education and sustainable
development, advanced in 2009 by UNESCO’s Statement in Paris. Nonetheless the
participants manifest a strong interest in the relationship of higher education as a
sofution for the economic crisis (Bucharest Communiqué, 2012).
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CONCLUSION

Ome of the interpretations concerning the creation and the evelution of the Bologna

Policy Forum, as a new global actor in coordinating the higher education policies,’

E
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can be done by going beyond Foucault’s well-known quote of the “apparatus”, as

well as its criticisms. By evaluating the changes of the “Buropean higher education
apparatus”, from its European dimension to its “external dimension”, questions’
related to power issues and actors’ roles emerge. We used in a complementary

manner two concepts belonging to two different theoretical systems: “setting in
black boxes™ and “apparatus”.

The Bologna Policy Forum, as a form of new partnership in the field of global -

higher education policies, is an occasion used by the Bologna countries and European
organisations to export the “European higher education apparatus” outside Eurcpe.
Without disregarding UNESCO’s major role in the field of coordinating education

at the global level, this analysis showed that the Bologna Policy Forum began to :
take over some of the missions traditionally covered by UNESCO. This process

was possible through a renewed conception by the Bologna countries of their
relationship with the rest of the world in the field of higher education. They shifted
from an Eurocentric speech to an invitation of non-European and selected countries
to join them in order to establish cooperation agreements through intergovernmental
cooperation controfled at the beginning by Europe.

The declarations of the three Bologna Policy Forums reveal that the initiatives of
UNESCO are not central to the discussions. UNESCO is focused on development
assistance, fair cooperation, education for all, etc., whereas through their Forum
European actors aim to put European higher education under optimal conditions
which will enable them to develop a leading role over countries in other continents,
The two categories of objectives (Furopean and UNESCO) can only cohabit with
difficulty. Today, UNESCO seems to have been placed into a “black box” by an
intergovernmental coordination oriented towards objectives related to European
economic competitiveness. With their collaboration within the Forum, powerful
countries from all over the world showed that they wanted to make agreements
through intergovernmental cooperation, rather than having them organised under the
aegis of UNESCO. This raises some difficulties due to the particular role given to
higher education in contemporary societies. It is the instrument for the safeguarding
and the enrichment of national cultures and competition within the globalised
framework.
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NOTES

! 'We refain here the term of apparasus being aware of the debate surrounding its use. Jeffrey Bussolini
(2010) shows the debate around the use of the Foucauldian concept of dispositif by opposing Graham
Burchell, one main translator of Foucanlt’s lecwre courses, and Gilles Deleuze and Giorgio A gamben.
Graham Burchell poinis cut that the issue is situated at a translation level, as well as at a philosophical

interpretation level. He states that it “*does not seem to be a satisfactory English equivalent for
the particular way in which Foucault uses this term to designate a configuration or arrangement

- of elements and forees, practices and discourses, power and knowledge, that is both sirategic and

“technical®” (Burchell, 2008; xxiii apud Bussolini, 2010: 86). See also Ploger (2008); Rabinow and
Rose (2003); Dreifuss and Rabinow (1983).

The translation belongs to Peltonen (2004, p. 213-214).

When referred to “macro-actors”™ or “micro-actors”, the indicator taken into account is not the aciors”
size as such. but the fact that actors” interests are in accordance with the position (vision) advanced by

the macro-actor. See Callon and Latour (1981).

The influence of the European Commission on the Bologna Process is not assessed in the same
manner by the different researches. In a mapping exercise of the research undertaken on the Botogna

- Process, Charlier (2009) highlights the various positions presented in the literature, By considering

- . the resistance’s ability of national institutions and the stremgth of the influence of the European

Commission, Charlier (2009) identifies a number of studies that underline the weak ability of the EC

to orient national behaviours (e.g., Mussellin, 2003, 2605, 2009; Paradeise, 2009, Saarinen, 2009).

In the same research, Charlier (2009) shows that whereas some anatyses refute the EC’s influence in

orienting national policies, others (e.g., Dale, 2005, Bruno, 2006, 2008; Garcia, 2008; Croché, 2006;

2010) consider its significant influence. In this mapping exercise, Charlier (2009) underfines also that

some analyses (e.g., Gorga, 2009} indicate that the national responses during the Bologna Process

would have been orientated by a strategic behaviour. Seeking internal reforms, national institutions
would have used the globalisation argument and therefore joined the Bologna Process (see Chalier,

2009: 115).

