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INTRODUCTION
The European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education was established in 2000 to promote European cooperation in the field of quality assurance. In November 2004, the General Assembly transformed the Network into the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA). The idea for the association originates from the European Pilot Project for Evaluating Quality in Higher Education (1994-95), which demonstrated the value of sharing and developing experience in the area of quality assurance. Subsequently, the idea was given momentum by the Recommendation European Council (98/561/EC, 24 September 1998) and the Bologna Declaration of 19 June 1999. ENQA is now an official participant in the Bologna Process.
ENQA presently has 37 full members and 10 candidate members. A survey of the list of member organizations shows the following:

· There is a wide variation in the status of members as indicated by their names, which include “council,” “commission,” “committee,” “inspectorate,” “agency,” “institute,” “foundation,” and “center.” 
· The variety of the functions and remits of the members is no less, as indicated by the following terms in their names: “accreditation,” “evaluation,” “quality assessment,” “quality assurance,” “certification,” and “quality evaluation.”
While diversity in names of the various bodies involved in higher education governance is familiar, the multitude of the terms describing their functions and ambits calls for precise definitions. Vroeijenstijn (1995; quoted in Hodson and Thomas 2003) defines quality assurance in general as “systematic, structured and continuous attention to quality in terms of quality maintenance and quality improvement.”  According to the Quality Assurance Agency of the UK, “Academic quality is a way of describing how well the learning opportunities available to students help them achieve their award. It is about making sure that appropriate and effective teaching, support, assessment and learning opportunities are provided to them.”
 
A recent survey by the OECD (2004b, 26-27) on quality and recognition shows that there is a tendency to use the terms “approval,” “registration,” “authorization,” “licensure” and “accreditation”  interchangeably. The first four involves the granting of approval by a national and/or regional “chartering authority” to institutions of higher education to operate in their territorial jurisdiction and to award degrees and qualifications that are recognized by that particular authority. The procedure involves a priori decisions, which set forth the conditions under which institutions are allowed to operate. In many countries, the procedure involves the passing of acts by national and/or local legislatures. The terms “quality assurance” and “accreditation,” however, involve concepts and procedures that are closely related, but are based on a different approach to the provision of higher education services, and involve “external agencies” other than chartering authorities. Furthermore, while licensure and approval procedures date back to the medieval university, accreditation and, in particular, quality assurance are relatively recent concepts in higher education governance.
The various functions and remits referred to above and the closely related term “recognition of qualifications” were recently defined by OECD as follows (OECD 2004b, 18-19):
· Quality assurance refers to a set of approaches and procedures regarding the measurement, monitoring, guaranteeing, maintenance or enhancement of the quality of higher education institutions/providers and programs, or the processes by which the achievement of education program standards, as established by institutions, professional organizations, government and other standard-setting bodies, is measured.
· Accreditation refers to the formal approval of a higher education institution/provider or program that has been found by a recognized accreditation body to meet predetermined and agreed standards, through a process of evaluation, which eventually results in the granting of accredited status to that institution/provider or program by the responsible authorities.

· Recognition of academic qualifications refers to the decision that allows a person to pursue or continue a course of study or confer the right to use a title or degree.
· Recognition of professional qualifications refers to decisions concerning the evaluation of credentials for entry into and/or practice of a profession and typically involves formal and informal education, work experience and expertise.
In addition to the above, the following definitions by the QAA are also useful in clarifying the concepts and procedures mentioned above:

· “Academic standards” are a way of describing the level of achievement that a student has to reach to gain an academic award (for example, a degree). It should be at a similar level across the UK. 
· “Institutional audit” aims to ensure that institutions are providing higher education, awards and qualifications of an acceptable quality and an acceptable academic standard, as well as exercising their legal powers to award degrees in a proper manner. It combines scrutiny of internal quality assurance systems at institutional level, with a more detailed investigation at discipline level of whether those systems are operating in the manner intended. The process involves audit visits, and relies heavily on the opinions of students, self-evaluation documents provided by the institutions. 

The foregoing concepts and terminology are normally part of a commercial lexicon. Indeed, until the mid-1980s, what some scholars of higher education refer to as “marketspeak” or “tradespeak” was unheard of outside of the US (Rhoades and Sporn 2002; OECD 2003). This paper is concerned with the historical evolution of quality related concepts and the various organizational structures currently in place and  mechanisms presently being implemented to ensure the provision of  “higher education of the requisite quality” both at the national and the international level. An analysis is presented of the changes that occurred in the last quarter of the previous century, the dynamics that engendered those changes and how they led to quality assurance as a principal element of higher education governance worldwide.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Quality Assurance and “Licensing” in the Medieval University

The university is one of the oldest and the most influential institutions that mankind has ever devised. According to Clark Kerr (Kerr 1963): 
“About 85 institutions in the Western world established by 1520 still exist in recognizable forms, with similar functions and wih unbroken histories, including the Catholic Church, the Parliaments of the Isle of Man, of Iceland, and of Great Britain, several Swiss Cantons, and 70 universities.”
Bologna University, considered to be the first university in the world, traces its origins to 1088, when the famous jurist Irnerius putatively started teaching Roman law in Bologna. What is pertinent to the topic at hand, however, is not the chronology of the medieval university, but the fact that Irnerius was teaching for a fee. In other words, the university in its origins was a demand-driven institution structured by market forces. Put alternatively, a quality control mechanism existed in its inception in the form of market forces. One may even go  a step further and venture that it was market forces-in the form of demand for trained jurists, physicians and clergy to spread the Catholic faith- that led to the establishment of the university.
The universities in Bologna (f. 1088), Paris (f. 1160), Oxford (f. 1167), Cambridge (f. 1209), Montpellier (f. 1220), Padua (f. 1222) and Orleans (f. 1235) spontaneously came into being in the period dating from the late 12th  to the early 13th century. They are thus referred to as traditional universities (studium generale ex conseutidine). These universities in time acquired a prestige and a reputation of their own such that they could grant teaching licenses (licentia docendi) that were respected throughout Christendom.

Clark (1983,143), in his seminal work on comparative higher education systems, has identified three principal groups of actors in higher education governance. These include “state bureaucracy,”  “academic oligarchy,” and “society and market,” which are depicted as the three apexes in Clark’s “triangle of coordination” shown in Figure 1. The roots of these groups of actors currently involved in governance of and licensing, accreditation and quality assurance in higher education can be traced back to the beginnings of the medieval university, when guilds of students and/or teachers (universitas scholarium, universitas magistrorum, or universitas magistrorum et scholarium), mostly from foreign countries, needed protection from the townsmen and local authorities. This involved protection against exorbitant rents charged to the students and teachers, but in other instances it could be a matter of life and death. The Authentica Habita of the Emperor Frederick I in 1158, which he proclaimed during his crowning in Bologna after hearing the grievances of students, was the first privilege given to universities. This provided imperial protection to students and teachers and exempted them from local jurisdiction thus guaranteeing their free movement in Europe. The decretal of Pope Alexander III in 1179, forbidding masters of the church schools to take fees for granting the license to teach (licentia docendi), and obliging them to give license to properly qualified teachers, i.e., those who had passed examinations conducted by senior teachers, is another example that pertains to autonomy and faculty privileges. The charter of the French King Philip Augustus, following fights between students and citizens of Paris in the year 1200, gave immunity to students from arrests by the secular justice. The right of the senior teachers to incept new teachers among their ranks was reaffirmed by Pope Innocent III. This and other provisions were embodied in a permanent Code of Statutes, drawn up by the papal legate Cardinal Robert de Courcon in 1215. It is, however, generally agreed that the bull of Pope Gregory IX in 1231, known as the Parens Scientiarium, is the founding charter of the University of Paris, which authorized the university to make its own statutes and punish the breach of them by expulsion from the universitas. In a way, this was the first time that the newly emerging institution was recognized, and/or “licensed” as a body corporate by a higher authority.
Emperor Frederick II, on the other hand, was the first head of state to found a university by an imperial charter. However, the University of Naples he founded in 1224 was not longlived. Toulouse was the first university to be founded by a papal charter in 1229. Medieval Spanish universities, on the other hand, were founded by royal charters; in other words, they derived their authority from the king (studia generalia respectu regni), rather than the pope. However, the papal bull of 1233, which stipulated that anyone admitted to be a teacher in Toulouse had the right to teach everywhere without further examinations (ius ubique docendi), in time, transformed this privilege into the single most important defining characteristic of the university and made it the symbol of its institutional autonomy. Thus, authorizing universities to grant teaching licenses that would be valid everywhere without further examinations subsequently became the basis for founding charters by popes, emperors and kings. By the year 1292, even the two oldest universities, Bologna and Paris, felt the need to seek similar bulls from Pope Nicholas IV.

Seeking privileges from and protection by a higher authority came at a price. While all of these bulls and charters addressed issues such as meals and lodging for students and teachers, libraries, rights and responsibilities of teachers and students regarding matters of discipline, they also included requirements by the higher authority that pertained to academic matters, such as admission and graduation requirements, length of studies, and in some cases, even syllabi, course contents and books that were allowed. In other words, such charters also acted as a kind of a priori “quality assurance” mechanism, as well as providing the institution a “license” to operate under the protection and the “supervision” of a higher authority. Nevertheless, such charters and bulls did protect the university as an institution against interference by local administrations and ecclesiastical authorities, and laid the foundations of university governance, autonomy and accountability, and, if one may venture, also those of licensing and quality assurance.
The university thus emerged as a uniquely European institution, and took its place as the third, and possibly the most potent, transformative power in Christendom, studium, in addition to the spiritual power represented by the church (sacerdotum) and the temporal power exercised by the emperor, king or the prince (imperium, regnum). The number of universities in Europe, which was 31 in the year 1400, had increased to 63 in 1500, and it had diffused to all parts of Europe, except Russia and the Balkans.

Altbach and Teichler (2001) and Altbach (2004) have defined the medieval university as an international institution, supervised by the international authority of the Roman Catholic Church that used a common language, Latin, to provide training to students from many countries by internationally recruited teachers, who used an international knowledge base comprising books translated from Arabic and Greek. However, in time the Catholic Church was replaced as the external authority by the temporal authorities as represented by the emperor, king, prince or local government, which increasingly became the major source of funding. With the Protestant Reformation, universities started teaching in vernacular languages, and were soon linked with the emerging nation states. 
The Nation-State and the “Bureaucratic Revolution”: The Emergence of the Continental European System of University Governance
However, it was centuries later that universities became creations of the state, and following the massification of higher education in the period after 1945, they increasingly came under the power and the influence of the state (Scott 1998).
 Over a period spanning approximately two centuries, from the beginning of the 19th century to the 1980s, Continental European universities became increasingly absorbed within central state bureaucracies, which took on a regulatory role that involved issuing rules and regulations pertaining to nearly every aspect of university activities, including appointment of professors, academic and administrative structures, curricula, graduation requirements, salaries of staff, and matters related to expenditures and budgets (Frijhof 1992; Shils 1992; Ruegg 2004, 2004a; Charle 2004; Gerbod 2004; Gerbod 2004a). 
Neave (2003) refers to this stage as bureaucratic revolution, when Universite de France (f. 1806-1808), sometimes called the Napoleonic University, and Berlin University (f.1810),  also referred to as the “Humboldtian model,
” were placed under the tutelage of the ministries of education, and served as referential models for Continental European universities. In this period, teachers were transformed from being members of the universitas, the guild, a collegial community of scholars, into civil servants. Higher education institutions, universities in particular, became the main sources of manpower for the emerging bureaucracies of the nation-states. Especially the period 1860-1930 saw the transformation, professionalization, expansion and diversification of higher education itself, as well as its role in nation building and as an agent for social change and mobility (Jarausch 1983; Reed, Meek and Jones 2002). 
Thus, higher education in Continental Europe came to be viewed as a purely public service to be financed exclusively from the public purse. In the Netherlands, for example, the law enacted in 1876 provided for public financing for all institutions, including private ones (de Boer, Maassen and de Weert 1999). In return, the state assumed full control of the administration of institutions by appointing a civil servant as the head of administration, called the Kanzler in Germany, Secretaire General in France, and Secretaris in the Netherlands, who was not subordinate to the rector. Neave (1986;1988) has referred to such power sharing as a “bicephalous arrangement.” In Germany, the Kaiser appointed full professors, and the Minister of Education made the appointments at the associate professor level; about twenty-five percent of such appointments made in Germany between 1817 and 1900 were from outside the short lists proposed by the universities (Cowley 1980, 16). 
In this manner, what is generally referred to as the Continental European model of governance emerged, which took shape along an axis with the state bureaucracy at one end and the academia, or in Clark’s terminology, the academic oligarchy (Clark 1983, 143; see Figure 1), on the other. The classical Continental European model does not include lay members, other than the government-appointed heads of administration, although bodies made up of interested citizens had been put in charge of many Italian universities by local governments, and by princes in some German universities as early as the mid-14th century. Furthermore, the rector, who is elected by peers from their own ranks, is primus inter pares with ceremonial, rather than executive powers at the head of the institution.

The British and the American Models: Lay Governance
On the other hand, a lay board governed the Calvinist Academy (Academia Geneviensis), founded by John Calvin in 1559 in Geneva. This was in accordance with the Calvinist creed that the Church and schools were too important to be administered by the clergy or the teachers alone. This served as the prototype first for the governance of the Protestant universities in Holland and Scotland and for the Trinity College founded in Dublin in 1593, and later for the colonial-era American colleges (Kerr and Gade 1985; Gade 1992). For example, lay boards (college van curatoren) governed Dutch universities, whose members were appointed by the government (de Boer, Maassen and de Weert 1999). 
Oxford and Cambridge, on the other hand, had from the start been organized as confederations of colleges. They are often cited as examples of the fully autonomous, collegial institution governed and owned by its academic staff. However, Fulton (2002) points out that the constituent colleges themselves did not have the authority to grant degrees, and that the governing councils of both the universities and most of the constituent colleges included among their members all of their graduates, and a sometimes large number of non-resident and non-teaching fellows. Thus, they were certainly not institutions governed solely by their teaching staff; their alumni in fact played a key role in their governance and continue to do so. In any case, the relevant point here is that Oxford and Cambridge did not act as prototypes or referential models either for Durham (1832) and London (1836) universities that were founded by royal charters to validate the curricula and award the degrees of the flourishing colleges in their vicinities, or for the “civic universities” that were founded in the late 19th and the early 20th century in the newly industrialized urban centers. Rather, it was, though short-lived, the dissenting academies,
 in particular, the statutes of Owens College in Manchester adopted in 1880, that served as the prototype for what would emerge as the British model of governance. This includes a court as the highest policy making organ of the university, the council as the executive branch of the court, and the senate as the academic organ. The chancellor, who is always a prominent layman, is the nominal head of the university, and chairs the court. The vice-chancellor, not necessarily an academic, appointed by the court is the executive head, and in that capacity chairs the council and the senate. It was stipulated in the charters of the civic universities that the majority of the members in the court and the council were to be lay, and this continues to be a key element of the British governance system. A second layer was added to this system in 1919, when the University Grants Committee (UGC) was established to advise the government on grants to be made to universities from the public purse.

Governance structures of the early colonial colleges, all of which were founded by Protestant immigrants, were naturally modeled according to Calvinist tenets (Kerr and Gade 1985; Gade 1992). Trow (2003) argues that the early colleges were also influenced by dissenting academies, and incorporated many of their features pertaining to closer relations with the society at large and occupations. He also notes the positive effect of the failure of efforts to found a national university of the US as a federal institution that would inevitably be a referential model, stifling diversity and competition. The second historic event that shaped the present-day American system of governance was the Supreme Court decision in 1816, which prevented the state of New Hampshire from appointing public representatives to the board of trustees of Dartmouth College. Subsequent court rulings, first  by the Michigan Supreme Court in 1896, which affirmed the powers of the boards of regents of Michigan State University, and second by the Illinois Supreme Court in 1943, which underscored the power of the state to found public universities as corporate entities and that “a court board was the university,” provided the legal framework for lay governance in both private and state institutions in the US (The Carnegie Foundation 1982,10-11).
According to Kerr and Gade (1985) and Gade (1992), the American system of university governance emerged from these roots as “a gift of history”. It differs from the British system in that the governing board at the top of the institution has no internal academic members. In the majority of cases, the board also has no student members. The American system is further characterized by a strong president appointed by the board-as opposed to the elected rectors in Continental Europe with essentially no managerial powers-and its responsiveness to the market, a fundamental social institution in the American society from the beginning.
A significant development was the inclusion of an article in the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, which required the establishment of a statewide coordinating body in each state, which would be responsible for resource allocation (Kerr and Gade 1985, 128-130; Newman 1989). Thus another layer was added to the American system at the state level, which was similar to the intermediary body in the UK at the national level.

To recap, the roots of modern higher education systems date back to the medieval European university, a uniquely European institution. Over a period spanning many centuries, this institution spread to other parts of the world,
 and three distinct models of university governance emerged. It is common to lump the British and the American models into a single category as the “Anglo-Saxon model of university governance.” The distinguishing feature of that model is the critical role played by lay persons in decision making structures, as opposed to the absence of lay persons in the classical Continental European model.
 In other words, in Clark’s triangle of coordination shown in Figure 1, the classical Continental European model is configured on the “state bureaucracy-academic oligarchy axis,” with a key role for the ministry of education,
 while the Anglo-Saxon model is close to the “market-society apex,” where a ministry or its equivalent has an indirect role only.
 Thus one may conclude that an implicit quality assurance mechanism exists in the Anglo-Saxon model in terms of its inherent market-responsiveness, and the presumed absence of conflict of interest in decision making structures. In the classical Continental European model, on the other hand, it is the ministry that is inherently resposible for quality. 
The Beginnings of Evaluation and Quality Control in Higher Education
The first half of the 20th century has witnessed the primal stages of evaluation and quality control in higher education. Following the emergence of the three models of university governance and the buraucratic revolution in Continental Europe, national parliaments or state legislatures had supplanted the Vatican, emperors, kings and princes as licensing authorities, and ministries, intermediary bodies, such as the UGC in the UK, or lay governing boards assumed responsibility as overseers of quality. This was, however done in indirect ways, such as a priori evaluation of budget proposals or finalizing personnel appointments. 
Two related developments, both originating from Germany, were milestones in the evolution of modern quality assurance mechanisms. Germany emerged as the academic center of the world in the second half of the century. It was in Germany that research became an integral function of universities, and the academic profession took shape through the introduction of the research-based doctoral degree, the various academic ranks, procedures and requirements for progressing from one to the other, and rules and regulations for appointments. Consequently, Germany became a major destination for foreign students and scholars.
Of the international academic mobility that took place in the nineteenth and the early twentieth century, none had more far-reaching consequences than that which involved American students who went to study in German universities. Between 1815 and 1914, there was an extraordinary migration of about 10,000 American students to Germany. Students from Harvard, Yale and other universities on the East Coast started to go to Germany in increasing numbers. Gottingen, Berlin and Heidelberg were favorite destinations. In the year 1890, American students accounted for 21.9% of the enrollment at Gottingen (Jarausch 1995). Thus, from about the middle of the nineteenth century on, the academic organizational model of the German research university permeated American higher education, effectively diminishing British influences (Shils and Roberts 2004; Perkin 2006).
Until the turn of the nineteenth century, American universities were teaching institutions-small liberal arts colleges. As students returned from Germany and took up positions in universities, this all began to change. The idea of the unity of teaching and research propounded by von Humboldt became central to the new universities like MIT (f. 1860), Johns Hopkins (f. 1867), Cornell (f. 1868), Clark (f. 1887) in the east, Chicago (f. 1890) in the Midwest, Texas A&M in the west (f. 1867), and Berkeley (f. 1868) and Stanford (f.1895) on the West Coast.
 
The roots of the present day structure of accreditation in the USA can be traced back to 1905, when the newly founded Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching set forth the requirements it would seek in the institutions of higher education to which it would provide funding. The first list of accredited institutions was, however, prepared by the American Association of Universities (AAU) in 1914, when Berlin University made it clear that it would accept students to its doctoral programs only from those institutions that were recognized as universities by the AAU (The Carnegie Foundation 1982, 21-37). 
It is generally agreed that the contribution of universities to the Industrial Revolution was indirect. However, owing mainly to the German research universities, an entirely different picture started to emerge in the 19th century. Scientific breakthroughs achieved in laboratories led to new technologies, which, in turn, formed the bases of new industries. The chemical industry and electrical technologies are generally considered to be the first science-based industries. With the advent of the industrial society, came the university research laboratories, and public research institutes. To channel public funds more effectively and organize R&D activities towards national goals, institutions were established as early as the first quarter of the 20th century.
 These were the beginnings of funded university research, which involved review and evaluation of research proposals. Thus, another a priori quality assessment element was introduced into university operations.
Massification
 and the Emergence of Modern Higher Education Systems

According to Perkin (1991), in the year 1860, gross enrollment ratio (GER) was only 0.46% in Europe, and 1.1% in the US; the corresponding values for the year 1900 were 0.88% and 2.3%, respectively, which marked the beginning of the growth and the transformation of what was until then a highly elitist system. Enrollment ratios, though still quite low even in 1930, 1.9% in Britain, 2.6% in Germany, and 4.3% in Russia, nevertheless marked the beginnings of massification of higher education. On the other hand, gross enrollment ratio had increased from 3.1% to15.0% in the US (Jarausch 1983; see also Ringer 2004).Thus by the year 1930, higher education had already been massified in the US, while it was still elitist in Europe. In 1955, gross enrollment ratio averaged only 4.5% in Western Europe, and it increased to 10.3% in 1965, 19.5% in 1975, and 24.3% in 1985. The corresponding values averaged for the US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand taken together were 12.5%, 24.3%, 36.6%, and 46.8%, respectively (Ramirez and Riddle 1991). Thus, higher education in Western Europe was massified in the late 1960s and early 1970s, about three decades after the US. 

The explosive growth in student numbers worldwide occurred after World War II. However, universities met only part of the increasing demand. New types of tertiary-level institutions, generally referred to as non-university institutions, were founded in order to meet the demand from students with increasingly diverse backgrounds, motives and career prospects in a cost-effective manner. These were generally more vocationally oriented, and of shorter duration. 
The Open University, founded in the UK in 1969, represented a new type of institution of higher education. It served as a model for the distance education institutions that followed in many countries.

Thus, national higher education systems came into being that included, in addition to universities, distance education institutions and short-cycle vocational institutions. The latter are collectively designated as non-university institutions. The term “university” is traditionally reserved for institutions with significant research activity and the power to award doctoral-level degrees. By about the 1970s, national higher education systems in developed countries, in general, comprised: a) research universities, both public and private; b) mass-education universities, generally public; c) various types of 2- and 4-year non-university institutions offering degree-programs at bachelor’s- and associate-level in vocational fields, generally public; and d) distance education institutions, almost exclusively public at the time.
Thus, the terms “higher education,” “tertiary education” and “post-secondary education” came to encompass all of the above. According to the latest figure available from UNESCO-IAU, there are presently 9,760 university-level plus nearly 8,000 institutions of higher education in 184 countries and territories around the world.
 However, in fully developed national systems, institutions are stratified according to their mission, research-oriented or mass education, etc., and differentiated according to their type as public or private.

In many countries, including the US and Western Europe, non-university institutions met a large portion of the increasing demand; in some cases they accounted for more than half the national enrolment (Trow 1984; Teichler 1991; Teichler 1996; Scott 1996; Gellert 1997; Teichler 1997; Eicher 1998; Teichler 2001; Eicher and Chevaillier 2002).
Figure 2 shows that gross enrollment
 ratio, which averaged 6.0% for developed countries in 1955 had increased to 51.6% in 1997, and was 70% in 2004. This meant that developed countries had succeeded in making the transition from mass to universal enrollment just before the turn of the twentieth century. On the other hand, the average gross enrollment ratio for developing countries was only 10.3% in 1997, significantly below the world average of 17.4% in that year. The picture becomes much bleaker when one looks at the least developed countries. The average gross enrollment ratio, which was 1.0% for that particular group of countries in 1970, had increased to a meager 3.2% in 1997, and in 2004 was only 5% in Sub-Saharan Africa.
In particular, the period 1991-2004 has witnessed significant increases in GER worldwide as well as regionally. The global average, which was 14% in 1991, increased to 24% in 2004. The regional average for North America and Western Europe increased from 52% to 70%, that for Central and Eastern Europe from 33% to 54%, that for Latin America and the Caribbean from 17% to 28%, and that for East Asia and Pacific from 7% to 23%, with the GER for South and West Asia averaging 11% in 2004, also up from 6% in 1991. An increase, though at a much lower level, was also observed in Sub-Saharan Africa, from 3% to 5%. Central Asia appears to be the only region that has seen a downturn in higher education enrollment. The GER in this region fell from 29% to 19% immediately after the collapse of the Soviet regime, and started to recover after 1999, reaching 25% in 2004, still considerably below what it was back in 1991.

Figure 3, adapted from UNESCO statistics, shows that global higher education enrollment, which was 6,317,000 in 1950, had increased to 28,084,000 in 1970, 68,613,000 in 1990, and 88,156,000 in 1997. The increase in developing countries was even more dramatic: from 2,200,000 students in 1960, to 6,955,000 in 1970, and to 43,358,000 in 1997, which accounted for more than half the global total in 1997. UNESCO (2003) reported that the historic threshold of 100 million students was passed in 2002. The most recent UNESCO (2006) data puts the global enrollment in 2004 at 131,999,450 students, and the total teaching staff at 8,475,673.
East Asia and the Pacific region together with North America and Western Europe currently account for more than half the global enrollment. In 1991-2004, East Asia and the Pacific region, driven by the explosive growth in enrollment in China, experienced the highest enrollment growth with an average annual growth rate of 8.1%. The enrollment growth in South and West Asia, on the other hand, was driven by the growth in India.

Figure 4 shows the top twenty countries with respect to enrollment. China, USA, India, Russia and Japan, the top five countries, now account for over half the global enrollment. Achievements of China and India in the recent past are particularly staggering. Enrollment in China has more than doubled in less than a decade to over 19 million students, and China recently overtook the US as the largest national higher education system in the world. Likewise, higher education enrollment in India has increased from 6.2 million in 1992-1993 to 9.3 million students in 1999-2000, and now stands at over 11 million students. These two countries presently account for over twenty-three percent of the global enrollment.

Increasing demand for some form of tertiary-level education fueling unprecedented growth in enrollments in higher education is now an established global trend. Figure 5 shows various projections for global demand for higher education. Values projected for the year 2025 vary from 125 to 263 million students. Since the former value has already been  surpassed, it is quite likely that the second historic threshold of 200 million students will have been passed by the year 2025. What is now certain is that the demand for some form of post-secondary education will continue to increase in the conceivably near future. IDP Education Australia (Australian Universities International Development Program) predicts that in the year 2025, fifty-six percent of the global demand for higher education will come from China, India, Malaysia and Korea (IDP 2002, quoted in Davis 2003). 