Following Foucault, the individuai is shaped through a process of “subject creation in the historical

fabric” (Revel, 2002: 62), through techniques of “governmentality”, born m the XVII century

(Foucantt, 1994) and individuat and collective innovation (Le Blane, 2011},

See also Pleger (2008). For Dreifuss and Rabinow (1983: 121), Feucault’s concept must be primarily

conceived as a“grid of intelligibitity” which includes a method, as welt as “the structure of the cultural

practices” examined by Foucault. See also Brenner (1994).

The Statement resumes recommendations for higher education directed both fo the member States
and to UNESCO, These recommendations for member States took the form of a eall to action, where

the vocabulary used by UNESCO includes action verbs like; “ensure™, “gafablish”, “develop”,

“promote”, “guarantee”, “continue”, “struggle”, and “develep”. In the case of the call to action
directed to UNESCO itself, a dynamic vocabulary is also used: “help”, “prapose™, “sirengthen” or
“support”.

REFERENCES

Antunes, F. (2006). Globalisation and Europeification of educaticn policies: Routes, processes and
metamorphoses. European Fducational Research Journal, 5(1), 38-55.

Boltanski, L., & Chiapello, E. (1999). Le nowuvel esprit du capitalisime. Paris, France: Gallimard.

Boltanski, L., & Thévenot, L. (1991}, De la justification. Les économies de la grandeur. Paris, France:
Gatlimard.

Brenner, N, (1994). Foucault’s new functionalism. Theory and Society, 23(5), 679-709.

a2




1-BE. CHARLIER & O. M. PANAIT

Brune, 1 (2006). Déchiffrer I"“Europe compétitive”, Ftude du benchmarking comme technique de
coordination intergouvernementale dans le cadre de la stratégic de Lishonne. Thése de dociorat en
Sciences Politiques. Paris, France: Institut d"Etudes Politiques.

Bruno, L {(2008), Y a-t-it un pilote dans I’Union? Tableaux de bord, indicatewrs, cibles chiffrées: fes
balises de la decision, Palitix, 82(2), 95117,

Bussolini, J. (2010). What is a Dispositive? Foucault Studies, 10, 85-107.

Cation, M., & Latour, B. (1981). Unscrewing the big leviathan: How actors macro-structure reality
and how sociotogistshelp them to do so. In K. Knorr-Cetina & A.V. Cicouvel (Eds.), Advances in
social theory and methodology: Towards an infegration of micro and macro-sociology. Boston, MA:
Routledge.

Charlier, J.-E. (2009), Faire du processus de Bologne un objet d"analyse. Education el sociélés
109-125.

Charlier, J. ., & Crochg, 5. (2012). L'influence normative du processus de Bologne sur les universités
africaines francophones. Education ef sociétés, 29, §7—-102.

Charlier, J. E., & Croché, 8. (2013). Le dispositif impose la migration des objets. Comment le processus
de Bologne a modifié la signification et les enjeux de ’évaluation des enseignements. Education
comparée, 8, 43-62.

Corbett, A, (2005). Universities and the Europe of knowledge: Ideas, institutions and policy
entreprenenrship in Furopean wnion higher education policy, 19352005, Basingstoke, England:
Palgrave.

Couzens, H. (Ed). (198%). Micke! Foucault: Lectures critigues. Bruxelles, Belgium: Hditions
Universitaires. De Boeck.

Croché, S. {2006). Qui pitote le processus ds Belogne? Feucation et Sociétés, 18, 203-217.

Croché, S. (2009). Evolution d’um projet ¢’Europe sans Bruxelles. Le cas du processus de Bologne,
Education et Sociéiés, 20243, 11-27.

Croché, 8. (2010). Le pilotage du processus de Bologne. Louvain-la-Neuve, Beigium: AcademiaBruylant.

Dale, R. (2005). The polentialities of the Buropean union’s open method of coordination and the
construction of a European education space. Cakiers de la recherché sur I'éducation et les saviors.
Pouvoirs et mesure en education, Hors série, I, 43-63.

Dale, R., & Robertson, 8. (Fds.). (2009). Globalisation and Euvropeanisation in education. Oxford,
England: Symposium Books.

Descuet, J-L., & Normand, R. (Eds.). (2007). L.'Europe de I'éducation: entre management et politique.
Lyon, France: INRP/Chasseneuil: ESEN.

Dreifuss, H. L., & Rabinow, P. (1983). Beyond structuralism and hermeneutics. Chicago, [L: University
of Chicago Press.

Ewropean Round Table of Industrialists. (1994). FEducation for  Europeans:  Towards
the learning saciety. Retrieved from htip://bginternational blogsport.de/images/
EutopeanRound TableOfindustrialistsReport.pdf

Fave-Bonnet, M.-F. (2007), Assurance qualité et évaluation de programme. Journal of Educationa!
Measuremernit and dpplied Cognitive Sciences, 1(1), 1-11.