Furthermore, in order to meet the constantly changing demands of the new knowledge-driven economy, tertiary-level institutions are increasingly coming under pressure to serve a more diverse clientele, including, in addition to the relevant age cohort, working students, mature students, part-time students, day students, students enrolled in degree-programs, students taking courses that lead to new vocational qualifications, etc. (Hore 1992). In other words, part-time students in full-time employment are now part of the higher education scene, and an “earning and learning” market is emerging in many countries (van der Wende 2002). This new group of students is commonly called non-traditional students, and this phenomenon is referred to as the demographic shift. It is not only fueling demand, but is also changing the ways in which teaching, research and the various student services are organized in institutions of higher education.
A NEW HIGHER EDUCATION AGENDA IN THE GLOBAL KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY

Transformation from the Regulatory to the Evaluative State and the “Rise of Market Forces”
Massification of higher education in Europe led to differentiation within the national systems, and also led to increased regulation by the ministries and centralization of the decision making in Europe (Neave 1986; Beckmeier and Neusel 1990), as reflected in laws enacted by parliaments in the late 1960s, the 1970s and the early 1980s, such as in France (Loi d’Orientation sur l’Enseignment Superieur, 1968 and 1984), the Netherlands (Wet op de Universitire Bestuurleiding, 1970), Ireland (1971), Germany (Hochschulrahmengesetz, 1976 and 1982), Austria (Universitatsorganisationgesetz, 1975), Sweden (1977) and Spain (Ley de Reforma Universitario, 1970 and 1983 ). Neave (1998) refers to this process of enacting legislation as a means of enforcing practice and implementing policy as the “juridification” of higher education in Europe, whereby nearly all aspects of higher education, ranging from admission and access, curricular content and internal governance to expenditures was indeed regulated in detail.

Beginning with the Reagan administration in the USA and the Thatcher government in the UK, the role of the state in the economy started to diminish. Stable and conservative monetary and fiscal policies were adopted. Socio-economic policies increasingly became predicated upon market forces, and these developments affected the governance and financing of higher education worldwide (Hira 2003). In other words, a shift occurred in the West from a Keynesian to a Friedmanite approach to macroeconomic policy formulation. Newman and Couturier (2001) have described the results of this shift as “the invasion of the academy by market forces”.

Higher education thus entered an era in which processes were started in many countries to transform it from a public sector structured principally by government regulation into a semi-public sector responsive to demand and competition in what Niklasson (1996) refers to as a “quasi-market,” and the process is continuing at the present. This came at a time when demand for some form of post-secondary education was taking off in response to the skill requirements of the newly emerging global knowledge economy, and public resources were shrinking. Governments started pressuring higher education institutions to do more with less. It was becoming clear that no country could afford to provide higher education of the most expensive kind free of charge to whoever demanded it, and that those who personally benefited from that service, including students and employers, had to contribute to its costs (OECD 1990). The result has been, in the words of Newman, Couturier and Scurry (2004, 32): “a shift from dependence on regulation and oversight (by the state and on funds from the public purse) to using the market as a means of ensuring public purposes”. 
Two developments in the 1980s, one in the UK and the other in the US, had profound influences on higher education policy formulation throughout the world. The report issued by the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP 1985), known as the Jarrat Report, after its Chairman, Sir Alex Jarrat, made the following recommendations: 

1. Universities must be responsive to the market. 

2. The university head should assume the role of the chief executive. 

3. Managerial techniques must be introduced in university administration. 

4. Unit costs and efficiency of resource utilization should be among the key concerns.
5. Evaluation of university performance must be based on qualitative and quantitative performance indicators. 
The recommendations of the committee were so radical for the time that they were severely criticized by academia, which referred to them as “Jarratian Measures”; their implementation was commonly ridiculed as “Jarratization,” and the period following the report was dubbed the “post-Jarrat” period.

In 1980, the US Congress passed the Bayh-Dole Act, which allowed universities to patent and commercialize the results of federally funded research conducted within the university. According to the Association of University Technology Managers statistics (quoted in Gordon 2004), the number of new patents granted to the academia, annual licensing income of universities and the number of start-up companies formed on the bases of these patents grew significantly since then. American universities currently earn more than $1 billion a year in royalty and licensing income, more than 170 of them have “business incubators,” and many operate their own venture funds (“Brains business,” The Economist, 8 September 2005). Hewlett-Packard, Google, Yahoo!, Cisco, and Sun Microsystems were all incubated at Stanford.
Thus not only was a new source of income created for the universities, but the ties with corporations grew stronger, and the university came to be viewed as the place that supplies “commercially valuable” initiatives, and corporate giving to universities increased considerably (Newman, Couturier and Scurry 2004, 61-62). Perhaps as importantly, the traditional view of the products and outputs of the activities of the university as public goods started to change.

To the Jarrat Report and the Bayh-Dole Act must be added the literature that emerged (Johnstone 1986; Leslie and Brinkman 1988; Tilak 1989, OECD 1990; Psacharopoulos 1992; Johnstone 1991; Johnstone 1992; Johnstone 1993; the World Bank 1994; the World Bank 1995; and Johnstone and Arora 1998; Paulsen and Smart 2001). The various reports by the World Bank, UNESCO and OECD, which portrayed higher education as a semi-public good with a private and a social return, rather than a purely public good were particularly influential. This meant that the costs of higher education had to be born partly by those who benefited from it.  This argument provided a rationale for and gave legitimacy to tuition fees that was in line with social equity concerns. 
The introduction of tuition fees and calls for revenue diversification were accompanied by a new look at governance structures. In addition, many governments encouraged the development of private institutions to meet the increased demand in a manner that did not put pressure on the public purse. Thus, the “rise of market forces in higher education” manifested itself in the form of: a) tuition fees; b) private institutions; and c) new governance patterns and structures.

a) Tuition Fees:
Figure 6 shows the net share of private sources in direct expenditure on higher education institutions in OECD and partner countries, which include households and other private sources such as charitable organizations, private sector, etc. At the top of the list are Korea, Chile, Philippines, US and Japan, with 84.1%, 80.4%, 66.9%, 66.0% and 56.9% share of private sources, respectively. These countries have large shares of private institutions in their higher education systems, and charge tuition fees in public institutions. 
Figure 7, which shows the share of households- the main source of tuition fees- in direct expenditures on institutions, brings this point more clearly to the fore. Chile 77.8%, Philippines 66.9%, Korea 58.1%, and Japan 56.9% are again at the top. This time, however, the US has dropped to the eighth position among the countries shown with a 33.9% share of households. The reason for this is the large amount of donations to US institutions from charitable organizations and private donors, which, according to a survey entitled “Brains business”, published in The Economist, 8 September 2005, totaled $24.4 billion in 2004-a value that is many times the public higher education budget in a large number of countries.
Continental Western European countries, in general, are at the bottom of both figures. The conventional view in Continental Western Europe is that higher education is a public good. Higher education in this region is thus characterized by a relatively low share of private institutions, relatively low tuition fees, and high state subsidies even for students’ living expenses (Vossensteyn 1999; Schwarz and Rehburg 2004). Since the 1980s, however, tuition fees have been introduced or greatly increased in public institutions in a majority of Continental European countries and in the UK (Chevaillier and Eicher, 2002). Presently, tuition fees do not exist in public institutions in Greece-except for some graduate-level programs- Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland. However, fees in Continental Europe, are either less than ten percent of the average living costs (Vossensteyn 1999; Schwarz and Rehburg 2004), or are restricted to some graduate-level programs as in Greece, or to students who remain beyond normal periods of study, as in Ireland and Germany. Outside of Continental Europe, the general tendency is to increase fees, particularly in Latin America and the Asia-Pacific region and the former communist countries (Chevaillier and Eicher 2001; Tilak 2005).
b) Private Institutions:
Market forces in higher education are interacting in such a way that the differences between public and private, and for-profit private and non-profit private institutions are becoming increasingly blurred. On the two ends of the spectrum lie the hundred percent privately funded and the hundred percent publicly funded institutions (Levy 1986; Newman, Couturier and Scurry 2004, 108). A typical private institution receives some revenue from public sources directly or indirectly, and a typical public institution generates some of its revenues from private sources such as tuition fees, donations and services performed. The traditional private/public dividing line is now replaced by a new one, which separates for​-profit from non-profit institutions. Even that line tends to be blurred, since a number of public and non-profit institutions are engaged in for-profit undertakings, especially in trans-national education (UNESCO 2003).

With these caveats, Figure 8 shows the share of private institutions of all types in higher education systems of selected countries, based on enrollments. At the top of the figure are Israel 86%, Japan 82%, Netherlands 82%, Korea 81%, Taiwan 76%, Chile 74%, and Brazil 68%.8 However, the church-affiliated private universities in the Netherlands  and the older private universities in Israel are of the government-dependent-type, and there are few differences between them and the state universities. 

Students in private higher education institutions make up significant percentages of the national enrollments in Asia-Pacific countries and in Latin America. In a number of countries such as Korea, Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, Chile, Colombia, India, Paraguay, Brazil and Malaysia, private institutions of higher education make up over half the total enrollment. Private enrollment is on the rise in formerly communist Eastern European countries, China and Viet Nam. Since the World Conference on Higher Education, convened by UNESCO in Paris in 1998, the number of public institutions in the world has remained essentially unchanged, while that of private institutions has continued to grow. UNESCO (2003) estimates that 31.5% of students worldwide are enrolled in private institutions. It does appear that private higher education will grow worldwide.
c) Spread Of Lay Governance and Strengthened Institutional Leadership:
Starting in the mid-1980s, patterns of higher education governance, too, started to change radically. Basic elements of this change included changing role of the state, new funding arrangements coupled with resource diversification, and increased managerialism in the administration of institutions. Neave (1988a), Veld, Fussel and Neave (1998), de Groof, Neave and Svec (1998), and Neave (1998) refer to these changes as the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state and the introduction of the market as the supreme regulating principle of higher education.

The regulatory state prescribes the processes by which institutions function to produce outputs through an array of detailed legal instruments including laws, line-item budgets, guidelines and rules. The evaluative state, on the other hand, sets forth institutional missions, qualitative and quantitative input and output targets and confines itself to evaluating achievements, while allowing institutions to determine their own ways of achieving those missions and targets. Among the major changes were lump-sum budgets, resource diversification through the introduction of or increase in tuition fees and provision of incentives for income generation, increased institutional powers, including professorial appointments and discretion in financial matters. 
From the governance point of view, there was little change in the US when compared to the changes in Europe, China, Australia, New Zealand, Japan and elsewhere in the Asia-Pacific rim and Latin America. These changes in governance structures have been summarized by the OECD as follows (OECD 2003,71-72):
“ Key common elements have been a transfer of power to the rector, vice-chancellor and other leading administrative figures, and a loss of authority and decision-making power on the part of traditional participatory and collegial bodies.
Although election of university leaders still continues in a number of countries, the trend seems to be moving towards appointment, often by a board with a majority of external members.”

These changes can also be depicted on the triangle of coordination as a sweeping move from the “state-academic oligarchy axis” to the “market-society apex” as shown in Figure 1. Clark himself refers to these changes as the emergence of a new model of institutional behavior, which he calls “the entrepreneurial university” (Clark 1998; Clark 2001). He defines it as an institution that: 

1. Has a diversified revenue base, which includes mainline institutional support from a governmental ministry, funds from governmental research councils and all other sources lumped together as “third-stream” income;

2. Relies on all three sources rather than on the first one alone; 
3. Has the legal means to raise money and spend it at its discretion.
Clark (1998; 2001) underlines the crucial importance to the creation of an entrepreneurial institutional culture of what he calls the “strengthened steering core” as a philosophy/style/manner of administration/management/coordination, whereby the central administration encourages, promotes and rewards creative initiatives by the various units and members of the institution without infringing on the core values of the academia. Clark defends this type of approach to university administration as a more effective form of collegiality that is more appropriate to the changed nexus of higher education than the passive collegial model of the past.
There are many, on the other hand, who argue that the collegial spirit is disappearing in entrepreneurial universities. They refer to the changes outlined above as “marketization of higher education,” “corporatization of university governance” (Mollis and Marginson 2002; Jongbloed 2003), and “managerialism” (Reed 2002). 
The foregoing discussion and the analysis of Amaral, Jones and Karseth (2002) indicate that there is a worldwide trend towards convergence of the Continental European, the British and the American models of governance. In the author’s opinion, the trend is in the direction of the former two models to become more like the American model. Mora (2001) characterizes recent developments in higher education governance as the emergence of what he refers to as the “universal university model”- the birth of a third model after the medieval university and the modern university system. Neave (2005) argues that the “commodification” of higher education, i.e., higher education conceived as a tradable and purchasable good, is the major strategic change that is shaping all aspects of higher education worldwide. Given this fact, the American system, by far and away the most enduring example of higher education driven by market forces, is now serving as the “world referential model” in a manner somewhat similar to the Napoleonic, the Humboldtian and the British models in the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries.

It is clear that a complex relationship has developed in the past quarter of a century that now has more to do with the interaction between the state and the “market,” however, one defines the latter, rather than the balance between the state and the academic oligarchy, as the case was in the past. This change has been accompanied by a devolution of decision-making power from the central government level to the local and the institutional level, the spread of lay governance, strengthening of the executive powers at the central institutional level at the expense of senates, councils and assemblies with elected members (Amaral and Magalhes 2002; de Boer 2002; OECD 2003).

Governments in many OECD countries have reformed their governance structures well beyond what one would expect the prevailing academic cultures would have allowed them to do. Consequently, university autonomy has been redefined. In addition to classical elements of autonomy,
 institutions now have the power to own their buildings and equipment, borrow funds, spend budgets to achieve their objectives, set academic structure and course contents, employ and dismiss academic staff, set salaries, decide the size of student enrollment; and decide the level of tuition fees.

In the early 1990s, Clark Kerr had made the following remarks concerning university autonomy: 
“For the first time, a really international world of learning, highly competitive, is emerging. If you want to get into that orbit, you have to do so, on merit. You cannot rely on politics or anything else. You have to give a good deal of autonomy to institutions for them to be dynamic and to move fast in international competition. You have to develop entrepreneurial leadership to go along with institutional autonomy.”
It does appear that Kerr’s prophecy has been fulfilled. The new paradigms of higher education are meritocracy and entrepreneurialism rather than democracy and egalitarianism. Many academics worldwide are highly critical of the new paradigms of higher education. Newman, Couturier and Scurry (2004, 104), on the other hand, have offered the following view: 
“The Futures Project does not advocate creating a market in higher education; rather the project’s research has led to the conclusion that the market has arrived, and higher education institutions should acknowledge its existence and respond thoughtfully and effectively.”

The Impact of Technology

Scientific and technological developments have been continuously changing curricula, syllabi and research interests for centuries. Neither is the use of technology in the organization and delivery of education an entirely new phenomenon. Distance education, where the student and the instructor are in face-to-face contact during only part of the process, had started immediately after the establishment of postal delivery systems in the nineteenth century in England, France and Germany. The Open University in the UK provided the prototype for the first generation of distance education institutions; similar institutions were later established in many countries all over the world. By the beginning of the 1990s, many countries had established an institution of distance education as a component of her higher education system. These were, in general, public agencies using a mix of technologies, both synchronous and asynchronous types, including correspondence by mail, radio and TV broadcasts, telephony, video cassettes, videoconferencing, etc., as well as face-to-face instruction. Then came the Internet and there is now general agreement worldwide that the advanced information and communication technologies (ICT) may be the single greatest force for change in higher education worldwide (Newman and Scurry 2001; Oblinger, Barone and Hawkins 2001; Green, Eckel and Barblan 2002). The newly developed ICT revolutionized not only distance education, but also the ways in which institutions of higher education are organized and governed, as well as the methods and the techniques used in the provision of the education itself.
Thus, between 1995 and 2000, a new industry emerged, called e-learning, which uses advanced ICT for delivery, mainly the Internet and the World Wide Web. Many in the industry predicted that e-learning would be the next great Internet application, which would dwarf e-mail. Such forecasts were based on predictions that the physical campus would be diminished or it would disappear altogether. The demise of traditional, campus universities and face-to-face interaction is not in sight, and the majority of the educators worldwide believe that nothing can substitute for the human touch.

What did emerge, however, is a global market for education in general and post​secondary education and training in particular. Along with new types of providers, “distributed learning,” “virtual arms” and “unbundling of services” emerged as new methods of delivery and organizational forms in traditional institutions in the increasingly competitive global higher education market. 
The word “provider” is used as a generic term to include all types of higher education institutions as well as companies and networks that are increasingly involved in higher education and services related to it. Knight (2005) uses the following four key factors to describe different categories of providers: a) whether the provider is public, private or religious; b) whether it is non-profit or for-profit; c) whether it is recognized by a bona fide national licensing or accrediting body; and d) whether it is part of the national “home” higher education system. On this basis, she identifies six categories. The first category comprises “traditional institutions,” which can be public, private or religious and are recognized as such by a bona fide domestic licensing or accrediting body as part of the home higher education system.

“Non-recognized” higher education institutions comprise the second group and are usually private and for-profit. Most are low quality and seek accreditation from bodies that sell a label. These are referred to as “rogue providers,” which are different from “diploma mills” that only sell a degree without bothering to provide any education.
“Commercial company higher education institutions” are in general for-profit. Some of them are owned by traditional institutions, or they can be privately owned and publicly traded. They can be recognized institutions as part of the home national education system. They can be degree-awarding institutions or provide training that lead to certificates. They can be directly involved in the provision of education or are active in services related to education or both. ICT companies are particularly active in training programs that lead to certificates.
“Corporate higher education institutions” are part of major international conglomerates; they provide education and training for their employees. They are generally not a part of the national education system, but are increasingly regarded as such with increasing recognition of the importance of lifelong learning. In general, they do not award degrees, although some of them are doing so in collaboration with traditional institutions or with new providers, which have degree-awarding powers.

“Consortia and networks” are partnerships that can be any combination of institutions, both traditional and newer types of providers, and commercial enterprises. 
“Virtual higher education institutions” deliver education by distance education methods, increasingly online, with, in some cases, face-to-face provision at designated centers. They may or may not be recognized as part of the home national education system. They can be freestanding institutions and providers, or “virtual arms” of traditional institutions.    
In addition, museums, libraries, publishers and media enterprises offer a variety of tertiary-level programs, some of which even lead to degrees at the graduate-level
Academic brokers provide a wide range of services, including information, placement counseling, tutoring for various admission tests, and foreign language training.

Franchises, branch campuses and various “twinning arrangements,” also collectively referred to as “off-shore provision,” can have a wide range of organizational forms. In general, they include the provision of higher education in a given country by using programs and educational material prepared and owned by an institution in another country, with students being awarded the degrees of the latter. Twinning arrangements may also involve “dual-diploma programs,” whereby institutions in different countries collaborate as equal partners and students follow part of the curricula in one institution and the rest in the other. While franchises and branch campuses are usually for-profit, twinning arrangements of the latter type may not be so.
New types of higher education providers have at least one of the following attributes: a) they are for-profit; b) they cater to non-traditional and/or foreign students in the international education market and c) they rely on technology for the provision of education and student services (CVCP-HEFCE 2000; The Futures Project 2000; Mendivil 2002; Ryan and Stedman 2002; The Futures Project 2002; The World Bank 2002, 32-41; Newman, Couturier and Scurry 2004, 18-24; Morey 2004; Persell and Wenglinsky 2004; Knight 2005). 
Globalization and Internationalization

Globalization, in general, is the flow of technology, knowledge, people, values, ideas, capital, goods and services across national borders, and affects each country in a different way due to the nation’s individual history, traditions, culture and priorities (Knight 2004; 2006). Economists define globalization more narrowly as the integration of commodity, capital and labor markets. In any case, globalization involves the coming together and interaction of human beings. Thus, the process of globalization began with the genesis of human beings. It has always been driven by the human desire for economic and political gains, a zeal for spreading faith, ideology and culture, and a quest for new knowledge. It has been made possible by advances in transportation and communication technologies. Globalization is clearly a continuous process that is dependent upon and intertwined with technological progress.
In particular, the ICT revolution is transforming the “industrial society” into the “knowledge society.” However, it is not possible to assign a specific date to this transformation. In a recent article, Bill Gates (2006) points out that it was in the last twenty years that the word “knowledge” became an adjective. Since then, the widespread availability of the Internet through personal computers equipped with browsers and the establishment of the World Wide Web in the early 1990s, have indeed revolutionized the way we live, and thus, in the eyes of many, epitomize the transition to the knowledge society and the global knowledge economy.
Significantly increased demand for higher education, much more readily available and easily accessible information on higher education worldwide, improved and expanded means of travel, and development of advanced educational technologies based on ICT have interacted to create a global market for higher education in the last two decades. Newman and Couturier (2001) have described the higher education scene at the beginning of the new millennium as follows: 

“The result of all these changes, taken together, is a market place for higher education that allows more choices among a wider array of alternatives; a growing interest in convenience and effectiveness (i.e., learner outcomes); and a readiness to attend multiple institutions on the way to a degree. The result of the new competition is likely to be an array of institutions that mix many of these approaches-virtual and face-to-face instruction, for-profit and non-profit, consortia and individual institutions, etc., along with a great deal of technology-each institution seeking to create a specific niche. The experience of the last half century, when institutions competed largely with their “own kind” and where each could count on a reasonably predictable cadre of applicants, is breaking down.”

Such a market always existed in higher education; in fact, it may very well have been the existence of a market that led to the creation of the medieval European university, where, in many cases, students attended more than one institution on the way to their degrees. Until recently, the market involved the movement of students and teachers alone. The trans-national or cross-border higher education market in today’s global knowledge economy involves much more than that. The following are three basic forms of trans-national higher education in terms of what actually crosses the borders of nations (Knight 2003; OECD 2004a; OECD 19-25): a) “Movement of people” comprises “international student mobility” and “academic mobility.” The former involves students who go abroad to study in an institution or trainees. Examples include full study abroad toward a degree, part of an academic partnership for a home degree (study abroad) or a joint degree, and students in exchange programs. Academic mobility involves professors and trainers who go abroad to teach and/or do research for professional development, as an employee of a foreign institution, as part of an academic exchange program in a branch campus abroad. b) “Movement of programs” involves educational programs delivered across borders in the form of academic partnerships or e-learning. Examples include programs or courses jointly offered by institutions in different countries, distance education, virtual universities and e-learning programs and selling or franchising a course or a full degree-program to a foreign institution. c) “Movement of institutions and providers” takes the form of branch campuses, foreign campuses and foreign investments. Examples include opening of a campus in a foreign country, buying all or part of a foreign educational institution and the creation of an educational provider abroad. 
In addition to the provision of education itself, the global education market includes trade in the following services and products: a) education-related publishing; b) educational equipment and course material; c) consultancy services provided to ministries and companies; d) guidance, counseling and placement services provided to students; e) preparatory teaching, especially teaching of English as a foreign language; and e) testing.

Estimates of the size of this market vary, but it is clear that international higher education is now a multi-billion dollar industry, which is demand-driven, characterized by intense competition among traditional institutions as well as new providers at home and abroad.
The foregoing was the theme of the seventh Transatlantic Dialogue, which was held in July 2001 at the Universite Laval in Quebec, Canada. Thirty presidents, vice-chancellors and rectors from the USA, Canada, the UK and Continental Europe participated in the meeting. The essay that emerged from this meeting was published with the title “The brave new (and smaller) world of higher education: A Transatlantic view” (Green, Eckel and Barblan, 2002). It is indeed a smaller world driven by rapid technological changes, which make it easier for people, goods, services, capital and ideas to move around the globe. 

Since the mid-1990s, globalization has been recognized as “perhaps the most fundamental challenge faced by the University in its long history” (Scott 2000). As a result, the terms globalization and internationalization have acquired new contents in the context of higher education, which require additional terminology with definitions specific to this particular sector. In van der Wende’s (2001) view, internationalization of higher education is a response to globalization. In order to make it generic enough so that it applies to many different cultures, countries and education systems, Knight (2004) has recently proposed the following definition for the internationalization of higher education at the national/sector/institutional levels: 

“The process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary education.”

The definition provided by Knight recognizes that internationalization of higher education can take place at the national, sectoral and institutional levels, either independently as the case is in some countries or in an integrated manner as in other countries. National policies on foreign relations, development assistance, trade, industry and commerce, immigration, employment, science and technology, culture and heritage, education, social development, and others have a direct bearing on the internationalization of higher education at the sectoral and institutional levels. The various academic exchange and educational programs, which were devised and implemented as instruments of foreign policy are some examples. Such programs can also be devised, implemented and funded by a group of countries as in the EU and in the Bologna Process, or by non-governmental organizations, charitable foundations, international organizations and funding agencies, and multinational companies, each with different objectives, but all affecting policies, strategies, programs and activities at the sector and the institutional levels.

At the sectoral level, or system level, all policies that are concerned with the purpose, licensing, accreditation, funding (including national, regional and international sources), curriculum, teaching, research, and regulation of post-secondary education bear directly on the internationalization of higher education.

Knight (1999; 2004; 2006) has also described the classical rationales that have driven internationalization of higher education throughout the history in the following four main groups:  a) social/cultural; b) political; c) economic and d) academic. With the advent of the global knowledge economy, however, new rationales have emerged, or the classical ones have assumed new dimensions and contents. The reasons why nations want to host foreign students and scholars or send their youth abroad are referred to as the “rationales at the national level.” The factors that motivate, or force, institutions to internationalize their programs and campuses and provide services offshore are the “rationales at the institutional level.” The thinking behind families’ spending large sums of money to send their children to study abroad forms the basis for the “rationales at the family and the student level.” (Knight 2004; OECD 2004a, 23-32). 

Ability to work in international environments has become a key requisite for employment in the global labor market, and hence the importance of the development of intercultural skills in students and staff in institutions of higher education worldwide. This is referred to as the “capacity building approach” to policy formulation at the national and the institutional levels. It can be extended to include the desire of students themselves to acquire a good education, as well as developing intercultural skills that will make them employable in the global labor market.

The possibility to immigrate to a developed country is a rationale for students to seek opportunities to study abroad. Knight (2004) refers to this rationale on the part of host countries as “human resources development through ‘brain-power’”. OECD (2004a, 27) refers to national policies driven by this rationale as “skilled migration approach” to international higher education, which, in fact, may be viewed as a “developed-nation-version” of the capacity building approach.

Of the rationales that have emerged with the advent of the global knowledge economy, several others deserve special attention. The first one is “strategic alliances.” At the national level, with the collapse of communism, there has been a definite shift from alliances for political and cultural purposes to alliances for economic purposes. Countries are increasingly viewing the internationalization of post-secondary education as a foreign policy tool to establish strategic alliances bilaterally, regionally, multilaterally to gain both a political advantage and to increase their competitiveness in global markets.

The cost to the families of international education, either abroad or at home through a foreign provider, is still a consideration, but no more an exclusive one, especially for students in countries where higher education is not subsidized to the same degree as in others. Students and families are now looking beyond the borders of their countries for educational opportunities. They are willing to pay top dollars for what they perceive to be high-quality education. Getting a share of the multi-billion dollar global higher education market and expanding that segment has become a priority for a number of countries. OECD (2004a, 26) refers to this rationale as the “revenue-generating approach.” The revenue-generating approach is not specific to policy formulation at the government level; it applies equally at the institutional level. International recognition of an institution of higher education for the quality of its teaching, research and services has always been an aspiration. Such pursuit of international recognition based on the achievement of international standards is even more crucial in today’s competitive global environment for not only funds and foreign students, but also increasingly for the recruitment of high-quality academic staff and bright students. Knight (2004) refers to this new institutional rationale as “international branding.”
The largest and the most intensely competitive segment of the trans-national higher education market is international student mobility. Figure 9 shows the global number of foreign students in higher education over the years since 1950, and projections to the year 2025. In the second half of the twentieth century, the number of foreign students increased by a factor nearly twenty from 110,000 in 1950 to 2.11 million in 2002. This increase may also be regarded as a quantitative measure of the degree of the progress of globalization in that period in history. The period 1999-2004 witnessed a forty-one percent jump in “internationally mobile students,” from 1.75 to 2.46 million, possibly the biggest surge in the number of foreign students in history. Projections for the first quarter of the twenty-first century vary from five to eight million foreign students in higher education worldwide.