Foucault, M. (1994). Dits ez écrifs. Paris, France: Gallimard.

Gareig, S. (2009). Réformes de Bologne et économicisation de I'enseignementsupérieur. Revue du
MAUSS-1, 154-172.

Goastellee, G. (2012). Leuropéanisation de la mesure de la diversité en éducation: un instrument mow de
politiquepublique. Educarion el sociétés, 1{29), 71-85.

Gorga, A. (2009). Les politiquesuniversitairessuisse et roumaine & I’épreuvedes insteuments de ia qualité
dans le cadre du processus de Bologne. Thése de doctorat en Sciences de PEducation, Genéve,
Switzerland:Université de Genéve.

Lascoumes, P, & Le Galés, P. (2004). Gouverner par les instruments. Paris, France: Presses de la
Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques.

Latour, B. (1989). Science in action: How lo follow scieritists and engineers through society. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

2,24,

s

THE BOLOGNA POLICY FORUM

Le Blanc, G. (2011). 1’invention de I'homme moderne. Une lecture de Michel Foucault. Philosophie,
2(109), 60-73. . A , .

Legendre, F. (2012). Processus de Bologne dans 1'enseigaement supériegr hongrois: représentations ct
pratiques enseignantes. Carrefours de 1 'éducation, 34, 211-226.

A -Litjens, J. (2005). The Europeanisation of higher education in the Netherlands. European Educational

Research Journal, 4(3), 208-213. .
Moutsios, S. {2013). The de-Europeanization of the university under the bologna process, Thesis Eleven,
119(1), 22-46.

. Mutter, D. (2005). Les politiques publigues comme construction d’un rapport au monde. In A. Faure,

G. Pollet, & P, Warin {Eds.), La construction du sens dans les politiques publiques. Débats autour de
la notian de référentiel. Paris, France: L Harmattan.

Muller, P., & Ravinet P, (2008). Construire I’Europe en résistant & 'UE? Le cas du processus de Bologne.
Revie internationale de politique comparde, 134(4), 653-665.

Musselin, C. (2003}, Quelie place pour les universités francaises dans la conquéte de leur autonomie:
vers un nouveaw modéle ewropéen? I4e collogue du GIDSGUF;, 2. Retrieved from www.gisguf.org/
collog-form/2003-paris/musselin. pdf

Musselin, C. (2008). Vers un marche international de 1"ensetgnement supérieur? Critique internationgale,
39,13-24,

Paradeise, C. (2009). Le processus de Bologne a accru 1a lisibilité des systémes universitaires pationaux.
La lettre de Déducation, 8, 628.

Pleger, 1. (2008). Foucault’s dispositif and the city. Planning Theory, 7, 51-70.

Peltonen, M. (2004). From discourse to dispositif: Michel Foucault’s two histories: Citation Historical
Reflections. Reflexions Historiques, 36(2), 205-219.

Powell, J. 7. W., Bernhard, N., & Graf, L. (2012). The emergent Buropean model in skill formatios:
comparing higher education and vocational fraining in the Bologna and copenhagen processss.
Sociology of Education, 85(3), 240-253.

Rabinow, P., & Rose, N. (2003}. Foucault today, In P Rabinow & N. Rose (Eds.), The essential Foucenit:
Selections from the essential works of Foucauit, 19541984, New York, NY: New Press.

Radaetti, C. M. {2003). The Buropeanization of public poticy. In K. Featherstone & . M Radaelli (Eds.),
The politics of ewropeanization, Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Ravinet, P (2009), Comment le processus de Bologne a-t-il commencé? La formulation de ia vision de
I"Espace Buropéen d’EnseignementSupérieur en 1998. Education et Sociétés, 2(24), 2944,

Ravinet, P. (2011). La coordination européenne™a la bolognaise”. Réflexions sur {"instrumentation de I’es
pacecuropéend’enseignementsupérieur. Revie Srangaise de science politique, 1(61),23-49.

Revel, J. (2002). Le vocabulaire de Foucault. Paris, France: Ellipses Edition Marketing.

Saarines, T. (2009). Bréve histoire de la qualitédans Ja politiqueeuropéenne de I’enseignementsupérieur:
analyse des discours sur la qualit¢ et de leurs congéquences sur les changements de politique.
Education et sociétés, 2(24), 79-92.

Jean-Emile Charlier

Facuité des sciences économiques, politiques
sociales et de la communication

Université catholique de Lowvain Mons, Belgium

Oana Marina Panait

Faculté des sciences économiques, politiques
sociales et de la communication

Université catholique de Louvain Mons, Belgium

~S