Figure 10 shows the top twenty-five host countries, led by the USA, which hosted 572,509 students in 2004. The UK was a distant second with 300,050 students, closely followed by Germany and France, which hosted 246,136 and 245,298 students, respectively. Foreign student enrollment in Australia was 151,798 in 2004, exclusive of offshore students. 
A very important feature of the international student mobility becomes evident in Figure 10. The combined foreign student enrollment in the USA, the UK, Australia, Canada and New Zealand, the major English speaking destination countries (MESDCs), was 1,132,491 in 2004, which accounted for nearly half the global enrollment, up from 988,000 a year before (Bohm et al, 2004). This is a clear indication of the nature of the global demand, i.e., Anglo-Saxon type of higher education in the English language, in particular, American-type of higher education, which presently accounts for almost a quarter of the foreign student enrollment worldwide.

Altbach (2004; 2006) refers to English as the Latin of the twenty-first century. English is the most widely studied language, the language of commerce and banking, the language at the pinnacle of scientific communications and the language of instruction not only in Anglo-Saxon countries, but also in an increasing number of non-Anglophone countries, from Kyrgyzstan and Ethiopia to Mexico and France. Figure 11 shows the projected demand for a place in higher education in the MESDCs reaching 2,614,000 by 2020, and maintaining the combined share of these five countries of over half the global enrollment. It is important to point out that institutions of higher education in all of the MESDCs, both public and private, are the closest in the world to the “market-society” apex in Clark’s “triangle of coordination,” shown in Figure 1, with governance structures that include incentives to act entrepreneurially as global conditions require. 

Figure 12 shows the global picture of international student mobility viewed from the opposite angle, i.e., number of students abroad from various countries. Shown in this figure are the major countries of origin, led by China with 343,126 students studying in institutions of higher education in other countries, a huge increase from 184,664 in 2002. The USA with 191,321 students is a distant second to China, and is followed by India (123,559, up from 87,978 in 2002), Korea (95,885, up from 84,001 in 2002) and Japan (60,424, down from 62,744 in 2002). There is, however, a major difference between the American students and students from the other four said countries in the sense that the vast majority of the American students abroad are there for short periods, at most a year in study-abroad programs, while most of those from China, India, Japan and Korea go abroad for full degree programs.

To summarize, the global higher agenda in the global knowledge economy comprises:

· Increasing demand and the “demographic shift

· The rise of market forces

· The impact of technology

· The emergence of new providers and increased competition

· Globalization and internationalization.

QUALITY ASSURANCE MECHANISMS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL
It is against this historical background, and the current milieu comprising the five interdependent items of the global higher education agenda that the emergence of quality assurance mechanisms must be understood. In particular, the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state and the rise of market forces globally must be recognized as the main drivers of this new approach to higher education governance. At the national level, Jeliazkova and Westerheijden (2002) describe these changes as a new and more sophisticated control mechanism based on accountability and academic excellence rather than on one-to-one control by the state. To this must be added the international competitiveness imperative. However, to understand the various national schemes recently put in place, it is useful to understand the historical development and the current practice of accreditation in US higher education, and use it as a yardstick for comparison.
As has been mentioned above, the roots of the present-day American system of accreditation date back to the beginning of the 20th century. Following the preparation of the first list of accredited institutions by the AAU in 1914, regional accreditation boards were established by universities and colleges and their number increased rapidly. Professional organizations, too, joined the process in the early twentieth century. This was led by the American Medical Association, which started accrediting medical schools in 1910. 

The G. I. Bill of Rights enacted in 1944, stipulated that to be eligible for financial support under that federal law veterans had to enroll in “accredited” institutions of higher education. From these roots, the present USA accreditation system evolved, which consists of two parts. Specialized accreditation is discipline-specific, and is carried out by professional organizations. Institutional accreditation, on the other hand, evaluates the institution as a whole in terms of the compatibility and the sustainability of its activities and resources with its mission. Since 1949, institutional accreditation is carried out by six regional associations, which were founded by the institutions themselves. Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1992 set the standards and procedures for institutional accreditation, and authorized the United States Department of Education (USDE) to supervise the regional accreditation boards, and the state higher education boards for the opening of new programs in public institutions. The law also established a “state post-secondary review entity” in each state to monitor the pay back of student loans.

Accreditors in the US are “recognized” following periodical reviews by the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), a private, non-governmental national coordinating body for national, regional and specialized accreditation or the USDE. As of 2002-2003, nineteen institutional and sixty-one specialized accreditors were in operation, which had been recognized by either CHEA or the USDE or both (OECD 2004b, 63-74). Clearly, accreditation in the US is based on academic assessment carried out by non​governmental organizations; neither the Federal nor the state governments play a significant role. Academics, on the other hand, do play a very significant role, but the process itself is not dominated by the academic oligarchy; rather, it is inherently market-responsive. Recognition of an accreditor by CHEA confers an academic legitimacy. On the other hand, USDE recognition is required for accreditors whose institutions and programs seek eligibility for federal student aid funds. A total of US$ 69 billion was awarded in student grants and loans in 2002, which corresponds to approximately a fifth of the total annual spending on higher education institutions in the US.Thus, a very strong incentive thus exists for institutions to seek accreditation. Furthermore, a culture has developed in time, which does not reject such an evaluation as an infringement upon either institutional autonomy or academic freedom.

At the beginning of the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state in the mid-1980s, neither the structures and mechanisms nor the culture existed in Continental Europe for academic evaluation and assessment, let alone accreditation. The prevailing view was that universities were self-governing institutions, and that they needed no steering by external agents, especially in academic matters. Neave (1998) argues that a form of evaluation did exist, but that it essentially involved routine institutional reporting on expenditures, student numbers and the number of degrees awarded, which was part of the state control. To Neave’s analysis must be added the a priori evaluations and the conditions set forth by licensing authorities before institutions are allowed to start operating. This started to change in Europe from the mid-1980s, when powerful specialist bodies emerged at the national level, which were charged with evaluating the performance of higher education institutions. As argued above, this was driven by the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state.
It is interesting to note that the first such body was established not in the UK, but in France, where the Comite National d’Evaluation and the Conseil National de l’Enseignement Superieur et de la Recherche were established in 1985. The first of these two bodies evaluates the performance of higher education institutions every four years and reports its findings to the President of the Republic. The latter, on the other hand, is chaired by the Minister of Education, and advises the minister on the new programs leading to national diplomas, appointments to be made to institutions and general coordination.

In the UK, the basic structure of governance remained essentially unchanged. Following the Education Reform Act of 1988, the first research assessment exercise was carried out by the newly established Universities Funding Council (UFC),
 which had replaced the UGC, by using quantitative performance indicators, such as numbers of publications, citations, patents, degrees awarded and funding from external sources. This was in line with the recommendations of the Jarrat Commission. Universities and departments were ranked on this basis, and the findings of the exercise were publicized. The research exercise carried out by the UFC marked the beginning of an entirely new era in evaluation, academic assessment and quality assurance in Europe. These were not new concepts in Anglo-Saxon higher education. Validation of degrees by external institutions was a centuries old tradition in the UK; after all this was the major activity of the universities in Oxford and Cambridge, and the reason for the foundation of Durham and London universities  The Council for National Academic Awards (CNAA) was founded in the late 1960s to validate the degrees given by the polytechnics and the colleges until they were given university status in 1992. The use of external examiners was a voluntary, time-honored tradition of evaluating whole degree programs in British universities. Furthermore, the so-called professional statutory and regulatory bodies  in the UK have accreditation and validation systems for recognizing programs and qualifications for specific professional status and title (OECD 2004b, 99). But, even in the UK, evaluation had never reached the level of institutionalization and formalization it had in the USA.

Polytechnics were given university status by the Further and Higher Education Act of 1992, which also replaced the UFC and the PCFC by three regional funding councils for all of higher education: Higher education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFW), and Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFCE). The Higher Education Quality Council (HEQC) was established as a quality audit agency to oversee the quality assessment procedures put in place by individual institutions. In 1997, the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) was established “ to safeguard the public interest in sound standards of higher education qualifications, and to encourage continuous improvement in the management of the quality of higher education.” Each institution of higher education is responsible for the standards and quality of its academic awards and programs. Each has its own internal procedures for attaining appropriate standards and assuring and enhancing the quality of its provision, mainly through the assessment of students and the institutional procedures for the design, approval and the monitoring and review of programs. Periodic reviews are typically carried out every five years and normally involve external examiners drawn from other institutions, or from areas of relevant professional practice. The QAA is an independent body funded by subscriptions from UK universities and colleges of higher education, and through contracts with the UK funding bodies mentioned above. The Agency is governed by a 14-member Board of Directors. Four are appointed by the representative bodies of the heads of higher education institutions (e.g., CVCP), 4 are appointed by the above mentioned funding bodies, and 6 are independent directors who have wide practical experience of industry, commerce, finance or the practice of a profession, and are appointed by the Board as a whole.  Eight of the present members have professorial titles. The QAA carries out its role by reviewing academic standards and quality, and providing nationally agreed reference points that help to define clear and explicit standards. It achieves its mission through a peer review process of audits and reviews conducted by teams, most of whom are academics but with some members drawn, where appropriate, from industry and the professions. Thus the present quality assurance system in the UK involves the activities of the QAA with regard to programs that lead to degrees in addition to accreditation by professional, regulatory and statutory bodies for programs that lead to professional or vocational qualifications such as in engineering, law, accountancy and medicine. Quality assurance in research, on the other hand, is achieved through the research assessment exercise, which is carried out by the funding councils mentioned above. It differs in its aim from the activities of the QAA in that it has a direct bearing on the distribution of public funds for research selectively on the basis of quality.

For almost a century, higher education in the Netherlands was coordinated by the Committee of Rectors (Rektoren College), which was founded in 1898, and replaced by the Universities Council (Academische Raad) in 1961 in response to the need felt for increased coordination in the face of massification (de Boer, Maassen and de Weert 1999). This council, too, failed to fulfill the role expected of it, and was replaced by the Council of Cooperating Dutch Universities (Vereniging der Samenwerkende Nederlandse Universiteiten, VSNU). The executive board of the VSNU comprises the chairpersons of the governing boards of the individual universities, who are all lay (non-academic) persons. Thus, VSNU, in that sense, is a body, which represents the interests of the universities by the government and the society and vice versa. With the transformation of Dutch higher education in the 1980s, an external quality assurance system was also established to accompany the increased financial autonomy of institutions. At first, the Minister of Education, Culture and Science intended to put the Education Inspectorate in charge of external quality assurance, but the institutions considered this their own responsibility. The VSNU was then charged with the task of organizing program evaluation by panels comprising peers and external experts with authority in the subject area. The HBO Raad was given the corresponding task for the non-university sector (OECD 2004b, pp.75-106). Following the first round of visitations between 1990 and 1995, however, the process gradually turned into a ritual, and became ineffective (Brouwer 2004). The system was subsequently augmented by the establishment of Commisie Accreditatie Hoger Onderwijs and the introduction of accreditation. Presently, the Netherlands-Flemish Accreditation Organization (Nederlands-Vlaamse Accreditatie Organisatie, NVAO) accredits all existing and new bachelor’s- and master’s-level programs in the Netherlands and Flanders, where accreditation is now a precondition for government funding of the programs. Programs are assessed by visiting and assessment bodies (Visiterende en Beoordelende Instanties, VBIs) that are recognized by the NVAO; as of January 2004, six such bodies were recognized. This is referred to as meta-accreditation or multiple accreditation. Currently, there are separate  visiting and assessment bodies for the university and the non-university (HBO) subsectors, both established in 2004. Quality Assurance Netherlands Universities (QANU) is for the university subsector, and Netherlands Quality Agency (NQA) is for the non-university subsector. Their memberships comprise the the institutions in the two subsectors, which also own the organizations.
The Bologna Process  aims, among other changes, to replace the maze of academic degrees in Europe with a system of “comparable” degrees across the “European Area of Higher Education”. The new common system that is emerging is based on two cycles comprising bachelor’s- and master’s- levels and a common credit system, similar to the degree structure and course credits in Anglo-Saxon countries.
 
The process of transforming the degree system has added momentum to external evaluation, assessment and quality assurance in Continental Europe. Quality assurance was given a further boost in the Ministerial Meeting in Berlin in 2003. Under quality assurance in the Communique of the meeting, the need to develop mutually shared criteria and methodologies in quality assurance was underlined. It was agreed that by 2005 national quality assurance systems should include: a definition of the responsibilities of the bodies and institutions involved; evaluation of programs or institutions, including internal assessment, external review, participation of students and the publication of results;  a system of accreditation, certification or comparable procedures; and international participation, cooperation and networking. ENQA since then is a participating member of the Bologna Process.

In the ministerial meeting in Bergen in 2005, the “European Qualifications Framework (EQF) for Higher Education” was adopted, and a commitment was made to establish “National Qualifications Frameworks.” These are intended to provide commonly understood reference levels on how to describe learning, from basic skills up to the doctorate, with an ECTS-like credit range attached to each level. “The Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area,” which was prepared and proposed by ENQA was adopted. The principle of a European register of quality assurance agencies based on national review was confirmed. 
It will be interesting to see how European degrees will be evaluated by US accrediting bodies, such as Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET), for example, given the skepticism currently prevailing in many of the US graduate schools in accepting holders of the new European bachelor’s degree. 

Nevertheless, there is no question about he fact that the Bologna Process has significantly altered the higher education landscape in Europe, in particular, in Continental Europe.
 In summary, the emergence of national quality assessment agencies and the switch from “line-item” to lump sum budgets accompanied by strengthened role of the university head and the increased discretionary powers of the central institutional administration are basic features that characterize the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state. There now seems to be a convergence towards linking institution or program approval to some kind of evaluation, assessment and accreditation procedure throughout Continental Europe, and there are clear signs that a common framework is developing. Yet, Europe is nowhere near where the US is in terms of the enforcement power of such agencies and schemes (OECD 2004b, pp.75-106; Billing 2004). All of the bodies established at the national level are essentially evaluating and assessment agencies; their accreditation powers are effectively restricted to recognizing/licensing evaluation and assessment panels, institutions and organizations. 
A case in point is the Akkreditierungsrat established in Germany in 1998; thus Germany was the first European country to introduce accreditation after the Sorbonne Declaration of 1998, the precursor to the Bologna Declaration (Westerheijden 2002; 2003). This council has 14 members, comprising 4 academics, 4 representatives of employers’ associations and labor unions, 2 students, one university rector, one Fachhochschule director, and 2 representatives of the Lander. All members are jointly appointed by the Kulturministerkonferenz (KMK) and the Hochschulerektorenkonferenz (HRK). The council has the power to accredit evaluation and assessment agencies, and upon the request of the education minister of a Land, to evaluate the newly established bachelor’s and master’s programs and the newly founded private institutions of higher education in that particular Land. The  German practice is another example of meta-accreditation.
The Center for Accreditation and Quality Assurance of the Swiss Universities (Organ fur Akkreditierung und Qualitatssicherung der Schweizerischen Hochschulen, QAG) was established under the federal law enacted in Switzerland in 1999 (Perellon 2001)  . However, accreditation in Switzerland is voluntary, which represents a compromise between the federal and the cantonal authorities in so far as responsibility and authority for higher education is concerned. The final decision to grant or refuse accreditation to private and public institutions is made by the Conference of Swiss Universities (CUS)
 upon the recommendation of the QAG.
A survey of the practices in post-Bologna Europe gives the following picture. Some of the national quality assessment agencies are set up by governments such as the Danish Evaluation Institute (EVA), the Center of Accreditation Quality Assurance of Swiss Universities (QAG), the Norwegian Agency for Quality Assurance in Education (NOKUT) and the National Committee for the Evaluation of the University System (Comitato Nazionale per la Valutazione del Sistema Universitario, CNVSU) in Italy. In two countries there are agencies involved in assessment that are owned collectively by higher education institutions- the Association of Dutch Universities (VSNU) and the Foundation of Portuguese Universities-in addition to those set up by the governments, the VNAO in the Netherlands and the National Council for Evaluation of Higher Education (Conselho Nacional de Avaliaçao do Ensino Superior;  CNAVES) in Portugal. The National Evaluation Committee (CNE) in France and the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) in the UK are independently constituted, while the recently established Dutch-Flemish agency is bi- national. In countries with a federal structure, such as Germany and Spain, there are agencies at the local level in addition to the one at the national level- in Spain, ANECA is at the national level, AQU is for the Catalan region and AGAE is for Andalusia. In some countries there are different agencies for the university sector and the non university sector, such as in Poland, Belgium, the Netherlands, Ireland and Austria. In Ireland the Higher Education Authority (HEA) functions both as an intermediary body charged with funding and steering, and also as a quality assessment agency. Some of the agencies focus on institutional assessment, others focus on programs and departments; in most cases agencies evaluate both the institutions and the programs and departments within the institutions. In Turkey, there is no statutory body specifically charged with evaluation and assessment. Universities themselves voluntarily carry out self-assessment within the framework of rules and regulations set forth by the Interuniversity Council. Other than in Italy, Turkey and Greece, reports are made public. However, as has been pointed out above, outside of the US, assessment and evaluation worldwide are largely in the form of a new way of regulation by the state and a source of information rather than being used for funding decisions (OECD 2003a; OECD 2004b).
Thus, quality assurance and accreditation in Continental Europe, and to a large extent also in the UK, is still essentially a part of the general accountability and reporting process. That is, in general, there are neither direct financial rewards nor penalties associated with the outcomes of the processes, as are there in the US. Recent Dutch and Flanders practice of linking accreditation to funding, and the British practice of selective distribution of public funds for research based on the outcomes of the research assessment exercise probably come closest to the American practice. Nevertheless, in an environment where quality is assumed to be the natural outcome of self- governance and any external influence is still regarded by many in the academia as an infringement on institutional autonomy and academic freedom, and hence detrimental to core academic values, Europe has come a long way. Westerheijden (2003), on the other hand, points out that the phrase “ comparable degrees across the European Area of Higher Education” used in the Bologna Declaration of 1999, means similar degrees that allow entry into the labor markets of all signatory countries at one end of the spectrum of interpretation, and degrees with a sufficient number of common elements that allow analysis on the other end. He thus argues that in either case a level of transparency is required that can only be achieved by more strict procedures that establish fixed quality thresholds below which accreditation is denied.

Australia has a relatively short history in higher education. Under British influence, her first two universities were established in Sydney in 1850 and in Melbourne in 1853. In the late 1980s, universities started their own evaluation schemes, which were also modelled after the institutional procedures in the UK, and also affected by total quality management practices in the business community. In 1992, the government established the Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (COQHAE). The committee conducted three successive audits between 1993-1995, covering teaching, research and community service activities of universities, ranked them on the basis of its findings, published the results and made financial awards on the basis of the rankings (Mollis and Marginson 2002). By the mid-1990s, Australia had emerged as a major host for foreign students and a key player in the global higher education market. Many of her public universities had offshore
 operations and online programs, and some of them were partners with foreign institutions in consortia, providing higher education globally. Two of her major competitors, the UK and New Zealand,
 had established quality assurance bodies at the national level. To address the need to maintain the standard and assure the quality of the “Australian brand” in higher education as a key element of international competitiveness, the Australian University Quality Agency (AUQA) was established in March 2000 (Mollis and Marginson 2002; Vidovich 2002; OECD 2004b pp.107-117) to conduct audits of quality in self-accrediting universities every five years, monitor quality assurance processes, and advise the states on accreditation requirements for non-university providers of higher education.
 AQUA is governed by a 9-member board, comprising 3 members appointed by the Commonwealth government, 3 members appointed by the state and territory governments, 4 members elected by the chief executive officers of the universities, one member elected by the chief executive officers of non-university providers, and a chief executive officer appointed by the board. Presently, five of the members are academics with professorial titles.

The Japanese higher education system was heavily influenced by the classical German model in its inception during the Meiji Restoration and by the American model during its reformation after WW II (Osaki 1997; Murasawa 2002; Ogawa 2002; Yonezawa 2002; Okada 2005). Although postwar reforms significantly curbed the powers of the Ministry of Education, the system remained highly centralized under direct ministerial control.
 Until April 2004, Japanese universities did not have corporate status. Administratively, national universities were extensions of the ministry, and local public universities belonged to the local governments, which founded them. In the case of private universities and colleges, the corporate status of the institution was vested in the head of the board of trustees of the school corporation that founded the institution. Buildings and facilities belonged to the “founder,” i.e., the ministry or the local government in the case of public institutions, or the school corporation in the case of a private institution. Likewise, educational and research programs were operations of the founder, which had direct responsibility and authority for the administration of the institution. Budgets of public universities were under the ministry or the local government budget. Academic and administrative positions were also under the ministry or the local government, which meant that the founder rather than the institution employed the staff. Professors in national universities were full-time civil servants with tenure. The president of a national university was elected by the senior professors from among themselves, subject to ratification by the Minister, and had somewhat stronger powers than the rector had in the classical Continental European model. The head of administration, on the other hand, was a civil servant who reported to the ministry, not the president.

The government determined the salaries of both academic and administrative staff, tuition fees and the numbers of students admitted to national universities (Murasawa 2002). The professors’ council (kyojukai shihai), however, controlled most academic matters in national universities (Goodman 2005). Thus, national universities in Japan could be placed on either the “state” or the “academic oligarchy” apex in Clark’s triangle of coordination, depending upon whether one looked at the administrative and financial aspects or the academic side of the institution, but certainly nowhere near the “market” apex.

Accreditation in Japanese higher education has a long history as a nongovernment endeavor. Under the U.S. occupation (1945-1950), the Japan University Accreditation Association (JUAA) was established in 1947 to provide non-governmental institutional accreditation. After the recovery of national independence, however, the Ministry of Education established governmental "Standards for University Establishment." As a result, nongovernment accreditation through the JUAA lost substantial influence, having become a "voluntary" process without any sanctions. (Yonezawa 2005).
The University Establishment Standards (Daigaku Setti Kijun), which were issued as a Ministerial decree, first promulgated in 1956, determined the forms, organizational structures and curricula of Japanese higher education institutions. These defined the minimum standards that an institution must meet to qualify as a university or a college, both called daigaku in Japanese, which include curricula of programs, credit requirements for graduation, as well as facilities and academic and administrative staff numbers in relation to the size of enrollment. Until 1991, they included such details as how many students could attend a particular class, the time of day or evening that an institution could hold classes, and even the dimensions of campus facilities.  Thus the standards, in a way, defined quality and served as the basis for both chartering and accreditation (Amano 1997; Doyon 2001). Establishment of new institutions, new faculties or any other changes related to the size of enrolment in both public and private institutions is subject to approval by the Ministry based on the University Establishment Standards. 
Starting from the mid-1980s, it was becoming increasingly clear that reforms were needed in Japanese higher education. Universities were given a freer hand, and, in return, were asked to carry out self-evaluation activities. In 1991, the National Institution for Academic Degrees (NIAD, Gakui-juyo Kiko) was established to validate bachelor’s-, master’s- and doctoral-level degrees awarded by non-university institutions to non-traditional students in a manner similar to what NCAA did for the polytechnics in the UK before 1992. In the mid-1990s, there was growing concern about the quality of Japanese higher education in both teaching and research. In 1998, the University Council issued a major report, which argued that the self-evaluation activities carried out by universities and colleges since 1991 had been insufficient in achieving the required level of reform, and that external evaluation was necessary (Yonezawa 2002). In 2000, the NIAD was reorganized to carry out evaluation in universities; its name in Japanese was changed to Daigaku-hyoka Gakui-juyo Kiko. In 2003, its English abbreviation was changed to NIAD-UE to include university evaluation as one of its two main activities, and in 2004 it acquired statutory powers by legislation. The NIAD-UE is governed by a 20-member board appointed by the Minister; presently, 13 of its members are university presidents.
 
The sweeping reform process that was started in 1999 aimed to transform national universities into “independent administrative institutions” (dokuritsu gyosei hojin) by April 2004, through a process referred to as “incorporation.” The process aims to increase efficiency by decreasing government regulation. It involves decreased funding from public sources and increased powers to institutions to manage their affairs and diversify their revenue base with a particular focus on enhancement of research capabilities. Basic features of the reforms accomplished so far include (Asonumo 2002; Itoh 2002; Murasawa 2002; Ogawa 2002; Yonezawa 2002; Brender 2004; Goodman 2005; Hatakenaka 2005): 

1. Incorporation of national universities as independent administrative units with  their own budgets and staff positions; 

2. Merging of institutions that are no longer viable in terms of student numbers;

3. Establishment of graduate schools independent of undergraduate schools;

4. Establishment of research professorships and merging of chairs to form “enlarged chairs”;
5. Introduction of managerial techniques in university administration;

6. Establishment of administrative councils similar to lay governing boards; 

7. Introduction of a new selection process for university presidents that gives a say to the administrative council together with the senate; 
8. Strengthening of the discretionary powers of university presidents in financial matters;
9. Establishment of vice-presidencies to which lay persons can be appointed; 
10.  Competitive funding for research and financial resource allocation based partly on the outcomes of evaluation by the NIAD-UE. 

As of 2004, new Japanese legislation requires all public and private universities, junior colleges, and colleges of technology to be accredited by an evaluation organization authorized by the national government every seven years. Thus, there is now a rejuvenated role for the JUAA, as well as other recognized organizations. Clearly, the Ministry of Education is taking steps to conduct regularly scheduled quality assurance to compensate for the deregulation of government authorization for the establishment of higher education institutions. The universities, especially private ones, argue that the legal requirement of accreditation as it applies to private higher education institutions is a governmental trial to intervene in the autonomy of private universities (Yonezawa 2005). 
As part of the sweeping reforms in China, assessment of the quality of teaching was started as early as 1990. This was emphasized in the Higher Education Act of 1995, and such evaluations were carried out in more than two hundred institutions by 2003. The Center for Assessment of Higher Education Teaching was established on 26 October 2004. The Center is mandated to carry out academic evaluation of teaching in each institution of higher education every five years, and to report its findings to the Ministry of Education. The Center will rank institutions as excellent, good, pass and failure. In addition, every institution is now required to report data on its teaching activities to the Ministry every year (Huang, F. 2005). 
With over 11 million students, the Indian higher education system is currently the third largest in the world, and it is quite likely that it will surpass the US in the not too distant future. The system currently comprises over 250 universities and close to 11,000 colleges. Over seventy percent of these colleges are privately run. Those established before 1980 are called “grant-in-aid colleges,” which get most of their funding from the state, while the rest are self-financing institutions that run on student fees. According to Stella (2003), the Indian higher education system is modeled after the classical British system, and it has inherited the funding structures of that model through the University Grants Commission (UGC), along with the classical British “regulatory mechanisms.” The latter involves the “affiliation” of colleges to universities. This is a mechanism by which a connection is established between a college and an “affiliating university.” The college follows the syllabi set by the university, which also holds central examinations on for all “affiliated” colleges. Some of the larger affiliating universities have more than 400 affiliated colleges. In other words, the affiliating university in the Indian case plays the roles Oxford and Cambridge universities traditionally play for their constituent colleges, and the “validation” that Durham and London universities exercise for the institutions placed under their academic tutelage.
Over time, as the system grew enormously, this led to many substandard institutions, with the possibility of many more to come, and hence the need for an effective mechanism for quality assurance. Accreditation by an autonomous body was seen as an appropriate strategy for quality assurance. Consequently, after a number of studies and reports in the late 1980s, as a part of its responsibility for the maintenance and promotion of standards of education, the University Grants Commission (UGC) established the National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) in 1994 (Stella 2003) “ to make quality the defining element of higher education in India through a combination of self and external quality evaluation, promotion and sustenance initiatives.”The tasks of the NAAC as set forth in its statutes is as follows:

· To arrange for periodic assessment and accreditation of institutions of higher education or units thereof, or specific academic programme or projects. 

· To stimulate the academic environment for promotion of quality of teaching-learning and research in higher education institutions. 

· To encourage self-evaluation, accountability, autonomy and innovations in higher education. 

· To undertake quality-related research studies,consultancy and training programme. 

· To collaborate with other stakeholders of higher education for quality evaluation, promotion and sustenance. 
The NAAC functions through its General Council (GC) and Executive Committee (EC), where educational administrators, policy makers and senior academics from a cross-section of the system of higher education are represented. The Chairperson of the UGC is the President of the GC of the NAAC, the Chairperson of the EC is an eminent academic in the area of relevance to the NAAC. The Director of the NAAC is its academic and administrative head, and is the member-secretary of both the GC and EC. The NAAC also has many advisory and consultative committees to guide its practices, in addition to the statutory bodies that steer its policies. The NAAC has a core staff and consultants to support its activities. It also receives assistance from a large number of external resource persons from across the country who are not full time staff of the NAAC.

Stella (2003) describes the methodology used by the NAAC as a combination of self-evaluations and peer review based on predetermined criteria for assessment. It is a voluntary process, and the final outcome of the process is an overall grade on a five-point scale and a detailed assessment report, valid for a period of five years. Both the grade and the report are made public. As of April 2007, NAAC had accredited 131 univeristies and 3,074 colleges. Accreditation by the NAAC is not mandatory for institutions of higher education, and does not carry direct penalties or rewards, such as reduced or extra funding through the UGC. Furthermore, in a country like India, which still has a long way to go before achieving massification in higher education, linking accreditation and funding is not felt to be appropriate. However, the Indian system is unique in the sense that the Chairperson of the UGC also chairs the GC of the NAAC, conjoining, in a manner of speaking, the functions of the judge and the prosecutor in the same corporate personality. Thus, NAAC is effectively an advisory body to the UGC. Nevertheless, NAAC has been successful in infusing a “quality culture” to  Indian higher education, which has led to many curricular and managerial improvements. Stella (2003), however, also draws attention to an unintended consequence of academic evaluation and assessment that seems to have inflicted the Indian system. According to Stella, many institutions have started to “copy” top-level institutions leading to uniformity in the system. Such loss of diversity may indeed work against  functional differentiation and stratification in national systems, with all institutions aspiring to research university status, which is neither desirable nor attainable.
Evaluation and assessment schemes introduced in the 1990s in Argentina, Chile and Mexico, though aiming to link their results in some way to funding, are characterized by an understanding of licensing as equivalent to accreditation and quality assurance, and results have so far been mixed (Ceaser 2004; Alvarez-Mendiola and de Vries 2005; Mollis and Marginson 2002).

The national cases outlined above clearly show that the various schemes of academic assessment and quality assurance have become integral components of university governance worldwide, supplanting many of the authorities previously exercised by ministries. However, as has been pointed out above, other than the US, assessment and evaluation worldwide are largely in the form of a new way of regulation by the state and a source of information rather than a basis for funding decisions (OECD 2003a; OECD 2004b).
 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN TRANS-NATIONAL HIGHER EDUCATION AND “MULTI-NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSES”
Many countries now have a national body with varying degrees of statutory powers in quality assurance. On the other hand, presently no such body with statutory powers exists for quality assurance at the international level, despite the growing volume of transnational education and the increasing diversity of the types of providers. Countries like the USA,28 the UK and Australia, which are major exporters of higher education services, and in which many of the providers involved in transnational education are parts of the national systems, have issued codes of practice for transnational education in the late 1990s. These codes include recommendations to the providers that aim to ensure the quality of the education provided and the standards of the degrees awarded.
Quality assurance is a major concern in trans-national provision of higher education, but the problem is compounded in the case of online provision (van Damme 2001; Billing 2004; OECD 2004b; Stella and Gnanam 2004; OBHE BfN-22, February 2005; OBHE BfN-23, March 2005). Many countries have started to take measures. In December 2003, Malaysia announced new regulations for foreign distance education providers, which must seek approval from the national approval and accreditation authority (Lembaga Akreditasi Negara, LAN) (OBHE-BN, December 2003). In 2004, South Africa adopted “A Code of Conduct for Cross-Border/Transnational Delivery of Higher Education Programs,” which aims to regulate foreign-sourced distance learning (OBHE-BN, February 2004).

In 2004, QAA issued its code of practice for transnational delivery of higher education. Generally recognized as the first of its kind in emphasizing academic infrastructure as a means of safeguarding academic quality, the code provides means for institutions, both in the UK and elsewhere, to demonstrate the quality and standards of the programs they provide overseas, both face-to-face and online (OBHE-BN, September 2004).

UNESCO recognized the International Council for Open and Distance Education (ICDE) as the global non-governmental organization responsible for quality assurance in transnational distance education. ICDE, with its headquarters located in Oslo, was founded in 1983, to organize worldwide and regional conferences on issues of global concern related to distance education. ICDE has now founded its ICDE Standards Agency (ISA) to carry out audits concerned with the quality and standards of services to students at the point of delivery, and an institution’s responsibility for what is done in its name. It does not involve an audit of the quality of courses and academic standards for qualifications and curriculum. Since there are no international standards for these, it assumes that institutions operate within the overall national/and state legislation and guidelines (OBHE-BN, May 2003; March 2004).

The Global Alliance for Transnational Education (GATE), established in 1995, is a global quality assurance body that is intended to act as a forum for governments, academics, accrediting agencies, students and businesses to discuss and implement quality assurance related to transnational education. It was transferred to the US Distance Learning Association in the summer of 2003 (OBHE-BN, September 2003). The GATE certification is a voluntary quality assurance process for trans-national education programs. According to the Observatory on Borderless Higher Education (OBHE), however, the GATE initiative is not an effective one in the complex environment of the global higher education market (OBHE-BN, March 2004).

The International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE), founded in 1999 in Australia, and recognized by UNESCO, currently has sixty-three full and forty-one associate members. Promotion of good practices, better informed international recognition of qualifications and alerting members to dubious accrediting practices are among the aims of the organization. 

There is presently no binding international mechanism or institutional structure with the power to enforce standards for quality assurance in transnational higher education (The World Bank 2002, 35). OECD (2004b, 10) described the state of affairs as of the beginning of the new century in the area of quality assurance, accreditation and recognition of qualifications as follows: 
“The lack of comprehensive frameworks for coordinating various initiatives at the international level, together with the diversity and unevenness of the quality assurance and accreditation systems at the national level, create gaps in the quality of higher education delivered across borders. It makes students and other stakeholders more vulnerable to low-quality provision of cross-border higher education.”

Following the resolution adopted by the General Conference of UNESCO in 2003, OECD and UNESCO started to work on drafting guidelines on the quality of trans-national higher education as an educational response to growing commercialization. The OECD (2004b) publication was the first comprehensive review of where the world stood on this important issue. Joint Guidelines for quality provision in cross-border higher education, based on United Nations and UNESCO principles and instruments, were recently issued after the 33rd session of the UNESCO General Conference in October 2005 (OECD-UNESCO 2005). The Guidelines are neither a normative nor a standard-setting document.The objectives of the Guidelines are to propose tools and a synthesis of best practices that can assist member states in assessing the quality and relevance of higher education provided across borders and to protect students and other stakeholders in higher education from low-quality higher education provision. The Guidelines address six stakeholders in higher education (governments, higher education institutions/providers including academic staff, student bodies, quality assurance and accreditation bodies, academic recognition bodies, and professional bodies), provide a set of orientations to practitioners, and seek to promote mutual trust and international cooperation between providers and receivers of cross-border higher education. The Guidelines addresses key higher education issues in a more globalized society and are equally relevant for developed and developing countries. As such, they aim to support and encourage international cooperation and enhance the understanding of the importance of quality provision in cross-border higher education. The purposes of the Guidelines are to protect students and other stakeholders from low-quality provision and disreputable providers, as well as to encourage the development of quality cross-border higher education that meets human, social, economic and cultural needs. The Guidelines are based on the principle of mutual trust and respect among countries and on the recognition of the importance of international collaboration in higher education. They also recognize the importance of national authority and the diversity of higher education systems, and the importance countries attach to national sovereignty over higher education. As they are not in any way binding on national states, the effectiveness of the Guidelines largely depends on the possibility of strengthening the capacity of national systems to assure the quality of higher education. 
Despite this shortcoming, the OECD-UNESCO guidelines represent a big first step forward. According to Eaton (President of CHEA, 2006): 
“The Multinational organizational response through the OECD/UNESCO project is conceived, at least in part, as a reaction to WTO/GATS
 and may ultimately emerge as a defining feature of the international higher education space.”
However, it should be kept in mind that the new OECD-UNESCO Guidelines is a secretariat document rather than a UNESCO convention, and as such is non-binding. This was demanded by the US. Furthermore, the GATS does not include provisions for quality assurance. Thus if in the future the international free trade envisioned in the GATS is ever established, it is not difficult to envision many diploma mills and rogue providers pervading countries where there are demand-supply imbalances in higher education (Robinson 2005).

It is interesting to compare the roles of the World Trade Organization and the UNESCO in international higher education. The former is pushing for international trade liberalization for profit. On the other hand, UNESCO has long recognized the need for mechanisms for international recognition of qualifications and quality assurance in trans-national education as a means of promoting international academic mobility.  There is in general limited awareness of these conventions, except for the Lisbon Convention for Europe. UNESCO and the Council of Europe established a “Code of Good Practice for Trans-national Education,” and made it a part of the Lisbon Convention in 2001. Over one hundred member countries have ratified the UNESCO conventions, and as such, they are the only legally binding instruments currently available dealing with trans-national education. Knight describes the role of UNESCO as “non-profit internationalization of education” through such conventions and the recent Guidelines, as opposed to “for-profit internationalization of education” by the WTO through GATS. This is why the recent UNESCO-OECD Guidelines are viewed as a multi-national response to globalization/internationalization of education, as opposed to the perceived commercial Anglo-Saxon response embodied in the GATS.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The historical analysis presented in this study shows that the evolution of quality assurance, academic evaluation and accreditation have followed different paths in Anglo-Saxon countries and the rest of the world. While the various means used to ensure quality in the latter group of countries have traditionally been key elements of governance, accreditation has evolved as a uniquely American phenomenon, with accompanying financial rewards and penalties. In Continental Europe and the rest of the world, on the other hand, a priori evaluation has traditionally existed in the form of setting minimum requirements before awarding a license to operate institutions. This has usually been followed up by routine inspections, financial audits and in the form of a reporting numerical data on staff and student numbers, graduation rates and other academic outputs such as publications etc., as they relate to expenditures, budget preparation and general financial accountability. The ministries of education and finance have traditionally played key roles throughout such processes. 

With the transformation from the regulatory to the evaluative state in the mid-eighties, such routine reporting and evaluations have been replaced by various types of quality assurance schemes, essentially adapted from the world of business. With few exceptions, quality assurance is now an integral element of higher education governance worldwide. Most countries now have some kind of quality assurance system and a national agency charged with varying forms of quality-related tasks and missions. Many of the powers previously exercised by various ministries have been devolved to institutions. In return, lay governance has spread both directly, in the form of governing boards that have the power to appoint university heads, and indirectly through external quality assurance bodies comprising academic as well as non-academic members. The US, however, still stands out as the only country that has an accreditation system with associated financial rewards and penalties.
With the advent of globalization, higher education, too, is becoming an increasingly “global business.” Traditional institutions, including world-renowned research universities, are now facing stiff competition from not only their peers, but also from new types of providers, both at home and abroad. Competition is for students, academic staff and funds, and its scale is the entire world. The number of foreign students is increasing, as well as many different forms of cross-border or trans-national delivery. National quality assurance bodies are needed in such a milieu not only for maintaining the quality of higher education provided at home, but also to affix internationally recognized “brands” to their institutions. Herein lies one of the main challenges faced by higher education worldwide, i.e., the lack of an international organization that has the power to recognize/accredit national quality assurance agencies, which, in turn, have the power to issue lists of accredited/recognized national institutions and providers. The difficulty in setting up such an international body is that education in general is perceived as a national prerogative. It is too early to tell how effective the recently issued OECD-UNESCO Guidelines will be.
The vacuum caused by non-binding mechanisms in the area of quality assurance and recognition in trans-national higher education is recently being filled by individual institutions’ desire for “international branding.” Bona fide national and international accreditation agencies are now operating in fifty countries. The US national, regional and professional/program accrediting bodies such as ABET are selling services in over sixty-five countries (Knight 2005a). Institutions all over the world are lining up to build an international reputation by a “US brand”. Demand for a US institutional brand is apparently increasing just like the demand by students and families for an American-type of higher education. Altbach (2003), on the other hand, points out the pitfalls associated with American accreditation of foreign universities, which he labels as “colonialism in action.” 

The lack of an internationally recognized body for accrediting the accreditors, however, remains an elusive target. The European ENQA and the Australia-based INQAAHE stand out as possible models at least to start with, and UNESCO, OECD, and, if the GATS is ever realized, the WTO certainly have roles to play in this crucial area. In the absence of such a body, it is quite likely that accreditation by American bodies will grow into a significant segment of the global education market.

Figure 1. The Depiction of the Rise of Market Force in the Triangle of Coordination
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Figure 2. Gross Enrollment Ratios in Selected Country Groups
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Figure 3. Global Enrollment in Higher Education
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Figure 4. Top Twenty Countries in National Enrollment in Higher Education, 2004
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Figure 5.  Projected Global Demand for Higher Education
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Figure 6. Private Expenditure on Tertiary Education, % of Total Expenditure, 2001
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Figure 7. Share of Households in Expenditures on Tertiary Education, % of Total, 2001
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Figure 8.  Share of Private Institutions in National Systems, % of Total Enrollment, 2004
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Figure 9.  Growth of Global Foreign Student Enrollment, Millions
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                             Source: Guruz (2005).

Figure 10. International Student Mobility: Number of Students Hosted; Top Twenty-Five Host Countries in 2004
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Figure 11.  Forecast of Global Demand for International Student Places in MESCDCs, thousands
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Figure 12. International Student Mobility: Top Twenty-Five Countries of Origin in 2004
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� Except noted otherwise, the historical material in this section is based on CRE (1984), CRE (1985), Rashdall (1936, 1987), Cobban (1992), Teichler and Wasser (1992), Rottblatt and Wittrock (1993), Ridder-Symoens (1992; 1996), Ruegg (2004) and Gürüz (2001; 2005).








� Ramirez and Riddle (1991) and Scott (2000) estimate that out of the 1,854 universities founded between 1200 and 1985, three quarters were established since 1900, and 1,101 (59%) were founded between 1950 and 1985.


� For the Humboldtian model, see also (Nyborn 2003; Charle 2004; Gerbod 2004).


� The dissenting academies were founded in England in the late 18th and the early 19th centuries by non- Anglicans, who were not allowed as students in Oxford and Cambridge. They were not authorized to award degrees, and eventually disappeared. They did, however, play a key role in the evolution of both the British and the American systems of lay governance.


 


� It is interesting to note that Oxford, Cambridge, Durham and London universities as degree awarding institutions can be considered as the first quality assurance and accreditation structures, and the UGC is generally regarded as the first intermediary body between the government and institutions of higher education. Such structures are important elements of modern university governance (see Moodie and Eustace 1974; Dill 1992; Rottblatt and Wittrock 1993; Guruz 2001; and Fulton 2002 for more on the evolution of lay governance).





� For diffusion of European models outside of Europe, see Shils and Roberts (2004).


� Throughout history, university governance in Continental Europe has been characterized by diversity, which makes it difficult to generalize. Governing bodies of some Italian and German universities included lay members as early as the 14th century. As has been mentioned above, lay persons have traditionally been included in the governance of universities in those regions that have come under Calvinist influence, such as Holland and some Swiss cantons. Even in those countries, ministries have played key roles in university governance, and they still do. 


� For some country-examples of the role played by ministries in the Classical Continental European model, see Beckmeier and Neusel (1990).


� In his original work, Clark (1983, p.143) had identified the then USSR and Italy as the epitomes of systems dominated by state authority and the academic oligarchy, respectively, and had cited the American system as “ what comes closest to a market of freely interacting and competitive institutions”, by putting the said countries at the three apexes of the triangle of coordination. However, on account of the large share of private institutions in the system, Clark placed Japan next to the US in market-responsiveness. Canadian universities, much like British institutions, are quasi-private, non-profit corporations, chartered by provincial legislatures rather than by the federal parliament. The Canadian higher education system is characterized by somewhat weaker state control compared to the British system (Jones 2002). Thus Clark placed Canada behind Japan, followed by Britain. As examples of Continental European systems, Clark put Sweden and France on the state-academic oligarchy axis. Neave and van Vught (1994) share Clark’s analysis, and point out that the Continental European model lies on the state-academic oligarchy axis of the triangle, while the British and the American models, with limited, in the case of the US very limited, government regulation, are close to the market/society apex.








� Daniel Coit Gilman (1813-1908) was the first president of Johns Hopkins. Before becoming president, he toured German universities to recruit staff and learn about their organization. The first graduate school was established at Cornell in 1868. William Rainey Harper (1856-1906), the first president of the University of Chicago, designed the new institution with an English-style undergraduate college and a German-style research institute. Granville Stanley Hall (1844-1924), the first president of Clark University, had studied psychology in Germany. He set up the first psychology laboratory at Johns Hopkins before he moved on to Clark where he pioneered the quarter system and introduced extension programs. Charles William Eliot (1834-1926) served as the president of Harvard between 1869 and 1909. He had studied chemistry in Germany for two years, beginning in 1863. During his term as Harvard’s president, he initiated the elective system, founded the graduate school and instituted strict requirements for admission and graduation.





� The first public resarch institutes were established in Germany, Physikalisch-Technische Reichsanstalt (f. 1887) and the Kaiser Wilhelm Gessellchaft (f. 1911, renamed Max Planck institutes in 1948), and so were the industrial R&D laboratories, such as those of the German chemical giant Badische Aniline und Soda-Fabrik (BASF, f. 1865). Those of General Electric and Bell Telephone, and Edison’s laboratory/shop in Menlo Park in the US came somewhat later. On the other hand, the first funding agencies were the Department of Scientific and Industrial Research in the UK (f. 1915), and Notgemeinschaft der Deustchen Wissenchaft in Germany (f. 1920). Government agencies charged with similar functions were established in France and the USA  in later years, Conseil National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS, f. 1939), and the National Science Foundation (NSF, f. 1950). CNRS and the NSF are more relevant to the topic at hand, because, while the British and the German agencies mentioned above were set up to support the national war effort, CNRS, and especially the NSF, were set up to channel the scientific and technological knowledge acquired during wars to civilian ends. In this manner, national R&D systems began to emerge, comprising universities, public research institutions and private sector research departments, each with distinct, but partially overlapping and complementary functions. For the evolution of national R&D systems in the late 19th and the early 20th century, see Guruz (2001,107-124) and Guagnini (2004).


� Trow (1972) has classified national higher education systems according to gross enrolment ratios (GER) into three groups as elitist (GER less than 15%), mass (GER between 15-50%), and universal (GER above 50%).





� Figures were obtained on 22 July 2006 from: � HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/iau/onlinedatabases/list.html" ��http://www.unesco.org/iau/onlinedatabases/list.html� 





� Enrollment data are from Ramirez and Riddle (1991) and UNESCO Statistical Yearbooks starting from the year 1963. The most recent data are for the year 2004 reported in UNESCO (2006). 


� OECD (2004) and UNESCO (2006) define a private institution as one “controlled and managed by a non-governmental organization (e.g. a Church, Trade Union or business enterprise), or if its Governing Board consists mostly of members not selected by a public agency,” and distinguishes between government-dependent and independent private institutions. A former type of institution is one that “receives more than fifty percent of its core funding from government agencies or one whose teaching personnel are paid by a government agency.” Thus, church-affiliated universities such as those encountered in France, Spain, Belgium and Netherlands are government-dependent private institutions, and there is little difference between them and the state institutions in their respective countries. The real distinction at the present, however, is between non-profit and for-profit institutions.


� Sweden, Austria, Denmark, Norway, some of the Lander in Germany, such as Lower Saxony, and most recently Japan are countries where radical legislative changes have been introduced in the said direction. In those countries where lay governance already existed, as in the UK, Australia and Holland, it has been strengthened. 


� In the third-stream income category, Clark (1998; 2001) lists income from other governmental sources, private organized sources including industrial firms, professional and civic associations that promote continuing education for their members and philanthropic foundations, and university generated income. Potential sources for the last sub-category include earned income from campus services ranging from the hospital to the bookstore and commercialization of physical campus assets like residence halls and sports facilities for external use; student tuition and fees, increasingly including fees from continuing education and lifelong learning in various forms, and from foreign students enrolled on campus or offshore or in e-learning programs or in franchise arrangements; industry related contract research and consultancy services; income from technology transfer and royalty income from patented intellectual property collectively owned by the institution and specific faculty members; and alumni fund raising.





� A survey commissioned by the OECD in the early eighties on the relative autonomy of different types of higher education institutions in different countries was based on questions that dealt with authority to make changes in curricula, start new programs, move equipment from one laboratory to another, move funds from one item or chapter in the budget to another, and the procedure for designating heads of institutions (Jadot 1980; 1984). The marked difference between what then constituted the principal elements of  institutional autonomy and those today clearly reflect the changed nexus of higher education in the last twenty-five years or so.


� A similar council, the Polytechnics and Colleges Funding Council (PCFC) was also established by the same act to distribute public funds among institutions in that particular subsector of the then existing binary system in the UK.


� Indeed, many of the intended outcomes of the process are strikingly similar to the distinguishing features of the Anglo-Saxon, if not the American, higher education system. Claude Allegre, arguably the intellectual leader of the pre-Bologna process and a distinguished scholar himself, was openly critical of European higher education and an admirer of the American research university. In an interview in 1997, soon after taking office as the Socialist government’s education minister, and just a few months before the Sorbonne Declaration, he stated, “it was a pity that France had never succeeded in creating a Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) or a Caltech.” (“Knowledge factory,” The Economist, 4 October 1997.) That the ultimate aim of the Bologna Process is to incorporate some of the basics features of the American system is shared by many. The following words by Corbett are an example (2005, 195-196): “The not-so-hidden agenda for the original signatories was that the great university systems of Europe should develop the features widely seen as making the American system a world-beater. They needed to counter the brain-drain to the US, and to do more to attract bright students to the EU.” The British, on the other hand, “believed that Bologna would not have any impact on UK structures, but would open the way to Europe-wide competition for students and resources, at which the British would do well.”





For example, van der Wende (2001) describes the Bologna process as a “cooperative European approach to counter the aggressive Anglo-Saxon approach to internationalization of higher education”. 





� It is interesting to note that institutions of higher education did not initiate the Bologna Process. Rather, it was a subtle imposition on them by politicians. In fact, Corbett (2005, 203) refers to it as “policy making in higher education through partnership with state actors and with non-state actors based on cooperation rather than legislation.” In other words, the Bologna Process seems to have replaced the European practice in the 1970s of enforcing practice by legislation.


Neave (2002) has summarized the core objectives of the Bologna Process that reflect particular ideological commitment on which it is predicated as: “mobility,” “employability,” “competitiveness,” and “attractiveness.” Such terminology which de-emphasizes, or, in the thinking of some, even “desecrates” the concept of university is anathema to many, especially in Continental Europe.


�The CUS is a 12-member steering and coordination body at the federal level with a remit covering the cantonal universities and to some extent also the two federal institutes of technology. Its decision-making powers include the definition of the normal length of studies, the recognition of titles and degrees and directives on teaching and research assessment.





� In 2003, there were over fifty-five thousand students enrolled in various Australian offshore programs,  mainly in  south Asia.


�The New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA) was established in 1990 under the Education Act 1989 to provide an overarching role in quality assured qualifications and to coordinate qualifications in New Zealand. It is governed by a nine-member Board appointed by the Minister of Education; the present board has only three members with academic titles. Only those providers recognized by the NZQA areeligible for government financial assistance (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.nzqa.govt.nz" ��http://www.nzqa.govt.nz�). The Tertiary Education Commission (TEC) was established under the Education (Tertiary reform) Amendment Act 2002. TEC is responsible for funding all of post-secondary education. It is governed by a nine-member board appointed by the Minister of Education. Presently, three of its members have academic titles (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.tec.govt.nz" ��http://www.tec.govt.nz�). 





�Self-accrediting means a university established by law that has its own evaluation and assessment schemes and procedures in place. Non-university providers must obtain permission to operate from the individual states in Australia. AQUA audits each institution as a whole rather than its programs, based on self-assessment and site visits. It relies on panels of experts, which focus not only on teaching and learning, and research, but also on management of the institution (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.aqua.edu.au" ��http://www.aqua.edu.au�) 


� The new university system (Shinsei Daigaku) introduced under American influence in postwar Japan included the establishment in 1947 of the Japanese University Accreditation Association (JUAA, Daigaku Kijun Kyokai), a non-governmental body, to set the standards for new universities (Itoh 2002; Murasawa 2002; Yonezawa 2002). However, in time, since there were no penalties for not seeking accreditation and no rewards for doing so, especially after 1956 when the Ministry set its own standards, the JUAA turned into a voluntary accreditation entity, and as of the year 2004, only a third of the Japanese universities had been accredited by it (OECD 2004b, pp. 119-129).





� It was in fact the large share of private institutions, not the structure of its public institutions, that led Clark to depict the Japanese higher education system next to the American system in its responsiveness to market in the triangle of coordination, as pointed out above.





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.niad.ac.jp" ��http://www.niad.ac.jp� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://naacindia.org" ��http://www.naacindia.org�





� The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) is the first and only set of legally enforceable rules governing international trade in services. It was developed in response to the growth in services worldwide and greater potential brought about by the IT revolution. It was negotiated in the Uruguay Round, which took from 1986 to 1994, and entered into force in 1995, together with the revised version of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which covers trade in goods, and the Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs). The origins of GATS date back to efforts by major Western powers to liberalize trade immediately after WW II, which resulted in the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT), an ongoing and expanding negotiation process that focused on international trade in industrial goods. In 1995, the World Trade Organization (WTO) replaced GATT and a decision was made to include trade in services under the auspices of the WTO. Within five years, the multilateral negotiating process on international trade in services started, which now covers 149 members of the WTO. The GATS is a voluntary agreement, which aims to expand the opportunities for global trade in services by removing barriers. For the structure of the GATS that pertains to education, see Knight (2003).


Although the EU, in general, is in favor of GATS, it is opposed to the inclusion of educational services. On the other hand, the US, Australia, Japan and New Zealand, all big players in the global education market, are in favor. The UK, another big player, has conveniently distanced herself from this cleavage between the EU and the US. In any case, multilateral negotiations are currently at a standstill due to strong disagreements on issues related to agriculture.  
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